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PREFACE 

T h e  idea f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  o r i g i n a t e d  a t  t h e  I n t e r A c t i o n  B o a r d  
M e e t i n g  i n  November  1986 w i t h  M .  P e t e r  M c P h e r s o n ' s  c h a l l e n g e  t o  
i d e n t i f y  g a p s  a n d  w e a k n e s s e s  i n  t h e  A.I.D./PVO r e l a t i o n s h i p  f o r  
f u t u r e  a t t e n t i o n .  What  s t a r t e d  a s  a  s t u d y  s m a l l  i n  s c o p e  e v o l v e d  
i n t o  a more e x p a n s i v e  e x a m i n a t i o n  b a s e d  o n  n e e d  a n d  i n t e r e s t ,  
u n d e r s c o r i n g  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  Mr. M c P h e r s o n ' s  i d e a .  T h e  f i n a l  
r e p o r t  r e f l e c t s  a  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  e f f o r t  b y  A.I.D. a n d  t h e  PVOs, a n  
e f f o r t  w h i c h  we h o p e  w i l l  b e  u s e d  a s  a b a s i s  f o r  furthering t h e  
A .  I . D .  / P V O  p a r t n e r s h i p .  

PREFACE 

The idea for this study originated at the InterAction Board 
Meeting in November 1986 with M. Peter McPherson's challenge to 
identify gaps and weaknesses in the A.I.D./PVO relationship for 
future attention. What started as a study small in scope evolved 
into a more expansive examination based on need and interest, 
underscoring the importance of Mr. McPherson's idea. The final 
report reflects a collaborative effort by A.I.D. and the PVOs, an 
effort which we hope will be used as a basis for furthering the 
A.I.D./PVa partnership. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

T h e  r e s p o n s e s  f r o m  USAPD M i s s i o n s  a n d  PVOs i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  w h i l e  
i m p r o v e m e n t s  a r e  n e e d e d  t o  f u r t h e r  A.I.D./PVO c o l l a b o r a t i o n ,  much  
h a s  b e e n  a c h i e v e d  t o  l a y  a f o u n d a t i o n  f o r  a c o n t i n u e d ,  e x p a n d e d  
p a r t n e r s h i p .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  m u t u a l .  r e s p e c t  i s  
e v i d e n t  b e t w e e n  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  a n d  P V O s .  T h e  M i s s i o n s  
o v e r w h e l m i n g l y  r a t e d  PVC g e r s o n n e l  e x c e l l e n t  o r  g o o d  i n  a l l  m a j o r  
w o r k  c a t e g o r i e s .  O v e r  70% s f  t h e  PVO r e s p o n s e s  f o u n d  M i s s i o n  
m a n a g e m e n t  o f  g r a n t s  a n d  c o r r t r a c t s  t o  b e  g o o d  o r  e x c e l l e n t ,  3 n d  
n e a r l y  h a l f  attributed t h a t  f a v o r a b l e  c o n c l u s i o n  t o  o v e r a l l  g o o d  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  the M i s s i o n s .  O v e r  70% o f  
P;'Os i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  t h i n k  A . I . D . / P V O  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  h a s  
i n c r e a s e d  i n  t h e  l a s t  t e n  y e a r s .  

O v e r  h a l f  o f  t h e  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  r e c o m m e n d e d  t h a t  t h e y  b e  g i v e n  a 
g r e a t e r  r o l e  i n  t h e  a p p r o v a l ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  
p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s .  T h i s  d e s i r e  t o  b e c o m e  m o r e  i n v o l v e d  
i n  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  a t  t h e  c o u n t r y  l e v e l  r e f l e c t s  t h e  f r e q u e n t l y  
x e n t i o n e 6  s u g g e s t i o n  t o  s h i f t  m o l e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f r o m  
A . I , D . / W a s h i n g t o n  t o  t h e  M i s s i o n s ,  T h e  f a c t  t h a t  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  
90% o f  t h e  b u d g e t  a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  PVOs  g o e s  t h r o u g h  r e g i o n a l  
b u r e a u s  t o  f i e l d  m i s s i o n s ,  a n d  o n l y  10% t h r o u g h  c e n t r a l  f u n d i n g ,  
r e f l e c t s  a l a c k  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  a t  t h e  N i s s i o n  l e v e l  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  b u d g e t  a l l o c a t i o n  p r o c e s s .  

C o l l a b o r a t i o n  t h r o u g h  t h e  y e a r s  h a s  g i v e n  b o t h  t h e  PVBs a n d  USAID I 

M i s s i o n s  a b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a n d  a p p r e c i a t i o n  o f  e a c h  o t h e r ' s  
s t r e n g t h s  a n d  w e a k n e s s e s ,  I n  t h i s  s t u d y ,  b o t h  g r o u p s  p e r c e i v e d  
M i s s i o n s  a s  s t r o n g e s t  i n  t h e i r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e  h o s t  c o u n t r i e s v  
d e v e l o p m e n t  p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  w e a k e s t  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  w o r x  w i t h  
L o c a l .  c o u n t e r p a r t s .  P V O s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  w e r e  p e r c e i v e d  a s  
s t r o n g e s t  i n  w o r k i n 2  a t  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  l e v e l  a n d  k n o w i n g  t h e  h o s t  
c o u n t r i e s '  c u l t u r a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  a n d  w e a k e s t  i n  t h e i r  k n o w l e d g e  
o f  t h e  h o s t  c o u n t r i e s 9  d e v e l o p m e n t  p r i o r i t i e s  a n d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  
t o  c o n d u c t  p o l i c y ,  s e c t o r  a n d  s t r a t e g y  a n a l y s e s .  O n e  o f  t h e  
w e a k e s t  r a t i n g s  g i v e n  t o  PVOs by  M i s s i o n s  w a s  i n  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n .  
T w o - t h i r d s  o f  M i s s i o n s  p o l l e d i  f e l t  PVOs a r e  n o  b e t t e r  t h a n  f a i r  
a t  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n .  P V O s ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  were  s e e n  a s  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  i r n p l e m e n t o r s  t h a n  d e s i g n e r s ;  85% r e c e i v e d  
r a t i n g s  o f  g o o d  o r  e x c e l l e n t ,  

A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - t h i r d  o f  PVO r e s p o n d z n t s  w e l c o m e d  t h e  i d e a  o f  
p a r t n e r s h i p  i n  d e v e l o p m e n t  w i t h  A I D  w i t h  n o  c a v e a t s ,  H o w e v e r ,  
h a l f  t h e  P V O s  t h o u g h t  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  p a r t n e r s h i p  was o f t e n  
a p p r o p r i a t e ,  i t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  d e m a n d e d  a n d  PVO i n d e p e n d e n c e  
s h o u l d  b e  r e c o g n i z e d  a n d  r e s p e c t e d .  

M i s s i o n s  a n d  PVOs a g r e e d  t h a t  d r a m a t i c  p r o g r a m m a t i c  s h i f t s  a r e  
n o t  a n t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e -  T h e r e  w a s  l e s s  a g r e e m e n t  o n  
h o w  b e s t  t o  p r e p a r e  f o r  f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t  n e e d s  a n d  t h e  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The responses from USAID Missions and PVOs indicated that while 
improvements are needed to further A.l.D./PVO collaboration, much 
has been achieved to lay a foundation for a continued, expanded 
partnership. For example, ~ high level of mutual respect is 
evident bet¥een USAID Missions and PVOs. The Missions 
overwhelmingly rated PVO personnel excellent or good in all major 
work categories. Over 70% of the PVO responses found Mission 
management of grants and contracts to be good or excellent, and 
nearly half attributed that favorable conclusion to overall good 
relationships between themselves and the Missions. Over 70% of 
PVOs indicated that they think A.l.D./PVO collaboration has 
increased in the last ten years. 

Over half of the USAID Missions recommended that they be given a 
greater role in the approval, administration, and supervision of 
projects ~n their countries. This desire to become more involved 
in PVO activities at the country level reflects the frequently 
mentioned suggestion to shift more responsibility from 
A.I.D./Washington to the Missions. The fact that approximately 
90% of the budget allocation for PVOs goes through regional 
bureaus to field missions, and onl~ 10% through central funding, 
reflects a lack of information at the Mission level regarding the 
reality of the budget allocation process. 

Collaboration through the years has given both the PVOs and USAID 
Missions a better understanding and appreciation of each other's 
strengths and weaknesses. In this study, both groups perceived 
Missions as strongest in their knowledge of the host countries' 
development priorities and weakest in their ability to work with 
local counterparts. PVOs l in contrast, were perceived as 
strongest in workin~ at the community level and knowing the host 
countries' cultural requirements, and weakest in their knowledge 
of the host countries' development priorities and their ability 
to conduct policy, sector and strategy analyses. One of the 
weakest ratings given to PVOs by Missions was in project design. 
Two-thirds of Missions polled felt PVOs are no better than fair 
at project design. PVOs, on the other hand, were seen as 
significantly better implementors than designers; 85% received 
ratings of good or excellent. 

Approximately one-third of pva respond~nts welcomed the idea of 
partnership in development with AID with no caveats. However, 
half the PVOs thought that although partnership was often 
appropriate, it should not be demanded and PVO independence 
should be recognized and respected. 

Missions and PVOs agreed that dramatic programmatic shifts are 
not anticipated in the near future- There was less agreement on 
how best to prepare for future development needs and the 
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appropriate roles for PVOs and A.I.D. Over half of the PVOs did 
not expect their organizations' program emphasis to change in the 
next few years. PVOs expecting changes in their program emphasis 
attributed it to: 1) Expected increased A.I.D. support for a 
particular program/project; and 2) Increased emphasis on 
indigenous institutions, which will increase technical a~sistance 
roles and decrease field operation roles. 

Likewise, half the Missions did not expect the program emphasis 
of pva activities to change in their countries. The most 
frequently cited reasons change was expected were: 1) Increased 
interest in particular projects; and 2) A shift from a 
humanitarian to a development focus by PVOs. 

Although the A.l.D./PVa partnership is stronger to~ay than ten 
years ago, improvements are still needed in specific areas such 
as communication, simplifying and expediting contracting, 
administrative and reporting processes, and A.I.D. providing the 
pvas with more appropriate technical and other assistance. These 
challenges should be addressed in new and creative ways by both 
PVOs and A.I.D. It is our hope that the recommendations that 
result from this study will provide a starting point for 
continued growth in the A.l.D./PVO partnership. 
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A working group of representatives from A . 1 . D .  and the PVO 
coarnunity assembled to develop recommendations based o n  the 
analysis of questionnaire responses and survey report 
findtngs. T n i s  chapter represents the work of that group. 

The survey clearly corroborates the strides that have been made 
in P V C i - A . 1 . D "  collaboration. PVOs and A.I.D. by their nature 
will continue to bring differing perspectives and comparative 
strengths c c  their common goal of third world development. 

Over the past five years, PVOs have matured in their eapabilfty 
ta design and implement development programs, A . I , D .  has 
played a significant role in this process through provision of 
resources and ongoing support. Despite this progress, the 
survey reveals inconsistencies that indicate some 
misperceptions in the A.I,D.-PVO partnership. One of the 
aspects of partnership is the recognitjion o f  the strength and 
complementarity f the respective partners. The hope is that 
the xecolomendations which follow will be used as a tool to 
further these aspects of the partnershipc 

1. A . I . D .  Mission PVO Officers: I n  order to focus 
responsibility for communicdtion and information, each A . 1 . D .  
Mission should include responsibility for liaison with PVOs in 
the performance requirements of at least one U . S .  Direct Hire 
employee, In addition to general liaison with PVQs, this 
responsibility would include linking A81,D. and PVO personnel 
working in siffiilar sectors for information exchange and, where 
appropriate, jofnt strategy discussions. 

2 .  A.1-D. Mission P V O  Meetfngs: To provide a forum far 
exchange a f  views and information, each A.I.D. Mission should 
hold a meeting or eonferenee with interested PVOs operating in 
the country at least once a year, at an appropriate tin? in the 
Missionts program cycle. The meeting should -:nclude 
presentations by both A.I.D. and PVO staff and should focus 
on; discussion of development strategies (A.I.D. CDSS and 
Action P l a n  and PVOs' strategies and operational plans); major 
local issues af ioterest to PVOs; and development of an agenda 
for further consultations (e.gc, sector specific meetings, 
e t c - 1 ,  

3. PVO Associations: A . L . D .  Missions, together with UNDP 
where appropriate, should recogndze and support PVO 
associations, consortia, or service organizations for PVOs 
operating in the country to: 

a )  serve as a focal p o f n t  for exchange of information 
and consultation (with U S A I D ,  host government, other 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

A working 
c.ommunity 
analysis 
findings. 

group of representatives from AeI.D. and the PVO 
assembled to develop recommendations based on the 
of questionnaire responses and survey report 
This chapter represents the work of that group. 

The survey clearly corroborates the strides that have been made 
in PVO-A.leD. collaboration. PVOs and A.I.D. by their nature 
will continue to bring differing perspec.tives and comparative 
strengths to their common goal of third world development. 

Over the past five years, PVOs have matured in their capability 
to design and implement development programs~ A.I.D. has 
played a significant role in this process through provision of 
resources and ongoing support. Despite this progress. the 
survey reveals inconsistencies that indicate some 
misperceptions in the A.I4D.-PVO partnership. One of the 
aspects of partnership is the recognition of the strength and 
complementarity of the respective partners. The hope is that 
the recommendations which follow will be used as a tool to 
further these aspects of the partnership. 

1. A.I.D. Hission PVO Officers: In order to focus 
responsibility for communicd.tion and information~ each A.I.D. 
Mission should include responsibility for liaison with PVOs in 
the performance requirements of at least one U.S. Direct Hire 
employee. In addition to general liaison with PVOs, this 
responsibility would include linking A .. I.D. and PVO personnel 
working in similar sectors for information exchange and, where 
appropriate. joint strategy discussions. 

2. A.I.D. Mission PVO Meetings: To provide a forum for 
exchange of views and information, each A.I.D. Mission should 
hold a meeting or conference with interested PVOs operating in 
the country at least once a year, at an appropriate tim~ in the 
Hission's program cycle. The meeting should ~nclude 
presentations by both A.I.D. and PYO staff and should focus 
on: discussion of development strategies (A.I.D. CDSS and 
Action Plan and PYOs' strategies and operational plans); major 
local issues of interest to PVOs; and development of an agenda 
for further consultations (e.g., sector specific meetings. 
et.c.). 

3. PVO Associations: A.I.D. 
where appropriate. should 
associations, consortia, or 
operating in the country to! 

Missions, together with 
recognize and support 

service organizations for 

UNDP 
PVO 
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a) serve as a 
and consultation 
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for exchange of 
host government, 
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donors and private sector entities including universities 
and contractors) ; 

b )  facilitate networking and collaboration among PVOs; 

c) provide or help identify sources and opportunities 
for education and training of P V O  personnel; 

d )  increase P V O  leverage in working for changes in 
gcvernment policies, sectoral reforms, etc. 

4 .  Training for PVOs: A.1.D. should increase use of available 
resources (both from A. I . D .  /W and Mission programs) for 
training of PVO personnel, e.g.: 

a) expand provisions to include Local PVO personnel in 
participant training projects (projects that provide U.S. 
or third-country training); 

b )  improve PVO participation in training courses  A . I . D 1  
arranges and conducts for i t s  employees (orientation, 
projec t  design and evaluation, etc.) by identifying 
re levant  c o u r s e s ,  a d v e r t i s i n g  these more systematically 
to the PVO community, a n d  establishing targets for PVO 

e encourage more Missions to support appropriate 
 raining for national PVO personnel where needed. 

5, Workshops and Technical Assistance (U .S . ) :  FVAIPVC should 
support workshops and technical assistance for U.S. PVOs on 
such subjects as: a )  accessing local currency resources; b) 
administrative and financial reporting requirements; c) 
contracting procedures; d )  accessing A.I.D. development 
information resources. Also, PVOs and A .  should sponsor 
joint workshops in areas of shared expertise, such as key 
seetoral areas and strategic planning and management. 

6 Dialogue on Issues: To further improving program 
effectiveness. A . I . D .  and the P V O  s should zont inue 
collaborative exploration of issues as: a> such 
sastainability, b )  N G O  roles in policy and sectoral reform, c) 
c:ost  effectivecess, and d )  institutional development. 

7 *  Written Procedural Guidance: In completing its ongoing 
effort to revise A*I.D.'s written guidance on field support to 
P V O s ,  A . 1 . D .  should provide opportunfty for TVOs to c o m m e n t  and 
include the following features: 

a1 a more complete and comprehensive Handbook 3 section 
on support to PVOs, with standardized formats and 
procedures (stressing simplicity and expeditious 
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donors and private sector entities including universities 
and contractors); 

b) facilitate netvo king and collaboration among PVOs; 

c) provide or help identify sources and opportunities 
for education and training of PVO personnel; 

d) increase PVO leverage in working for changes in 
gcvernment policies, sectoral reforms, etc. 

4. Training for PVOs: A.I.D. should increase use of available 
resources (hoth from A.I.D./W and Mission programs) for 
training of PVO personnel, e.g.: 

a) expand provisions to include local pva personnel in 
participant training projects (projects that provide U.S. 
or third-country training); 

b) i mpr G-yo~<,pvo.p~r;/t;l,.;Qi'p.!ii~.~Sn,. <11)" .. t:l'a·in!tfrg .'. :c;6ti:i&e'sf:~~~~:~~¥,~)~.j~,··· 
a rrangis . and·con~uct.~£().l±:'?!~"i~i·!e; 

~.~i~:~~~:· ..................... i~As~;~.,;~~:~~!~BtWf~~Z,~·.·c .. ~ .. 
t oth~<':p~tf" eO~D1 utlify, 'a ~d: 'esta;bli~l{ihg 
par.1: fcipa.t:iOn.; 

c) encour age more Mis sions to support appropriate 
training for national pva personnel where needed. 

5. Workshops and Technical Assistance (U.S.): FVA/PVC should 
support workshops and technical assistance for U. S. PVOs on 
such sub j ec t s as: a) access ing local currency resources; b) 
administrative and financial reporting requirements; c) 
contracting procedures; d) accessing A.I.D. development 
in for mat ion res 0 u r c e s • Al so. P V 0 san d A. I • D • s h 0 u 1 d S po n s 0 r 
joint workshops in areas of shared expertise. such as ey 
sectoral areas and strategic planning and management. 

6. Dialogue on Issues: To further improving program 
~ontinue effectiveness, A.I.D. and the PVQs should 

collaborative exploration of issues such 
silstainability, b) NGO roles in policy and sectoral 
cost effectiveness. and d) institutional development. 

as: a) 
reform~ c) 

7. Written Procedural Guidance: In completing its ongoing 
effort to revise A*I.D.'s written guidance on field support to 
PVOs, A.I.D. should provide opportunity for PVOs to comment and 
include the following features: 

a) a more complete and comprehensive Handbook 3 section 
on support to PVOs; with standardized formats and 
procedures (stressing simplicity and expeditious 
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processing) to be followed unless there is strong local 
justification to modify them; 

b )  clear explanation of important criteria to be 
applied, such as sustainability; 

c )  instruction to Missions on formalizing their PVO 
program procedures, consistent wlth the A . I . D .  Handbook 
guidance, through local Mission Orders. 

d) separate supplemental handouts for Missions to use 
along with the Handbook guidance to explain procedures to 
PVOs (e.g., as already developed by I J S A I D / M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ;  

8 .  Informing U S A I D  Personnel: FVA/PVC, with the Regional 
Bureaus, should conduct periodic conferences or workshops on 
PV9 issues for A . I . D . ,  Fiission personnel, either regional or 
worldwfde, covering both procedural and substantive issues. In 
addition, that F V A / P V C  and the Regional Bureaus communicate 
regularly with Mission PVQ officers (quarterly or semi-annual 
letter) on current P V O  activities and i s s u e s ,  including 
examples of activities that might be replicated. 

9.  Centtal - Funding to Strengthen Capacity: F V A / P V C  should 
mvdify its major program of central funding for PVOs (Matching 
Grant program) to emphasize support to strengthen PVOs' 
managerial and technical capacity and develop new areas of 
competence (including training and raising salaries where 
n e e d ~ d  to get qualified staff) over direct support of discrete 
country projects. In addition, F V A ~ P V C  should explore 
additional ways to link this central support to field programs, 
including Mission-funded activities. 

PQe Personnel Exchange: A . I . D ,  should explore possibilities 
of initiating a personnel exchange program with U.S. P V O s ,  
similar to the current program with U . S .  Universities4 

11, L i e s *  and Local PVO roles: A . 1 . D .  and the PVOs should 
contlnue and expand efforts to examine roles of U.S. PVOs 
relative to increasing capacity of local/indfgenous PVOs (egg. 
eke cuxrent ANE funded PACT study), leading to clearer 
statement of positions on the issue, 

12, Mission Role in Centrally-Funded Activity: The role of 
A . I . D .  Missions should be clearly stated in written guidance 
concerning centrally-funded PVO grant programs, and F V A / P V C  and 
other A4LeI)*/W offices should intensify efforts to systematize 
procedures to insure that relevant Missions receive copjies of 
proposals, reports and evaluations of centrally-funded PVO 
activity. 

processing) to be followed unless there is strong local 
justification to modify them; 

b) clear explanation of important criterla to be 
applied, such as sustainability; 

c) instruction to Missions on formalizing 
program procedures, consistent with the A.I .. D. 
guidance, through local Mission Orde~s. 
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worldwide, covering both procedural and substantive 
addition, that FVA/PVC and the Regional Bureaus 
regularly with Mission pva officers (quarterly or 
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9. Central Funding to Strengthen Capacity: FVA/PVC should 
mvdify its major program of central funding for PVOs (Matching 
Grant program) to emphasize support to strengthen PVOs' 
managerial and technical capacity and develop new areas of 
competence (including training and raising salaries where 
needed to get qualified staff) over direct support of discrete 
cuuntry projects. In addition, FVA/PVC should explore 
additional ways to link this central support to field programs, 
including Mission-funded activities. 

10.. Personnel Exchange: A.I.D. should explore possibilities 
of initiating a personnel exchange program with U.S. PVOs, 
similar to the current program with U.S. Universities. 

11. U .. S. and Local PVO roles: A.I.D. and the PVOs should 
continue and expand efforts to examine roles of U.S. PVOs 
relative to increasing capacity of local/ittdigenous PVOs (e.g. 
the CUl.-rent ANE funded PACT study), leading to clearer 
statement of positions on the issue .. 

12. Mission Role in Centrally-Funded Activity: The role of 
A.I.D. Missions should be clearly stated in written guidance 
concerning centrally-funded PVO grant programs, and FVA/PVC and 
other A.I.De/W offtces should intensify efforts to systematize 
procedures to insure that relevant Missions receiVe copies of 
proposals, reports and evaluations of centrally-funded PVO 
activity. 
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BACKGROUHD OF STUDY AND PROCEDURE 

On November  6 ,  1 9 8 6 ,  M. P e t e r  M c P h e r s o n  d e l i v e r e d  t h e  k e y n o t e  
a d d r e s s  a t  t h e  I n t e r A c t i o n  A n n u a l  Board M e e t i n g  i n  N e w  York C i t y .  
I n  h i s  s p e e c h ,  h e  c o m m i t t e d  h t m s e l f  t o  s u r v e y i n g  a l l  r e g i s t e r e d  
PVOs a n d  USAID M i s s i o n s  t o  h e l p  i d e c t i f y  g a p s  a n d  w e a k n e s s e s  i n  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a n  w h i c h  t o  f o c u s  a t t e n t i o n .  T h e  w i d e  e x c h a n g e  
o f  i d e a s  t h r o u g h  s u c h  a s u r v e y  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  t h e  b a s i s  o n  w h i c h  
t o  b u i l d  a n  e v e n  s t r o n g e r  f r a m e w o r k  f o r  f u t u r e  A ,  I.D. / P V Q  
c o o p e r a t i o n .  

R e s p o n d i n g  t o  P e t e r  M c P h e r s o n ' s  c h a i l e n g e ,  A.I,D.'s Office of 
P r i v a t e  V o l u n t a r y  C o o p e r a t i o n  (PVC)  t o o k  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
e n s u r i n g  t h a t  the s u r v e y  b e c a m e  a  r e a l i t y .  

I n  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 6 ,  a  memorandum w a s  s e n t  b y  PVC t o  a l l  A . T . D .  PVO 
l i a i s o n  o f  f i e e s :  13 a s k i n g  f o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t o  a s s i s t  w i t h  
t h i s  e f f o r t  a n d  t o  p a r c j c i p a t e  o n  a n  A.I,D,/PVO w o r k i n g  g r o u p ;  
a n d  2 )  s o l i c i t i n g  i d e a s  a n d  i s s u e s  t o  b e  a d r i r e s s e d  i n  t h e  survey 
i n s t r u m e n t .  

I n  J a n u a r y  1 9 8 7 ,  t h e  f i r s t  m e e t i n g  o f  t h e  f d l P  w o r k i n g  g r o u p ,  
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  t h r e e  A . I . D .  o f f i c e r s  a n d  t h r e e  P V O  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  was c o n v e n e d .  S e v e r a l  s u b s e q u e n t  p l a n n i n g  
m e e t i n g s  were h e l d  b e t w e e n  J a n u a r y  a n d  M a r c h ,  1987. T h e  i n p u t  
f r o m  t h e s e  m e e t i n g s  was u s e d  t o  d e s i g n  t h e  s u r v e y  i n s t r u m e n t s  f o r  
M i s s i o n s  a n d  PVOs, t h e  g o a l  b e i n g  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  
o f  t h e  A.I.D./PVQ r e l a t i o n s h i p  a n d  w h a t  c o u l d  b e  d o n e  t o  improve 
it i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  T h e  d e s i g n  o f  t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  i n s t r u m e t r C  
t o o k  t w o  n l o n t h s  a n d  w a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  much i n p u t  a n d  r e v i s i o n  
f r o m  A . 1 . D .  s t a f f  a n d  I n t e r A c t i o n  members .  T h e  f i n a l  p r o d u c t  was 
t w o  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s :  o n e  t a i l o r e c !  f o r  t h e  PVO c o m m u n i t y  a n d  
a n o t h e r  t a i l o r e d  f o r  USAHD M i s s i o n s .  

f n t e r h c t i o n  w a s  c o n t r a c t e d  t o  t a k e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  d a t a  
c o l l e c t i o n  a n d  t h e  analysis of t h e  PVQ r e s p o n s e s .  I n t e r A c t i c * n  
s u b c o n t r a c t e d  w i t h  B.J, W a r r e n  a n d  B o n n i e  D a n i e l s ,  f r o m  t h e  N e w  
T r a n s c e n t u r y  F o u n d a t i o n ,  t o  d e v e l o p  t h e  c o d i n g  m a n u a l s ,  t r s i n  a n d  
supervise t h e  d a c a  c o d e r s ,  a n d  a s s i s t  i n  t h 3  d a t a  a n a l y s i s ,  
A . I , D .  c o n t r a c t e d  J o h n  O i e s o n ,  a f o r m e r  U S A I D  M i s s i o n  D i r e c t o r ,  
t o  a n a l y z e  t h e  Mission r e s p o n s e s .  

I n  March, t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  w e r e  s e n t  w i t h  a c o v e r  l e t t e r  f r o m  
M ,  P e t e r  M c P h e r s o n  t o  1 9 1  r e g i s t e r e d  PVOs ( o f  w h i c h  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  
1 0 0  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  r e c e i v i n g  A . I . D ,  f u n d i n g )  a n d  7 5  U S A I D  
M i s s i o n s .  I t  w a s  r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  h e a d q u r r t e r  r e s p o n s e s  b e  
r e t u r n e d  b y  May 1 ,  1987;  a n d  f i e l d  r e s p o n s e s  b y  May 2 2 ,  1 9 8 7 .  
C h r i s t i n e  B u r b a c h ,  I z t e n r A c t i o n V s  Vice P r e s i d e n t  a n d  D i r e c t o r  o f  
t h e  W a s h i n g t o n  O f f i c e ,  a n d  B . J ,  W a r r e n  were a v a i l a b l e  t o  s n s w o r  
questions f r o m  t h e  P V O  community c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  s u r v e y ,  A 
f o l l o w - u p  o f  n o n - r e s p o n d e n t s  was  a l s o  u n d e r t a k e n  by I n t e r A c t i o n .  

BACKGROUND OF STUDY AND PROCEDURE 

On November 6, 1986, M. Peter McPherson delivered the keynote 
address at the InterAction Annual Board Meeting in New York City. 
In his speech, he committed himself to surveying all registered 
PVOs and USAID Missions to help identify gaps and weaknesses in 
the relationship on which to focus attention. The wide exchange 
of ideas through such a survey would provide the basis on which 
to build an even stronger framework for future A.I.D./PVO 
cooperation. 

Responding to Peter McPherson's challenge, A.I.D.'s Office of 
Private Voluntary rooperation (PVC) took responsibility for 
ensuring that the survey became a reality. 

In December 1986, a memorandum was sent by PVC to all A.I.D. pva 
liaison offices: 1) asking for representatives to assist with 
this effort and to participate on an A.I.D./PVO working group; 
and 2) soliciting ideas and issues to be addressed in the survey 
instrument. 

In January 1987. the first meeting of the full working group, 
consisting of three A.I.D. officers and three PVU 
representatives. was convened. Several subsequent planning 
meetings were held between January and March, 1987. The input 
from these meetings was used to design the survey instruments for 
Missions and PVOs, the goal being to determine the current status 
of the A.I.D./PVQ relationship and what could be done to improve 
it in the future. The design of the data collection instrument 
took two months and was the result of much input and revision 
from A.I.D. staff and InterAction members. The final product wa~ 
two questionnaires: one tailored for the pva community and 
another tailored for USAID Missions. 

InterAction was contracted to take responsibility for the data 
collection and the analysis of the pva responses. InterActi0n 
subcontracted with B.J. Warren and Bonnie Daniels, from the New 
TransCentury Foundation, to develop the coding manuals, train and 
supervise the data coders, and assist in th~ data analysis. 
A.I.D. contracted John Oleson, a former USAID Mission Director, 
to analyze the Mission responses. 

In March, the questionnaires were sent with a cover letter from 
M. Peter McPherson to 191 registered PVOs (of which approximately 
100 are currently receiving A.I.D. funding) and 75 USAID 
Missions. It was requested that headquarteI: responses be 
returned by May 1. 1987; and field respollses by May 22, 1987. 
Christine Burbach, InterAction's Vice President and Director of 
the Washington Office, and B.J. Warren were available to answer 
questions from the PVO community concerning the survey. A 
follow-up of non-respondents was also und~rtaken by InterAction. 
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Quest i onnai res were returned during the m x t  two months by PVOS 
and U S A I D  Missions See Appendices A. and B. for a complete 
list of respondents is as follows. 

B PVO Mission 

In early June, coding manuals were developed for both 
questionnaires, and the coding of data began with assistance 
from an InterAction intern, Cameron Griffith, and two A.I.D. 
interns from Duke University, Chris E a t o n  and Suzanne Duryea. 

The coded data were taken to the University of Virginia, where 
ehey were keypunched and verified by operators imd analyzed by 
Dr. Hal Rurbach using selected options of the Statistical 
Package of the Social Sciences (SPSS) and cross-tabulations. 
Due to the limited sample size of the USAID Mission responses, 
comparison across subgroups (cross-tabulations) within the 
Mission sample were determined to be statistically 
inappro~riate. 

As principal investigators of the study, Christine Burbach and 
John Oleson are the authors of this report except for the 
recommendations. A draft copy of the report minus the 
recommendations section was published and circulated during 
September and October. During this period, a working group 
from the PVO community and A . I . D .  drafted the recommendations 
which subsequently have 5 a e n  ?ncorporated. 
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and USAID Missions. See Appendices A. and B. for a complete 
list of respondents is as follows. 
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In early June, coding manuals were developed for both 
questionnaires, and the coding of data began with assistance 
from an InterAction intern, Cameron Griffith, and two A.I.D. 
interns from Duke University, Chris Eaton and Suzanne Duryea. 

The coded data were taken to the University of Virginia, where 
they were keypunched and verified by operators and analyzed by 
Dr. Hal Burbach using selected options of the Statistical 
Package of the Social Sciences (SPSS) and croSis-tabulations. 
Due to the limited sample size of the USAID Mission responses, 
compari son across subgroups (cross-tabulations) wi thin the 
Mission sample were determined to be statistically 
i nappropri at.e. 

As principal investigators of the study, Christine Burbach and 
John Oleson are the authors of this report except for the 
recommendations. A draft copy of the report minus the 
recommendations section was published and circulated during 
September and October, During this period) a working group 
from the pva community and A. I.D. drafted the recommendations 
which subsequently have been incorporated. 
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T h e  n e e d  f o r  Lmproved  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  PVOs a n d  t h e  USAID 
X i s s i o n s  was a r e c u r r e n t  t h e m e  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  f r o m  b o t h  
t h e  PVOs a n d  t h e  USAID M i s s i o n s .  T h i s  n e e d  f o r  b e t t e r  a n d  m o r e  
frequent c o n i r n u n i c a t i o n  was c i t e d  i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  a v a r i e t y  o f  
q u e s t i o n s  i n c l u d i n g  p r o g r a m  p l a n n i n g ,  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n ,  p r o j e c t  
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  a n d  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  I n d e e d ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o  
t o p i c  f o r  w h i c h  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  p r o b l e m s  d i d  n o t  seem t o  b e  
i m p o r t a n t .  T h e  s u r v e y  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a l l  p a r t i e s  n e e d  t o  
p a y  m o r e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  i m p r o v i n g  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  among t h e m s e l v e s .  

1 ,  Respect/Onderstandirag/Partnership 

I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e r e  i s  a h i g h  l e v e l  o f  r e s p e c t  b e t w e e n  t h e  
p e r s o n n e l  o f  USAID M i s s i o n s  a n d  FVBs. The USAIDs o v e r w h e l m i n g l y  
r a t e d  PVO p e r s o n n e l  e x c e l l e n t  o r  g o o d  i n  a l l  m a j o r  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  
work ( T a b l e  J 8 ) ,  a n d  c o m p a r e d  &he p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  PVOs f a v o r a b l y  
w i t h  t h o s e  o f  u n i v e r s i t i e s  a n d  b u s i n e s s e s .  ( S e e  s u b p a r t  F .  
b e l o w . )  L i k e w i s e ,  o v e r  70% of  t h e  PVO r e s p o n d e n t s  f o u n d  USAID 
M i s s i o n  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  g r a n t s  a n d  c o n t r a c t s  t o  b e  g o o d  o r  
e x c e l l e n t  ( T a b l e  2 ) ;  n e a r l y  h a l f  a t t r i b u t e d  t h a t  f a v o r a b l e  
c o n c l u s i o n  t o  o v e r a l l  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  
t h e  USALD M i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e  3 ) .  

A h r n o s t  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  PV8  r e s p o n d e ~ t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
c o l l a b o r a t i o n  b e t w e e n  A . I . D .  a n d  t h e m s e l v e s  h a d  i n c r e a s e d  o v e r  
the p a s t  t e n  y e a r s  ( T a b l e  2 9 ) .  T h e  m o s t  common r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  
das i n c r e a s e d  f u n d i n g ,  b u t  o v e r  a t h i r d  s f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  c i t e d  
i n c r e a s e d  c o n t a c t  with A . 1 . D .  o r  a b e t t e r  c l imate  of  c o o p e r a t i o n  
( T a b l e  3 0 ) .  S t i l l ,  w h e n  a s k e d  " W h a t  o b s t a c l e s  d o  y o u  t h i n k  
< : u r r e n t E y  e x i s t  t h a t  h i n d e r  o r  m a k e  d i f f i c u l t  a n  e n h a n c e d  
,P.I.D./PVO r e l a t i o n s h i p ? , "  n e a r l y  a q u a r t e r  o f  t h e  PVO 
i : e s p o n d e n t s  m e n t i o n e d  l a c k  o f  communica t : ion  a n d  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  a n d  
n e a r l y  a t h i r d  c i t e d  a l a c k  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  w o r t h  o r  a n  
a t t i t u d e  of  t r u e  p a r t n e r s h i p  ( T a b l e  32). This latter v i e w  was 
e x p r e s s e d  b y  PVO h e a d q u b r t e r s  staff t w i c e  as f r e q u e n t l y  as b y  
f i e l d  s t a f f ,  PVO f i e l d  staff, o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  
n e e d  f o r  i m p r o v e d  c s m m u n i c t  . i o n  t w i c e  a s  f r e q u e n t l y  a s  
h e a d q u a r t e r s  s t a f f .  A s  o n e  PVO d a i d :  

"An o v e r a l l  o b s t a c l e  t o  b e t t e r  u t i . L i z a t i ~ , n  o f  
P I . I . D . / P V O  c a p a b i l i t i e s  i s  m u t u a l  a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  PVOs 
d o  n o t  g e n e r a l l y  r e p r e s e n t  a n  e a s y  t y p e  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  
f o r  t h e  typical A , I , D .  M i s s i o n  t o  g e t  t o  know. We a r e  
nor s t r o n g  i n  concise, effective written r e p o r t i n g  a n d  
m a n y  9 f  u s  r e l y  o n  l o c a t  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  who f i n d  
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FINDINGS 

A. Coamunication 

The need for improved communications between PVOs and the USAID 
Missions was a recurrent theme throughout the responses from both 
the PVOs and the USAID Missions. This need for better and more 
frequent communication was cited in connection with a variety of 
questions including program planning, project design, project 
implementation, and reporting requirements. Indeed, there was no 
topic for which communication problems did not seem to be 
important. The survey results indicated that all parties need to 
pay more attention to improving communication among themselves. 

1. Respect/Understanding/Partnership 

In general, there is a high level of respect between the 
personnel of USAID Missions and PVOs. The USAIDs overwhelmingly 
rated pva personnel excellent or good in all major categories of 
work (Table 38), and compared the performance of PVOs favorably 
with those of universities and businesses. (See subpart F. 
below.) Likewise, over 70% of the pva respondents found USAID 
Mission management of grants and contracts to be good or 
excellent (Table 2); nearly half attributed that favorable 
conclusion to overall good relationships between themselves and 
the USAID Missions (Table 3). 

Almost three-quarters of the pva respondents indicated that 
:::.ollaboration between A.I.D. and themselves had increased over 
the past ten years (Table 29). The most common reason for this 
was increased funding, but ove r a thir d of the re sponse sci ted 
increased contact with A.I.D. or a better climate of cooperation 
(Table 30). Still, when a::3ked "What obstacles do you think 
,:; u r r en t lye xis t t hat h in d e r 0 r m a ked iff i c u 1 tan en han c e d 
A.I.D./PVa relationship?," nearly a quarter of the pva 
respondents mentioned lack of communication and interaction, and 
nearly a third cited a lack of recognition of their worth or an 
attitude of true partnership (Table 32). This latter view was 
expressed by pva headquar~ers staff twice as frequently as by 
field staff. pva field staff t on the other hand, mentioned the 
need for improved communicc ·.ion twice as frequently as 
headquarters staff. As one pva daid: 

HAn 0 v era 1 lob s t a c let 0 bet t e rut ~. 1 i z a t i 1) n 0 f 
A.I.D./pVa capabilities is mutual accessibility. PVOs 
do not generally represent an easy type of organization 
for the typical A.I.D. Mission to get to know. We are 
not strong in concise, effective written reporting and 
many of us rely on local professionals who find 
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c o m m u n i c a t i n g  w i t h  M i s s i o n  p e ~ s o n n e l  d i f f i c u l t .  On t h e  
o t h e r  h a n d ,  M i s s i o n  p e r s o n n e l  a l s o  h a v e  a  t e n d e n c y  t o  
b e  i n a c c e s s i b l e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  h o s t  c o u n t r y  n a t i o n a l  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  PYOs. We n e e d  t o  s eek  w a y s  t o  b r e a k  
dawn t h i s  l a c k  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  u s .  71 

I n  o f f e r i n g  s u g g e s t i o n s  t o  o v e r c o m e  t h e  o b s t a c l e s ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  
20% o f  tile PVOs c a l l e d  f o r  b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  i n  g e n e r a l  a n d  
f o r  e n c o u r a g i n g  m o r e  m u t u a l  r e s p e c t  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  1 5 %  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  o n  how A .  1.D. 
c o u l d  i m p r o v e  t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  i t s  g r a n t s  m e n t i o n e d  r e c o g n i z i n g  
PVOsq w o r t h  a n d  h a v i n g  m o r e  r e s p e c t  f o r  PYOs' t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t i s e  
( T a b l e  4 ) .  

T h e  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  d i d  n o t  s h a r e  t h i s  c o n c e r n  t o  t h e  same d e g r e e .  
O n l y  15% o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  m e n t i o n e d  i n c r e a s e d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a s  a 
way t o  o v e r c o m e  e x i s t i n g  o b s t a c l e s  ( T a b l e  6 5 ) ;  a n d  l e s s  t h a n  10% 
i d e n t i f i e d  a n e e d  f o r  PVOs t o  k e e p  t h e  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  b e t t e r  
i n f o r m e d  of t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  ( T a b l e  3 0 ) .  T h i s  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  
n o t e w o r t h y  w h e n  c o n t r a s t e d  w i t h  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  o f  t h e  USAID 
M i s s i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  n e e d  f o r  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n  
f r o m  A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n .  ( S e e  s u b p a r t  5 b e l o w . )  T h i s  r e l a t i v e l y  
l e s se r  c o n c e r n  b y  t h e  USAID M i s s i o n s  f o r  i m p r o v e d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
a n d  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  w i t h  PVOs w a s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  o t h e r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  
v a r i o u s  q u e s t i o n s .  F o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  a  q u e s t i o n  a s  t o  
w h a t  c o u l d  b e  d o n e  t o  e n c o u r a g e  a n d  s u p p o r t  PVOs i n  i m p r o v i n g  
t h e i r  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p l a n  s t r a t e g i c a l l y ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r e s p o n s e s  
were g i v e n  b y  M i s s i o n s :  

Greater senior PVOl Mission 
management interaction 

More rigorous project review 

No!hh.;g - select p'v'ne rarefully 

a Nothing - strategic planning a not 
the business of PVOs 

inform PVOs abwt M~ss~on 
strategy 

€3 AlDMl encourage and sponsor 
PVO personnel training 

Improve PVO technical exprtise, 
provide iunds to upgrade 

Other 

communicating with Mission pe~sonnel difficult. On the 
other hand, Mission personnel also have a tendency to 
be inaccessible, particularly to host country national 
representatives of PVOs. We need to seek ways to break 
down this lack of communication between us." 

In offering suggestions to overcome the obstacles, approximately 
20% of the PVOs called for better communications in general and 
for encouraging more mutual respect and professional 
collaboration. Furthermore, 15% of the responses on how A.I.D. 
could improve the management of its grants mentioned recognizing 
PVOs' worth and having more respect for PVOs' technical expertise 
(Table 4). 

The USArD Missions did not share this concern to the same degree. 
Only 15% of the responses mentioned increased communication as a 
way to overcome existing obstacles (Table 65); and less than 10% 
identified a need for PVOs to keep the USAID Missions better 
informed of their activities (Table ~O). This was particularly 
noteworthy when contrasted with the responses of the USArD 
Missions concerning the need for more information and cooperation 
from A.I.D.J~ashington. (See subpart 5 below.) This relatively 
lesser concern by the USArD Missions for improved communication 
and collaboration with PVOs was reflected in other responses to 
various questions. For instance, in response to a question as to 
what could be done to encourage and support PVOs in improving 
their capability to plan strategically, the following responses 
were given by Missions: 

Table 55 

6.25% 

25.00% 

20.31% 
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• Greater senior PVOI Mission 
management interaction 

III More rigorous project review 

III Nothing - select PVC>,. carefully 

m Nothing strategic planning is not 
Ihe business of PVOs 

o Inform PVOs about Mission 
strategy 

8 AIOIW encourage and sponsor 
pva personnel training 

III Improve pva technical expertise; 
provide funds to upgrade 

~ Oiher 



Only four of the above - mentioned responses mentioned 
providing PVOs with more information on A , I . D .  stxategy, and 
only four responses called for greater interaction between 
U S A L D  and PVO management. The fact that A , I . D .  has to give 
attention to ather groups (cog., universities, contractors and 
host governments) most X k e l y  contribrltas to Mission attitudes 
regarding cvmmuaication and time restricEions. 

A difference in emphasis also arose concerning the relation of 
P V O s  to the M i s s i o n s V C S S ,  While only 15% of the responses 
from the BVOs indicated that they participated in the CDSS 
process (Tablie 5 1 ,  75% of the responses indicated that chey 
thought they should be involved (Table 7 ) .  In response to the 
question of hcw that participation should take place, majority, 
as show in TaSle 8 below, indicated that it should be through 
participation in meetings and other informal arrangements -- an 
emphasis on ineeractive dialogue rather than on the mere 
presentation of programs, 

Headquarters staff indicated this more frequently than did 
field staff, which would rather participate In providing Znput 
to the CDSS sections related to PVOs and provide PVO strategic 
plans to the process as exemplified by the following PVO: 

"We provide Xissions with copies of our own Strategic 
Plan. It is up t s  them to consider these plans into their own 
strategies. We do not believe the t w o  planning exercises are 
mutually exclusite and although these is no active 
participation, there is a certain degree of participation 
inherent in the system sf exchanging plans." 

I Input on sections related to 
PVOS 

k?i incorporate PVO model 
programs into CDSS 

Participate in 
meetings/consulfalion 

Provide institutional memory 

Provide PVO stralegic plans 

e PVO ~npui on what works 

Salic~t PVO input at annbal 
M~ssion meeting 

a Not applicable - Do rlol seek 
particzpation ot in CDSS 

Only four of the above mentioned responses mentioned 
providing PVOs with more information on A.I.D. stlategy, and 
only four responses called for greater interaction between 
US AID and PVO management. The fact that A~I.D. has to give 
attention to other groups (e.g., universities, contractors and 
host governments) most likely contribdtes to Mission attitudes 
regarding communication and time restrictions. 

A difference in emphasis also arose concerning the relation of 
PVOs to t Missions' CDSS. While only 15% of the responses 
from the PVDs indicated that they participated in the CDSS 
process (Table 5), 75% of the responses indicated that they 
thought they should be involved (Table 7). In response to the 
question of hew that participation should take place, majority, 
as show in Ta!>le 8 below, indicated that it should be through 
participation in meetings and other informal arrangements -- an 
emphasiB on interactive dialogue rather than on the mere 
presentation of programs. 

Headquarters staff indicated s more frequently than did 
field staff, which would rather participate in providing input 
to the CDSS sections related to PVOs and provide PVO strategic 
plans to the process as exemplified by the following PVO: 

"We provide ~issions with copies of our own Strategic 
Plan. It is up to them to c0nsider these plans into their own 
strategies. We do not believe the two planning exercises are 
mutually exclusive and although there is no active 
participation, there is a certain degree of participation 
inherent in the system of exchanging plans. u 

Table 8 

1.42% 8.49% 

1.89% 

32,55% 

8.49% 
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III Input on sections related to 
PVOs 

III incorporate PVO model 
programs into CDSS 

fm Participate in 
meelingslconsullalion 

m Provide institutional memory 

C1 Provide PVO stralegic plans 

e· PVO input on what works 

III Solicil PVO input at annual 
Mission meeting 

lSI Not applicabi€' Do not seek 
participation oj DVOS in CDSS 

21 Other 



I n  c o n t r a s t ,  n e a r l y  40% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d i n g  USAID M i s s i o n s  s t a t e d  
that they a l r e a d y  s e e k  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of t h e  PYOs i n  t h e  CDSS 
p r o c e s s  ( T a b l e  521 ,  w h i c h  t h e  saw a s  b e s t  c o n d u c t e d  t h r o u g h  i i n d i r e c t ,  i n f o r m a l  i n p u t  b y  PVOs : 

~ o t  wiicabie - DO not seek 
pafl'kipation d PVOs in CDSS 

81 Provide background information 
on country 

Idired, intormat input 

dZa PVOs outline their own plans 

2, Edacatian re A.X,D,'s Expectations and Procedures 

A s e c o n s  recurrent t h e m e  w a s  t h a t  PVOs n e e d  a n d  w a n t  t o  know m o r e  
a b o u t  t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  a n d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a n d  
r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  A . I . D .  PVO w e a k n e s s  i n  t h e s e  a r e a s  was 
c i t e d  b y  b o t h  PVOs a n d  M i s s i o n s .  Many o f  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  o n  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a n d  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  n e e d  f o r  m o r e  
e d u c a t i o n ,  F o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  USAIDs r e s p o n d e d  t h a t ,  a f t e r  h i r i n g  
b e t t e r  q u a l i f i e d  p e o p l e ,  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  s t e p  t o  b e  t a k e n  t~ 
i m p r o v e  t h e  PVOs' p r o j e c t  d e s i g n  c a p a b i l i t i e s  w o u l d  b e  f o r  A . I . D .  
t o  p r o v i d e  t h e m  w i t h  g u i d e l i n e s  a n d  t r a i n i n g  o n  A . I . D . ' s  
e x p e c t a t i o n s  and ways o f  d e s i g n i n g  p r o j e c t s :  

- 
~ P V O  a n d  M i s s i o n  r e s p o r z s e s  on. w h e t h e r  PVOs p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  

t h e  CDSS p r o c e s s  i n d i c a t e  a p e r c e p t u a l  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  
PVBs a n d  P f i s s i o n s :  w h e r e a s  40% of t h e  M i s s i o n  r e s p o n s e s  r e p o r t e d  
t h a t  PVOs participate i n  t h e  CDSS p r o c e s s ,  o n l y  15% of t h e  PVO 
r e s p o n s e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .  

4 

In contrast, nearly 40% of the responding USAID Missions stated 
that they already seek the participation of the PVOs in the CDSS 
process (Table 52), which ther saw as best conducted through 
indirect, informa1 input by PVOs : 

Tabie S3 

3.17% 

50.79% 

30.16% 

4.76% 

• Not applicable - 00 not seek 
participation of PVOs in CDSS 

• Provide background information 
on country 

II Indired, inlormal input 

m PVOS outline their own plans 

C1 Other 

I 

2. Educdtion re '.1.0.'8 Expectations and Procedures 

A second recurrent theme was that PVOs need and want to know more 
abo u t the e x p e c tat ion s, pro c e d u res , and ad min i s t rat iv e an d 
reporting requirements of A~I.D. PVO weakness in these areas was 
cited by both PVOsand Missions. Many of the observations on 
communication and understanding related to this need for more 
education. For instance, the USAIDs responded that, after hiring 
better qualified people, the most important step to be taken to 
improve the PVDs' project design capabilities would be for A.I.D. 
to provide them with guidelines and training on A.I~D.fs 
expectations and ways of designing projects: 

lpVO and Mission responses on whether PVOs participate in 
the CDSS process indicate a perceptual difference between the 
PVOs and Missions: whereas 40% of the Mission responses reported 
that PVOs participate in the CDSS process, only 15% of the PVO 
responses indicated that they pa~ticipate in the process. 
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Address implementation specifics 
during design 

Include PVOs in CDSS and sector 
strategy 

Joint design with Mission staH 

More knowledge of effedive 
development techniques 

Provide PVOs with training, 
guidelines 

PVO field staff, not headquarters, 
should do design 

PVOs hire better people to design 

19 Use evaluation results in new 
designs 

2.60% a Other I 

S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of how PVOs c o u l d  i m p r o v e  
t h e i r  p r o j e c t  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  USAIDs r a t e d  t r a i n i n g  by  A . I . D .  o f  
s e c o n d  i m p o r t a n c e  a f t e r  P V O s - i r i n g  more q u a l i f i e d  s t a f f :  

Hire more qualified staff 

Training by AID 

Have more rigorous internal 
project adminkstration, monitoring 

El More realistic project design 

When a s k e d  how t h e  p r o j e c t  a p p r o v a l  ?recess f o r  r e v i e w i n g  PPC? 
p r 7 p o s a l s  c o u l d  b e  i m p r o v e d  a n d  t a i l o r e d ,  o v e r  10% o f  t h e  PVO 
r e s p o n d e n t s  c i t e d  a n e e d  f o r  U S A I D  M i s s i o r ; ~  t o  e d u c a t e  PVOs o n  
t h e  RFP p r o c e s s  ( T a b l e  1 5 ) ;  o t h e r  r e s p o n d e n t s  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  n e e d  
f o r  c l e a r e r  p r o p o s a l  g u i d e l i n e s  f r o m  A . I . D .  ( T a b l e  1 6 ) .  
S i m i l a r l y ,  o v e r  10% o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  c o n c e r n i n g  i m p r o v e m e n t s  i n  
t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  s y s t e m  c a l l e d  f o r  b e t t e r  M i s s i o n / P V O  
~ o . ~ m v n i c a t i o n  o r  e d u c a t i o n  o f  P V O s  b y  A . P . D .  o n  c o n t r e c t  

7 

Table 61 

6.49% 

3.90%~~~ 

71.27% 

2.60% 

Similarly, in response to the 
their project implementation, 
second importance after PVOs' 

Table 63 

14.00% 

11.69% 

• Address implementation specifics 
during design 

• Include PVOS in CDSS and sector 
strategy 

1m Joint design with Mission staff 

m1 More knowledge of effective 
development techniques 

CJ Provide PVOs with training, 
guidelines 

C PVO field staff, not headquarters, 
should do design 

[II PVOs hire better people to design 

~ Use evaluation results in new 
designs 

21 Other 

question of how PVOs could improve 
USAIDs rated training by A.I.D. of 
hiring more qualified staff: 

• Hire more qualified staff 

lIB Training by AID 

o Have more rigorous internal 
project administration. monitoring 

El More realistic project design 

CJ Other 

When asked how the project approval process for reviewing PVO 
pr'1posals could be improved and tailored, over 10% of the PVO 
respondents cited a need for USAID Missions to educate PVOs on 
the RFP process (Table 15); other respondents mentioned the need 
for clearer proposal guidelines from A.I.D. (Table 16). 
Similarly, over 10% of the responses concerning improvements in 
the contracting system called for better Mission/PVQ 
co~munication or education of PVOs by A.I.D. on contract 

7 
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g u i d e l i n e s  ( T a b l e  20). S e v e r a l  PVO h e a d q u a r t e r s  r e s p o n s e s  s t a r e d  
that 8 . I . D .  s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  t r a i n i n g  f o r  PVOs  c o n c e r n i n g  i t s  
p r o g r a m  o b j e c t i v e s  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  p r o c e d u r e s  ( T a b l e  3 3 ) .  

3 ,  C s m m * n i c a t i o n  Between PVOs and USAID Missions 

USAID M i s s i o n s  d i d  n o t  seem t o  t h i n k  there w e r e  m a j o r  p r o > i e m s  o f  
c o m m u n i . c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  PVOs. A s  d i s c u s s e d  a b o v e ,  
t h e  M i s s i o n s  d i d  n o t  s e e  2 n e e d  f o r  m a j o r  c h a n g e s  i n  the way PVOs 
a r e  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  C D S S  p r o c e s s ,  F e w e r  t h a n  1 0 %  o f  t h e  
r e s p o n s e s  i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  n e e d .  o f  PVOs  t o  k e e p  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  
b e t t e r  i n f o r m e d  o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  a  p r o b l e m ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  
w e r e  sorue c o m m e n t s  t h a t  PVOs s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  
t h e  M i s s i o n s  o n  a c t i v i t i e s  s u p p o r t e d  b y  A , b . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  ( T a b l e  
5 0 ) .  N e a r l y  9 0 %  o f  t h e  M i s s i o n s  f o u n d  P V O  p e r s o n n e l  t o  b e  
e x c e l l e n t  o r  g o o d  a t  w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e m  ( T a b l e  3 8 j ,  

f V O s  s e e m e d  l e s s  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  with 
t h e  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s .  PVOs s a w  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  w o r k  w i t h  U S A I D  
E a i s s i o n s  t o  b e  t h e i r  w e a k e s t  p e r f o r m a n c e  f a c t o r  ( T a b l e  1 3 ) ;  a n d  
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 0 %  o f  t h e i r  r e p l i e s  a s  t o  h o w  c o n t r a c t i n g  
p r o c e d i l r e s  c o u l d  b e  i m p r o v e d  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  n e e d  f o r  b e t t e r  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  w i t h  a n d  g u i d e l i n e s  f r o m  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e  2 0 ) .  
W h i l e  o n l y  s o m e w h a t  m o r e  t h a n  1 0 %  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  m e n t i o n e d  t h e  
n e e d  f o r  b e t t e r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  o r  t h e  p r o b l e m  o f  l i t t l e  f i e l d  
c o n t a c t ,  many o f  t h e  c o m m e n t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  c o n c e r n  
f o r  b e t t e r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  d i d  s e e m  t o  i n c l u d e  r e i a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  
t h e  M i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e  31 ,  

4 .  G o m n r u n i c a t i c n  B e t w e e n  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  a n d  
A,I,D/Washington 

T h e r e  seemed t o  b e  2 s i g n i f i c a n t  b e l i e f  o~ t h e  p a r t  o f  many U S A I D  
M i s s i o n s  t h a t  c o m n u n i c a t i s n  w i t h  A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  n e e d s  t o  b e  
i m p r o v e d ,  I n c r e a s e d  c o n s u l t a t i o n  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  s h a r i n g  between 
M i s s i o n s  a n d  A . T . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  w a s  b y  f a r  t h e  m o s t  f r e q u e n t l y  
m e n t i ~ n e d  w a y  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  t h e  M i s s i o n s '  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  P V O s  
( T a b l e  50) a s  w a s  t h e  n e e d  f o r  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  a n d  v i s i t s  b y  
A .  I . D .  / W a s h i n g t o n  s t a f f  t o  P V O  a c t i v i t i e s  f i n a n c e d  b y  
A . I , D . / W a s h i n g t o n  ( T a b l e  51). F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t h i s  t o p i c  s e e m e d  t o  
elicit s u c h  p r a c t i c z l  s u g g e s t i o n s  by U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  a s :  

o PrdC s h o u l d  s e e k  t o  p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  t h e  
M i s s i o n s  o n  w h e r e  a d d i t i o n a l  f u n d i n g  f o r  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  
m i g h t  b e  f o u n d  a n d  o n  w h a t  h a s  b e e n  t h e  t r a c k  r e c o r d  o f  
various TVOs in d i f f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s ;  
o PVC s h o u l d  o r g a n i z e  r e g i o n a l  w o r k s h o p s  f o r  Mission 
p e r s o n n e l  ; 
o FVC s h o u i d  a s s u r e  t h a t  PVOs s e n d  c o p i e s  o f  t h e i r  
r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  r e l e v a n t  M i s s i o n s  a u t o m a t i c a l l y ;  a n d  

guidelines (Table 20). Several PVO headquarters responses stated 
that A.I.D. should provide training for PVOs concerning its 
program objectives and management procedures (Table 33). 

3. Comm~'nication Between pyas and USAID Missions 

USAID Missions did not seem to think there were major problems of 
communication between themselves and PVOs. As discussed above, 
the Missions did not see a need for major changes in the way PVOs 
are involved in the CDSS process. Fewer than 10% of the 
responses identified the need of PVOs to keep USAID Missions 
better informed of their activities as a problem, although there 
were some comments that PVOs should provice more information to 
the Missions on activities supported by A.I.D./Washington (Table 
50). Nearly 90% of the Missions found PVO personnel to be 
excellent or good at working with them (Table 38). 

PVOs seemed less satisfied with the state of communications with 
the USAID Missions. PVOs saw their ability to work with USAID 
Missions to be their weakest performance factor (Table 13); and 
approximately 10% of their replies as to how contracting 
procedures could be improved mentioned the need for better 
communication with and guidelines from USAID Missions (Table 20). 
While only somewhat more than 10% of the responses mentioned the 
need for better coordination or the problem of little field 
contact, many of the comments associated with the general concern 
for be~ter communication did seem to include relationships with 
the Missions (Table 3). 

40 Communication Between USAID Missions and 
A.I.D!Washington 

There seemed to be a significant belief on the part of many USAID 
Missions that communication with A.I.D./Washington needs to be 
improved. Increased consultation and information sharing between 
Missions and A.I.D./Washington was by far the most frequently 
mentioned way for improving the Missions' relationship with PVOs 
(Table 50) as was the need for more information on and visits by 
A.I.D./Washington staff to PVO activities financed by 
A.l.D./Washington (Table 51). Furthermore, this topic seemed to 
elicit such practical suggestions by USAID Missions as: 

o PVC should seek to provide information to the 
Missions on where additional funding fo~ PVO activities 
might be found and on what has been the track record of 
various PVOs in different countries; 
o PVC should organize regional workshops for Mission 
personnel; 
a PVC should 
reports to the 

assure that PVOs send copies of their 
relevant Missions automatically; and 
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o PVC s h o u l d  a s s u r e  t h a t  BVOs r e a l i z e  t h a t  t h e y  m u s t  
k r ~ p  t h e  relevant M i s s i o n s  f u l l y  i n f o r m e d  o f  t h e i r  
a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  p r o b l e m s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o n  
A , I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n - f i n a n c e d  a c t i v i t i e s  w h e n  t h e y  
f r e q u e n t l y  f e e l  l e f t  o u t  o f  t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  c y c l e .  

PVCs i d  n o t  a p p e a r  t o  p l a c e  much i m p o r t a n c e  o n  t h i s  a s p e c t  o f  
t h e  - o m m u n i c a t i a n  n e t w o r k .  H o w e v e r ,  a f e w  c o m m e n t e d  t h a t  M i s s i o n  
p e r s o n n e l  n e e d  t o  b e  b e t t e r  i n f o r m e d  o n  t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  f r o m  
A . I , D . / W a s h i n g t o n  o n  PVO p r o p o s a l s  ( T a b l e  2 1 ) ;  a n d  t h a t  M i s s i o n  
m a n a g e m e n t  o f  PVQ a c t i v i t i e s  w o u l d  b e  i m p r o v e d  g i t h  g r e a t e r  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  p r o c e d u r e s  f o L l o w e d  b y  A , I , D , / W a s h i n g t o n  (Table 
3 )  

5 , Communication Between PVOs and A.P.D./Washin~tsq 

M i s s i o n s  h a d  l i t t l e  t o  s a y  o n  t h e  t o p i c  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
PVOs a n d  A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n ,  I n  p a r t ,  t h i s  may b e  b e c a u s e  t h e  
s u r v e y  d i d  n o t  a s k  t h e m  a q u e s t i o n  d e a l i n g  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  t h a t  
t o p i c ,  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  were c o m m e n t s  t h a t  PVC s h o u l d  a s s u r e  t h a t  
PVOs u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  c o u n t r y  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  M i s s i o n s r  s t r a t e g i e s  
a n d  t h e  n e e d  t o  m o b i l i z e  n o n - A . I . D .  r e s o u r c e s ;  a n d  t h a t  PVC 
s h o u l d  o v e r c o m e  t h e  PVOst r e l u c t a n c e  t o  b e  p o l i t i c a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e s  50 a n d  5 5 ) ,  

T h e  PVOs f o u n d  m o r e  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e  o f  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
b e  t w e e n  t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  A .  I . D .  / W a s h i n g t o n  t h a n  d i d  t h e  M i s s i o n s .  
A q u a r t e r  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  o n  how PVC o r  t h e  R e g i o n a l  B u r e a u s  
c o u l d  i m p r o v e  "their s u p p o r t  of PVOs m e n t i o n e d  t h e  n e e d  f a r  m o r e  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  w i t h  o n l y  2 %  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  PVC b e  
d i m i n i s h e d  ( T a b l e  1 1 ) .  H e a d q u a r t e r s  s t a f f  t e n d e d  t o  s e e  a 
g r e a t e r  n e e d  f o r  m o r e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  t h a n  d i d  f i e l d  s t a f f  a n d  a l s o  

91 d e s i r e d  ~4 l e s s  b u r e a u c r a t i c t F  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

o PVC should assure that PVOs realize that they must 
k~pp the relevant Missions fully informed of their 
activities and problems, particularly on 
A.l.D./Washington-financed activities when they 
frequently feel left out of the communication cycle. 

PVOs did not appear to place much importance on this aspec t of 
the ~ommunication network. However, a few commented that Mission 
personnel need to be better informed on the guidelines from 
A.l.D./Washington on PVO proposals (Table 21); and that Mission 
management of PVO activities would be improved with greater 
understanding of procedures followed by A.I.D./Washington (Table 
3) • 

5. Communication Between PVOs and A.I.D./Washingto~ 

Missions had little to say on the topic of communication between 
PVOs and A.l.D./Washington. In part, this may be because the 
survey did not ask them a question dealing directly with that 
topic. However, there were comments that PVC should assure that 
PVOs understand the country situations, the Missions' strategies 
and the need to mobilize non-A.l.D. resources; and that PVC 
should overcome the PVOs' reluctance to be politically associated 
with USAID Missions (Tables 50 and 55). 

The PVOs found more problems with the state of communication 
between themselves and A.l.D./Washington than did the Missions. 
A quarter of the responses on how PVC or the Regional Bureaus 
could improve their support of PVOs mentioned the need for more 
communication, with only 2% suggesting that contacts with PVC be 
diminished (Table 11). Headquarters staff tended to see a 
greater need for more communication than did field staff and also 
desired d I!less bureaucratic" relationship. 
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B ,  Focus sf Authority 

1 ,  Headquarters vs.  Field 

T h e r e  was  s u b s t a n t i a l  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  o n  t h e  p a s t  o f  U S A I D  
M i s s i o n s  w i t h  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  a u t h o r i t y  c o n c e r n i n g  v a r i o u s  
PVO a c t i v i t i e s .  F o r  i n s t a n c e ,  o v e r  a t h i r d  o f  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  
f o r  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  d e l e g a t i o n s  o f  a u t h o r i t y  o r  i n  t h e  
c o n t r a c t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  i n v o l v e d  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  t h e  
M i s s i o n s  t o  s i g n  s n d  m o n i t o r  g r a n t s  a n d  t o  i s s u e  n e c e s s a r y  
w a i v e r s  ( T a b l e  4 3 . ) .  S i m i l a r l y ,  n e a r l y  a t h i r d  o f  t h e  M i s s i o n s  
r e s p o n d i n g  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  how A .  I . D ,  / w a s h i n g t o n  c o u l d  work 
b e t t e r  w i t h  t h e  M i s s i o n s  r e c o m m e n d e d  t h a t  t h e  M i s s i o n s  be  g i v e n  a 
g r e a t e r  r o l e  i n  t h e  a p p r o v a l  a n d  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t s  i n  
t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  were s e v e r a l  c o m m e n t s  t o  t h e  
e f f e c t  t h a t  a l l  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  
r e l e a s e  o f  f u n d s )  s h o u l d  b e  s h i f t e d  t o  t h e  f i e l d ,  a n d  e v e n  t h a t  
a l l  a p p r o v a l s  b e  s h i f t e d  t o  t h e  M i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e  51). T h e r e  were 
r e p e a t e d  o b s e r v a t i o n s  t h a t  s i n c e  h o s t  g o v e r n m e n t s  a n d  
A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  t u r n  t o  t h e  M i s s i o n s  t o  s o l v e  p r o b l e m s  a r i s i n g  
i n  c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  a p p r o v e d  a n d  f u n d e d  b y  
b . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n ,  i t  i s  t h u s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t h a t  t h e  M i s s i o n s  h a v e  
t h e  p r e d o m i n a n t  r o l e  i n  t h e  a p p r o v a l  a n d  s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  t h o s e  
a c t i v i t i e s .  As o n e  M i s s i o n  s t a f f  r e s p o n d e d :  " A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  
d o e s n ' t  know t h e  f i e l d  r e a l i t y ;  w e  d o .  ?i 

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  many o f  t h e  c o m m e n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  n e e d  f o r  b e t t e r  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n  a n d  t h e  M i s s i o n s  
s u g g e s z e d  t h a t  t h e  M i s s i o n s  s e e k  m o r e  t h a n  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  
c o n s u l t a t i o n ;  r a t h e r ,  t h e y  s e e k  t h e  p o w e r  t o  d e c i d e  o r  a t  Least  
t o  v e t o  PVO a c t i v i t i e s .  T h i s  a g a i n  r e f l e c t s  a l a c k  o f  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  PVC a n d  t h e  M i s s i o n s  s i n c e  M i s s i o n s  
c u r r e n t l y  h a v e  v e t o  p o w e r  o n  PVC-funded  PVO a c t i v i t i e s .  C e n t r a l  
PVC f u n d i n g  o f  PVOs i s  o n l y  8% ( $ 3 7  m i l l i o n  of  $450 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 
1 9 8 6 )  o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  a s s i s t a n c e  r e s o u r c e s  o b l i g a t e d  t o  PVOs. 
B e c a u s e  PVOs w e r e  n o t  a s k e d  a s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i o n  o n  t h i s  s u b j e c t  
i n  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  o n e  c a n n o t  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  of t h i s  
i s s u e  t o  t h e  PVOs a s  c o m p a r e d  t o  M i s s i o n s .  

2, Autonomy and Accountability 

T h e  p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  t h e  a u t o n o m y  o f  PVOs a n d  t h e i r  
z c c o u n t a b i f i t y  t o  k . 1 . D .  f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  G o v e r n m e n t  
( U S G )  f u n d s  a n d  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  a c h i e v i n g  A . I . D .  
o b j e c t i v e s  i s  n o t  s e r i o u s  t o  t h e  U S A I D s .  I n  r e p l y i n g  t o  
q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  o b s t a c l e s  t h a t  h i n d e r  o r  make d i f f i c u l t  t h e  
M i s s i o n / P Y O  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  t w o  r e s p o n d e n t s  f r o m  t h e  USAID M i s s i o n s  
m e n t i o n e d  t h a t  PVOs n e e d  p u b l i c l y  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  
o f  t h e  U S G ,  a n d  eight a s s e r t e d  t h a t  PVOs m u s t  r e a l i z e  t h a t  U S G  
f u n d i n g  m e a n s  U S G  c o n t r o l .  
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B. Focus of AuthoritI 

l~ Headquarters vs. Field 

There was substantial dissatisfaction on the part of USAID 
Missions with the distribution of authority concerning various 
pva activities. For instance, over a third of the suggestions 
for changes in the present delegations of authority or in the 
contracting procedures involved increasing the authority of the 
Missions to sign and monitor grants and to issue necessary 
waivers (Table 41). SimilarlYf nearly a third of the Hissions 
responding to the question of how A.I.D./Washington could work 
better with the Missions recommended that the Missions be given a 
greater role in the approval and administration of projects in 
their countries. In addition, there were several comments to the 
effect that all implementation responsibility (including the 
release of funds) should be shifted to the field, and even that 
all approvals be shifted to the Missions (Table 51). There were 
repeated observations that since host governments and 
A.l.D./Washington turn to the Missions to solve problems arising 
in connection with pva activities approved and funded by 
A.I.D./Washington, it is thus appropriate that the Missions have 
the predominant role in the approval and supervision of those 
activities. As one Mission staff responded: "A.I.D./Washington 
doesn't know the field reality; we do." 

Furthermore, many of the comments concerning the need for better 
communication between A.I.D./Washington and the Missions 
suggested thdt the Missions seek more than information and 
consultation; rather, they seek the power to decide or at least 
to veto pva activities. This again reflects a lack of 
communication between PVC and the Missions since Missions 
currently have veto power on PVC-funded PVO activities. Central 
PVC funding of PVOs is only 8% ($37 million of $450 million in FY 
1986) of development assistance resources obligated to PVOs. 
Because PVOs were not asked a specific question on this subject 
in the questionnaire, one cannot determine the importance of this 
issue to the PVOs as compared to Missions. 

2. Autonomy and Accountability 

The potential conflict between the autonomy of PVOs and their 
accountability to A.I.D. for the use of United States Government 
(USG) funds and willingness to assist in achieving A.I.D. 
objectives is not serious to the USAIDs. In replying to 
questions concerning obstacles that hinder or make difficult the 
Mission/PVO relationship, two respondents from the USAID Missions 
mentioned that PVOs need publicly to recognize the contribution 
of the USG, and eight asserted that PVOs must realize that USG 
funding means USG control. 
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P Y Q s  a r e  n a t u r a l l y  = o r e  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h i s  t o p i c .  
A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - t h i r d  of t h e  PVO r e s p o n d e n t s  w e l c o m e d  t h e  i d e a  
o f  p a r t n e r s h i p  i n  d e v e l o p m e n t  w i t h  A . I . D .  w i t h  n o  c a v e a t s ,  
H o w e v e r ,  h a l f  of t h e  PVOs t h o u g h t  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t h e  p a r t u ~ e r s b i p  
i n  d e v e P o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  was o f t e n  a p p r o p r i a t e  ( T a b l e  2 2 ) ,  i t  
s h o u l d  n o t  b e  d e m a n d e d  a n d  t h e i r  i n d e p e n d e n c e  s h o u l l  b e  
r e c o g n i z e d  a n d  r e s p e c t e d .  S e v e r a l  PVOs m e n t i o n e d  t h a t  t h e y  f e l t  
" u s e d "  o r  t h a t  t h e y  f e l t  A . I . D .  p e r s o n n e l  h a d  d i f f i c u l t y  s e e i n g  
PVOs a s  f u l l  p a r t n e r s  ( T a b l e  2 2 ) .  One E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  s t a t e d :  

1t S i n c e  t h e  PVO i s  u s u a l l y  a g r a n t e e  a n d  USAID t h e  
grantor, i t  i s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  A . I . D .  b u r e a u c r a t  
t o  t h i n k  o f  t h e  P V O  a s  a p a r t n e r .  T h e  PVO i s  a c l i e n t ,  
a r g u i n g  f o r  f u n d s  A . I . D ,  w a n t s  t o  u s e  b i l a t e r a l l y .  T h e  
PVO i s  o n l y  a p a r t n e r  when  i t  h a p p e n s  t o  b e  t h e  b e s t  
mechanism f o r  f u l f i l l i n g  A,I,D.'s own o b j e c t i v e s .  11 

A f e w  PVOs o b s e r v e d  t h a t  A . I . D .  % p o l i t i c a l  n a t u r e  i s  a p r o b l e m  
( T a b l e  3 2 1 ,  b u t  t h e s e  PVOs w e r e  u s u a l l y  w o r k i n g  i n  p o l i t i c a l l y  
c h a r g e d  a r e a s  o f  t h e  w o r l d .  As o n e  P V O  s a i d :  

" A  P V 3  h a s  e v e r y  r i g h t  t o  d e c l i n e  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  
p a r t n e r s h i p  w i t h  t h e  U.S. G o v e r n m e n t .  What t h e y  d o  n o t  
h a v e  a r i g h t  t o  d o  i s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h a t  
p a r t n e r s h i p  a n d  p u r s u e  t h e i r  o w n  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  
o b j e c t i v e s  w h e r e  t h o s e  a r e  n o t  i n  a l i g n m e n t  with U.S. 
p o l i c y  o b j e c t i v e s .  3 I 

I n  s u m m a r y ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e r e  i s  a h e a l t h y  c o n c e r n  among  t h e  PY0s  
a b o u t  m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e i r  a u t o n o m y  a n d  i n d e p e n d e n c e  w h i l e  a t  t k 2  
s a n e  t i m e  t a k i n g  U S G  f u n d s ,  t h e r e  i s  a l s o  g e n e r a l  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  
t h e  f a i r n e s s  a n d  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  t o  A . I . D .  O n e  
2 V O  r e f l e c t e d  this f e e l i n g  b y  c o m m e n t i n g :  

""We d o  n o t  f i n d  the p r o c e d u r e s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  b u r d e n s o m e .  
M a n y  of  t h e  r e q u i r e d  p r o c e d u r e s  a r e  u s e f u l  e x e r c i s e s ,  
a n d  h e l p  t o  k e e p  o u r s e l v e s  a n  t r a c k  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
f u l f i i f i n g  A . I . D . 5  r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  We h a v e  t o  
d o  t h e  same k i n d s  o f  d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  r e p o r t i n g  t o  t h e  
f o u n d a t i o n s  a n d  o t h e r  d o n o r s  w i t h  whom we work. ?I 

PVOs are naturally ffiore concerned about this topic. 
Approximately one-third of the PVO respondents welcomed the idea 
of partnership in development with A.I.D. with no caveats. 
However, half of the PVOs thought that although the partnership 
in development concept was often appropriate (Table 22), it 
should not be demanded and their independence shoull be 
recognized and respected. Several PVOs mentioned that they felt 
!lused" or that they felt A.I.D. personnel had difficulty seeing 
PVOs as full partners (Table ?2). One Executive Director stated: 

"Since the PVO is usually a grantee and USAID the 
grantor, it is very difficult for the A.I.D. bureaucrat 
to think of the pva as a partner. The pva is a client, 
arguing for funds A.I.D. wants to use bilaterally. The 
pva is only a partner when it happens to be the best 
mechanism for fulfilling A.I.D. Vs own objectives." 

A few PVOs observed that A.I.D.'s political nature is a problem 
(Table 32), but these PVOs were usually 't¥orking in politically 
charged areas of the world. As one pva said: 

IIA pva has every right to decline an opportunity for 
partnership with the U.S. Government. What they do not 
have a right to do is to participate in that 
partnership and pursue their own foreign policy 
objectives where those are not in alignment with U.S. 
policy objectives," 

In summary, although there is a healthy concern among the PVOs 
about maintaining their autonomy and independence while at trc 
same time taking USG funds, there is also general acceptance of 
the fairness and appropriateness of accountability to A.I.D. One 
PVO reflected this feeling by commenting: 

"We do not find the procedures particularly burdensome. 
Many of the required procedures are useful exercises, 
and help to keep ourselves on track in addition to 
fulfilling A.I.D. 's reporting requirements. We have to 
do the same kinds of documentation and reporting to the 
foundations and other donors with whom we work." 
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M o s t  PVOs a n d  M i s s i o n s  r e f l e c t e d  a f e e l i n g  t h a t  d r a m a t i c  p r o g r a m  
s h i f t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  w i l l  b e  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  r u l e .  
A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  i s  g e n e r a l  a g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  PVOs a n d  M i s s i o n s  o n  
t h e  p r e s e n t - d a y  p r o g r a m  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e r e  i s  l e s s  a g r e e m e n t  o n  
how b e ~ t  t o  p r e p a r e  f o r  f u t u r e  d e v e l o p m e n t  n e e d s  a n d  t h e  r o l e  f o r  
PVOs a n d  A . I . D ,  

1 ,  T r e n d s  

I n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  "Do y o u  a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  y o u r  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p r o g r a m  e m p h a s i s  w i l l  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  n e x t  f e w  
y e a r s ? , "  o v e r  h a l f  ( 5 6 % )  o f  t h e  PVOs d i d  n o t  e x p e c t  t h e i r  
o r g a n i z a t i o n "  p r o g r a a  e m p h a s i s  t o  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  c e x t  f e w  y e a r s .  
O f  t h o s e  t h a t  d i d  e x p e c t  t h e i r  p r o g r a m s  t o  c h a n g e ,  t h e  h i g h e s t  
p e r c e n t a g e  ( 3 0 % )  e x p e c t e d  t h e  s u p p o r t  t c  i n c r e a s e  f o r  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  p r o g r a r n / p r o j e c t .  A p p r o x i m a t e l y  10% f e l t  t h a t  t h e r e  
w i l l  b e  i n c r e a s e d  e m p h a s i s  o n  i n d i g e n o u s  i n s t i t u t i o r i s ,  w h i c h  w i l l  
i n c r e a s e  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r o l e s  a n d  d e c r e a s e  f i e l d  o p e r a t i o n  
r o l e s  ( T a b l e  10 ) .  A s  o n e  PVO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s a i d :  " W h i l e  y o u  c a n  
h a v e  human d e v e l o p m e n t  w i t h o u t  e c o n o m i c  d e v e l o p m e n t ;  you  c a n n o t  
h a v e  e c o n o m i c  d e v e l o p m e n t  w i t h o u t  h u m a n  d e v e l o p m e n t .  111 

H e a d q u a r t e r s  s t a f f  s t a t e d  t h i s  f e e l i n g  m o r e  o f t e n ,  and a d d e d  t h a t  
t h e r e  w i l l  b e  m o r e  o f  a  r e g i o n a l  f o c u s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

Likewise, m o r e  t h a n  h a l f  t h e  M i s s i o n s  d i d  n o t  e x p e c t  t h e  p r o g r a m  
e m p h a s i s  o f  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  t o  c h a n g e  i n  t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s  ( T a b l e  
4 4 ) .  T h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  r e a s o n  c h a n g e  w a s  e x p e c t e d  was  t h e  
i n c r e a s e d  i n t e r e s t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t s  ( 2 3 % ) .  T h e  n e x t  m o s t  
i m p o ~ t a n t  r e a s o n  was a s h i f t  f r o m  a h u m a n i t a r i a n  t o  a d e v e l o p m e n t  
f o c u s  by BVOs (11%). 

2 .  Strengths and Ueaknesses 

When a s k e d  t o  r a n k  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  p e r f o r m a n c e  of d i f f e r e n t  
f u n c t i o n s ,  PVOs r a t e d  t h e i r  s t r o n g e s t  a r eas  a s  w o r k i n g  a t  t h e  
c ~ m r n u n i t y  l e v e l ,  p r o v i d i n g  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  d e v e l o p i n g  
i n d i g e n o u s  l e a d e r s h i p ,  a n d  d e v e l o p i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  h o s t  
c o u n t r y  g o v e r n m e n t s  a n d  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  T h e y  f e l t  t h e y  were 
w e a k e s t  i n  c o n d u c t i n g  p o l i c y ,  s e c t o r ,  a n d  s t r a t e g y  a n a l y s e s ,  a n d  
i n  t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  t e c h n o l o g i e s :  

The  M i s s i o n s '  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  PVOs' p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e s e  f u n c t i o n s  
was g e n e r a l l y  t h e  s a m e  a s  t h e  PVOs' a s s e s s m e n t  i n  t h e s e  a r e a s .  
T h e  M i s s i o n s  o v e r w h e l m i n g l y  r a n k e d  l V P s  s t r o c g e s t  a t  w ~ r k i n g  a t  
t h e  c o m m u n i t y  l e v e l  ( 6 2 % ) ;  r a n k e d  l o w e s t  w a s  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  
p r e p a r e  p o l i c y  , s e c t o r ,  and s t r a t e g y  a n a l y s e s  a n d  e n c o u r a g i n g  
p o l i c y  c h a n g e  ( 7 3 % ) :  

c. Programs 

Most PVOs and Missions reflected a feeling that dramatic program 
shifts in the future will be the exception rather than the rule. 
Although there is general agree~ent between PVOs and Missions on 
the present-day program capabilities. there is less agreement on 
how be~t to prepare for future development needs and the role for 
PVOs and A. 1. D. 

1. Trends 

In response to the question, "Do you anticipate that your 
organization's program emphasis will change in the next few 
years?, \I over half (56%) of the PVOs did not expect their 
organization's program emphasis to change in the next few years. 
Of those that did expect their programs to change, the highest 
per~entage (30%) expected the support to increase for a 
particular program/project. Approximately 10% felt that there 
will be increased emphasis on indigenous institutions, which will 
increase technical assistance roles and decrease field operation 
roles (Table 10). As one PVO representative said: "While you can 
have human development without economic development; you cannot 
have economic development without human development." 
Headquarters staff stated this feeling more often, and added that 
there will be more of a regional focus in the future. 

Likewise, more than half the Missions did not expect the program 
emphasi6 of PVO activities to change in their countries (Table 
46). The most important reason change was expected was the 
increas~d interest in particular projects (23%). The next most 
impo~tant reason was a shift from a humanitarian to a development 
focus by PVOs (11%). 

2. Strengths and Weaknesses 

When asked to rank their organizations' performance of different 
functions, PVOs rated their strongest areas as working at the 
community level, providing technical assistance, developing 
indigenous leadership, and developing relationships with host 
country governments and the private sector. They felt they were 
weakest in conducting policy, sector, and strategy analyses, and 
in the transfer of appropriate technologies: 

The Missions' assessment of PVOs' performance of these functions 
was generally the same as the PVOs f assessment in these areas. 
The Missions overwhelmingly ranked ~VOs strongest at working at 
the community level (62%); ranked luwest was their ability to 
prepare policy, sector, and strategy analyses and encouraging 
policy change (73%): 
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Suomary of Table 12 and 37 

Implementing Self-Sustaining Programs 

I j PVO Mission 
PVO Mission 

t Working et the Community Level 

PVO Mission 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Providing Technical Assistance 

I PVO Mission 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

+ I Relationship with Host Government 

I 
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Summary of Table 12 and 37 
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PVO M~ssion 

I - 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Strwgesl Weakest 

i-- Income-Generati 

Ili PVD Mission i 3 0 1  

- .  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Strongest Weakest I 

More than one respondent from U S A I D  Missions made comments like: 

"The nature of P V O  programs -- small, witbout leverage and 
narrowly focused -- does not lend itself to policy issues"; 
or "Policy dialogue is Mission business. Good. analyses 
come better from either universities or private bu~~nesses." 

It should be noted that policy dialogue is an area of 
increasing interest for P V O s ,  The data might suggest that 
A . I . D ,  respondents may not be aware of some P V O  activities 
which do have an impact on government policy, and that PVO 
interest In leveraging policy changes may be, in fact, somewhat 
n e w  and embryonic within the PVO community. 

Another area of concurrence between hissions and PVOs was 
regarding whether PVOs can have a significant impact on 
sectoral problems* When asked to "comment on whether U. S. 
basedlaffiliated PVOs should be used as a cost-effective way of 
addressing major sectoral problems," s l i g h t l y  more than half of 
the Hissions felt that PVOs could have an impact on sector 
problems if certain conditions prevailed, e.g., having 
expertise, being part 0 5  a coordinated effort, and realizing 
the partnership with A.f.D./~dshington, in conceptualizing the 
project. Approsimstely 40% of the Mission indicated that PVOs 
could not be used as a cost-effective way of addressing major 
sectoral problems because they lack resources to be effective 
( 2 5 % )  ; it would conflict with their grassroots approach (12%) ; 
a n d  t h e y  lack leverage with host country gover3ments ( 5 % ) :  

? 
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More than one respondent from USAID Missions made comments like: 

"The nature of pva programs small, without leverage and 
narrowly focused -- does not lend itself to policy issues"; 
or "Policy dialogue is Mission business. Good analyses 
come better from either universities or private bUGinesses." 

It should be noted that policy dialogue is an area of 
increasing interest for PVOs. The data might suggest that 
A.I.D. respondents may not be aware of some PVO activities 
which do have an impact on government policy, and that PVO 
interest in leveraging policy changes may be, in fact, somewhat 
new and embryonic within the pva community. 

Another area of concurrence between Missions and PVOs was 
regarding whether PVOs can have a significant impact on 
sectoral problems. When asked to "comment on whether U.S. 
based/affiliated pyas should be used as a cost-effective way of 
addressing major sectoral problems," ~lightly more than half of 
the Missions felt that PVOs could have an impact on sector 
problems if certain conditions prevailed, e.g., having 
expertise, being part of a coordinated effort, and realizing 
the partnership with A.l.D./Washington, in conceptualizing the 
project. Approximately 40% of the Mission indicated that PVOs 
could not be used as a cost-effective way of addressing major 
sectoral problems because they lack. resources to be effective 
(25%); it would conflict with their grassroots approach (12%); 
and they lack leverage with host country gover~ments (5%): 
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Depends on PV3 

No, do not have leverage with 
host country government 

@ No, would conflid wilh 
grassroots approach 

Yes, AID and PVOs partners in 
conceptualizing projects 

n Yes, involve if PVOs have 
expertise 

Yes, part of coordinated enort 

$B No. PVOs lack resources lo be 
effective; not cost effective 

other  

F o l l o w i n g  t h i s  p a t t e r n ,  M i s s i o n s  r a t e d  PVOs s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  
t h a n  f o r - p r o f i t  b u s i n e s s e s  a n d  u n i v e r s i t i e s  i n :  1 )  D e v e l o p i n g  
i n d i g e n o i i s  l e a d e r  s h i p  c a p a c i t y  t h r o u g h  i n - c o u n t r y  t r a i n i n g ;  2 )  
W o r k i n g  a t  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  l e v e l ;  a n d  3 )  H a v i n g  g o o d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
w i t h  L o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  a n d  g r o u p s .  PVOs were r a t e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
l o w e r  t h a n  u n i v e r s i t i e s  o r  f o r - p r o f i t  b u s i n e s s e s  i n  e n c o a r a g i n g  
p o l i c y  c h a n g e ,  a n d  d i d  n o t  r e c e i v e  a n y  r a t i n g s  o f  e x c e l l e n t  i n  
t h i s  c a t e g o r y .  PVOs were r a t e d  r o u g h l y  t h e  same a s  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  
b u t  s o m e w h a t  less  t h a n  f o r - p r o f i t  b u s i n e s s e s ,  a t  b e i n g  g o o d  o r  
e x c e l l e n t  a t  d e v e l o p i n g  s u s t a i n a b l e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  ( T a b l e  3 6 ) .  

A p p r o x i m a t e l y  h a l f  o f  t h e  PVOs e x p r e s s e d  c o n f i d e n c e  i n  t h e i r  
c a p a b i l i t y  t o  a d d r e s s  s e c t o r  p r o b l e m s ,  c i t i n g  a s  s t r o n g  p o i n t s  
t h e i r  e x t e n s i v e  g r a s s r o o t s  e x p e r i e n c e  ( l e s s o n s  l e a r n e d  i n  t h e  
f i e l d  call b e  i n t e r p r e " , d  o n  a b r o a d e r  s c a l e )  a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
P V O s  a r e  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e .  A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - t h i r d  o f  PVOs 
s u g g e s t e d  u s i n g  PVOs on a c a s e - b y - c a s e  b a s i s  t o  a d d r e s s  s e c t o r  
p r o b l e m s  d e p e n d i n g  o n  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  s t r e n g t h s ,  t e c h n i c a l  
e x p e r t i s e ,  e t c .  O n l y  a f e w  o f  t h e  PVOs f e l t  t h a t  PVOs s h o u l d  n o t  
b e  u s e d  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  i n  a d d r e s s i n g  s e c t o r a l  p r o b l e m s  ( T a b l e  3 1 ) .  

O n e  o f  t h e  w e a k e s t  r a t i n g s  g i v e n  t o  PVOs b y  M i s s i o n s  w a s  i n  
p r o j e c t  design. T w o - t h i r d s  o f  the M i s s i o n s  p o l l e d  f e l t  PVOs are 
n o  better zhan fair at p r o j e c t  d e s i g n .  T h e  M i s s i o n s  s u g g e s t a d  
t h a t  PVOs c o u l d  i m p r o v e  i n  t h i s  a r e a  b y  h i r i n g  o r  c o n t r a c t i n g  
m o r e  e x p e r i e n c e d  p e o p l e  ( 2 7 % )  a n d  b e c o m i n g  m o r e  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  
A . Z . D , ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s  t h r o u g h  u s e  o f  h a n d b o o k s  a n d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m s  ( 2 2 % )  ( T a b l e  6 1 ) .  

P V O s ,  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  were  s e e n  a s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  
i m p l e m e n t o r s  t h a n  d e s i g n e r s ;  8 5 %  r e c e i v e d  r a t i n g s  o f  g o o d  o r  

1 5  

Table 59 

3.33% 

11.67% 

5.00% 

21.67% 

.. Depends on PVO 

III No, do not have leverage with 
host country govemmenl 

IS No, would conflict with 
grassroots approach 

1m Yes, AID and PVOS partners in 
conceptualizing projects 

o Yes, involve if PVOS have 
expertise 

1!!5 Yes, part of coordinated effort 

III No, PVOs lack resources 10 be 
effective; not cost effective 

fS\ Other 

Following this pattern, Missions rated PVOs significantly higher 
than for-profit businesses and universities in: 1) Developing 
indigenous leadership capacity through in-country training; 2) 
Working at the community level; and 3) Having good relationships 
with local governments and groups. PVOs were rated significantly 
lower than universities or for-profit businesses in encouraging 
policy change, and did not receive any ratings of excellent in 
this category. PVOs were rated roughly the same as universities, 
but somew~at less than for-profit businesses, at being good or 
excellent at developing sustainable institutions (Table 36). 

Approximately half of the PVOs expressed confidence in their 
capability to address sector problems. citing as strong points 
their extensive grassroots experience (lessons learned in the 
field can be interpreted on a broader ~cale) and the fact that 
PVOs are cost-effective. Approximately one-third of PVOs 
suggested using PVOs on a case-by-case basis to address sector 
problems depending on the organization's strengths, technical 
expertise, etc. Only a few of the PVOs felt that PVOs should not 
be used categorically in addressing sectoral problems (Table 31). 

One of the weakest ratings given to PVOs by Missions was in 
project design. Two-thirds of the Missions polled felt PVOs are 
no better than fair at project design. The Missions suggested 
that PVOs could improve in this area by hiring or contracting 
more experienced people (27%) and becoming more familiar with 
A.I.D.'s requirements through use of handbooks and participation 
in training programs (22%) (Table 61). 

PVOs, on the other hand, were seen as Significantly better 
implementors than designers; 85% received ratings of good or 
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e x c r ; l . I . e n t  ( T a b l e  6 2 ) .  A g a i n ,  the m a j o r  s u g g e s t i o n  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  
p r o j e c t  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  w a s  t h a t  PVOs s h o u l d  h i r e  m o r e  e x p e r i e n c e d  
s t a f f  ( 3 4 % ) -  

S i n c e  P V O s  were n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s k e d  t o  r a t e  t h e m s e l v e s  o n  
p r o j e c t  d e s i g n  a n d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  o n e  c a n n o t  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  
t h a  M i s s i o n s '  v i e w  a g r e e d  w i t h  t h a t  o f  t h e  PVBs,  

4 ,  Funding  

N e a r l y  h a l f  ( 4 5 % )  t h e  M i s s i o n s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
f u t u r e  PVO a c t i v i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  M i s s i o n ' s  t o t a l  b u d g e t  w i l l  
r e m a i n  a b o u t  t h e  same ( T a b l e  4 4 ) .  T h e  M i s s i o n s ;  a t t r i b u t e d  this 
t a  t h r e e  f a c t o r s :  E m p h a s i s  o n  s e c t o r  p r o g r a m s ;  B u d g e t  
r e d i r e c t i o n s ;  a n d  M o s t  c o u n t r y  g o v e r n m e n t  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  i n c r e a s e s  
( T a b l e  4 5 ) .  

T h e  28% o f  M i s s i o n s  t h a t  a n t i c i p a t e d  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  FVO a c t i v i t y  
a t t r i b u t e d  i t  t o  a p r o j e c t  s t a r t i n g  o r  e x p a n d i n g ;  t h e  
i n t r g d u c t i o n  o f  a n  u m b r e l l a  a p p r o a c h ;  a n d  g o o d  p a s t  e x p e r i e n c e s .  
A s i m i l a r  p e r c e n t a g e  (30%) of PVOs f e l t  t h a t  t h e r ~  w i , P l  b e  m o r e  
s u p p o r t  f o r  p r o g r a m s / p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  ( T a b l e  1 0 ) .  Some 
PVOs e q u a t e d  i n c r e a s e d  f u n d i n g  c h a n n e l e d  t h r o u g h  PVOs a s  a 
c r i t i c a l  way t o  i m p r o v e  s u p p o r t  p r o v i d e d  t o  t h e  PVOs b y  FVAIPVC 
i n  t h e  r e g i o n a l  b u r e a u s  ( T a b l e  1 1 ) .  

The n e a r l y  25% o f  M i s s i o n s  a n t i c i p a t i n g  a d e c r e a s e  i n  t h e  b u d g e t s  
f a r  PbTO a c t i v i t i e s  a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  t o  a p r o g r a m  p h a s e  d o w n / o u t  
a n d  a r e d u c t i o n  i n  o v e r a l l  b u d g e t  r e s o u r c e s  ( T a b l e  4 5 ) .  T o  h e l p  
o f f s e t  s u c h  a p o s s i b l e  d e c r e a s e ,  o v e r  h a l f  o f  t h e  M i s s i o n s  ( 5 2 % )  
s a w  a g r e a t e r  s o l e  f o r  PVOs t o  u t i l i z e  c o u n t r y  c u r r e n c y  g e n e r a t e d  
b y  A . I . D .  p r o g r a m s ,  T h e  m a i n  r e a s o n  g i v e n  w a s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
u s i n g  l o c a l  c u r r e n c y  g e n e r a t e d  u n d e r  PL 4 8 0  p r o g r a m s  ( 1 9 % )  ( T a b l e  
4 9 ) .  

S o m e  M i s s i o n s  m e n t i o n e d  t h a t  a n o t h e r  way t o  o f f s e t  a p o s s i b l e  
f u n d i n g  d e c r e a s e  w o u l d  b e  f o r  P V O s  t o  s e e k  o t h e r  f u n d i n g  
r e s o u r c e s  m o r e  a c t i v e l y .  A s  o n e  M i s s i o n  D i r e c t o r  s a i d ,  "PVOs 
n e e d  t o  r e a l i z e  that development c a n n o t  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  a three- 
y e a r  p r o j e c t .  I t  c a n n o t  d r o p  t h e  c o u n t r y  a n d  move o n ;  i t  n e e d s  
t o  g e t  o t h e r  s o u r c e s  o f  f u n d i n g .  T h i s  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  a £  
g r a n t s  -- when  A . I . D .  r e s o u r c e s  a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t ,  t h e  PVO t e n d s  
t o  w i t h d r a w  i n s t e a d  o f  f i n d i n g  o t h e r  f u n d i n g  s o u r c e s . "  

5 ,  Relations - wfth Local PVOs 

p p r o x i m a t e l y  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h e  PVOs d i d  n o t  f e e l  M i s s i o n  
c t i v i t y  w i t h  i n d i g e n o u s  PVGs h a s  h a d  a n y  m e a s u r a b l e  impact o n  
VO r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  (Table 2 3 ) .  O f  those 

i n d i c a t i n g  a c h a n g e  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  m o s t  f e l t  that the 

1 6  

excellent (Table 62). Again, the major suggestion for improving 
project implementation was that pyas should hire more experienced 
staff (34%). 

Since pyas were not specifically asked to rate themselves on 
project design and implementation, one cannot determine whether 
the Missions' view agreed with that of the pyas. 

4.. Funding 

Nearly half (45%) the Missions anticipated that the percentage of 
future pva activity relative to the Mission's total budget will 
remain about the same (Table 44). The Missions attributed this 
to three factors: Emphasis on sector programs; Budget 
redirections; and Host country government resistance to increases 
(Table 45). 

The 28% of Missions that anticipated an increase in pva activity 
attributed it to a project starting or expanding; the 
introduction of an umbrella approach; and good past experiences. 
A similar percentage (30%) of pyas felt that there wi~l be more 
support for programs/projects in the future (Table 10). Some 
PVOs equated increased funding channeled through PVDs as a 
critical way to improve support provided to the pyas by PYA/PVC 
in the regional bureaus (Table 11). 

The nearly 25% of Missions anticipating a decrease in the budgets 
for pva activities attributed this to a program phase down/out 
and a reduction in overall budget resources (Table 45). To help 
offset such a possible decrease, over half of the Missions (52%) 
saw a greater role for PVOs to utilize country currency generated 
by A.I.D. programs. The main reason given was the possibility of 
using local currency generated under PL 480 programs (19%) (Table 
49) • 

Some Missions mentioned that another way to offset a possible 
funding decrease would be for PYOs to seek other funding 
resources more actively. As one Mission Director said, "PVOS 
need to realize that development cannot take place in a three­
year project. It cannot drop the country and move on; it needs 
to get other sources of funding. This is especially true of 
grants -- when A.I.D. resources are not sufficient, the PYO tends 
to withdraw instead of finding other funding sources." 

5. Relations with Local PVOs 

Approximately two-thirds of the PVOs did not feel Mission 
activity with indigenous PVOs has had any measurable impact on 
PVO relationships with USAID Missions (Table 23). Of those 
indicating a change in the relationship, most felt that the 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e e w e e n  Missions a n d  P V 0 s  hizs b e e n  s t r e n g t h e n e d  
(11%). H e a d q u a r t e r s  s t a f f  h e l d  t h i s  v i e w  a v e r  f i e l d  s t a f f  b y  a 
t w o  t o  oae r a t i o .  

A p p r c ~ i n a t e l y  h a l f  o f  t h e  PVOs h a v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  some  k i n d  o f  
l o c a l ,  i n d i g e n o u s  c o n s o r t i a ,  W e a s l y  a l l  o f  t h e  PVOs t h a t  h a v e  
p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  l o c a i  c o n s o r t i a  f o u n d  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  be  
s u c c e s s f u l .  A s  o n e  PVO s a i d :  

l I T h i s  i s  o n e  of  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t ,  r e w a r d i n g  a s p e c t s  
o f  d e v e l o p m e n t .  I n d i g e n o u s  NGOs a r e  p a t h f i n d e r s  a n d  
l e a d e r s  i n  t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s '  d e v e l o p m e n t .  T h e i r  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i n  many c a s e s ,  a r e  m o r e  s t a b l e  t h a n  
n a t i o n a l  g o v e r n m e n t s ,  T h e y  p r o v i d e  a p o o l  o f  l e a d e r s  
a n d  p o t e n t i a l  l e a d e r s  f o r  t h e i r  c o u n t r i e s P  p r o g r e s s .  
P V O  e f f o r t s  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  capacity o f  NGOs i n  a 
s e c t o r  s h o u l d  be s u p p o r t e d  by A . T . D .  11 

h e  m o s t  s l i c c e s s f u l  c o n s o r t i a  were  t h e  o n e s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e d  
l a t e r - a g e n c y  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a n d  o p e n e d  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  c o m m o n  
b j e c t i v e s ,  s t r a t e g i e s ,  a n d  problems ( T a b l e  f l 6 ) .  F i e l d  s t a f f  
e r e  m o r e  inclined t o  n c ' t e  t h i s  than w e r e  h e a d q u a r t e r s  s t a f f .  

relationship between Missions and PVOs has been strengthened 
(11%). Headquarters staff held this view over field staff by a 
two to one ratio. 

Apprcxinately half of the PVOs have participated in some kind of 
local, indigenous consortia. Nearly all of the PVOs that have 
participated in local consortia found the relationship to be 
successful. As one PVO said: 

"This is one of the most important, rewarding aspects 
of development. Indigenous NGOs are pathfinders and 
leaders in their countries' development. Their 
organizations, in many cases, are more stable than 
national governments. They provide a pool of leaders 
and potential leaders for their countries' progress. 
PVO efforts to strengthen the capacity of NGOs in a 
sector should be supported by A.I.D.II 

The most successful consortia were the ones that facilitated 
inter-agency communication and opened discussion of common 
objectives, strategies, and problems (Table 26). Field staff 
were more inclined to n0te this than were headquarters staff. 
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D, Process -- 
The two words rnent ioned most frequently concerning 
process--whether project approval or contracting--were - simplify 
and expedite, PVOs generally felt that although ehe overall 
process is fair, the excessive and complicated process puts 
undue pressure and frustration on PVOs that ultimately inhibits 
effective project development and implementation. A number of 
PVOs recommended that the pressures (whfch contribute to a 
"bureaucraticv' relationship rather than the cultivation of PVOs 
as true partners for change and innovation in development 
(Table 11) within A - I . D ,  be identified and eliminated. One PVO 
suggested that the bureaucratic k?.i-ocess should be tailored to 
the concept of: "What is the , > a s t  amount of information 
necessary to provide the su-port needed by the field?" 

1. Project Approval 

Over 30% of the PVOs had suggestions to improve the 
A.I.D./i~ashfngton approval process, The most frequently cited 
recommendations included : 3.1 Expediting the project 
przper/proposaf review and approval process ( 2 5 % ) ;  and 2 )  
Simplifying the process and gufdelines (21%) (Table 163. The 
fact that these tomplaints were cited approximately three times 
aa hrgquently by hradquartebs staff than by field staff may 
r e f l e c k -  a dPEherence in a r y p l c a l  FV6" d i v i s i o n  of l abo i r*  

Approximately 8 5 %  o f  the PVOs had suggestions regarding the 
field project a p p r o v a l  process. The m o s t  frequently cited 
recommendations included: 1) Simplify the process, e . g . ,  budget 
categories, more flexibility, and fewer layers of approval 
within the MPssions ( 2 7 % ) ;  and 2)  Expedite the project 
paperlproposal review process (17%) (Table 15). 

2. ~ ~ ~ / C o m p e t i t f v e  Process 

N e a r l y  70% of the P V Q  respondents said that they do not 
p a r t i c f p a k e  in the ~ ~ ~ / c o n p e t P t i v e  contracting process (Table 
17); i .  those contracts that originate and are vetted 
through field missions. Of the 30% who have participated in 
the process, more than half have experienced problems (Table 
18), The main problems cited by the PVOs were  hat the process 
fs " a r b % t r a r y ' @ a n d  "unfair"; that PVOs are at s disadvantage 
because they are new to the p r o c e s s ;  and that PVOs are not able 
to meet the expenses of  staying abreast of potential contracts 
and meeting often s h o r t  deadlines involved in submettfng 

D. Process 

The two words mentioned most frequently concerning 
process--whether project approval or contracting--were simplify 
and expedite. PVOs generally felt that although the overall 
process is fair, the excessive and complicated process puts 
undue pressure and frustration on PVOs that ultimately inhibits 
effective project development and implementation. A number of 
PVOs recommended that the pressures (which contribute to a 
"bureaucratic" relationship rather than the cultivation of PVOs 
as true partners for change and innovation in development 
(Table 11) within A.I.D. be identified and eliminated. One PVO 
s u g g est edt hat the bur e a u c rat i c t~ roc e s s s h 0 U 1 d bet ail 0 red t 0 

the concept of: "What is thE ":"ast amount of information 
necessary to provide the support needed by the field?" 

1. Project Approval 

Over 90% of the PVOs had suggestions to improve the 
A. I.D./Washington approval process. The most frequently cited 
recommendations included: 1) Expediting the project 
paper/proposal review and approval process (25%); and 2) 
Simplifying the process and guidelines (21%) (Table 16). The 
fact that these complaints were cited approximately three times 
~Q £r~quently by headquarters staff than by field staff may 
reflect" a differen(!~ in a typlcai pVo· s division of Idb&t~ 

Approximately 85% of the PVOs had suggestions regarding the 
field project approval process. The most frequently cited 
recommendations included: 1) Simplify the process, e.g., budget 
categories, more flexibility, and fewer layers of approval 
within the Missions (27%); and 2) Expedite the project 
paper/proposal review process (17%) (Table 15). 

2. RFP/Competitive Process 

Nearly 70% of the PVO respondents said that they do not 
participate in the RFP!competitive contracting process (Table 
17); i.e., those contracts that originate and are vetted 
through field missions. Of the 30% who have participated in 
the process, more than half have experienced problems (Table 
18). The main problems cited by the PVOs were Lhat the process 
is "arbitrary" and "unfair"; that PVOs are ata disadvantage 
because they are new to the process; and that PVOs are not able 
to meet the expenses of staying abreast of potential contracts 
and meeting often short deadlines involved in submitting 
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ofiess and stber Bnformation. The PVOs did not seem to see 
themselves as being limited by a lack sf technical and 
administrative resources to perform contracts (Table 20). The 
suggestions made for modhfying thfs s%tuation included the 
usual ones for a beL"r communication a f  A . I . D ,  gu:dzl.ines; a 
more collaborative approach and increase in set-asides for 
~ ~ 0 s ~ ;  and the need for greater timeliness of A.I.D. accions. 

Over 80% sf the ~ e s p ~ n d i n g  Missions saw PVQs as only minimally 
involved 4n implementing A , I , D ,  programs under competitive 
procurement in comparfson to other lrnplementing agents (Table 
351, Howeve r ,  less than 2 0 %  of the respondfng Missions were of 
the opinion that none of the PVOs working fn their countries 
could have even modest success in competing for A , I . D ,  
contracts, and a majority of the responses indicated that at 
l e a s t  40% of t h e  PVOs ia their countries could so compete 
(Table 392. Furthermore, as mentioned In subpart E above, i rk  
comparing P V O  performance with that sf universities and 
busfnesses, the Missfons gave BVOs good ratlngs. 

Thus, the Missions appear to rate the potential of PVOs to 
ccmpete to be significantly better than the PVOsq actual 
p e r f o r m a n c e  t o  date. I n d e e d ,  a v e r  20% o f  the r e s p o n d e n t s  
indfcated that the PVOs would Rave nu problem in competing, and 
approximately 16% thought that PVOs had special expertise which 
gives them an advantage In such competftion. The main reasons 
given for the failure 0% the PVOs to realize this potential as 
competitive contractors wore a lack of P V O  interest in being 
contractors rather than following their own program interests, 
a lack of a close flt between the technical expertise of the 
P V O  personnel. and what is needed by the main programs of the 
%issions, and difficuity in meeting A , I . D .  requirements because 
of a Pack of financial and slaff resources (Table 4 0 1 ,  

3. General Contracting Procedures 

Nearly 20% of t h e  1170 respondents felt that A.J.D.'s overall 
eontraceing procedures are fair (Table 21). The most 
frequently cited ways %? improve the process were: 
sirnplifieatisn o f  the reporting procedures by requiring less 
paperwork; using PI70 

- 

P ~ b i s  indicates a misunderstanding of rules, In fact, 
these a r e  rho special rules or set-asides for P V O  c~ilitracts. 
PT?Os follow the same rules as other groups, This is one season 
w h y  PBO contracts funded by the U e S .  Government are not 
included i s  t h e  2 0 %  p r i v a t e  r e s o u r c e  aPlacationn 

offers and other information. The PVOs did not seem to see 
themselves as being limited by a lack of technical and 
administrative resources to perform contracts (Table 20). The 
suggestions made for modify~ng this situation included the 
usual ones for a better communication of A.I.D~ guIdelines; a 
more collaborative approach and increase in set-asides for 
PVOs 2 ; and the need for greater timeliness of A.I.D. actions. 

Over 80% of the responding Missions saw PVOs as only minimally 
involved in implementing A.I.D. programs under competitive 
procurement in comparison to other implementing agents (Table 
35). However, less than 20% of the responding Missions were of 
the opinion that none of the PVOs working in their countries 
could have even modest success in competing for A.I.D. 
contracts, and a majority of thE: reSponses indicated that at 
least 40% of the PVOs ~u their countries could so compete 
(Table 39). Furthermore, as mentioned in subpart 1 above, in 
comparing PVO performance with that of universities and 
businesses, the Missions gave PVOs good ratings. 

Thus, the Missions appear to rate the potential of PVOs to 
compete to be significantly better than the PVOs' actual 
performance to date. Indeed, over 20% of the respondents 
indicated that the PVOs would have no problem in competing, and 
approximately 16% thought that PVOs had special expertise which 
gives them an advantage in such competition. The main reasons 
given for the failure of the PVOs to realize this potential as 
competitive contractors were a lack of PVO interest in being 
contractors rather than following their own program interests, 
a lack of a close fit between the technical expertise of the 
PVO personnel and what is needed by the main programs of the 
Missions, and difficulty in meeting A.I.D. requirements because 
of a lack of financial and staff resources (Table 40). 

3. General Contracting Procedures 

Nearly 20% of the PVO respondents felt that A. I. D. t s overall 
contracting procedures are fair (Table 21). The most 
frequently cited ways t~ improve the process were: 
simplification of the reporting procedures by requiring less 
paperwork; using PVO 

2 This indicates a misunderstanding of rules. In fact, 
there are no special rules or set-asides for PVO cOatracts. 
PVOs follow the same rules as other groups. This is one reason 
why PVO contracts funded by the U.S. Government are not 
included in the 20% private resource allocation. 
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i n t e r n a l  r e p o r t s  t o  g ~ d v i c l e  n e c e s s a r y  i n f o r m a t i o n ;  c o l l a p s i n g  
r e p o r t i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s ;  u s i n g  t h e  work  p l a n  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  y e a r  
f o r  m u l t i - y e a r  c o n t r a c t s ;  i n t e g r a t i n g  work  p l a n s  w i t h  t e c h n i c a l  
r e p o r t s  f o r  p r o j e c t s  l a s t i n g  more t h a n  o n e  y e a r ;  a n d  
t e k : t r a l i z i n g  f i n a n c i a l  r e p o r t i n g  ( 3 6 % ) ,  

4 .  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  P r o c e d u r e s  

PTearhy 20% o f  t h e  PVB r e s p o n d e r r t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  f e l t  t h e  
p r o c e s s  i s  f a i r .  O f  t h o s e  r e s p o n d e n t s  w i t h  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  f o r  
i m p r o v i n g / s t r e a m l i n i n g  t h e  p r o c e d u r e s ,  o v e r  35% s u g g e s t e d  
s i m p l i f y i n g  t h e  r e p o r t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s .  

internal reports to pi.vvic.e necessary information; collapsing 
reporting requirements; using the work plan for the first year 
for multi-year contracts; integrating work plans with technical 
reports for projects lasting more than one year; and 
ce~tralizing financial reporting (36%). 

4. Implementation Procedures 

Nearly 20% of the PVO respondents indicated that they felt the 
process is fair. Of those respondents with recommendations for 
improving I streamlining the procedures, over 35% suggested 
simplifying the reporting procedures. 
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E, Personnel @onsidera%2ons/Caneerns 

T h e  U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  a n d  PVOs h a d  s i m i l a r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  
s t r e n g t h s  a n d  weaklaesses o f  t h e i r  p e r s o n n e l .  F o c u s e d  o n  m o s t  
f r e q u e n t l y  w a s  t h e  n e e d  f o r  g r e a t e r  t e c h n i c a l  s e c t o r  e x p e r t i s e  
f o r  b o t h  PVOs a n d  A . L . D , ,  a s  w e l l  a s  a g r e a t e r  a p l j r e c i a t i o n  f o r  
w h a t  a l r e a d y  e x i s t s ,  B o t h  B V O s  a n d  M i s s i o n s  l o o k  t o  
A , I , D , / W a s h i n g t o n  a s  a p o t e n t i a l l y  important s o u r c e  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  
i n  t h i s  a r e a ,  

PVQs were a s k e d  t o  r a t e  t h e i r  own a n d  A,I.D.'s p e r s o n n e l  i n  s e v e n  
d i f f e r e n t  3,reas. PVOs g e n e r a l l y  r a t e d  USAID M i s s i o n  p e r s o n n e l  
P o w e r  t h a n  t h e i r  own s t a f f ,  M i s s i o n  p e r s o n n e l  were r a t e d  h i g h e s t  
( e x c e E l e n t  o r  g o o d )  i n  t h e i r  a w a r e n e s s  o f  t h e  h o s t  c o u n t r y  
d e v e l o p i n e n t  p r i o r i t i e s  ( 8 8 % ) ;  p r e v i o u s  o v e r s e a s  e x p e r i e n c e  ( 87%) :  
a n d  t e c h n i c a l  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  ( 8 6 % ) .  M i s s i o n  p e r s o n n e l  were r a t e d  
l o w e s t  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  work w i t h  l o c a l  c o u n t e r p a r t s  a n d  
k n o w h e d g e ! s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  t h e  h o s t  c o u n t r y ' s  c u l t u r a l  
requirements: 

Ability to work with your organization's 
personnel 

f echnicai quaiificalions 

Awareness or host country's 
devefo~rnent priorities 

Ability to work with host country 
government 

Previous overseas experience 

Knowledgeisensitivify to host 
country's cuftural requirements 

Ktii l i ty to work with local counterparts 

Excellent 

Good 

Fair 

Poor n 
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Per Cent 

When a s k e d  to r a t e  t h e i r  own p e r s o n n e l ,  t h e  o v e r w h e P m i n g  m a j o r i t y  
o f  PVOs r a t e 3  t h e m  a s  e x c e l l e n t  o r  g o a d  i n  a l l  a r e a s .  PVOs r a t e d  
t h e i r  p e r s o n n e l  s t r o n g e s t  ( e x c e l l e n t  o r  g o o d )  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  
work wit5 Local c e u n t e r p a r t s  ( 9 7 . 8 % )  a n d  k n o w l e d g e / s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  

E. Personnel Considerations/Concerns 

The USAID Missions and PVOs had similar perceptions of the 
strengths and weaknesses of their personnel. Focused on most 
frequently was the need for greater technical sector expertise 
for both PVOs and A.I.D., as well as a greater ap9reciation for 
what already exists. Both PVOs and Missions look to 
A.I.D./Washington as a potentially important source of assistance 
in this area. 

1. USAID M~ssions 

PVOs were asked to rate their own and A.I.D.'s personnel in seven 
different areas. PVOs generally rated USAID Mission personnel 
lower than their own staff. Mission personnel were rated highest 
(excellent or good) in their awareness of the host country 
development priorities (88%); previous overseas experience (87%); 
and ~echnical qualifications (86%). Mission personnel were rated 
lowest in their ability to work with local counterparts and 
knowledge/sensitivity to the host country's cultural 
requirements: 

Ability to work with your organization's. 
personnel 

Technical qualifications 

Awareness or host country's 
development priorities 

Ability to work with host country 
government 

Previous overseas experience 

Knowledge/sensitivity to host 
country's cultural reqUirements 

2" PVOs 

10 

Table 14 

20 30 40 50 

PerCent 

60 

• Excellent 

ill Good 

1m Fair 

rnI Poor 

When asked to rate their own personnel, the overwhelming majority 
of PVOs rated them as excellent or good in all areas. PVOs rated 
their p~rsonnel strongest (excellent or good) in their ability to 
work with local counterparts (97.8%) and knowledge/sensitivity to 
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h o s t  c o u n t r y ' s  c u l t u r a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( 9 6 . 3 % ) .  P V O s  r e c e i v e d  
t h e i r  l o w e s t  r a t i n g  ( a l t h o u g h  s t i l l  q u i t e  h i g h )  i n  t h e  
e x c e l l e n t / g c o d  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  w o r k  w i t h  U S A I D  
M i s s i o n s  ( 8 2 . 6 % ) :  

Ab~llty to work with AID Mission 

Technical qualifications 

Awareness of host country's 
develcprnent priorities 

Abrl~ty to work with host country 
government 

Previous overseas experience 

Knowledge1sens:tivity to host 
country's cultural req~lirements 

Ability to work wrth local counterpans 

0 10 20 30 

Per Cent 

Fair 

U S A I D  M i s s i o n s  a l s o  o v e r w h e l m i n g l y  r a t e d  PVO p e r s o n n e l  e x c e l l e n t  
o r  g o o d  i n  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s ,  with k n o w l e d g e  o f  a n d  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  
h o s t  c o u n t r y  c u l t u r a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  r e c e i v i n g  s i m i l a r l y  h i g h  
e x c e l l e n t  a n d  g o o d  r a t i n g s  ( 9 8 % ) ;  a n d  a w a r e n e s s  o f  h o s t  c o u n t r y  
d e v e l o p a e n t  p r i o r i t i e s  r e c e i v i n g  t h e  l o w e s t  r a t i n g  i n  t h e s e  
c a t e g o r i e s  ( 6 7 . 3 % ) :  

host country's cultural requirements (96.3%). PVOs received 
their lowest rating (although still quite high) in the 
excellent/geod categories in their ability to work with USAID 
Missions (82.6%): 

Ability to work with AID Mission 

Technical qualifications 

.A.wareness 01 host country's 
development priorities 

Ability 10 work with hosl country 
government 

Previous overseas experience 

Knowledge/sens:Hvit:, 10 host 
country's cullura! req"iremenls 

Ability to work with local counterparts 

Table 13 
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• Excellent 

II Good 

II Fair 

mpoor 

USAID Missions also overwhelmingly rated pva personnel excellent 
or good in all categories, with knowledge of and sensitivity to 
host country cultural requirements receiving similarly high 
excellent and good ratings (98%); and awareness of host country 
development priorities receiving the lowest rating in these 
categories (67.3%): 

Awareness of host country's 
development priorities 

Table 38 

Knowledge of and sensitivity to host 
country's cultural requirements ••••••• "-;m--r--;-
Ability to work with USAIO Mission 

Ability to work with host country 
government 

Aoility to work with their local 
counterparts 

Previous overseas experience 

Technical qualifications 
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PVOs a n d  M i s s i o n s  a g r e e d  o n  t h e  n e e d  f o r  m o r e  t e c h n i c a l  s e c t o r  
e x p e r t i s e  i n  t h e  PVO c o m m u n i t y .  M i s s i o n s  r e - 3 m l u e n d e d  m o s t  
f r e q u e n t l y  t h a t  BVOs s h o u l d  o f f e r  b e t t e r  p a y  a n d  h i r e  o r  c o n t r a c t  
m o r e  t e c h n i c a l l y  q u a l i f i e d  s t a f f  (341) :  

I) Better communication and 
exmrtise sharina amona PVOs 

811 Pay better: hire or contract more 
technically qualified staff 

Emphasize development over 
welfare 

Exynd funding base 

Focus activity in one sector 

Greater PVO/Mission staff 
contad, including senior levels 

Learn local development needs 

iQI Understand Mission role, strategy 

other 

T o  a s s i s t  PvOs  i n  i m p r o v i n g  t h e i r  s t r a t e g i c  p l a n n i n g  c a p a b i l i t y  
and t o  a c q u i r e  t e c h n i c a l  s e c t o r  e x p e r t i s e ,  M i s s i o n s  r e c o m m e n d e d  
f r e q u e n t l y  t h a t  A . H , D . / W a s h i n g t o n  e n c o u r a g e  a n d  s p o n s o r  PVO 
personnel t r a i n i n g  (20%); a n d  p r o v i d e  funds t o  u p g r a d e  t e c h n i c a l  
e x p e r t i s e  ( 2 5 % ) .  Many PVOs a g r e e d  t h a t  A.I.D. s h o u l d  take a 
s t r o n g e r  l e a d  i n  p r o v i d i n g  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  a t i m e l y  
m a n n e r  i n  a p p r o p r i a t e  a r e a s  ( T a b l e  4 ) .  A p p r o x i m a t e l y  15% of  t h e  
M i s s i o n  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  A . I . D .  s h o u l d  d o  n o t h i n g  
b e c a u s e  e i t h e r  s t r a t e g i c  p l a n n i n g  i s  n o t  t h e  b u s i n e s s  of PVOs o r  
t h e y  f e l t  that d e v e i o p i n g  t h i s  e x p e r t i s e  i n  PVOs i s  u p  t o  t h e  

t 2YOs a n d  not u n d e r  A.I.D. s p u r v i e w  ( T a b l e  55). 

PVOs and Missions agreed on the need for more technical sector 
expertise in the PVO community. Missions re-1mruended most 
frequently that PVOs should offer better pay and hire or contract 
more technically qualified staff (34%): 

Table 56 
• Better communication and 

expertise sharing among PVOS 
7.35% 7.35% 

II Pay better: hire or contract more 
technically qualif!ed staff 

iii Emphasize development over 
2.94% welfare 

m Expand funding base 

33.82% [J Focus activity in one sector 

E!I Greater PVO/Mission staff 
19.12% contact, including senior levels 

o Learn local development needs 

lIS Understand Mission role, strategy 

13.24% 
22 Other 

4.41% 

To assist pVOs in improving their strategic planning capability 
and to acquire technical sector expertise, Missions recommended 
frequently that A.I,D./Washington encourage and sponsor PVO 
personnel training (20%); and provide funds to upgrade technical 
expertise (25%). Many PVOs agreed that A.I.D. should take a 
stronger lead in providing technical assistance in a timely 
manner in appropriate areas (Table 4). Approximately 15% of the 
Mission respondents indicated that A.I.D. should do nothing 
because either strategic planning is not the business of PVOs or 
they felt that developing this expertise in PVOs is up to the 
eVOs and not under A.I.D.'s purview (Table 55). 
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F .  Management  a n d  S e r v i c e  D e l i v e r y  

1. Management  

- - 
The managemen t  s t y l e s  a n d  p r o c e d u r e s  o f  t h e  r r ' 0 s  a n d  A . P . D .  a n d  
r u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  t h e i r  m o d i f i c a t i o n  h a v e  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d  i n  
v a r i o u s  s e c t i o n s  of  t h e  p r e c e d i n g  p a r t s .  H e r e  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  a 
f e w  o v e r a l l  c o n c l u s i o n s  a s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  s u r v e y s .  

PVOs - 
I n  c o m p a r i n g  P V O  ~ e r f o r m a n c e  w i t h  t h a t  o f  u n i v e r s i t i e s  a n d  
b u s i n e s s e s ,  t h e  M i s s i o n s  g a v e  PVOs good  r a t i n g s  -- 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  u n i v e r s i t i e s  a n d  b u s i n e s s e s  i n  
d e v e l o p i n g  i n d i g e n o u s  l e a d e r s h i p  t h r o u g h  t r a i n l n g  a n d  a t  
w o r k i n g  a t  t h e  communi ty  l e v e l  a n d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o w e r  o n l y  i n  
e n c o u r a g i n g  p o l i c y  c h a n g e  t h r o u g h  a n a l y s i s  a n d  p o l i c y  d i a l o g u e  
( T a b l e  3 6 ) .  A s i m i l a r  q u e s t i o n  was n o t  a s k e d  o f  t h e  P V O s ,  s o  
we c a n n o t  d e t e r m i n e  how t h e y  w o u l d  r a t e  t h e i r  own p e r f o r m a n c e  
c o m p a r e d  t o  t h a t  of  u n i v e r s i t i e s  a n d  b u s i n e s s e s .  

T h e  s u r v e y  d i d  n o t  ask M i s s i o n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  comment o n  t h e  
p r o c e d u r e s  a n d  managemen t  s t y l e s  o f  t h e  PVOs; h o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  
w e r e  i n d l r e c t  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  a number  o f  M i s s i o n s  f o u n d  
p r o b l e m s  w i t h  b o t h .  40% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d i n g  M i s s i o n s  i n d i c a t e d  
t h a t  P V O  a c t i v i t i e s  r e q u i r e d  d i f f e r e n t  a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  
M i s s i o n s  t h a n  c o n v e n t i o n a l  c o n t r a c t s  a n d  g r a n t s  ( T a b l e  4 2 ) .  O f  
t h e  r e s p o n s e s  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  o n l y  
5% i r ~ d i c a t e d  t h a t  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  r e q u i r e  l e s s  a t t e n t i o n  w h i l e  
73% s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  r e q u i r e  more  a t t e n t i o n .  The m o s t  
f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  n e e d  f o r  g r e a t e r  a t t e n t i o n  
were t h e  h e l p  t h a t  PVOs n e e d  i n  m e e t i n g  v a r i o u s  A . I . D .  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  -- b o t h  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a n d  p r o g r c m m a t i c  -- a n d  t h e  
g r e a t e r  t i m e  d e m a n d s  of  t h e  e o l l a b a i r a t i v e  s t y l e  ( T a b l e  4 3 ) .  
T h e s e  r e s p o n s e s  d i d  u a ;  r e f l e c t  o b j e c t i o n s  o r  r e s e n t m e n t  by t h e  
M i s s i o n s  t o  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  w o r k l o a d  s i n c e  -- a s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  
part B a b o v e  -- many M i s s i o n s  a p p e a r e d  t o  w a n t  t o  have e v e n  
g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  now b e i n g  s u p p o r t e d  
f r o m  A . I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n ;  a n d  o n l y  a f e w  o f  t h e  M i s s i o n  r e s p o n s e s  
i n d i c a t e d  C h a t  A . I . D . / ~ a s h i n g t o n  s h o u l d  b e  s e e k i n g  t o  minimize 
t h e  b u r d e n  o n  M i s s i o n  management  o f  s u c h  p r o g r a m s  ( T a b l e  5 1 ) .  
More  l i k e l y ,  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  r e f l e c t  a j u d g m e n t  t h a t  t h e  
t e c h n i c a l  a n d  management  c a p a b i l i t y  of  t h e  PVOs s h o u l d  be 
i m p r o v e d .  T h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e  i s  s u p p o r t e d  by tche v i e w s  o n  
P V O  p e r s o n n e l  n e e d s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  s u b p a r t  E a b o v e ,  

The s u r v e y  o f  P V O  o p i n i o n  d i d  n o t  a s k  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  them t o  
r a t e  o r  cornment on t h e i r  own management  c a p a b i l i t y ,  and  t h e r e  
w a s  little i n d i r e c t  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  PVOs s a w  any managemen t  
w e a k n e s s  of t h e i r  o w n  a s  a  p r o b l e m  f o r  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  A . I . C ,  
s u p p o r t e d  a e % i . ~ i t i e s .  They  r a t e d  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  work  w i t h  
A . 1 - 3 .  M i s s i o n s  a s  t h e i r  weakes '  p e r f o r m a n c e  f a c t o r  ( T a b l e  
13). However ,  when r e q u e s t e d  t o  g i v e  r e a s o n s  f o r  p r o b l e m s  a n d  

F. Management and Service Delivery 

1. Management 

The management styles and procedures of the FVOs and A.I.D. and 
suggestions for their modification have been discussed in 
various sections of the preceding parts. Here are presented a 
few overall conclusions as indicated in the surveys. 

a. PVOs 

In comparing PVO nerformance with that of universities and 
businesses, the Missions gave PVOs good ratings 
significantly higher than universities and businesses in 
developing indigenous leadership through training and at 
working at the community level and significantly lower only in 
encouraging policy change through analysis and policy dialogue 
(Table 36). A similar question was not asked of the PVOs, so 
we cannot determine how they would rate their own performance 
compared to that of universities and businesses. 

The survey did not ask Missions specifically to comment on the 
procedures and management styles of the PVOs; however, there 
were indirect indications that a number of Missions found 
problems with both. 40% of the responding Missions indicated 
that PVO activities required different attention from the 
Missions than conventional contracts and grants (Table 42). Of 
the responses explaining the reasons for the differences, only 
5% irtdicated that PVO activities require less attention while 
73% stated that they require more attention. The most 
frequentlj cited reasons for the need for greater attention 
were the help that PVOs need in meeting various A.I.D. 
requirements -- both administrative and programmatic -- and the 
greater time demands of the collaborative style (Table 43). 
These responses did uoL reflect objections or resentment by the 
Missions to the increased workload since as indicated in 
part B above many Missions appeared to want to have even 
greater responsibility for PVO activities now being supported 
from A.l.D./Washington; and only a few of the Mission responses 
indicated that A.l.D./Washington should be seeking to minimize 
the burden on Mission management of such programs (Table 51). 
More likely, the responses reflect a judgment that the 
technical and management capability of the PVOs should be 
improved. That this is the case is supported by the views on 
PVO personnel needs discussed in subpart E above. 

The survey of PVO opinion did not ask specifically for them to 
rate or comment on their own management capability, and there 
was little indirect evidence that the PVOs saw any management 
weakness of their own as a problem for carrying out the A.I.D. 
supported activities. They rated their ability to work with 
A.I.D. Missions as their weakes· performance facto~ (Table 
13). However, when requested to give reasons for problems and 
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s u g g e s t i o n s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e m ,  t h e y  s e l d o m  m e n t i o n e d  a n y  a s p e c t  
o f  t h e i r  own p e r f o r m a n c e  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

A l m o s t  k h r e e - q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  P V O  r e s p o n d e n t s  r a t e d  M i s s i o n  
m a n a g e m e n t  o f  t h e i r  g r a n t s  a n d  c o n t r a c t s  t o  b e  g o o d  o r  e x c e l l e n t  
( T a b l e  2). H o w e v e r ,  when  a s k e d  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  
r a t i n g s ,  n e a r l y  h a l f  p a i n t e d  o u t  M i s s i o n  w e a k n e - s e s  o r  
d e f i c i e n c i e s .  T h e  m a i n  p r o b l e m s  m e n t i o n e d  w e r e  t o o  l i t t l e  
c o o r d i n a t i o n  o r  e v e n  c o n t a c t  b e t w e e n  t h e  M i s s i o n s  a n d  t h e  PVOs, 
w e a k  c o o r d i n a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  M i s s i o n s  a n d  A , I . D . / W a s h i n g t o n ,  a n d  
t o o  m u c h  d e l a y  b e t w e e n  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  o f  PVO p r o p o s a l s  a n d  
d e c i s i o n s  b y  t h e  Y i s s i o n s  ( T a b l e  3 ) .  A f e w  r e s p o n s e s  m e n t i o n e d  
f r e q u e n t  c h a n g e s  i n  A . I . D .  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  a n  o v e r w o r k e d  M i s s i o n  
s t a f f  a s  a g g r a v a t i n g  f a c t o r s .  H o w e v e r ,  i n  m a k i n g  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  
a d d r e s s i n g  t h e  p r o b l e m s ,  t h e  PVO r e s p o n s e s  f o c u s e d  o n  c h a n g e s  i n  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  t h e a s e l v e s  a n d  t h e  M i s s i o n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  
o n  p a r t i c i l l a r  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  w a y s  i n  w h i c h  A . I . D .  o p e r a t e s  
( T a b l e s  4 a n d  33). T h e  e x c e p t i o n  i s  ' i h e  g e n e r a : !  d e s i r e  f o r  

t t  A , I . D .  ~a r e d u c e  b u r e a u c r a c y .  " T h e  v i e w s  a n d  s u g g e s t i o n s  o f  
P V O s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p r o c e d u r e s  f o l l o w e d  b y  A . I . D .  a n d  t h e  
s t r e n g t h s  a n d  w e a k n e s s e s  o f  A . I . D .  p e r s o n n e l  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  
p a r t s  D a n d  E a b o v e .  

2, Peace Corps 

PVOs  r e f l e c t e d  l e s s  i n v o l v e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  P e a c e  C o r p s  t h a n  d i d  
A . I . D .  H a l f  o f  t h e  PVO r e s p o n s e s  i n d i c a t e d  n o  e x p e r i e n c e  w o r k i n g  
w i t h  t h e  P e a c e  C o r p s ,  a n d  o n l y  t w o  r e s p o n s e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
a d d i t i o n a l  P V O s  were  p l a n n i n g  t o  u s e  P e a c e  C o r p s  V o l u n t e e r s  
( T a b l e  2 7 ) .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  o n l y  a t h i r d  o f  t h e  M i s s i o n  r e s p o n s e s  
a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e  P e a c e  C o r p s  w a s  n o t  a c t i v e  i n  t h e i r  c o u n t r y  o r  
t h a t  t h e y  h a d  n o t  u s e d  the Peace Corps in conjunction with PVO 
a c t i v i t i e s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  1 2  r e s p o n s e s  L n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  
M i s s i o f i s  w e r e  c o n s i d e r i n g  o r  p l a n n i n g  t o  u s e  P e a c e  C o r p s  
V o l u n t e e r s  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  ( T a b l e  5 7 ) .  
-.- 
i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "Are t h e r e  s u g g e s t i o n s  y o u  c o u l d  make 
r e g a r d i n g  i n c r e a s i n g  o r  i m p r o v i n g  A . f . D . / P e a c e  C o r p s  

1 1  c o o p e r a t i o n ? ,  FVOs s u g g e s t e d  most f r e q u e n t l y :  

B Y o r e  u s e  of  P e a c e  C o r p s  i n  p r o j e c t l p r o g r a m  p l a n n l n g  
s t a g e s  ( 1 7 % ) ;  

e B e t t e r  a c c e s s  t o  P e a c e  C o r p s  v o l u n t e e r s  ( 1 3 % ) ;  
Ee:ter P e a c e  C o r g s  t r a i n i n g  (11%); a n d  
Y o r e  ~ u a i i f i e d  P e a c e  C o r p s  v o l u n t e e r s  (11%).  

suggestions to deal with them, they seldom mentioned any aspect 
of their own performance capabilities, 

A.I.D. ---
Almost three-quarters of the PVO respondents rated Mission 
management of their grants and contracts to be good or excellent 
(Table 2). However, when asked to explatn the reasons for the 
1" a tin g s. n ear 1 y hal f poi n ted 0 u t Mis s ion w e a k n e ,-: S e s 0 r 
deficiencies. The main problems mentioned were too little 
coordination or even contact between the Missions and the PVOs, 
weak coordination between the Missions and A.I.D./Washington, and 
too much delay between the submission of PVO proposals and 
decisions by the Missions (Table 3). A few responses mentioned 
frequent changes in A.I.D. personnel and an overworked Mission 
staff as aggravating factors. However, in making suggestions for 
addressing the problems, the PVO responses focused on changes in 
the relationship between themselves and the Missions rather than 
on particular changes in the ways in which A.I.D. operates 
(Tables 4 and 33). The exception is the genera] desire for 
A.LD. to "reduce bureaucracy." The views and suggestions of 
PVQs concerning the procedures followed by A.I.D. and the 
strengths and weaknesses of A.I.D. personnel are discussed in 
parts D and E above. 

2. Peace Corps 

PVOs reflected less involvement with the Peace Corps than did 
A.I.D. Half of the PVO responses indicated no experience working 
with the Peace Corps, and only two responses indicated that 
additional PVOs were planning to use Peace Corps Volunteers 
(Table 27). In contrast, only a third of the Mission responses 
asserted that the Peace Corps was not active in their country or 
that they had not used the Peace Corps in conjunction with PVO 
activities. Furthermore, 13 responses indicated that the 
Missions were considering or planning to use Peace Corps 
Volunteers in conjunction with PVO activities (Table 57). 

In response to the question HAre there suggestions you could make 
regarding increasing or improving A.l.D./Peace Corps 
cooperation?," PVOs suggested most frequently: 

• ~ore use of Peace Corps in project/program planning 
stages (17%); 

• Be~ter access to Peace Corps volunteers (13%); 
• Better Peace Corps training (11%); and 
• ~ore qualified Peace Corps volunteers (11%). 
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~ A,H,D, s u g g e s t e d  m o s t  f r e q u e n t l y :  

o More coordination of  f V O  p r o j e c t s  xith a v a i l a b l e  
Peace C o r p s  v o l u n t e e r s  ( 2 2 % ) ;  a n d  

e More jointly-conducted seminars ( 2 2 X ) .  

A.I~D. suggested most frequently: 

• More coordination of PVO projects ~ith available 
Peace Corps volunteers (22%); and 

• More jOintly-conducted seminars (22%). 
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APPENDIX A, - 

List -, of PVO Respondents 
( 7 9  PVOs s u b m i t t e d  1 4 0  r e s p o n s e s )  

HEADQUARTERS 

rrca Aga Khan  F o u n d a t i o n  .-- 
Anonymous  
Anonymous  
A c c i o n  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A d v e n t i s t  D e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  R e l i e f  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  (ADRA) 
A f r i c a n  A m e r i c a n  L a b o r  C ? n t e r  
A f r i c a n  M e d i c a l  & R e s e a r c h  F o u n d a t i o n  (AMREF)  
A f r i c a n  W i l d l i f e  F o u n d a t i o n  
A f  r i c a r e  
Air S e r v  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A m e r i c a n  Near E a s t  R e f u g e e  A i d  (ANERA) 
A m e r i c a n  O R T  F e d e r a t i o n  
Americares  F o ~ m n d a t i o n ,  I n c .  
h m i d e a s t  
B r o t h e r "  Brother  F o u n d a t i o n  
CARE 
C a t h o l i c  R e l i e f  S e r v i c e s  
C e n t e r  f o r  D e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  P o p u l a t i o n  A c t i v i t i e s  (CEDPA) 
C h r i s t i a n  C h i l d r e n ' s  F u n d  
CBDEL, I n c . ,  C o o r d i n a t i o n  i n  D e v e l o p m e n t  
E p i s c o p a l  C h u r c h ,  U S A  
E s p e r a n e a  
E x p e r i m e n t  i n  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  L i v i n g  
FPiA/LhRQ a n d  FPIA 
Food  f o r  t h e  H u n g r y ,  I n c .  
F o u n d a t i o n  f o r  P e o p l e s  o f  t h e  S o u t h  P a c i f i c  
F r i e n d s  o f  C h i l d r e n  
H e l e n  K e l l e r  1 r . t e r n a t i o n a l  
H e l p  I n t e r n a t i o n a l .  
I n d u s  M e d i c a l  F o u n d a t i o n  
I n s t i t u t e  f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  D e v e l o p m e n t ,  I n c ,  
I n s ~ i t u t e  of I n t e r n a t i o n a l  E d u c a t i o n  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A i d ,  I n c .  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C h i l d  Care 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  E y e  F o u n d a t i o n  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Human A s s i s t a n c e  P r o g r a m s  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  R u r a l  R e c o n s t r u c t i o n  ( I I R R )  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  L i f e l i n e  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  P l a n n e d  P a r e n t h o o d  F e d e r a t i o n / W H R ,  I n c ,  
f n t e r n a t i o n a l  S e r v i c e  A s s o c i a t i o n  f o r  H e a l t h  ( I N S A )  
X n t e r n a t i o n a i  V o l u n t a r y  S e r v i c e s  
T h e  K a t a l y s d s  F o u n d a e i o n / B E S T  

APPENDIX A~ 

List,of PVO Respondents 
(79 PVOs submitted 140 responses) 

HEADQUARTERS 

Aga Khan Foundation U~A 
Anonymous 
Anonymous 
Accion International 
Adventist Development and Relief International (ADRA) 
African American Labor C~nter 
African Medical & Research Foundation (AMREF) 
African Wildlife Foundation 
Africare 
Air Serv International 
American Near East Refugee Aid (ANERA) 
American ORT Federation 
Americares Foundation, Inc. 
Amideast 
Brother's Brother Foundation 
CARE 
CathOlic Relief Services 
Center for Development and Population Activities (CEDPA) 
Christian Children's Fund 
CODEL, Inc., Coordination in Development 
Episcopal Church, USA 
Esperanca 
Experiment in International Living 
FPIA/LARO and FPIA 
Food for the Hungry, Inc. 
Foundation for Peoples of the South Pacific 
Friends of Children 
Helen Keller ILternational 
Help International 
Indus Medical Foundation 
Institute for International Development, Inc. 
Institute of International Education 
International Aid, Inc. 
International Child Care 
International Eye Foundation 
International Human Assistance Programs 
International Institute of Rural Reconstruction (IIRR) 
International Lifeline 
International Planned Parenthood Federation/WHR, Inc. 
International Service Association for Health (INSA) 
International Voluntary Services 
The Katalysis Foundation/BEST 
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L u t h e r a n  W o r l d  R e l i e f  
Meals f o r  M i l l i o n s / F r e e d o m  f r o m  H u n g e r  F o u n d a t i o n  
M e r c y  C o r p s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
t ' i e rcy  S h i p s  
T h e  N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  of  t h e  P a r t n e r s  o f  A m e r i c a ,  I n c .  
N a t i o n a l  R u r a l  E l e c t r i c  C o o p e r a t i v e  A s s o c i a t i o n  (NRECA) 
OEF I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
P r i v a t e  A g e n c i e s  C o l l a b o r a t i n g  T o g e t h e r ,  I n c .  ( P A C T )  
P a n  A m e r i c a n  D e v e l o p m e n t  F o u n d a t i o n  (PADF) 
T h e  P a t h f i n d e r  F u n d  
T h e  P e a r l  S .  B u c k  F o u n d a t i o n  
P o p u l a t i o n  C o u n c i l  
P r o j e c t  C o n c e r n  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
R i z a l - M a c A r t h u r  3 e r n o r i a l  
S a l e s i a n  S o c i e t y ,  I n c .  
S a l v a t i o n  Army W o r l d  S e r v i c e  O f f i c e  
S a v e  t h e  C h i l d r e n  F e d e r a t i o n  
S e t o n  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  
S i s t e r  C i t i e s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
T e c h n o s e r v e ,  I n c .  
V TTA 
U.S. F e e d  G r a i n s  C o u n c i l  
W i n r o c k  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
W o r l d  O r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  S c o u t  Movement  
W o r l d  V i s i o n  R e l i e f  O r g a n i z a t i o n  
Y M C A  o f  t h e  U S A  

AFRICA 

~ D R A / M a l a w i  
ADRA/Rwanda 
~ D K A l S u d a n  
~ D R A l Z i m b a b w e  
A f r i c a r e / B u r k i n a  F a s o  
A f  r i c a r e / C h a d  
A f r i c a r e / R w a n d a  
~ f r i c a r e / S e n e g a l  
A E r i c a r e l Z a n b i a  
A f r i c a r e / Z i m b a b w e  
C A R E l C a r n e r o ~ n  
CARE/Congo 
C A R E / E c h i o p i a  
CARE/Kenya 
CARE/Leo tho  
CAREIMal i  
CARE/Rwanda 
CARE/Sorna l i a  
C A R E J S u d a n  
F a m i l y  P l a n n i n g  I n t e r n a t i o n a l / K e n y a  
H e i f e r  P r o j e c t  I n t e r n a t i o n a l / T a n z a n i a  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  V o l u n t a r y  S e r v i c e s / Z i m b a b w e  
S a v e  t h e  G h i l d r e n f T u n i s i a  

Lutheran World Relief 
Meals for Millions/Freedom from Hunger Foundation 
Mercy Corps International 
Hercy Ships 
The National Association of the Partners of America, Inc. 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association (NRECA) 
OEF International 
Private Agencies Collaborating Together, Inc. (PACT) 
Pan American Development Foundation (PADF) 
The Pathfinder Fund 
The Pearl S. Buck Foundation 
Population Council 
Project Concern International 
Rizal-MacArthur ~emorial 
Salesian Society, Inc. 
Salvation Army World Service Office 
Save the Children Federation 
Seton Institute for International Development 
Sister Cities International 
Technoserve, Inc. 
VITA 
U.S. Feed Grains Council 
Winrock International 
World Organization of the Scout Movement 
World Vision Relief Organization 
YMCA of the USA 

AFRICA 

ADRA/Malawi 
ADRA/Rwanda 
ADRA/Sudan 
ADRA/Zimbabwe 
Africare/Burkina Faso 
Africare/Chad 
Africare/Rwanda 
Africare/Senegal 
Africare/Zambia 
Africare/Zimbabwe 
CARE/Cameroon 
CARE/Congo 
CARE/Ethiopia 
CARE/Kenya 
CARE/Leo tho 
CARE/Mali 
CARE/Rwanda 
CARE/Somalia 
CARE/Sudan 
Family Planning International/Kenya 
Heifer Project International/Tanzania 
International Voluntary Services/Zimbabwe 
Save the Children/Tunisia 
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Technoserve, Inc./Africa region 
VfTA/Central African Republic 
World Education/Kenya Rural Enterprise Project 
YXCA/Ghana 
YMCA/Kenya 
YMCA/Senegal 
Zambesi Union/Zimbabwe 

ASIA 

ADRA/Philippines 
ADRA/Sri Lanka 
Arnideast/Egypt 
Amideast/Morocco 
CARE/India 
CARE/Philippines 
CARE/Thailand 
Heifer Project International/Philippines 
IIRR/PhiPippines 
Pacific Ministries Developments/New Guinea 
Pearl S, Buck Foundation/Philippines 
Pearl S .  Buck Foundationi'Thailand 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America/Thailand 
Project Concern International/Indonesia 
Save the Children/Nepal 
Save the Children/Tuvalu 

~CJ/peru (YMCA) 
ADRA/Haiti 
Consejo Interamericano de Escultismo/Costa Rica 
CARE/Bolivia 
CARE/Ecuador 
CARE/Guatemala 
CARE/Haiti 
CARE/Honduras 
CARE/Mexico 
CARE/Peru 
C A R E / D o r n i n i c a n  Republic 
IPPF/WMR, Inc./Barbados 
IPPF/WHR, Pnc./Ecuador 
MAP Internationaf/Ecuador 
p~CT/Costa Rica 
PADF/Haiti 
PbDF/Honduras 
Partners of the Anericas/Barbados 
F'artners of the Americas/Costa Rica 
Partners of the Americas/Spanish Speaking South America 
Project Concern fnternational/Belize 
Project Concern International/Bolivia 
Project Concern International/Guatemala 

Technoserve, Inc./Africa region 
VITA/Central African Republic 
World Education/Kenya Rural Enterprise Project 
YMCA/Ghana 
YMCA/Kenya 
YMCA/Senegal 
Zambesi Union/Zimbabwe 

ASIA 

ADRA/Philippines 
ADRA/Sri Lanka 
Amideast/Egypt 
Amideast/Morocco 
CARE/India 
CARE/Philippines 
CARE/Thailand 
Heifer Project International/Philippines 
IIRR/Philippines 
Pacific Ministries Developments/New Guinea 
Pearl S. Buck Foundation/Philippines 
Pearl S. Buck Foundation/Thailand 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America/Thailand 
Project Concern International/Indonesia 
Save the Children/Nepal 
Save the Children/Tuvalu 

LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN 

ACJ/Peru (YMCA) 
ADRA/Haiti 
Consejo Interamericano de Escultismo/Costa Rica 
CARE/Bolivia 
CARE/Ecuador 
CARE/Guatemala 
CARE/Haiti 
CARE/Honduras 
CARE/Mexico 
CARE/Peru 
CARE/Dominican Republic 
IPPF/WHR, Inc./Barbados 
IPPF/WHR, Inc./Ecuador 
MAP International/Ecuador 
PACT/Costa Rica 
PADF/Haiti 
PADF/Honduras 
Partners of the Americas/Barbados 
Partners of the Americas/Costa Rica 
Partners of the Americas/Spanish Speaking South America 
Project Concern International/Belize 
Project Concern International/Bolivia 
Project Concern International/Guatemala 

29 



Save the Children/Waiti 
T e c h n o s e r v e ,  Inc./Latin America r e g i o n  
UMCA/Panama 

Save the Children/Haiti 
Technoserve, Inc./Latin America region 
YMCA/Panama 
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AFRICA 

Botswana 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Chad 
Djibouti 
Ethiopia 
The Gambia 
Ghana 
Guinea-Bissau 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Mauritania 
Mozambique 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Redso/ESA 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Uganda 
Zaire 
Zimbab-we 

APPENDIX Bo 

List of USA!D Mission Respondents 
(57 responses) 

ASIA AID NEAR EAST 

Bangladesh 
Burma 
Egypt 
India 
Indonesia 
Italy 
Jordan 
t'=!oanon 
Morocco 
Nepal 
Pakistan 
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Sauth P a c i f  L C  
Sri Lsanka 
T h a i l a n d  
T u n i s i a  

~ LATIN AMERICA ARD THE CARIBBEAN 

B e l i z e  
C o s t a  Xica 
D o m i n i c a n  R e p u b l i c  
E c u a d o r  
E l  S a l v a d o r  
Guatemala 
H a i t i  
H o n d u r a s  
Jamaica 
Mexico 
Panama 
Paraguay ( U r u g u a y )  
F e r u  
RIZOC 

South Pacif":'c 
Sri Lanka 
Thailand 
Tunisia 

LATIN AMERICA AID THE CARIBBEAN 

Belize 
Costa Rica 
Dominican Republic 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Haiti 
Honduras 
Jamaica 
Mexico 
Panama 
Paraguay (Uruguay) 
Peru 
RDOC 
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Origin of Questionnaire: 

Headquarters 
Africa 
Latin America and the Caribbean 
Asia and Near East 

Total responses: 140 

Stmmary of. rvO ~ 

TABLE 1 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

68 48.6 
30 21.4 
26 18.6 
16 11.4 

TABLE 2 

Sunmarv of responses to Question 1: "In general. do you think that USAID Mission 
management of your organization's grants/contracts h..as bepn excellent, good, fair or 
poor?" 

Response: 

Good 
Fair 
Excell e.'1t 
Poor 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 129 

Number not responding: 11 

Number: 

69 
24 
22 
4 

10 

33 

Percentage of Responses: 

53.5 
18.6 
17.1 
3.1 
7.8 
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icsra. $dB: ' m y  do you th ink  this way?'" 

Re spans e : 

Overall Geod Rela t ions  
Poor AID-Mission Coordination 
L i t t l e  Field Cantact 
Too Nuch Time Between hsjec$ Proposal 

and Apt_-oval/Re j e c t i o n  
Frequent  > 1D Personne l  Changes 
Weed Better Coordination 

Between 41D and PYOs 
Mission Staff Uvestaxed 
D i s s a t i s f i e d  with E v a l u a t o r s  
Other 
Not Appl icab le  

Total r e s p o ~ ~ s e s :  154 * 
Number of respondents: 119 

Nmkr not responding: 21 

Percentage a£ Rewonses: 

* Up tcz three responses were coded f o r  each respondent ,  

TABLE 3 

Suomary of ~ to Question lA: ''Why do you think this way?" 

Response: 

Overall Good Relations 
Poor AID-Mission Coordination 
Little Field C~ntact 
Too Much Time Between Project Proposal 

and Ap~oval/Rejection 
Frequent r'ID Personnel Changes 
Need Better Coordination 

Between ~ID and PVOs 
Mission Staff Overtaxed 
Dissatisfied with Evaluators 
Other 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 154 * 

Number of respondents:_ 119 

Number not responding:. 21 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

74 48.1 
11 7.1 
11 7.1 

10 6.5 
7 4.5 

5 3.2 
4 2.6 
3 2.0 

16 10.4 
13 8.4 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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'"14hat, i f  anything, do you th ink  could be done t o  
improve the  A. I, I), managwent of your g r a n t s / c ~ n t r a c t s ? ' ~  

Response: 

%re ication. 
Nore Timely T e c h i d  Assistance 

i.11 Appropriate Areas and Respect 
fo r  PVO Technical Expertise 

Simplify Reporting Guidelines 
More F lex ib i l i ty  and Time- irmess 

i n  Project  Approval Process 
Clearer AID Fapectations 
Better-Trained Personnel 
R ~ 0 g p l i . s  Worth 
fission Ckrzmiorked 
Bet ter  Qualified Evaluators 
Mission Managemat Should Have 
Good Cultxral Awarmess/Language S k i l l s  
Allow fo r  PVO Innovation 
Nothing 
Not Applimble 
Other 

T o t d  responses: 169 * 
Number of respondents: 10.4 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Nmber not responding: 36 

* Up to three responses were coded for  each respondent. 

TABLE 4 

Suoaary of responses b..' Question IB: "What, if anything, do you think could be done to 
improve the A.LD. manaB~nt of your grants/contracts?" 

Response:_ 

More Communication 
More Timely Technical Assistance 

in Appropriate Areas and Respect 
for PVO Technical Expertise 

Simplify Reporting Guidelines 
}fore Flexibility and Time-mess 

in Project Approval Process 
Clearer AID l~pectations 
Better-Trained Personnel 
Recognize PVOs t Worth 
Mission Overworked 
Better Qualified Evaluators 
Mission Management Should Have 
Good Cultural Awareness/Language Skills 
Allow for PVO Innovation 
Nothing 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 169 * 
Number of respondents: 104 

Number not responding: 36 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

39 23.1 

16 9.5 
14 8.3 

13 7.7 
12 7.1 
10 5.9 
8 4.7 
5 3.0 
3 1.8 

2 1.2 
2 1.2 
2 1.2 
9 5.3 

34 20.1 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent • 
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ion 2: "kes your organiza t ion  p a r t i c i p a t e  ira a n y  way with  
t h e  USMD Missions in t h e  development of t h e i r  Numberry Development S t r a t egy  Statements  
(CBSs)?" 

Response : - Number: Percentape of Responses: 

No 
Yes 
Yes. wi th  qualifier 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 1% 

Number no t  responding: 2 

* "(IF Y E )  Wow? What s p e c i f i c a l l y  do you do?" 

Response : Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Participate in Meetings 
Been Consulted 
Provide Background Data 
Br ie fed  on CDSS Draft 
Hot Applicable 

Total r e sponses :  143 * 
Nuiber of respondents: 135 

Number  no t  responding: 5 

* Up t o  t h r e e  responses  were c d e d  f o r  each respondent, 

TABLE 5 

SUIIIl1aI'J of r~nses to Question 2: "Does your organization participate in ai1Y way with 
the US.4ID Missions in the development their Numberry Development Strategy Statements 
(Cll3Ss)?" 

Response:_ 

No 

• with qualifier 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 138 

Number not responding: 2 

TABLE 6 

Number: 

1 
20 

5 
2 

Percentage of Responses: 

80.4 
14.5 
3.6 
1.4 

Suomary of respo~ to QuE:stion 2A: "(IF YES) How? "'hat specifically do you do?" 

Response: 

Participate in Meetings 
Been Consulted 
Provide Background 
Briefed on CDSS Draft 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 143 * 
NThilber of respondents: 135 

Number not responding: 5 

* Up to three responses were coded 

Number: 

69 
60 
4 
3 

34 

each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

40.6 
35.3 
2.4 
1.8 

20.0 



"(IF NO) Do you b e l i e v e  you should be involved i n  
t h e  development of the  CrSS strategy?'" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 

Nmkr: Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses:  132 

Number not responding: 8 
- 

"(IF YES) Wow?" 

Response: 

P a r t i c i p a t e  i n  ? leet ings/Consul ta t ion 
PSiOs' I n p u t  on W h a t  Works 
Prov ide  PVO S t r a t e g i c  P l a n s  - i n p u t  on Sections Related t o  F'fOs 
S o l i c i t  PVO I n p u t  a t  

Annual Mission Meeting 
Provide I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Memory 
Incorporate ?FrO ;"Idel Programs i n t o  CDSS 
Not Appl icab le  
Other 

Number: 

69 
60 
1s 
18 

4 
3 
3 

34 
3 

Percentage of Responses: 

Total  r e sponses :  212 * 
N u m k r  of respondents :  1% 

Nmkr not  responding: 6 

* Up t o  thee r e s p o n s e s  were coded for  each respondent. 

TABLE 7 

Sunmary of responses to Question 2B: lI(IT NO) Do you believe you should be involved in 
the development of the CDSS strategy?" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 132 

Number not responding: 8 

TABLE 8 

Number: 

99 
21 
12 

Sunmary of responses to Question 2C: n(IF YES) How?!! 

Response: 

Participate in t-feetings/Consultation 
PVOs' Input on What Works 
Provide PVO Strategic Plans 
Input on Sections Related to PVOs 
Solicit PVO Input at 

Annual Mission Meeting 
Provide Institutional Memory 
Incorporate PVO Model Programs into CDSS 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 212 * 
Number of respondents: 134 

Number not responding: 6 

Number: 

69 
60 
18 
18 

4 
3 
3 

34 
3 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 

37 

Percentage of Responses: 

75.0 
15.9 
9.1 

Percentage of Responses: 

32.5 
28.3 
8.5 
8.5 

1.9 
1.4 
1.4 

16.0 
1.4 



an t i c ipa te  t h a t  your organization% program 

Response : 

No 
Yes 

Nmber : Percentape of Responses: 

Total responsest  137 

Nmkr not  responding: 3 

"(IF YES) In w h a t  ways do you expect it to 
cnange-! 

Response: 

b r e  A I D  Support f o r  Rograms/hojec ts  
Increased Emphasis on 

Indigenous I n s t i t u t i o n s  
More Regional Focus 
%re Gxmunity Focus 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses:  161 * 
Number - of respondents:  135 

Nmkr not responding: 5 

* Up t o  two responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 9 

Stmmar:y of res~ to ~on 3: flDo you anticipate that your organization t s program 
emphasis will change in the next few years?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 

Total responses;,. 137 

Number not responding: 3 

Stmmar:y of r~"I to ~on 3A: 
J ~_.i 

cnange{" 

Response: 

More AID Support for Programs/Projects 
Increased Emphasis on 

Indigenous Institutions 
More Regional Focus 
More Cotmmmity Focus 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 161 * 
Number of respondents: 135 

Number not respond ina:.. 5 

Number: 

TABI.E 10 

77 
60 

Percentage of Responses: 

56.2 
43.8 

U(IF YES) In what ways do you expect it to 

Number: 

48 

13 
5 
6 

73 
16 

Percentage of Responses: 

29.8 

8.1 
3.1 
3.7 
45.3 
9.9 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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S m y  cf respczc"c! t q .  etesFjlon 4: '%'Rat reconwendations would you make t o  improve 
support  provided t o  your organizat ion by FV.41PVC o r  the Regional Bureaus?" 

Response : 

Encourage More Comrm~nicatiot~ 
Provide More .U.D Funding 
More S t a f f  wi th  Technical/Sector/ 

CountrySpecif  i c  Knowledge needed 
in FVA/PVC/Regional Bureaus/Missions 

Be Less ~ u r e a u c i a t i c  
Do Not Know 
Reduce I n t e r n a l  Incons is tenc ies  
Provide Increased Serv ices  by Mission 
Develop Consul tat ive Relat ionship 
No Recommendations 
Provide Better Mission Entrees  
Provide Greater Support f o r  P\JO Progrrurwing 
Encourage U.S.- Indigenous WO Gollaborat ian 
Reduce Turnover of P ro j ec t  Of f i ce r s  
D i s t r ibu te  P ro j ec t  I n f o m t i o n  
Limit EI'A/?VC Contact 
Otlkr 

Percentage of Responses: 

To ta l  responses: 157 * 
Number sf respondents: 93 

Number not  responding: 47 

* Up co three responses ere coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 11 

StmIJ.B!'I cf respc!!.s.~ t() Qo.!estion 4: ''What reconm::ndations would you make to improve 
support. provided to your organization by FVA!PVC or the Regional Bureaus?11 

Response: Number: 

Encourage More Communication 40 
Provide More AID Funding 14 
More Staff with Technical/Sector/ 

Country-Specific Knowledge needed 
in FVA/PVC/Regional Bureaus/Missions 9 

Be Less Bureaucratic 9 
Do Not Know 8 
Reduce Internal Inconsistencies 8 
Provide Increased Services by Mission 7 
Develop Consultative Relationship 6 
No Recommendations 6 
Provide Better Mission Entrees 4 
Provide Greater Support for PVO Programming 2 
Encourage U.S.- Indigenous PVO Collaboration 2 
Reduce Turnover of Project Officers 2 
Distribute Project Information 2 
Limit FVA/PVC Contact 3 
~~ ~ 

Total responses: 157 * 

Number of respondents: 93 

Number not responding: 47 

* Up to three responses ere coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

25.4 
8.9 

5.8 
5.7 
5.1 
5.1 
4.5 
3.8 
3.8 
2.5 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.9 

19.1 



Summary r>f r s p o m  m Question 5: "Plezse rank order  how your organiza t ion  Perfoms 
each of t h e  func t ions  l i s t e d  b e l o w  (wi th  1 being r e l a t i v e l y  s t ronges t  and 9 being 
relatively weakest). '! 

KEk - 
A - Providing Technical  Assistance 
B - Developing Indigenous Leadership 
C - Transfer  of Appropriate Technology 
D - Conducting Analyses 
E - Working a t  the  C o m n i t y  Level 
F - Relat ionship with Host Government 
G - Lmplementing Self-Sustaining Programs 
H - Inco&nerating Opportuni t ies  
1 - Developing Sus ta inable  I n s t i t u t i o n s  

NR - No Response 

STRONGEST WEAKEST 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NR 
K X K % 3 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

TABL~ 12 

SUIJIDaI"j of responses to Question 5:.. "Please rank order how your organization performs 
each of the ftmctions listed below (with 1 bein1:, relatively strongest and 9 being 
rela ti vel y weakest)." 

KEY: 
A - Providing TechPical Assistance 
B - Developing Indigenous Leadership 
C - Transfer of Appropriate Technology 
D - Conducting Analyses 
E - Working at the Community Level 
F - Relationship with Host Government 
G - Implementing Self-Sustaining Programs 
H - Income-Generating Opportunities 
I - Developing Sustainable Institutions 

NR - No Response 

STRONGEST WEAKEST 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

22(19.1) 13(lL3) 14(12.2) 24(20.9) 12(10.4) 12(10.4) 9( 7.8) 4( 3.5) 4( 3.5) 

19(16.4) 16(13.8) 15(12.9) 15(12.9) 18(15.5) ll( 9,,5) 12(10.3) 7( 6.0) 2( 1.7) 

2( 1.7) 8( "i.0) 9( 7.8) 19(16.5) 17(14.8) 1l( 9.6) 14(12.2) 23(20.5) ll( 9.6) 

---- 4( 3.6) 5( 4.5) 4( 3.6) 5( 4.5) lO( 8.9) 13(11.6) 23(20.5) 47(41.9) 

40(34.8) 15(13.0) 10C 8.7) lOC 8.7) 8( 7.0) 8( 7 .. 0) lO( 8.7) 5( 4.3) 8( 7.0) 

11( 9.7) 23(20.4) 15(13.3) lO( 8.8) 12(10.6) 13(11.5) 9( 8.0) 9( 8.0) lOe 8.8) 

5( 4 .. 5) 16(14.3) 17(15.2) 1l( 9.8) 17(15.2) 15(13.4) 19(17.0) 8( 7.1) 3( 2.7) 

6( 5.4) 9( 8.0) 21(18.8) 12(10.7) 16(14.3) 12(10.7) lOe 8 .. 9) 16(14.3) 9( 8.0) 

13(11.9) 13(11.9) lO( 9.2) lO( 9.2) 9( 8.3) 16(14.7) 13(11.9) 13(11.9) 11(10.1) 

40 

NR 
N 

25 

24 

25 

28 

25 

27 

28 

28 

31 



"For each i t e m  below, p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  if you 
be l i eve  your o rgan iza t ion ' s  personnel in general are excellent, good, fair or poor. 

I* 

Excel l e n t  Good Poor - NR - Fair - 
N It: N % N % N % N 

A b i l i t y  t o  Fork with 
Local  Counterpar ts  92168.7) 39(29.1) 2( 1.5) 1( 0.7) 

Knowledge/Sensitivity 
t o  Host Gountry ' s 
C u l t u r a l  Requirements 88165.2) 42(31,1) 5( 3.7) 

Previous  Overseas Experience 84(63,2) 37(27.8) lo( 7-51 2( 1.5) 
A b i l i t y  t o  Work with Host 

Country Government 69(51,9) 51(%.3) 13( 9.8) 
Awareness of Host Country 's  

Development P r i o r i t i e s  62(46.6) 54(40.6) 16(12.8) 1( 0.7) 
Technical  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  57(42.5) 65(48.5) 11( 8.2) 1( 0.7) 
A b i l i t y  t o  Work wi th  

AID Mission 47(35,6) 63(47,7) 20( 115.2) 2( 1.5) 

TABLE 13 

St.mnary of responses to ~ion 6: "For each item below. please indicate if you 
believe your organization t s personnel in general are excellent, good, fair or poor.!~ 

Excellent Good Fair Poor 

N % N % N % N % 

Ability to Work with 
Local Counterparts 92(68.7) 39(29.1) 2( 1.5) I( 0.7) 

Knowledge/Sensitivity 
to Host Country's 
Cultural Requirements 88(65.2) 42(31.1) 5( 3.7) 

Previous Overseas Experience 84(63.2) 37(27.8) lO( 7.5) 2( 1.5) 
Ability to Work with Host 

Country Government 69(51.9) 51(38.3) l3( 9.8) 
Awareness of Host Country's 

Development Priorities 62(46.6) 54(40.6) 16(12.0) I( 0.7) 
Technical Qualifications 57(42.5) 65(48.5) l1( 8.2) I( 0.7) 
Ability to Work with 

AID Mission 47(35.6) 63(47.7) 20(15.2) 2( 1.5) 
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N 

6 

5 
7 

..,. 
( 

7 
6 
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"Now tie would like t o  know how you view t h e  A . 1  .D. 
which you serve.  For each item below, g t  plea* 
are exce l l en t ,  good, f a i r  o r  poor, 

- 
Excel l e n t  F a i r  Good NR: 

Abil i ty  t o  Work :iith 
Local Counterparts 

t o  ~ o s t  Country's 
Cu l tu ra l  Requirements 15(12.9) 54(46.6) 38(32.8) 9( 5.8) 24 

Previous Overseas Experience 44(38.3) 56(48,7) LS(13.0) 
25 

Abil i ty  t o  Work with Host 
Country k v e r n m n t  16! 14.0) 56(4<2- 1) 39(34.2) 3( 2.6) 25 

Awareness of Host Country's 
Developmnt P r i o r i t i e s  46(39.3) 57(48.7) 13(11.1) 1( 0,9) 23 

Technical Qual i f ica t ions  40(33.1) 64(52.9) 14(11.6) 3( 2.5) 19 

Abi l i ty  t o  Work with your 
Organization b Personnel 

TABLE 14 

Suumary of responses to Question 1: "Now we would like to know how you vie-W' the A.I.D. 
personnel working in the countries in ",nich you serve. For each item below, please 
indicate if you think they in general are excellent, good, fair or poor.

1t 

E.xcellent Good Fair Poor 

N % N % N % N % 

Ability to Work '.nth 
Local Counterparts 15(13.4) 51(45.5) 38(33.9) 8( 1.1) 

Knowledge/Sensitivity 
to Host Country's 
Cultural Requirements 15(12.9) 54(46.6) 38(32.8) 9( 1.8) 

Previous Overseas Experience 44(38.3) 56(48.1) 15(13.0) 
Ability to Work with Host 

Country Government 16(14.0) 56(49.1) 39(34.2) 3{ 2.6) 
Awareness of Host Country's 

Development Priorities 46(39.3) 57(48.1) 13(11.1) I( 0 .. 9) 
Technical Qualifications 40(33.1) 64(52.9) 14(11.6) 3( 2.5) 
Ability to Work with your 

Organization's Personnel 34(28.1) 56(46.3) 25(20.1) 6( 5.0) 
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N 

28 

24 
25 

26 

23 
19 

19 



A. 1. D. bas an e labora te  pro jec t  approval process. From your organizationi s experience 
w i t h  this process as it is implemented e i t h e r  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o r  out  of A.I.D./W, w h a t  can 
be done t o  t a i l o r  t he  process as regards t h e  review of FVO proposals? Please respond 
separately to: 

of r trs 84: 'Ta i lo r ing  the  f i e l d  pro jec t  approval process. 11 

Response: Nmber -- : Percentape of Responses: 

Simplify Process 
Expedite Process 
No Cumplaints 
Mission Should Educate WQs 
A l l o w  mre Time f o r  RFPs and Other Requests 
Emphasize End Result, Not Procedure 
Increase Project Approval and Funding 
Responsibility a t  Mission Level 

Keed t o  be more Familiar with PVOs 
S o l i c i t  Proposals from PVOs 
Other 

Tota l  responses: 149 * 
Number of r e s~ondw- t s :  100 

* Up t o  e;t;ree responses were coded for each respondent, 

A. I. D. bas an elaborate project approval process. From your organization's experience 
with this process as it is implemented either in the field or out of A.I.D./W, what can 
be done to tailor the process as regards the review of PVO proposals? Please respond 
separately to: 

TABLE 15 

Smmary of responses to Question SA: "Tailoring the field project approval process." 

Response: 

Simplify Process 
Expedite Process 
No Complaints 
Mission Should Educate PVOs 
Allow more Time for RFPs and Other Requests 
Emphasize End Result. Not Procedure 
Increase Project Approval and Funding 

Responsibility at Mission Level 
Need to be more Familiar with PVOs 
Solicit Proposals from PVOs 
Other 

Total resRonses: 149 * 

Number of respondents: 100 

Number not respondL~g: 40 

Number: 

40 
25 
24 
19 
8 
8 

6 
2 
2 

15 

* Up to tr~ee responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

26.9 
16.8 
16.1 
12.8 
5.4 
5.3 

4.0 
1.3 
1.3 

10.1 



of h 88: 'Tailoring the AID/W pro jec t  approval precess. " 

Response : 

Expedite Pro jec t  Paper!Proposal Prncess 
Simplify Process and Guidelines 
Allow Mission t o  Review, Approve 

and Fund P ro j ec t s  
Improve Coordination 
No Complaints 
Es tab l i sh  Clear Guidelines f o r  

AID/W Pro jec t  Review 
Li in i t  Proposal Length 
Grant Extensions with Fewer New Projeces 
Acknowledge PVi) Hardships 
Do not  Nit-Pick Over Project Details 
&her 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

To ta l  responses: 116 * 
Number of respondents: 79 

Number not responding: 61 

* Up ta thee responses were c d e d  f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 16 

SUDIIBl"y of responses to Question 00: 'lJ'ailoring the AID/W project approval process. II 

Response: 

Expedite Project Paper/Proposal Process 
Simplify Process and Guidelines 
Allow Mission to Review, Approve 

and Fund Projects 
Improve Coordination 
No Complaints 
Establish Clear Guidelines for 

AID/W Project Review 
Limit Proposal Length 
Grant Extensions with Fewer New Projects 
Acknowledge PVO Hardships 
Do not Nit-Pick Over Project Details 
Other 

Total responses: 116 * 
Number of respondents: 79 

N1.ID1ber riot responding: 61 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

29 25.0 
24 20.7 

11 9.5 
9 7.8 
8 6.9 

7 6.0 
3 2.6 
3 2.6 
3 2.6 
2 1.7 

17 14.7 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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of res to m 9:: "bes  your organizat ion participate in the 
RFP/competitive cont rac t ing  process?'" 

Response: Number : Percentape of Responses: I 
No 
Yes 

To ta l  responses d 24 -- 
Number mt responding: 14 I 

I 
I 

18 

of ar 5%: '%as your o rgan imt ion  experienced any problems in 
t h i s  RT/competit ive cont rac t ing  process?" 

Response : Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 

Tot& responses: 120 

Number not sespondinp: 20 

TABLE 17 

Summary of responses to Question 9: "Does your organization participate in the 
RFP!competitive contracting process?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 

Total resEonses: 126 

Number not responding: 14 

---_._--,--"'.". 
Number: 

TABLE 18 

88 
38 

Percentage of Responses: 

69.8 
30.2 

SUiml1aI"J of responses to Question 9A: "Has your organization experienced any problems in 
this R..."P!competitive contracting process?" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 

Total responses: 120 

Number not responding: 20 

45 

Number: 

18 
13 
89 

Percentage of Responses:, 

15.0 
10.8 
74.2 



S of rips to a 9B: "Specific problems with t h e  RF%"/compet i t i v e  
contracting process. 11 

PVOs a t  Disadvantage 
Process is A r b i t r a r y  
No Problems 
C r e z t e s  Canpetl i t ion 
Delayed Award h t e s  
Disadvantage Not k i n g  in D,C- 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Percentage of Responses r 

Total responses: 132 * 
?!vmber of respondents:  -.- 118 

Nwkr not responding: 22 

* Up to three responses were c d e d  f o r  each  respondent. 

TABLE 19 

S1.JI'.Im'iU'"y of responses to Question 9B: !!Specific problems with the RFP /competitive 
contracting process." 

Response: 

PVOs at Disadvantage 
Process is Arbitrary 
No Problems 
Creates Competition 
Delayed Award Dates 
Disadvantage Not Being in D.C. 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 132 * 
~!urnber of resJ2ondery.ts: 118 

Number not responding: 22 

Number: 

11 
10 
3 
2 
2 
2 

93 
9 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 

46 

Percentage of Responses: 

8.3 
7.6 
2.3 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 

70.5 
6.8 



of to m 488: '%hat c k r , g ~ s  in the present  ccsnt;racting 
procedures would enhance your orgaLaz~tionqs w ~ r k f  ng re?-stxonship with USAID 
E4issi0n(s)?'~ 

Focus an Thli~~ess/Faster Processing 
None 
Provide! Clearer Process 

with less Subjectivity 
Facilitate Better Mission/ 

PVO Camnica t ion  
M u a t e  PVOs on Guidelines 
Mission Frojece Approval 
Encourage Collaborative Planning 
with AfD/PVOs 

b r e  "Freedom of Action" 
Re : Inplemntatiora 

Errphasize RFA Approach 
Build Stronger Relationship 

with PVCbs and hd WGOs 
Provide PL'O Set-Asides for S d P  

PVOs Nev to Contracting 
Repest Pre-Qualif ic=ation 
Statements from FYOs 

Not Applicable 
O L k s  

'I'otal responses: 115 * 
Number of respondents: 95 

~i 
* Up to thee responses were coded for each respondent. 

Sunmary of responses to Question 10: "What chang""s in the present contracting 
procedures would enhance your ot"ga,d.zation' s wor~ing :::-~ btionship with USAID 
Mission(s)?" 

Re8Ponse: 

Focus on Timeliness/Faster Processing 
None 
Provide Clearer Process 

with Less Subjecti.vity 
Facilitate Better Mission/ 

PVO Conmmication 
Educate PVOs on Guidelines 
Mission Project Approval 
Encourage Collaborative Planning 

with AID/PVas 
More "Freedom of Actionlf 

Re: Implementation 
Emphasize RFA Approach 
Build Stronger Relationship 

with pyas and Local NGOs 
Provide PVO Set-Asides for Small 

PVOs New to Contracting 
Request Pre-Qualification 

Statements from pyas 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 115 * 
Number of respondents: 95 

Number not responding: 45 

Number: 

11 
9 

8 

6 
6 
5 

4 

3 
2 

2 

2 

2 
39 
16 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Perce~tage of Re~ 

9.6 
7.8 

7.0 

5.2 
5.2 
4.3 

3.5 

2.6 
1.7 

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 
34.0 
13.9 



S of r to on 11:: "A. I. D, has e labora te  implementation procedures 
(workplans, f i s c a l  and program report ing,  evaluat ions,  etc . ) t h a t  PVOs are required t o  
follow. Please c o m n t  and recommend s p e c i f i c  ways i n  which these  procedures can be 
irnproved/streamlined f rorn a WD perspective. " 

Response: Number; Percentage of Responses: 

Simpl i fy  Reporting Procedures 
F e d  Ptocess is Fair 
Ehhance AID/PV0 Communication 
Improve Evaluation Process 
Mi-ssion Personnel. Shodd  k Better 

lnfonned on PVO Proposal Guidelines 
Budget F l e x i b i l i t y  
Decrease Tiins f o r  Contract Payments 
Other 

Total reseonses: 163 * 
Number of respondents: 104 

Nmkr not, responding: 36 

* Up t o  three responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 21 

Summary of responses to Question 11: "A.I.D. has elaborate implementation procedures 
(workplans, fiscal and program reporting. evaluations, etc.) that PVOs are required to 
follow. Please comment and recommend specific ways in which these procedures can be 
improved/streamlined from a PVO perspective.!! 

Response: 

Simplify Reporting Procedures 
Feel Process is Fair 
Enhance AJD/PVO Communication 
Improve Evaluation Process 
Mission Personnel Should be Better 

Informed on PVO Proposal Guidelines 
Budget Flexibility 
Decrease Time for Contract Payments 
Other 

Total res,?onses: 163 * 
Number of respondents:, 104 

Number not; responding: 36 

Number; 

59 
32 
21 
19 

6 
3 
2 

21 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 

48 

Percentage of Responses: 

36.2 
19.6 
12.9 
lL7 

3.7 
1.8 
1.2 

12.9 



to on 12: "Sam in A I D  and some m n g  PVOs have e ~ p r e s s e d  
concerns ahx t  PVOs serving,  o r  being viewed as sercirng, as extensions of U.S. foreign 
policy, On the other  hand, m y  see t h e  cu r r en t  "partners in developroenttt e f f o r t  
between AID and t h e  PVO corimurdty as both healthy arid long overdue. What has been your 
orga-nization's experience as regards this issue?" 

Response: 

Partners if Appropriate 
Welcome 
NOS Feel Used 
Difficulty with AID Personnel 

Seeing PVOs as Partners 
Whc- PVO Uses U.S,G. Money, it should 

be used t o  f u r t h e r  U,S, Policy 
A I D  More Careful t o  Monitor Local 

Counterpart Act ivi ty  i % n  Po ten t ia l ly  
Charged Areas 

People Receiving Benefits Dcl Not See 
Relationship with U.S. Foreign Policy 

Disagree on Abortion Policy 
Other 

Total responses: 179 * 

N m k r  no t  responding: 15 

Percentage of Responses: 

* Up to two responses were coded fcr each respondent, 

TABLE 22 

Summary of responses to Question 12: "SOIre in AID and some among PVOs have €"'{pressed 
concerns about PVOs serving, or being viewed as serving. as extensions of U.S. foreign 
policy. On the other hand, many see the current "partners in development" effort 
between AID and the PVO community as both healthy a~d long overdue. What has been your 
organization's experience as regards this issue?!! 

Response: 

Partners if Appropriate 
Welcome 
l-'VOs Feel Used 
Difficulty with AID Personnel 

Seeing PYOs as Partners 
WhF PYO Uses U.S.G. Money. it should 

lJe used to further U.S. Policy 
AID More Careful to Monitor Local 

Counterpart Activity in Potentially 
Charged Areas 

People Receiving Benefits Do Not See 
Relationship with U.S. Foreign Policy 

Disagree on Abortion Policy 
Other 

Total responses: 170 * 
Number of respondE'..nts:. 125 

Number not responding: 15 

Number: 

84 
50 
12 

6 

4 

3 

3 
2 
6 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 

49 

Percentage of Responses: 

49.4 
29.4 
7.1 

3.5 

2.4 

1.8 

1.8 
1.2 
3.5 
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of rises to m If?:: "Mas Mission a c t i v i t y  with indigenous PVOs had any 
measurable effect on your organizatioilv s re la t ionsh ip  with f i e l d  Missions?" 

No 
Yes 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 133 

Number not responding: 7 

ltrp 3: "(IF YES) Please ind ica te  haw AID'S relat ionship 
with your organization has been changed both quant i ta t ive ly  and qua l i t a t i ve ly  because of 
the increasing use of indigenous PVOs." 

Response: 

Stronger Xelationship 
Fos te rs  Competition with 

Indigenous Organizations 
Increases Need for WOs t o  

Provide Technical Assistance 
Money Spent Poorly 
Decreased WO Importance as Donors 
to NQ~-U.S. Organizations 

kt Applicable 
Other 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 126 * 
Number of sespondmtar 123 

Mmkr not  respsndira~: 17 

* Up go rwo responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 23 

Summary of responses to Question 13: "Has Mission activity with indigenous WOS had any 
measurable effect on your organization's relationship with field Missions?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 

Total responses: 133 

Number not reseonding: 7 

Number: 

TABLE 24 

90 
43 

Percentage of Responses: 

67.7 
32.3 

Summary of responses to Question 131: "(IF YES) Please indicate how AID's relationship 
with your organization has been changed both quantitatively and qualitatively because of 
the increasing use of indigenous PVOs. II 

Response: 

Stronger Relationship 
Fosters Competition with 

Indigenous Organizations 
Increases Need for PVOs to 

Provide Technical Assistance 
Money Spent Poorly 
Decreased PVO Importance as Donors 

to Non-U.S. Organizations 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 126 * 
Number of respondents: 123 

Number not responding: 17 

Number: 

14 

8 

7 
3 

2 
86 

6 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

11.1 

6.3 

5.6 
2.4 

1.6 
68.2 
4.8 



of to 14: "Has your organization par t ic ipa ted  in m y  s o r t  of 
local, indigenous consortia?" 

Response: 

Yes 
NQ 

Percentage of Responses: 

To ta l  responses:_ 133 

Number not  responding: 7 

c f t-o P4A: "(IF YES) P k a s e  state which ones w e r e  most 
successful  and why and which ones were least successful  and why.'' 

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Successful; Facili tate!d Cbwnunication 
Successful ; Provides Technical Assistance 
Successf d ; Provides Services  
Successful; Due t o  Kigh I n t e r e s t  and Effort 
Successful; J o i n t  Training Programs 
Successful; Provides Government Liaison 
Successful;  Handles Disbursements 
Successful;  Pro jec t  Cullaboration 
Unsuccessful; No Reason Given 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 132 4 

Number of respondents: 111 

Number not  respondiny-  29 

* Up t o  two responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 25 

Stmmery of responses to ~on 14: "Has your organization participated in any sort of 
local, indigenous consortia?" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 

Total responses: 

Number not responding: 7 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

69 51.9 
64 48.1 

TABLE 26 

Stmmary (}f responses to Question 14A: II (IF YES) Please state which ones were most 
successful and why and which ones were least successful and why." 

Response: 

Successful; Faci1itat€~d Communication 
Successful; Provides Technical Assistance 
Successful; Provides Services 
Successful; Due to High Interest and Effort 
Successful; Joint Training Programs 
Successful; Provides Government Liaison 
Successful; Handles Disbursements 
Successful; Project Collaboration 
Unsuccessful; No Reason Given 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 132 * 
Number of respondents: III 

Number not respondinl£ 29 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

25 19.0 
11 8.3 
6 4.5 
5 3.8 
4 3.0 
4 3.0 
3 2.3 
2 1.S 
2 1.5 

62 47.0 
8 6.1 

* to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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of 9' to on 115: ''What has been your experience with Peace Corps' 
involvement i n  AID-supported PVO programs with your organization (include P.L. LBO 
pr ogranrs) ?'" 

Response : Number: Percentage of Responses: 

None 61 
Have tized; Good Experience 4 1 
Some U s e  of Peace Corps Volunteers 11 
Limited Use; Negative Experience 7 
Planning t o  Use Peace Corps Volunteers 2 
Other 2 

To ta l  responses: 124 

Number not  responding: 16 

28 

of res to Question 1SA: "Are there suggestions you could make regarding 
increasing o r  improving AIDJPeace Corps cooperation?" 

Response; 

PC U s e  i n  Project/Program Planning Stages 
None 
Bet te r  Access t o  'PC7fs 
Bet te r  PC Training 
More Qualified PCVs 
Inform PVOs of O f f i c i a l  AID/PC: 

Policy a£ Cooperation 
Bet te r  Cormnunication 
Other 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 53 

Number not  responding: 87 

TABLE 21 

Stmmary of responses to ~on 15: ''What has been your experience with Peace Corps! 
involvement in AID-supported pva programs with your orga'lization (include P.L. 480 
programs)?" 

Response: 

None 
Have Used; Good Experience 
Some Use of Peace Corps Volunteers 
Limited Use; Negative Experience 
Planning to Use Peace Corps Volunteers 
Other 

Total responses: 124 

Number not responding: 16 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

61 49.2 
41 33.1 
11 8.9 
7 5.6 
2 1.6 
2 1.6 

TABLE 28 

S1.l!II!B!'y of responses to Question ISA: flAre there suggestions you could make regarding 
increasing or improving AID/Peace Corps cooperation?" 

Re!?ponse: 

PC Use in Project/Program Planning Stages 
None 
Better Access to PCVs 
BeLter PC Training 
More Qualified PCVs 
Inform PVOs of Official AID/PC 

Policy of Cooperation 
Better Communication 
Other 

Total responses: 53 

Number not responding: 87 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

9 17.0 
9 17.0 
7 13.2 
6 11.3 
6 11.3 

3 5.7 
3 5.7 

10 18.9 
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of r 'ts lt6: 'a you believe t h e  collaboration between AID and 
your o r g a n i z a t i o n  has inc reased ,  decreased o r  remained unchanged during t h e  past 10 
years?'" 

Response: 

Increased 
{Jnchanged 
Decreased 
b t h  Increased aad Decreased 
Other 

Number : Percentape of Responses: 

95 71.4 
18 13.5 
14 10.5 
5 3.8 
I 0.8 

T o t a l  responses:  133 

Number n o t  responding: 7 

S of r w p m  to Question 16A: "Please specify some indicators  of this change 
(either increased or decreased. ) " 

Response: Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Increased Funding 70 
Climate of Cooperation 31 
More Cantact with A I D  25 
Decreased Fund: ,/Low Fi-ogrm Pr ior i ty  14 
AID Iden t i f i e s  ;rantees 2 
Not Applicable 15 
Other 9 

Total responses:  .- I66 * 
Number of respondents:  125 

Nmber not responding: 15 

* Up t o  two resgmses were coded fo r  esch respondent. 

TABlE 29 

Summary of responses to Question 16: liDo you believe the collaboration between AID and 
your organization has increased. decreased or remained unchanged during the past 10 
years?" 

Response: 

Increased 
Unchanged 
Decreased 
Both Increased and Decreased 
Other 

Total responses: 133 

Number not responding: 7 

Number: 

TABLE 30 

95 
18 
14 
5 
1 

Percentage of Responses: 

71.4 
13.5 
10.5 
3.8 
0.8 

S1.1lllDa!"Y of responses to Question 16A: "Please specify some indicators of this change 
(either increased or decreased.)" 

Response: 

Increased Ftmding 
Climate of Cooperation 
More Contact with AID 
Decreased Fundi, ,,;fLow h'ogram Priority 
AID Identifies ~rantees 
Not Applicable 
Other 

Total response~ 166 * 
Number of respondents: 125 

Number not responding: 15 

Number: 

70 
31 
25 
14 

2 
15 
9 

* Up to two responses were coded for eqch respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

42.2 
18.7 
15.1 
8.4 
1.2 
9.0 
5.4 



5 of r to on 17: "'PI ease comment- on whether U. S .-based/af f i l ia ted 
PVOs should be used as a ccst-effective way of addressing major sectordl problems. 

77 

Response: 

Case-by-Case Sasis 
Yes; Broader Scale 
Yes; PVOs are Cost-Effective 
Yes; No Comment 
No; Not Sectoral 
Yes; I f  Short-Term 
No; Budgets are Too Small 
Yes; I f  Long-Term 
Yes; I f  Better Partnership, PVOs 
are Involved i n  Planning 

No; No C o m n t  
Other 

Nmkr : Percentage of Responses: 

To ta l  responses: ! 11 

Number not r e s p o n d l a  27 

TABLE 31 

Smmery of responses to Question 17: "Please cOlJ.l!l."ent on whether U.S.-based/affiliated 
PVOs should be used as a ccst-effective way of addressing major sectoral problems." 

Response.: 

Case-by-Case Basis 
Yes; Broader Scale 
Yes; PVOs are Cost-Effective 
Yes; No Comment 
No; Not Sectoral 
Yes; If Short-Term 
No; Budgets are Too Small 
Yes; If Long-Term 
Yes; If Better Partnership, PVOs 

are Involved in Planning 
No; No Comment 
Other 

Total responses: III 

Number not responding: 27 
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Number: 

34 
21 
19 
10 
10 
3 
3 
2 

2 
2 
5 

Percentage of Responses: 

30.1 
18.6 
16.8 
8.8 
8.8 
2.7 
2.7 
1.8 

1.8 
1.8 
4.4 



sPd 18: "What obstacles mt mentioned y e t ,  if any, do you 
think currently exist that hinder or make difficult an enharaced AID/PVO relationship?" 

Lack of Recognitionmnderstandhg/ 
Partnership 

Lack of Ccmaudcation/Tnteraction 
Ind iv idua l  Personnel 
Budget Uncertainties 
AID'S Political Nature 
B v e r s e  AID Offices 
A I D  Personnel Not Familiar with 
Project Content 

Diversity of WOs 
25% Privateness Rule 
Other 

Nwkr : Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 109 * 
Number of respondents: 59 

Number not responding: 81 

* Up t o  four responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 32 

Stmaary of responses to Question 18: ''What obstacles not nentioned yet, if any, do you 
think currently exist that hinder or make difficult an enhanced AID/PVO relationship?" 

Lack of Recognition/Understanding/ 
Partnership 

Lack of Communication/Interaction 
Individual Personnel 
Budget Uncertainties 
AID's Political Nature 
Diverse AID Offices 
AID Personnel Not Familiar with 

Project Content 
Diversity of PVOs 
25% Privateness Rule 
Other 

Total responses: 109 * 
Nl.ID1ber of respondents: 59 

Nl.ID1ber not responding: 81 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

31 28.4 
24 22.1 
8 7.3 
6 5.5 
6 5.5 
5 4.6 

4 3.7 
4 3.7 
2 1.8 

19 17.4 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 
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of l r e spom to on 184: "Please make specific recorrt.nendations as to how 
o b s t a c l e s  t o  t M s  enhanced re la t ionsh ip  can be r m v e d . "  

Response: 

F a c i l i t a t e  Bet te r  ~ m n i c a t i o n  
kcourage  %re AID/PV3 Respect 

and Professional  Cof laboration 
Reduce Bureaucracy 
Provide f o r  Long-Term Program Planning 
More Focus on H~unanitarian 

Developmrlt Assistance 
Have PVO Liaison Office i n  ,411 Yiissions 
A I D  T r a i n  PVOs i n  Program Management 

and AID Procedures 
Support More Grassroots Pro jec t s  
Provide AID Staff with a 

PVO Project Directory 
Separate Development from 

Non-Developmn t Funding 
Other 

Number : -- Percentape of Responses: 

'Total responses: 11% * 
Number of respondents: 70 

Number not  responding: 70 

* Up t o  f i v e  r e sponses  w e r e  coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 33 

Sunm:try of responses to Question 18A: "Please make specific recOll1!lendations as to how 
any obstacles to this eJlhanced relationship can be removed. I' 

Response: 

Facilitate Better Communication 
Encourage More AID/PVa Respect 

and Professional Collaboration 
Reduce Bureaucracy 
Provide for Long-Tenn Program Planning 
More Focus on Humanitarian 

Development Assistance 
Have pva Liaison Office in All Ydssions 
AID Train PVOs in Program Management 

and AID Procedures 
Support More Grassroots Projects 
Provide AID Staff with a 

pva Project Directory 
Separate Development from 

Non-Development Funding 
Other 

Total responses: 118 * 
Number of respondents: 70 

Number not responding: 70 

Number: 

25 

8 

6 
6 

4 
4 

2 

2 
26 

* Up to five responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

21.2 

18.6 
11.0 
6.8 

5.1 
5.1 

3.4 
3.4 

1.7 

1.7 
22.0 



Origin of Questionmise: 

A f  rim 
Asia and Near East 
Latin @rim 

Total responses: 57 

Respondent was: 

Other staff 
Mission Director or k p t r t y  
No Indication 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 57 
P 

Origin of Questionnaire: 

Africa 
Asia and Near East 
Latin America 

Total responses: 

Respondent was: 

Other staff 
Mission Director or Deputy 
No Indication 

Total responses: 57 

APPmmIX D. 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

57 

28 49.1 
15 26.3 
14 24.6. 

31 
18 
8 

54.4 
31.6 
14.0 



of r e s p s  m I 1  on 1: I n  your country, i nd i ca t e  the ex ten t  of PVO 
a c t i v i t y  a s  opposed t o  t h e  a c t i v i t y  of a l l  other implementing agents under each of t h e  
following ca tegor ies :  '' 

A. PVOs as cont rac tors  implementirlg bilateral program under competit ive procuremria; 
B. PVOs as cofitractors implementing bilateral programs d e r  non-competitive 

procurenent 
6.  PVOs as  grantees  implementing mission-iniziateif or supported activities 
I). PVOs as grantees implementing t h e i r  own programs without mission or central funds 
E. PVOs as implementors of AID/W-funded a c t i v i t y ,  e.g . ,  Food Aid, Matching Grants, etc. 
F. PVOs as other.  Please specify .  

- E3o response given 

Minimal 
I\; W 

Substantial - ]Ixclusively -- NR - 
N % N % 

A. 

B. 

c. 
D. 

E. 

F. 

TABLE 35 

Smmary of responses to ~tion 1: "In your country, indicate the extent of PVO 
activity as opposed to the activity of all other implementing agents under each of the 
following categories:" 

A. PVOs as contractors implementing bilateral programs under competitive procurement 
B. PVOs as contractors implementing bilateral programs under non-competitive 

procurement 
C. PVOs as grantees implementing mission-initiated or supported activities 
D. PYOs as grantees implementing their own programs without mission or central funds 
E. PYOs as impleruentors of AID/W-funded activity. e.g., Food Aid, Matching Grants; etc. 
F. PVOs as other. Please specify. 

~~ - No response given 

Minimal f'.foderate Substantial Exclusively' NR 
N % N % N % N % 

40 (8L6) 6 (12.2) 3 ( 6.1) 8 

30 (61 .. 2) 10 (20.4) 9 (1a .. 4) 3 

14 (25.5) 17 (30 .. 9) 24 (43.6) 2 

23 (43.4) 22 (41.5) 8 (I5.1) 4 

11 (19.3) 20 (35 .. 1) 22 (38.6) 4 ( 1.0) 

4 (00.0) 1 (20.0) 52 
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of r to oal! 2; "Please rate the performance of each of the agents 
in performing the functions listed 'uelow:'" 

A. Providing T ~ ~ e a l  Assistanc~ 
B, Developing Indigenous Leadership Capacity Through In-Country Training 
C. Transferring Appropri-ate Technologies 
13, Working at the Cormnunity k v e l  
E. Establishbg/Cultivating Relationships with Host Country Government and P r iva t e  

Sector  Groups 
F, Encouraging Policy Change Through Analysis and Policy Dialogue 
G. kveloping Sustainable Ins t i tu t ions  

NR - No response givm 

Excellent !&.EL 
N % N X 

Fair - 
N % 

Poor - 
N % 

Excellent - Good 
Fu' % N W  

Fair - 
N % 

Poor - 
N % 

TABLE 36 

SUIIIIIa.I"J of responses to Question 2: "Please rate the performance of each of the agents 
in perfonning the functions listed below: II 

A. Providing Technical Assistance 
B. Developing Indigenous Leadership Capacity Through In-Country Training 
C. Transferring Appropriate Technologies 
D. Working at the Conm.mity Level 
E. Establishing/Cultivating Relationships with Host Country Government and Private 

Sector Groups 
F. Encouraging Policy Change Through Analysis and Policy Dialogue 
G. Developing Sustainable Institutions 

NR - No response given 

UNIVERSITIES: Excellent Good Fair Poor NR 
N % ~% ~% ~% N 

A. 10 (22.2) 26 (57.8) 9 (20.0) 12 

B. 3 ( 7.9) 20 (52.6) 14 (36.8) 1 ( 2.6) 19 

C. 7 (16.7) 20 (47 .. 6) 14 (3.3.3) 1 ( 2.4) 15 

D. 9 (27.3) 17 (51.5) 7 (21.2) 24 

E. 5 (1104) 31 (70.5) 6 (13.6) 2 ( 4.5) 13 

F. 6 (15.8) 18 (47.4) 14 (36.8) 19 

G. 5 (11.9) 19 (45.2) 16 (38.1) 2 ( 4.8) 15 

PVOs: Excellent Good Fair Poor NR 
N % rr-% ~% ~% N 

A. 8 (15.1) 33 (62.3) 11 (20.8) 1 ( 1.9) 4 

B. 12 (22.6) 27 (SO.9) 13 (24,.5) 1 ( 1.9) 4 

c. 11 (20.8) 28 (52.8) 14 (26.4) 4 

D. 32 (59.3) 21 (38.9) 1 ( 1.9) 3 

E. 13 (23.6) 32 (58.2) 8 (14 .. 5) 2 ( 3.6) 2 

F. 11 (28.9) 15 (39.5) 12 (31..6) 19 

G. 6 (11.3) 18 (34.0) 25 (41.2) 4 ( 7.5) 4 
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A. Providing Techzicaf Assistance 
B. Developing Indigenous leadership Capacity lhrough In-Country Training 
C Transferring A ? p r o p r i a t e  Technologies - - 
19. Working at the knmxlnity Level 
E. EstabushindCdt ivat ing Relationships with Host Country Government and P r iva t e  

Sector Groups 
P. &couraging Policy Wiange Through Analysis and Policy Dialogue 
G. Developing Sustainable Iimtitutiom 

NR - No response given 

Excel l e n t  P Good 
N X N % 

TABLE 36 
(())N'flNUED ) 

A. Providing Technical Assistance 
B. Developing Indigenous Leadership Capac.ity Through In-Country Training 
C. Transferr Appropriate Technologies 
D. Working at the Comruni ty Level 
E. Establishing/Cultivating Relationships with Host Country GoveI'rUIEnt and Private 

Sector Groups 
F. Encouraging Policy Change Through Analysis and Policy Dialogue 

Developing Sustainable Institutions 

NR - No response given 

BlEIHFSSl!S: Excellent 
N % 

A. 7 (16 .. 7) 

B. , ( 2.9) J. 

c. 5 (12 .. 5) 

D. 2 ( 5 .. 7) 

E+ 5 (11.9) 

F. 3 ( 7 .. 9) 

G. 

Good 
W-% 

28 (66.7) 

19 (54.3) 

26 (65.0) 

11 (31.4) 

28 (66 .. 7) 

24 (63.2) 

21 (52 .. 5) 

Fair rr-% 
7 (16.7) 

14 (40.0) 

9 (22 .. 5) 

21 (60 .. 0) 

9 (21 .. 4) 

10 (26.3) 

18 (45,,0) 

60 

Poor NR 
W-% N 

15 

1 (2.9) 22 

17 

1 (2.9) 22 

15 

1 (2.6) 19 

1 (2.5) 17 



of to 3: 'Ylease rank order haw U. S .-ks&/aff i l ia ted PVOs 
in pow country perform the fmctiom listed klow (with 1 b e h g  relatively sixoagest 
and 9 bejlslg rdatlvely weakest) .'' 

KEY: - 
Pswiding techird assistance 
Developing indigenous leadership capacity through t raining 
Supporthg t h e  transfer of appropriate eeclmolcbgies 
Preparing policy, sektc;. and strategy anaXyses and encouraging ?policy change 
Working at the c 

g posi t ive rdationshigs with host country govermnt  a d  private 
sector groups 
Implementhg s d f - s u s t w n g  p r o g r w  
b p b s i z h g  income generating opportunities f o r  progrm 
prticipants/be~ef iciaries 
Developing sustainable institutions 

- No Response 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

TABLE 37 

Stmmm-y of responses to ~oo. 3: "Please rank order how U.S.-based/affiliated PVOs 
in your cOlliltry perform the fllilCtions listed below (with 1 being relatively strongest 
and 9 being relatively weakest)." 

====================================~':-~-~ 
KEY: 

A. Providing technical assistance 
B. Developing indigenous leadership capacity through training 
C. Supporting the transfer 0: appropriate technologies 
D. Preparing policy. sec..t~ .. · and strategy analyses and encouraging policy change 
E. Working at the COl1lIJUni ty level 
F. Establishing positive relationships with host country government and private 

sector groups 
G. Implementing self-sustaining programs 
H. Emphasizing income generating opportunities for program 

participants/beneficiaries 
I. Developing sustainable institutions 

NR - No Response 

STRONGEST WEAKEST 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

4( 9.1) 3( 703) 10(24 .. 4) 6(14 .. 6)* 7(17 .. 1) 8(19.5) 2( 4 .. 8) l( 2.4) 

4(10 .. 3) 6(15 .. 4) 9(23,,1)* 7(11.9) 8(20 .. 5) 4(10 .. 3) 1( 2.6) 

2( 4 .. 9) 9(22 .. 0) 9(22 .. 0)* 5(12 .. 2), 5(12.2) 6(14 .. 6) 3( 1.3) 1( 2"') I( 2 .. 4) 

I( 2 .. 2) Ie 2 .. 2) 2( 4 .. 4) I( 2.2) 3( 6.7) 2( 4.4) 2( 4 .. 4) 33(73.3)* 

28(62.2)* 8(17 .. 8) 2( 4.4) 3( 6 .. 1) I( 2 .. 2) I( 2 .. 2) I( 2 .. 2) l( 2 .. 2) 

5( 12 .. 2) 6(14.6) 5(12.2) 6(14.6)* 4( 9 .. 8) 6(14.6) 6(14",6) 2( 4.9) l( 2 .. 4) 

2( 5 .. 0) 2( 5.0) 4(10.0) 2( 5.0) 6(15 .. 0) 10(25.0)* 12(30.0) 2( 5 .. 0) 

3( 1.1) 7(11 .. 9) 2( 5.1) 5(12 .. 8) 1O(25 .. 6)'·K 5(12.8) 2( 5.1) 2( 5.1) j( 1 .. 1) 

2( 5 .. 1) 2( 5 .. 1) I( 2.6) I( 2 .. 6) 12(30.8)* 18(46~2) 3( 7.,1) 

'* H:idpoint 

61 

NR 
N 

16 

18 

16 

12 

12 

16 

17 

18 

18 



S of r &Q ion 4: "'Now we would like to know what you think about the 
personnel of Y, S . -based/af filiated PVOs working in your corntry. 11 

A. Technical qualifications 
2 . Previous overseas experience 
C, Ability to work 4 t h  their local counterparts 
D. Ability to work with host country government 
E. Ability to work with USAID f i s s ion  
F. Knowledge of and sensitivity to host country's cultural requiranents 
G, Awareness of host country's development priorities 

Nil - No response given 

Excel Ien t Good - 
N % N % 

Fair - 
N % 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

G. 

TABLE 38 

S'I.lIDIm:'Y of responses to Question 4: "Now we would like to know 'What you think about the 
personnel of U.S.-based/affiliated PVOs working in your country." 

A. Technical qualifications ,.., 
D. Previous overseas experience 
C. Ability to work "fith their local counterparts 
D. Ability to work with host country government 
E. Ability to work with USAID Mission 
F. Knowledge of and sensitivity to host country's cultural requirements 

Awareness of host country's development priorities 

NR - No response given 

Excellent Good Fair Poor NR 
N % N % N % N % N 

10 (17.9) 38 (61 .. 9) 7 (12.5) 1 ( 1.8) 1 

20 (37 .. 0) 32 (59.3) 2 ( 3 .. 1) 3 

18 (32.7) (60.0) 3 ( 5.5) 1 ( 1 .. 8) 2 

8 (14 .. 3) 38 (67.9) 9 (16.1) 1 ( 1.8) 1 

(28.6) 33 (58.9) 7 (12.5) 1 

18 (32 .. 7) 36 (65.5) 1 ( 1.8) 2 

5 ( 9.1) 32 (58 .. 2) 18 (32.7) 2 
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S y of responses &a Qraestialra 5: "Approximately what percentage of U,S.- 
based/a f f i l i a ted  PVOs i n  your country are capable sf participating with so= possibility 
of modest success in t he  A,I.D. competitive contracting process?" 

Response; 

40 - 60% 
Nor. - 0% 
I. - ~ 4 %  
25 - 39% 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 49 

Nmber of respondents: 49 

Number not  responding: 8 
- 

TABLE 39 

Summary of responses to Question 5: "Approximately what percentage of U.S.­
based/affiliat~d PVOs in your country are capable of participating with some possibility 
of modest success in the A.LD. competitive contracting process?" 

Response: 

40 - 60% 
Nor". - 0% 
1 - LA% 
25 - 39% 

61 - 75% 
100% 
76 - 99% 

Total responses: 49 

Number of respondents: 49 

Number not responding: 8 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

10 20.4 
9 18.4 
9 18.4 
8 16.3 

6 12.2 
4 8.2 
3 6.1 
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SA: ""Pease explain." 

Response: 

PVOs have experience, have na trouble 
Lack f inancia l  and staff resources 

t o  allow them t o  compete 
Som PVQs have a special expertise 

which gives t k m  an advantage 
PVOs not in teres t& i n  competing 
for contrac ts  

3if f i cu l ty  complyirng with AID'S 
administrative requirements 

No expert ise i n  weas in which 
A.I .D.  is working 

Par t ic ipa te  with how off ice  support 
Not a PTdO function - they provide 

specialized local assistance 
&her 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 62 * 
Number of respondents: 32 

Nwber not responding: 25 

+ Up to two responses were c d e d  for  each respondent. 

~ of responses to Question SA: "Please explain. n 

Response: 

PVOs have experience, have no trouble 
Lack financial and staff resources 

to allow them to compete 
Sore PVOs have a special expertise 

which gives them an advantage 
PVOs not interested in competing 

for contracts 
Difficulty complying with AID's 

administrative requirements 
No expertise in areas in which 

A.I.D. is working 
Participate with home office support 
Not a PVO function - they provide 

specialized local assistance 
Other 

Total responses: 62 * 
Number of respondents: 32 

Number not responding: 25 

Number: 

12 

11 

10 

9 

6 

3 
2 

2 
7 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Re§]JOnses: 

19.4 

17.7 

16.1 

14.5 

9.7 

4.8 
1.6 

3.2 
11.3 



of r..~ 6: '%!hat changes i n  t h e  present  delegat ions of 
autFL3sity OF changes in t he  present c o n t r a c t k g  procedures would enhance t h e  U.S.- 
kLsed /a f f i l i a t ed  PVOs working relat ionship with your Mission?" 

Response: 

None - relationship f i n e  
Mission should s i g n  a l l  grants 
including PL 480; and monitor 
md  issue waivers f o r  them 

Clar i fy  and increase Mission authori ty 
on cooperat ive agrements 
Limit number of PVOs invited eo bid 
Mission have copies of AIDPJ grants; 

c w p r a t i v e  agreements 
C l a r i f i c a t i o n  of competition 

guidelines/regdations 
Other 

Total responses: 49 * 
Number of respondents: 42 

Nm'taer : Percentage of Responses: -- 

Number not responding: 15 

* Up t o  three responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 41 

s~ of responses to Question 6: "What changes in the present delegations of 
autr~0rity or changes in the present contracting procedures would enhance the U.S.­
br"sed/affiliated PVOs working relationship with your Mission?1I 

Response: 

None - relationship fine 
Mission should sign all grants 

including PL 480; and monitor 
and issue waivers for them 

Clarify and increase Mission authority 
on cooperative agreements 
Limit number of PVOs invited to bid 
Mission have copies of AIDN grants; 

cooperative agreements 
Clarification of competition 

guidelL~es/regulations 
Other 

Total responses: 49 * 

Number of respond~1ts: 42 

Number not responding: 15 

Number: 

17 

13 

4 
2 

2 

2 
9 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 

6.5 

Percentage of Responses: 

34.7 

26.5 

8.2 
4.1 

4.1 

4.1 
18.3 



of to 7: 'We are interested in your experience regarding 
Kission raranagement of Mission-f unded U, S . /WO activity. Nave these activities required 
more or different management attention compared with conventional c~ntracts/~rants?" 

Response: 

NQ 
Yes 
N.A.  - No PVO activities 

Number : Percentage of Reswns@s.: 

Total responses:- 55 

Number of respondents: 55 

Number not responding: 2 

TABLE 42 

Stmoary of responses to Qoestion 7: "We are interested in your experience regarding 
Mission management of Mission-funded U.S./PVO activity. Have these activities required 
more or different management attention compared with conventional contracts/grants?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 
N.A. - No PVO activities 

Total responses: 55 

Number of respondents: 55 

Number not responding: 2 

Number: Percenta~of Response§.: 

31 56.4 
22 40.0 
2 3.6 
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Response: Number: Percentage of Responses: 

More a t tent ion  - P"lOs need help 
with AID/W requirements 

More at tent ion  - involved i n  the  
design of new a c t i v i t i e s  

%re attention - PVOs weak in 
f inancia l  management 

More a t tent ion  - collaborative 
styhe results i n  bet ter  project 

More a t tent ion  - BVOs cannot deal  
with host country govenmnt  

Mare attention i n  mk80 grants 
Different - staff  time into  monitoring 

ins tead  of implementing 
Less at tent ion  
N. A. - No to Question 7 
Other 

Total responses: 64 * 
Narmkr of respondents: 51 

Nmkr not responding: 6 

* Up to three responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

StmDarJ of responses to Question 111: "Please explain. n 

Response: 

More attention - PVOs need help 
with AID/W requirements 

More attention - involved in the 
design of new activities 

More attention - PVOs weak in 
financial management 

More attention - collaborative 
style results in better project 

More attention - PVOs cannot deal 
with host country governlIEnt 

More attention in PL480 grants 
Different - staff time into monitoring 

instead of implementing 
Less attention 
N.A. - No to Question 7 
Other 

Total responses: 64 * 
Number of respondents: 51 

Number not responding: 6 

Number: 

8 

4 

4 

4 

3 
3 

3 
2 

27 
6 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

12.5 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

4.7 
4.7 

4.7 
3.1 

42.2 
9.5 



Given your cur ren t  ClXS s t ra tegy  and budget projections, we are in te res ted  i n  your 
expectations f o r  future # i s s i a r f  unded a c t i v i t i e s  with U. S.-hsed/a£f i l i a t e d  PVOs i n  
your country. 

af dto 8A: "Do you an t i c ipa t e  t h a t  the percent of t h e  PVO 
a c t i v i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  your Mission's t o t a l  budget w i l l  increase, stay about t h e  same, o r  
decrease?" 

Stay about the  same 
Increase 
Decrease 

Number: Percentage of Responses: - - - .- - - 

Tota l  responses: 53 

Number of respondents: 53 

Number not  res?onding: 4 

of r e  f;s 8B: "Please give spec i f i c  reasons t o  support your 
answer t o  Question 8A."  

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses : 

Decrease - phase down/out program 
and budget decrease 10 24.4 

Increase - project s t a r t i n g  o r  expanding 9 22,O 
S a m  - despite emphasis on sec to r  

programs and budget reductions 9 22.0 
Same - host  government r e s i s t a n t  to increase 3 7.3 
Increase - good past experiences 2 4.9 
Increase - use umbrella approach 2 4.9 
Other 6 14.5 

Total responses: 42 

N u m j e r  of respondents: 41 

Nmber not responding: 16 

TABLE 44 

Given your current CDSS strategy and budget projections, we are interested in your 
expectations for future Mission-funded activities with U.S.-based/affiliated PVOs in 
your country. 

SUIIIIIIarJ of responses to ~on SA: "fu you anticipate that the percent of the PVO 
activity relative to your Mission's total budget will increase, stay about the same, or 
decrease?" 

Response: 

Stay about the same 
Increase 

24 45.3 
15 28.3 

Decrease 14 26.4 

Total responses: 53 

Number of respondents: 53 

Number not res/ending: 4 

TABLE 45 

Smmuary of responses to ~on 8B: "Please give specific reasons to support your 
answer to Question 8A.1f 

Response: Number: 

Decrease - phase down/out program 
and budget decrease 10 

Increase - project starting or expanding 9 
Same - despite emphasis on sector 

programs and budget reductions 9 
Same - host government resistant to increase 3 
Increase - good past experiences 2 
Increase - use umbrella approach 2 
Other 6 

Total responses: 41 

Number of respondents: 41 

Number not responding: 16 

68 

Percentage of Responses: 

24.4 
22.0 

22.0 
7.3 
4.9 
4.9 

14.5 



of to 9: "Do you a n t i c i p a t e  the n a t u r e  (prcbgram emphasis, 
e t c . )  o f  the PVO a c t i v i t y  t o  change i n  your country?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 

Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Total. responses: 57 

Number of respondents: 57 

Number n o t  responding: 0 

47 

of lces to on 9A: "(If yes) In what ways do you expect it to 
change?" 

Response: 

Inc rease  emphasis on p a r t i c u l a r  
program o r  p r o j e c t  

S h i f t  from r e l i e f  t o  development zipbroach 
Phase down p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t  
More use of indigenous PVOs 
N . A .  - No t o  Question 9 
Other 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

15 22.7 
7 10.6 
4 6.1 
4 6.1 

31 46.7 
5 7.5 

T o t a l  responses: 66 * 
Number of respondents: 56 

Number n o t  responding: 1 

* Up to  two responses were cded for each respondent. 

Suaary of responses to Question 9: "Do you anticipate the nature (program emphasis, 
etc.) of the PVO activity to change in your country?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 

Total responses: 57 

Nwnber of respondents: 57 

Nwnber not responding: 0 

Nwnber: 

TABLE 47 

32 
25 

Percentage of Responses: 

56.1 
43.9 

Suaary of responses to ~on 9A: 11(1£ yes) In what ways do you expect it to 
change?" 

Response: 

Increase emphasis on particular 
program or project 

Shift from relief to development 
Phase down particular project 
More use of indigenous PVOs 
N.A. - No to Question 9 
Other 

Total responses: 66 * 
Nwnber of respondents: 56 

Number not responding: 1 

• approach 

Nwnber: 

15 
7 
4 
4 

31 
5 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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22.7 
10.6 
6.1 
6.1 

46.7 
7.5 



S of responses fo Question 10: "Do you see a g rea t e r  r o l e  f o r  U.S.- 
based/af f i l i a t e d  PVOs i n  u t i l i z i n g  host country currency generated by A .  I.D. programs?" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 

Number not responding: 

Nmkr : Percentage of Responses: 

Tam1 responses: 57 

can 10A: "If yes t o  Question 10, please elaborate .  11 of to 
- - 
Response:: - 
Yes - use PUsO monetization 

t o  fund local development 
No - hos t  government object ion 
Yes - s h i f t  from hos t  government t o  R70 use 
Yes - local currency better than dollars 
Y e s  - funds already e x i s t  
No - large ex i s t i ng  demand f o r  mk80 furrids 
Not app l icab le  
Other 

Total responses: 48 * 
Number of respondents: 46 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

18.6 
10.4 
8.3 
8.3 
6.3 
4.2 

29.2 
14.6 

Nmber not  responding: 11 

* Up to two responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 48 

Summary of responses to Question 10: !!Do you see a greater role for U.S.­
based/affiliated PVOs in utilizing host country currency generated by A.I.D. programs?" 

Response: 

Yes 
No 

Number not responding; 11 

Total responses: 57 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

24 52.2 
22 47.8 

TABLE 49 

SUIIIII"IrJ of responses to ~oo lOA: "If yes to Question 10, please elaborate. It 

Response: 

Yes - use PIA80 monetization 
to fund local development 

No - host government objection 
Yes - shift from host government to PVO use 
Yes - local currency better than dollars 
Yes - funds already exist 
No - large existing demand for PL480 funds 
Not applicable 
Other 

Total responses: 48 * 
Number of respondents: 46 

Number not responding: 11 

Number: 

9 
5 
4 
4 
3 
2 

14 
7 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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18.6 
10.4 
8.3 
8.3 
6.3 
4.2 

29.2 
14.6 



sf to PI: 'What are the t y p i c a l  needs, if any, experienced 
by your mission regzrding its relat ionship with U. S. -based/af f i l i a t e d  WOs? Could 
FVA/PVC or your Regional. Bureau assist your mission i n  responding t o  these needs? 
Please elaborate, 1s 

Response: Number: Percentage of Responses: 

hcreased consd ta t ion  and information- 
sharing between Missions and A ~ / W  18 

No need for assistance 12  
PVOs need to  keep Mission bet ter  

informed of a c t i v i t i e s  5 
Missions need more funds for PVOs 5 
FVA canpile  lessons learned repor t  4 
FVA screen FJOs t o  mtke sure they 

speak the l o c a l  Language 2 
ETA should help WOs understand country 

ef fec t ive  and Mission s t r a t eg ies  2 
More authori ty for local WO representatives 2 
FYA should encourage WOs t o  mobilize 

non-AID resources 2 
Other 4 

Total responses: 59 * 
Number of respondents: 44 

Number not respondinp: 13 

* Up to  four responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 50 

Suu.aary of responses to Question 11: "What are the typical needs, if any, experienced 
by your mission rega-rding its relationship with U.S.-based/affiliated PVOs? Could 
FVA/PVC or your Regional Bureau assist your mission in responding to these needs? 
Please elaborate." 

Re8Ponse: 

Increased consultation and information­
sharing between ffissions and AITJ/W 

No need for assistance 
PVOs need to keep Mission better 

informed of activities 
Missions need more funds for PVOS 
FVA canpile lessons learned report 
FVA screen ~IOs to make sure they 

speak too local language 
FVA should help PVOS understand country 

effective and Mission strategies 
More authority for local PVO representatives 
FVA should encourage PVOs to mobilize 

non-AID resources 
Other 

Total responses: 59 * 
Nmnber of respondents: 44 

Nmnber not responding: 13 

Nmnber: 

18 
12 

5 
5 
4 

2 

2 
2 

2 
4 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

30.5 
20.3 

8.5 
8.5 
6.8 

3.4 

3.4 
3.4 

3.4 
11.9 



of tP9 Qulestion 12: ''What recsommendations would you make regarding how 
FVA/PVC or your regional bureau can work colPabarativePy with your Mission t o  improve 
management of AID/W funded PVO program?" 

Number: Percentaee of Res-: Response: 

More information about and v i s i t s  
t o  projects  by E'VA/PVC and YVOs 

Mission should have greater role of 
approval and administration of 
projects  i n  t h e i r  country 

AID/W and Mission responsib i l i t ies  
need clear defini t ion 

"r;jj&ze Mission management burden 
Satisfactory - no problem 
Missions have mre money to  obligate 
PVOs must follow Mission policy 
W.A. - No AID/W funded programs 
Other 

Total responses: 109 * 
Number of respondents: 52 

Number not responding: 5 

* Up to four responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

TABLE 51 

StmIBry of responses to ~estion 12: "What recommendations would you make regarding how 
FVA/PVC or your regional bureau can work collaboratively with your Mission to improve 
management of AID/W funded PVO programs?" 

Response: 

More information about and visits 
to projects by FVA/PVC and PVOs 

Mission should have greater role of 
approval and administration of 
projects in their country 

AID/Wand Mission responsibilities 
need clear definition 

Kinimize Mission management burden 
Satisfactory - no problem 
Missions have more money to obligate 
PVOs must follow Mission policy 
N.A. - No AID/W funded programs 
Other 

Total responses: 109 * 

Number of respondents: 52 

Number not responding: 5 

Number: J>ercentage of Responses: 

40 34.8 

22 20.2 

10 9.2 
6 5.5 
6 5.5 
4 3.7 
2 1.8 

12 11.0 
7 7.0 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 
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S-y of respnses; to Question 13; "lk, you seek p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by U.S.- 
k d / a f f i l i a t e d  FVOs i n  any manner i n  the CP3SS process?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 
No CDS required for this Mission 

Number: Percentage of Responses: I 

Total responses: 56 

Number of respondents: 56 

Number not  respondinp.: 1 

53 

to 136: "(If yes) Mow? What specifically do the PVOs do 

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses: 

Indirect, informal input 19 
PVQs outline their own plans 7 
Provide background information on country 3 
N.A. - No to Question 13 32 
Other 2 

Total responses: 63 * 
Number of respondents: 55 

Number not responding: 2 

* Up t o  thee responses were coded f o r  each respondent. 

73 

TAN.E 52 

SUll8lry of responses to Question 13: "Do you seek participation by U.S.-
based/affiliated PVOs in any manner in the CDSS process?" 

Response: 

No 
Yes 
No CIBS required for this t--ussion 

Total responses: 56 

Number of respondents: 56 

Number not respondin~: 1 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

31 55.4 
22 39.3 
3 5.4 

TABLE 53 

Staaary of responses to ~011 13A: "(If yes) How? What specifically do the PVOS do 
in the CDSS process?" 

Response: 

Indirect, informal input 
PVOs outline their own plans 
Provide background information on country 
N.A. - No to Question 13 
Other 

Total responses: 63 * 

Number of respondents: 55 

Number not responding: 2 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

19 30.2 
7 11.1 
3 4.8 

32 SO.8 
2 3.2 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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of res ta UB: "Any o the r  comments about the CES process as 
regards t h e  p v t i c i p t i o n  of PVOs?" 

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses: 

PV8 ideas impartant 
Get PW and o ther  input  t o  insure 

balance of perspective 
PVO invclvement should depend on 

Nissiorn needs 
AID input i n t o  PVO planning, too 
PVOs provide g r a s s r m t s  perspective 
Other 

Total responses: 23 * 
Number of respondents: 21 

Nwbr not responding: 35 

TABLE 54 

Suoaary of responses to Q.testion 13B: "Any other C()['[l(Ients about the COOS process as 
regards the participation of ?VOs?" 

Response: 

PVO ideas important 
Get PVO and other input to insure 

balance of perspective 
PVO involvement should depend on 

Mission needs 
AID input into PVO planning. too 
PVOs provide grassroots perspective 
Other 

Total responses: 23 * 
Ntmlber of respondents: 21 

Ntmlber not re?ponding: 36 

Ntmlber: Percentage of Responses:. 

7 30.4 

4 17.4 

3 13.0 
2 8.7 
2 8.7 
5 21.7 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
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I n  order t o  imprave t h e  Mssion/IrVO relat ion&p in the  fu tu re ,  AID is encawaging the 
WOs t o  improve tkir s t r a t e g i c  planning capability as well as t o  acqui re  technical 
sec to r  exper t i se ,  What do y a l  t should be done by AID and the PVQs to acccamplish 
this objective? 

of kQ a I&: "By A.X.D.?q" 

-..-. 

Response: Kumtser : Percentage of Responses: 

Improve PVO t&ani.al  expertise; 
Provide f m d s  t o  upgrade 

AID/kl encourage and sponsor WO 
personnel training 

Inform PVOs about Mission strakegy 
Nothing - s t r a t e g i c  p l  

the business af NOS 
Greater senior  PVO/ tclission 

management i n t e r ac t i on  
Nothing - select P"bOs carefu l ly  
More rigorous pro jec t  review 
Other 

Tota l  responses: 64 * 
Number of respondents: 43 

Nmkr not responding: 14 

* Up to  three responses were coded for each respondent. 

In order to improve the Mission/PVO relationship in the future. AID is encouraging the 
PVOs to improve t~ir strategic planning capability as well as to acquire technical 
sector expertise. What do you think shoulri. be done by AID and the PVOs to accomplish 
this objective? 

Sumary of responses to Question 14A: "By A.1. D. 1" 

Response: 

Improve PVO technical expertise; 
Provide funds to upgrade 

AID/W encourage and sponsor PVO 
personnel training 

Inform PVOs about Mission strategy 
Nothing - strategic planning is not 
t~ business of PVOs 

Greater senior pva/ Mission 
management interaction 

Nothing - select PVOs carefully 
More rigorous project review 
Other 

Total responses: 64 * 
Number of respondents: 43 

Number not responding: 14 

Number: Percentage of R~onses: 

16 25.1 

13 20.3 
7 10.9 

6 9.4 

4 6.3 
4 6.3 
4 6.3 

10 15.7 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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56 

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses : 

Pay better; hire or contract mre 
technically qualified staff 23 33.8 

Greater PVO/Hission staff contact 
including s d o r  levels 13 19.1 

Focus ac t iv i ty  i n  one sector 9 f3,2 
Understand Mission ro le ,  s trategy 6 8.8 
Better c d a t i o n  and expert ise 

sharing among PYOs 5 7.4 
Expand funding, base 3 4.4 
& p h i *  developmnt over welfare 2 2.9 
Learn local developent  needs 2 2-9 
Other 5 7.3 

Toed  responses: 68 * 
48 

17 

+ Up t o  three responses were c d e d  for each respon6ent. 

76 

TABLE 56 

Suuaary of responses to Question 148: "By PVOs?n 

Response: 

Pay better; hire or contract more 
technically qualified staff 

Greater PVO/Mission staff contact 
including senior levels 

Focus activity in one sector 
Understand Mission role p strategy 
Better communication and expertise 

sharing among PVOs 
Expand funding base 
Emphasize development over welfare 
Learn local development needs 
Other 

Total responses: 68 * 
Number of respondents: 40 

Number not. responding: 17 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

23 33.8 

13 19.1 
9 13.~ 
6 8.8 

5 7.4 
3 4.4 
2 2.g 
2 2*9 
5 7.3 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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5: '%hat has been your experience 'Peace Corpsy 
program in your country (include prograu~ls) ?'I 

Response: Nramkr:: Pereentzge ~f 2esw~sfjs:: 

Have used, g o d  experience 
None, have not used PCVs 
;No Peace Corps i n  cowtry 
Planning t o  use 
Som use, no indication of q u d i t y  
Considering use in future 
Other 

Toea1 responses: 

Num'wr of respondents: 53 

* Up t o  two resyonses were coded for each respondent. 

of &a, PM: "Are there suggestions you could ixake regarding 
increasing or improving ALD/Peace Corps cooperation? See STATE 49783'' 

Response: 

No 4 
Coordinate WO projects with PCVs available 4 
Conduct jo in t  seminars 2 
Other 8 

Nmkr : Percentage of Responses: 

Total. - responses: 18 * 
Wmber not responding: 42 

~ Nmkr of respondents: 15 

* Up t o  two respories were cded for each respondent. 

TABLE 57 

Summary of responses to Question 15: "What has been your experience with Peace Corps' 
involvement in A.LD.-supported PVO programs in your country (include PL480 programs)?" 

Re!§Ponse: 

Have used, good experience 
None, have not used PCVs 
No Peace Corps in country 
Planning to use 
Some use, no indication of quality 
Considering use in future 
Other 

Total responses: 64 * 
Number of respondents: 53 

Number not responding: 4 

Number: Percentage of Resp9P£es: 

21 32.8 
11 17.2 
9 14.1 
8 12.5 
5 7.8 
5 7.8 
5 8.0 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 58 

StmmaI"J of responses to Question 15A: "Are there suggestions you could make regarding 
increasing or improving AID/Peace Corps cooperation? See STATE 49783" 

Response: 

No 
Coordinate PVO proje<:ts with PCVs available 
Conduct joint seminars 
Other 

Total responses: 18 * 
Number not responding: 42 

Number of respondents: 15 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

4 22.2 
4 22.2 
2 11.1 
8 44.5 

* Up to two resporilles were coded for each respondent. 
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erf r %.a r 16.: "Piease c o m n t  on whether US-based/dfiPiated 
PiFOs should be used as a costsfLective way of addressing mjor sectoral prob lw .  

V I  

Response: 

No, lack resources t o  be effective; 
are not cost effective 

Yes, involved if have expertise 
Yes, A I D  and PVOs partners in 

conceptualizing projects 
kpends  on pvo 
No, would conflict with grassroots appraach 
Yes, part of coordinated effort 
No, do not have l e v ~ r a g e  with host 

country governmnt 
&her 

Total responses: 60 * 

+ Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 
- 

68 

t.0 m I@*, "WitNn this ~cs i t e s ,  how well 63 PJ% desPgn 

pro j e ~ t s ? "  

%onse: Nmber: Percentage -- of Responses: 

Fair 
Good 
Pmr 
Excellat 

Total - responses: 51. 

Wmbr of respondents: 51 

TABLE 

SU!iID1U"J of responses to Question. 16: ItPlease CO!Iil'ent on whether US-based/affiliated 
PVOs s..h.ould be used as a cost-eHective way of addressing major sel-toral problems. II 

Response: 

No, lack resources to be effective; 
are not cost effective 

Yes t involved if have expertise 
Yes, AID and PVOs partners in 

conceptualizing projects 
Depends on PVO 
No. would conflict with grassroots approach 

part of coordinated effort 
No. do not have leverage with host 

country government 
Other 

Total responses: 60 * 

Number of respondents: 43 

Number not resEonding: 14 

15 25.0 
13 21.7 

9 !5.0 
8 13.3 
7 11.7 
3 5.0 

3 5.0 
2 3.3 

* Up to two responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 60 

Sc.mmm:y of '("esponses to Quest:on 16A: "Within this '.-vnten, how well do PVOs design 
projects?" 

Re'¥onse: 

Fair 
Good 
Poor 
Excellent 

Total responses: 51 

N,umber of respondents: 51 

Number not responding: 6 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

29 56.9 
15 29.4 
5 9.8 
2 3.9 

78 



OE E6,A,B: "How can t-he PVOs' project design capabilities 
be improved?" 

WOs hire better people t n  design 
Provide WOs with trairning, g~ubd ines  
More bowledge of effective 

d e v d o p n t  Eechniques 
Joint  design with iyfission staff 
Address implernents'iion specifics 

during design 
U s e  Evalwtion Results in k &signs 
Include PVOs in C E S  and sector strategy 
PV3 field staff, not headquarters, 

should da design 
Other 

Nm-ber : Pxcentage of Responses: 

Total responses: 77 * 
Number not responding: 13 

Number  af respondents: 44 

* Up "i t h r ee  responses were c ~ d e d  fo r  each respondent, 

TAm:.E 61 

Summary of :re.spon.cres to ()Jestion 16 .. A.l: "How can the PVOs' project design capabilities 
be improved?Tt 

Re§Ponse: 

PVOs tdre better people to design 
Provide PVOs with training, guidelines 
More knowledge of effective 

development techniques 
Joint design with Mission staff 
Address implementation specifics 

during design 
Use Evaluation Results in New Designs 
Include PVOs in CDSS and sector strategy 
pva field staff, not headquarters, 

should do design 
Other 

Total responses: 77 * 
~ber not res.Qonding: 13 

Number of resEondents:~ 44 

Number: 

21 
17 

9 
7 

5 
3 
3 

2 
10 

* Up to three responses were coded for each r8spondent. 
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Percentage of Responses; 

27.3 
22.1 

11.7 
9.1 

6.5 
3.9 
3.9 

2.6 
13.0 



16.8: "Also, how w?.ell do WOs implement projects?" 

Cisd 
Fair 
Excellent 
Poor 

Number : Percentage --- of -- Responses: 

Tota l  responses: -- 57 

Number c,f_ respondents: 51 

b!~n;.i"ker not responding: 6 
- 

af r ~3 16,B,1: Wow can the  PV09s project implementation 
capabiliti ,es be "improved?' 

Reqofase: Ember : Percentage of Responses: 

Etre m m e  q d i f  ied s t a f f  
Training by A. I.D. 
Have mre rigorous interid project 

aciministrat-,ion, rfioxi toring 
More real istic project die:-,ign 
Other 

Total - responses: 50 * 

Number not respondjingr 17 

* Up t o  three responses were coded for each respondent. 
.-- P 

TABl..E 62 

Summary of responses to Question 16 .. B: "Also. how w'ell do PVOs implement projects?" 

Response.,.;.. 

Good 
Fair 
Excellent 
Poor 

Total responses: 57 

Number of_.Eespondents: 51 

Number n?t responding: 6 

40 78.4 
7 13.7 
4 7.8 
o 0 

Suamy of responses to Question 16 .. B.1: ''How can the pva's project implementation 
capabiliti,es be improved?" 

Response: 

Hire more qualified staff 
TrainL~g by A.I.D. 
Have more rigorous internal project 

admini stration, mom taring 
More realistic project design 
Other 

Total responses: 50 * 
~umbE:r of respondents! 40 

Number not responding: 17 

Number: Percentage of Responses: 

17 34.0 
8 16.0 

8 16.0 
7 14.0 

10 20.0 

* Up to three responses were coded for each respondent. 
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of to 17; 'What obstacles not rerationed yet, if any, do you 
believe currently exist that hinder  or make difficult rhe Wssion/WO relationship?" 

Response: Number : Percentage of Responses: 

PVOs must realize that USC: 
f u r d h g  means USG control 

None, everytfiing f b e  
Increase mutual t r u s t  
PVOs f a i l  t o  follow through on A I D  

procedures and requirements 
I n f l e x i b i l i t y  by A.I,D. i n  

prcgrarraning scarce money 
PVOs need t o  recognize the broader 

spectrum of A.  I. D. ' s work 
Field st&£ make design and implementatinn 

d e c i s i o n s  instead of 
headquarters (PVO and Mission) 

PVOs resent needing host g o v e m n t  approval 
Imuf  f icient Mission Staff 
PVk do not accept importmce 

of economic c r i t e r i a  
Qt her 

Total responses: 59 * 
Number not responding: 14 

Nmber of respondents: 43 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 

Smaary of responses to Question 17: ''What obstacles not IlEntioned yet. if any ~ do you 
believe currently exist that hinder or make difficult the Mission/PVO relationship?" 

Re§Ponse: 

PVOs must realize that USG 
furding means USG control 

None. everytl-.ing fine 
Increase mutual trust 
PVOs fail to follow through on AID 

procedures and requiranents 
Inflexibility by A.I.D. in 

programming scarce money 
PVOs need to recognize the broader 

spectrum of A.I.D.' s work 
Field staff make design and implementation 

decisions instead of 
headquarters (PVa and Mission) 

PVOs resent needing host government approval 
Insufficient Mission Staff 
PVOS do not accept importance 

of economic criteria 
Other 

Total responses: 59 * 
Number not responding: 14 

Number of respondents: 43 

Number: 

8 
6 
6 

4 

3 

3 

2 
2 
2 

2 
21 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

13.6 
10.2 
10.2 

6.8 

5.1 

5.1 

3,,4 
3.4 
3.4 

3.4 
35.6 



of r t.0 m 17.A: "What should the  mission, AIDi% and the N O S  do 
t o  he lp  overcome these obstacles  and more f u l l y  u t i l i z e  the c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  1I.S.- 
basediaff i l i a t e d  PVOs bring t o  the development effort?" 

Response: - 

Increase commurkication 
FVO staff n d s  t o  be be t t e r  qua l i f ied  
Realistic col laborat ion 
Use PVOs i n  t h e i r  s t rongest  area - 

small, grass rmts projects 
PVOs need t o  demonstrate goo6 r~siL?ts I 

A I D  demand quality for its money 
Need more funi ng for projects  
PVOs realize i f  they use USG money 

t h e y  accept som USG control 
Instruct PVOs on need t o  fellow 

reporting and a l l  requiranents 
AID help PVOs with quality design 
S t i f f e n  competitive bidding 

standards f o r  P\iOs 
AID should decrease f i e l d  paper work 
P'\iOs need t o  publicly recognize 

the contr ibut ion of USG 
A I D  respect PVO independence 
N. A.- No obstacles  
Cther 

Percentage of Responses: 

Total. responses: 76 * 

* Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 

TABLE 65 

Suumary of responses to ()Jestion 17.A: "What should the mission, AID/W and the PVOs do 
to help overcome these obstacles and more fully utilize the capabilities that the U.S.­
based/affiliated PVOs bring to the developroont effort?" 

Res'Ponse: 

Increase communication 
PVO staff needs to be better qualified 
Realistic collaboration 
Use PVOS in their strongest area -

small f grass roots prcj~.ts 
PVOs need to demonstrate good results. 

AID demand quality for its money 
Need more fun,- ng for projects 
PVOs realize if they use USG money 

they accept some USG control 
Instruct PVOs on need to follow 

reporting and all requirements 
AID help PVOs with quality design 
Stiffen competitive bidding 

standards for PVOS 
AID should decrease field paper work 
PVOs need to publicly recognize 

the contribution of USC 
AID respect PVO independence 
N.A.- No obstacles 
Other 

Total responses: 76 * 

Number of re!?pondents: 39 

Number not responding: 18 

Number: 

11 
8 
7 

7 

4 
3 

3 

3 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
4 

16 

*' Up to four responses were coded for each respondent. 
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Percentage of Responses: 

14.5 
10.5 
9.2 

9.2 

5.3 
3.9 

3.9 

3.9 
2.6 

2.6 
2.6 

2.6 
2.6 
5.3 

21.0 






