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Female: Okay.  Good morning, everybody.  Why don’t we get started.  And my name is Susan 
Reichle.  I am the assistant to the administrator for the Policy, Planning, and 
Learning Bureau of USAID, and I’m just thrilled to welcome all of you here today.  It 
is just a real pleasure to be able to set aside two days to really dive into an issue that 
many of us have been working on for decades. 
 
As Larry just said, it’s sort of like inviting everybody into the club.  We talk about 
these issues of country systems strengthening on sides of meetings always as we’re 
traveling around the world, but really so appreciative that so many of you gave your 
time for the next two days to really do a deep dive on this issue and why we called 
this an experience summit as opposed to an evidence summit because all of you in 
this room represent really decades of experience as well as I’m so pleased that we 
have so many people online joining us, dozens have joined us online, as well as you’ll 
see a little later this morning, two of our panel members who are mission directors, 
one mission director in Ghana, Cheryl Anderson, as well as Bill Hammock. 
 
A very late hour in USAID India, but having them join online is just a huge 
opportunity, as well as really having such a diverse group. 
 
One of the things that we really wanted to achieve with this experience summit was 
not to just have USAID talking to USAID, but really to have a diverse group of 
whether you’re from the academic community or from the think tanks or from 
advocacy groups, from practitioners around the world who are joining us virtually, 
really an opportunity to share that experience.  So, again, thank you so much for 
reserving that time.  And I would be chagrinned if I did not note from the start just 
the amount of effort that went into the planning of this. 
 
Two of the gentlemen on the stage here, Tjip Walker and Larry Garber, both in our 
public-private and learning bureau, the amount of time that they spent on planning 
this as well as the whole LER team from Gary Russell and lots of others really thank 
you very much because this is a unique opportunity to dive in.  Because as we know, 
country systems strengthening whether we talk about as using country systems as I 
think Dirk may refer to, strengthening country systems, just it’s something that is 
not necessarily new. 
 
We’ve all been dealing with this for decades, and I’ll have a chance to introduce Dirk 
in a moment, but so fortunate to have had him fly across the ocean last night and 
join us a little jet lagged while he has a lot other work to do back at the OECD.  But I 
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think it shows his commitment as well as so much of the commitment of all you in 
the room that these are issues that we have been dealing with for ages, just even the 
challenge of defining what do we mean by country systems strengthening.  Just the 
definition alone.  And when the president’s policy directive came out on global 
development, that was one of the questions we frequently received.  “Are we only 
talking about governments, or are we talking about systems in a much broader way 
in the private sector, civil society and others?” 
 
So a real opportunity to talk even about the definition, as well as show do we 
measure the results?  How do we evaluate when systems are actually strengthened?  
It requires a change of mindset because are we just looking at the results of 
achieving blank, or are we actually looking a inset change of more of a longer-term 
strengthening the studies?  What does that actually require in terms of everything 
from indicators to know when we’re really achieving better developing.  Does 
seismogram lead to better development?  That’s one of the issues that I think you 
saw in the papers that we’re really, really grappling with. 
 
And then finally, there are lots of issues we’ll deal with today, but risk and risk 
management.  It’s one thing that clearly has been at the forefront of our agenda in 
USAID, and I am glad David Ostermeyer and his team, Cynthia, and others are here 
to talk about how we’re really trying to address the issue of risk and how do you 
actually mitigate risk as you’re working through a country system strengthening.  So 
I really look forward to the next two days.  I think it’s just a remarkable opportunity 
for all of us to discuss something that is not only absolutely critical to achieving 
better development, but really for us internationally to lead in the spear.  So, again, 
very thankful that Dirk is here. 
 
But before we dive into some of the presentations today, I really want to hand it 
over to Tjip Walker, who has been very much the brains behind this experience 
summit to really walk us through the next two days. 

 
Male: Thank you, Susan, and welcome to everybody.  I’m very glad you were all able to be 

here, and I do hope that we will see you here throughout the next two days. 
 
I wanted to provide you a bit of an overview of what we’re going to be doing over 
the next two days, and to relate it back to the objectives that we have set for 
ourselves, and to talk just briefly a little bit about how the various sessions are going 
to work together to try help us all achieve these various objectives. 
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The other piece I want to do is to provide an excuse to force you to open up the 
packet that you were given as you walked in because there’s a lot of useful 
information in there that we want you to take advantage of. 
 
The first thing you should try to find is the agenda, which actually has these 
objectives on them.  So if we look at the first one, Susan has already mentioned 
about the fact that one of the main purposes of this is to bring USAID and our 
partner staff together to engage in a thoughtful and reflecting conversation over the 
course of the next two days to reflect on our own collective experience, which on a 
fast add on the thing, we have over 1,000 years of collective experience in this room.  
So we should be able to put it to some good use, it seems. 
 
Yeah, I was a little stunned, myself.  The idea here is that we all are bringing 
experiences to bear, even from the standpoint of being inside a donor agency for 
multiple years, but also our partners who have been working on these very same 
issues side by side with us for that same period of time. 
 
And the second thing that we recognize here is the fact that how important it is to 
both pay attention to what we are currently doing and currently learning, but also 
what our past experiences have been.  And this is particularly important for USAID 
because as I think many of you know, one of the most frequently cited statistics in 
the building is the fact that 60 percent of our staff have been with us for less than 5 
years, which means that the early 2000s are ancient history for most of our staff, 
and not to mention the late 1980s or early 1990s.   
 
And so one of the reasons that we in the learning bureau want to do these kinds of 
experience summits is in part to make sure that our current staff are made aware of 
the lessons and experiences that we learned the hard way back 15-20 years ago.  So, 
indeed, part of what we wanted to do in setting out this work was to recognize the 
fact that USAID has been engaged in aspects of country systems strengthening for 
quite some time. 
 
And as a consequence one of the things that we wanted to do was to try to capture 
that for us, and we did so by commissioning some background papers, two of which 
are dealing with more of a historical look.  One of them looks at the set of work that 
was done primarily in the late 1980s into the early ’90s on non-project assistance, 
which although it was focused on policy reform, was also engaged at the same time 
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in helping to strengthen the host country systems in order to take full advantage of 
those reforms.  And Ron Oakerson, if you wouldn’t mind standing up so people can 
see who are you, is the author of that paper, and if you had a chance to read the 
paper, I hope you did, but if not, we have a crib sheet for you in your packet you will 
find a summary of the paper. 
 
And this is as we are going through today, one of the things that you will notice is 
the fact that we decided not to spend a huge amount of time asking our paper 
authors to repeat the points that they made in their papers.  Rather, we want to use 
it as a base for this kind of discussion, and so we encourage you if you haven’t done 
so already, to perhaps at the break or at lunch, to at least spend some time with 
those summaries so that you’re at least familiar with the main points that they’re 
making. 
 
The other paper, which also has a historical look, was looking at the range of 
experiences that USAID and its partners have been engaged in to strengthen the 
public sector and public sector management in our partner countries.  And Derrick 
Brinkerhoff – where are you, Derrick?  Would you please stand up – is the author of 
that particular paper, and so that’s another historical review going back in this case, 
to the 1970s. 
 
But we’re also interested in trying to capture our current experience, and one of the 
interesting things is the fact that there are essentially parallel efforts ongoing with 
the agency right now to work on aspects of systems strengthening.  So one of the 
things that we wanted to do as we move forward is to try to make sure that all of 
these various approaches are, in fact, speaking with each other, and that we can 
ultimately move to a move integrated and comprehensive approach. 
 
So three of these papers are looking at this more current experience, one of which is 
looking at health systems strengthening.  And is Allen Best here?  I didn’t – yes, Allen 
Best, who is the author, along with Jessica Saul, of the paper on reviewing health 
systems strengthening.  John Gillies is over there in the back, and his colleague, Felix 
Alvarado, were the authors of the paper that is looking at essentially human and 
institutional capacity development.  And then the fifth paper by Elizabeth Dunn, is 
on markets and market systems and value chains. 
 
So you can see that this approach to systems strengthening covers a fairly broad 
waterfront.  And, again, one of the things trying to do is to bring all of this together. 
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There are some other pieces of evidence that we wanted to use.  Another piece of 
work that USAID has been – or that PPL has been sponsoring is some collaboration 
with the Overseas Development Institute to look at this question of essentially right 
now the research question in front of us is, “Can we find evidence that using country 
systems strengthens those institution?”  And we are looking at it in the form of 
governments, private sector, and non-governmental organizations.  And they’re 
currently in _____. 
 
Jonathan Glennie, who I don’t see here right now but should be here later today 
from the Overseas Development Institute will be talking a little bit about that 
tomorrow. 
 
Then, of course, we have all of your collective experiences, and one of the things that 
we have tried to do is to create this website which we are not only using to support 
this particular event, but we want to persist as an ongoing resource.  And so we 
identified research work that many of you have already contributed to this effort 
and posted it there, and we continue to be interested in other documentation of 
your experiences and results that have come from trying to strengthen country 
systems so that we can use it as a resource for all of us. 
 
So, again, there is information in the packet, and elsewhere about how to continue to 
provide additional resources there. 
 
Then the way we’re going to use this experience and the way to generate it is largely 
going to occur this afternoon.  We’re going to be, after these first sort of 
introductory presentations and to sort of set the scene and the foundation, we’re 
going to create this afternoon – and many of you have been in World Café-type 
situations.  We’re going to use a World Café-type format.  I will give you more details 
on it later, but the basic idea of it is to provide an opportunity for every single 
person in this room to contribute his or her experience in a way that allows for 
conversations and then a way to try to capture and distill what we have learned. 
 
Another issue is then, of course, is that there will be lots of issues, and the question 
is, is then how do we begin to prioritize and focus on some of the ones that are the 
most important.  And so we’ve designed a piece beginning this afternoon and into 
tomorrow that will help us and Ed will – Ed Salt will be helping us with this process 
to essentially identify and vote ultimately on those that we think are the most 
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important.  And then what we want to do tomorrow in doing some small group 
work is essentially of those that we identify as the highest priorities, we want to be 
able to take yet again, advantage of your experience by bringing your experience to 
bear on those issues and help us to sort of say, “Well, how do we try to resolve those 
challenges?  How can we take advantage of those opportunities?  What kinds of 
other kinds of experiences, tools, resources, approaches, may be out there that 
would allow us to advance this particular agenda?”   
 
And then lastly, and I think that one of the things that we definitely want people to 
understand is that this experience summit is a beginning of the process.  And at least 
for us within USAID at the beginning of a process leading first to the development of 
some new policy and programming guidance on how to engage comprehensively on 
strengthening country systems, and we want to do that in partnership with all of 
you, and so part of this will be laying the foundation here, but we are also interested 
and would like to hear from you about how we can continue this kind of 
collaborative effort as we move forward to developing that guidance, annd then 
beyond that as we move into the implementation phase.   
 
The administrator and several senior members of our leadership team from the 
agency will be with us tomorrow afternoon to hear some of the results that have 
come out of this and to give their thoughts and encouragement and guidance as to 
how to move this forward.  And so I hope you’ll all be here and have a chance to hear 
what they have to say. 
 
So I think that – I hope will give you a bit of a sense of the way in which we’ve 
shaped this thing.  We really do hope that you will all be able to spend the two days 
with us because we value your experience and I think we’re trying to make as full 
use of it, and then it will keep it interesting and lively.  Before I leave, I just wanted 
to add a couple more sort of more administrative things.  First of all, I would like to 
introduce Ed Salt.  Ed, would you please stand up?  He’s right over here. 
 
Ed has been instrumental in helping us design this event, and it will play an 
important role in various sessions as a facilitator.  And I’d also like to point out – 
Ashleigh are you somewhere?  Ashleigh Mullinax, who is with the QED group, and 
her colleagues are here, both if you have questions about anything, about – they’re 
the ones to go talk to about registration issues or anything else.  So they’ve been 
extraordinarily helpful in making this all worthwhile. 
 



 

Page 8 of 35 
 

The last thing I just want to remind people is that this session right now and the one 
through lunchtime, and then the one in the afternoon tomorrow will be live 
broadcasts wherever you happen to be elsewhere in Washington or around the 
world.  But one of the important things is, is that if you are speaking, we need to 
make sure that you’re speaking into a microphone so that – less so that we can hear 
you, but for the people who are connecting remotely. 
 
So with that, I’ll give the floor back to Susan so that we can get on with our events. 

 
Female: Okay.  Thank you, Tjip.  All right.  So now we’re ready to dive into it, and as I 

mentioned in my opening, one of the unique things about I think this issue that 
we’re grappling with on country systems strengthening is it’s not new.  It’s one that 
we’ve all been talking about for decades.  And as Larry said, it’s like being in this 
exclusive club here in this room and those of you joining virtually, to really talk 
about something that is absolutely critical, obviously, to development. 
 
And I am so pleased that we actually have Dirk Dijkerman here to kick us off today 
because one of the things that those of you – many of you – probably all of you in 
this room know Dirk from his decades of work around the world, whether he was 
our mission director in South Africa or Rwanda, most recently our delegate to the 
DAK which is our most senior position that we had before he retired from USAID. 
 
But now as the senior special advisor to the OECD developing their first 
development strategy, I think it really captures why we have the right person who 
not only brings decades of experience on the ground and in the field and having 
worked as heads of bureaus here in Washington, but then actually now trying to 
bring it to the international level because this is an area that, frankly, I feel we are 
leading on internationally, that there has been just so much that we’ve learned 
through the years, and not just because we’ve been modeling it and there are lots of 
interesting different ways to approach country systems strengthening, but actually 
because we’re doing it and learning as we’re doing.  And, again, that’s the whole 
purpose of today. 
 
So I will quickly hand the floor over to Mr. Dijkerman who I am just so pleased could 
join us today.  Thanks, Dirk. 

 
Male: All right, thanks a lot, Susan, and thanks for inviting me back so I can kind of share a 

little bit about what I see as the international perspective on country system and 
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linking it a little bit to the concept of country ownership and how the international 
context will shape your work and how your work is viewed, and what you hope to 
achieve.  So, really, thank you for this opportunity. 
 
I think the first thing I want to say is I’m going to try to answer it for you by – trying 
to answer about five questions.  What does country system mean?  The donors, 
partner countries and others?  What did everybody commit to do about them in 
Paris and Accra.  Many of you know about that, so I won’t spend a lot of time on that.  
But then what actually happened on country systems?  And, of course, everybody’s 
aware of Busan  which was the capstone of Paris, Accra, and all these other 
meetings.  So why does Busan matter to us and to you, and what does all this really 
mean for your efforts in the field as well as your efforts here in Washington? 
 
So I think the first thing I’d like to say is country systems.  It’s pretty clear.  We know 
what the country is.  It’s the partner country or the host country or whatever you 
want to say.  But when put the word “systems” together with that, it really starts 
getting quite murky.  Some people define it very narrowly by a sector.  Others define 
it by a function, like public financial management.  Others say it’s the whole national 
system.  It’s the national regional system.  It’s everything.  But perhaps what’s even 
more important is it’s the verbs, and what I mean by that, it’s the verbs that people 
put in front of the phrase, “Country System.”  Strengthening country systems.  Yeah.  
It’s important everybody knows it. 
 
Using country systems is something very different.  You can strengthen a country 
system, but a donor doesn’t necessarily have to sue the country system to 
strengthen it.  So it’s a department decision.  But those words are very much out 
there.  So when you use the expression, “country system,” people are putting verbs 
in front of that expression right away, whether you like it or not.  It’s the way they’ve 
internalized it over the last ten years or more. 
 
And so what this means is that you’ve got to be aware of the fact that you have a risk 
of talking by one another.  You got to think about that.  And it’s also important to 
realize that over this time period, the use of country systems headache become kind 
of a litmus test for country ownership.  If donors using the system, they’re really 
committed to making country ownership work.  Everybody understands I think that 
strengthening as a component of using within it, but that they’re separable 
decisions. 
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So what did everybody commit to?  Well, we committed to both, strengthen and use, 
everybody did, Paris, Accra, you name it.  We affirmed it.  We reaffirmed it.  We’ve 
said it all over the place, so it’s both.  So that really doesn’t help us any.  We got the 
confusion codified in writing.  Okay?  So what did we commit to do to kind of make 
all this happen? 
 
Well, we agreed to asset it together.  We agreed to address it together.  We agreed to 
test it together.  We agreed to do everything together in one big happy Kumbaya.  
And then we also agreed that we were going to track it with some performance 
indicators, and you can’t have 5,000, so we picked a couple.  And the consensus was 
pick public financial management, and procurement.  Viewed as two separate 
systems, not related to one another, just kind of out there, but two things that are 
felt to be important. 
 
But, also, everybody committed to the principle that donors did not have to use 
country systems if they weren’t up to snuff.  And we all reaffirmed to that over and 
over again, but the developing countries, as well as ourselves, as well as 
international organizations.  As you’ll hear me say, I think this is pretty reasonable. 
 
So what happened?  Here we go.  Now we’re into it.  Well, a number of donors 
elegantly argued that general budget support is the use of country systems, period, 
end of story.  If you’re not doing general budget support, you’re not using the 
country system, and we’re better than University of Utah, for example, frankly. 

 
Male: Well, a lot of the partner countries go, “Hey, this is good.  Why not?  This is really 

using my system and this kind of where I want to got, anyway.  I’m not going to sort 
of now.”  Let’s work with it.  And the focus with this was also very much on the 
money.  “What’d you do with the money?”  The money defined the use.  Well if you 
gave the money to the treasury, that was using their system.  So it was very much 
narrowly focused, and focused on the money. 
 
And within that, it became partially encouraged by the indicator, and partially 
encouraged by the various discussion, became very focused on public financial 
management and procurement.  Again, two things out there.  And, of course, as often 
as the case with what I don’t want to necessarily call it a fad, but I will, is that there 
came with this very, very high expectations.  We had ministers from various 
European countries and close European countries talking about how this was 
revolutionize and really get us across the goal line about getting developing going.  
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And then what happened after that?  Well, we started learning a little bit.  We 
started collecting data, and we started doing evaluations.  Then we started seeing 
that in a practical sense partner countries were actually more action to they and 
improve these systems and do other things than the donors themselves. 
 
So we had countries like in Ghana, or many other that did PFA assessments on 
public financial management multiple times and they used those results to make 
further improvements.  You can argue whether it was good or not, but they’ve taken 
the steps as have a number of other countries.  In Rwanda, when they did PFA 
assessment before USAID was going to come, they said, “Wait a minute.  Come on 
the team.  Work with us so you really, really understand our system.” 
 
So they opened their kimono, so to speak, and said, “Come, work with us like we said 
we wanted you to do.”  But then the data from Accra said, “You know, there’s no 
correlation between progress and efforts and strengthening a country system and 
whether is any increase use by a donor.”  Hmm, well, why?  Well, some of the 
experience started happing that the donors were expressing some concerns about 
results, if you will.  And what they meant by that was in part, well, can I attribute it 
to myself?  What did we do to help Country X? 
 
Are we getting enough for our money?  How do we manage this?  Is the budget 
support going to get us far enough, and all these other things surrounding – and it 
was taking up; _____ time and effort in creating its own bureaucracy, both for the 
donors and both for the developing countries and some realization that they might 
not have had the right people on the ground to even do this type of work. 
 
But with the experience became more and more questions.  And from a developing 
country perspective, I’d like use this slide because it’s one country, one district, one 
sector, health, and there’s a just a little progress.  A lot of effort and I got to admit, I 
didn’t put all the logos up here.  I got tire.  Okay?  So it’s an underestimate based on 
the piece of work that was done.   
 
But what the partner countries were still seeing was a lot of good effort, lot of 
[foreign language spoken] – forget how to translate that.  And bought a lot of 
different systems by each member, and they’re stuck putting together the reporting 
on each of these things.  So in this one particular district, the person in charge was 
spending – the manager was spending something like one-third of his time just 
trying to fill out the different reports.  So one way to look at country systems and 
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strengthening them is what the impact is on the current system, and you actually 
might be weakening whatever was there before.  So think about it in multiple 
different ways. 
 
So more about what happened.  Well, again, more questions.  Why the marginal 
progress?  Are we missing something?  And this is where the story gets interesting.  
The analysis and the reviews started involving a lot of developing countries in a lot 
of regions.  They worked very aggressively through the working party on Aid 
Effectiveness.  As many of you know, I was one of the co-leads with Ghana on 
country systems, and we started pulling in lots of different international 
organizations. 
 
But the involvement of the developing countries themselves went way up.  And in 
addition to that, they started doing their own studies and analyses.  CABRI is the 
African Association of Budget officers.  I’m going to show you a slide they presented 
later which will show you how far they’ve come and how sophisticated and how 
similar some of the thinking is on country system is what you are talking about here 
in this paper today – in this summit today. 
 
ATEF.  They’re focusing on taxes.  Fragile states.  They now call themselves the Little 
G7 Plus.  It’s about 18 countries that are in fragile state of development, and they’ve 
worked and they’ve gotten together to try to figure out what needs to happen 
differently to account for their systems and how we can work with them to 
strengthen their country systems in their heightened state of fragility. 
 
And then there’s a lot of south/south work.  I was invited, now that I have a new job, 
to come to Indonesia for a session that the Indonesian government kicked off with 
the vice president, trying to focus on launching a south/south platform on 
knowledge sharing.  And the argument was, “Hey, we got lot of successes.  We go lots 
of things to share.  We got answers, and were going to figure out how we can best 
share them with one another, but also, of course, involve the other donors and so 
forth.  And interestingly, not many donors were invited.  This was a south/south 
conference. 
 
What does this really start showing here?  The situation that you have is you’ve got, 
if you will, global collection action by partner countries and others.  From Paris, 
Accra, Monterey, Rome, you see a lot of effort.  But what happened between Accra 
and leading up to Busan is an explosion of global collection action by partner 
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countries, trying to figure out how make a difference, trying to figure out what did 
we miss.  What might we have to do differently? 
 
Dilly is the fragile states group.  Istanbul, where the CSOs in partner countries 
getting together.  Bogota was south/south.  I’m saying, what is it that we got to do?  
And that led to Busan.  Well, what else happened as we got to Busan?  It was the, 
“Oh, my God,” moment, if you will.  I’m try to keep it all clean here the end of Paris 
targets was 2011, and we were already doing the evidence and the surveys and so 
forth and very intensive evidence and very intensive survey gathering, by the way.  
The valuation the Paris declaration commitments cost $7 million, paid for largely by 
a lot of the donors, but also costs absorbed the developing countries. 
 
USAID, through F, paid ten percent of that.  Thank you very much, and I’m very 
pleased to see that.  But the bottom line that kept coming out was we’re not making 
much progress here, guys.  So Busan was turning into a real decision point for 
everybody, but particularly the partner countries.  Were the Paris principles worth 
the effort?  Was it worth the squeeze?  And if not, what next?  Where do we go from 
here? 
 
So in the sense Busan matters.  And what did the developing countries say?  Yeah, it 
does matter.  These principles are actually pretty darned good and we want to keep 
it going.  And who said that?  Well, about 130 plus countries.  I’m not including the 
donors here.  And that included the emerging economies, India, Brazil, others.  In 
fact, in the negotiating sessions that we had at Busan, Brazil requested – they were 
being represented by Mexico, but they asked to come into negotiation room to make 
a presentation to the negotiators and they said, “Look, surprise, surprise.  There are 
a lot of rumors about what our point of view is, but we requested to come here to 
tell you directly that we are in on Busan and what comes out of this.  We like what 
you’ve got.  We like where you’re going with the outcome document.  We obviously 
know it’s now final, but we are in.  We’re not on the outside.  We’re part of this 
effort. 
 
“We got a lot more strenuously negotiations with India and China, but at the end of 
the day, they, too, said, “We’re in.”  And what does “in” mean at Busan?  It’s not just 
the developing partner, country governments.  It was a lot of the civil society, 
private sector, Parliamentarians.  And we just didn’t have ministers of development 
there.  We had political leaves there.  And that was on purpose ’cause development 
is not a technical issue.  It’s a political issue, and so we had Hillary Clinton there, but 
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we had President Kagame.  We had others there, other presidents, other leaders that 
represented their country as a whole, not from just the narrow perspective 
development. 
 
And these countries are very active in the post-Busan global partnership.  As you 
can see over time, their participation from Paris back in 2006 up to Busan has 
steadily increased and the coverage in terms of what means for global aid, talking 
about an ODA, has gone up.  So they’re putting their squeeze in here.  They’re 
showing up at the table.  And this is voluntary.  They’re not getting paid to show up.  
They’re not getting paid to participate.  They’re there because they want to try to 
make a difference for themselves. 
 
So what was agreed to at Busan that is relevant?  Well, first of all, as I hinted, the 
Paris principles are still relevant.  The second thing was, again, a lot of this was from 
the couple years of analysis leading up to Busan, but another notion that came out is 
that we really need effective institutions, effective institutions to deliver better 
services.  And that’s broader than just looking at country systems.  That’s broader 
than looking at capacity development.  That’s got to involve accountability.  It’s got 
to involve results.  It’s got to involve risk.  It’s got to involve other things, and I’ll 
even mention a few of those later. 
 
But there was a collective movement in that direction that it’s more than just 
country systems, however we want to look at it.  It’s about getting institutions to be 
more effective and capable of delivering services.  They also did highlight that the 
expression if you will, “Country systems,” remains key.  But here, too, you have a lot 
of progress for yourselves and I think on their part as well. 
 
Country systems is more about the money.  It’s more about turning a check over to 
treasury.  And very importantly, it’s not all or nothing.  And this is an emphatic 
statement on the part of many.  And also, good progress.  It’s a lot more than PFM or 
procurement.  And it’s more than just a public sector.  It includes the private sector.  
It includes CSOs.  You have to take into account national, regional, local, political 
dynamics.  You have to include statistical collection systems in the developing 
countries, the way they monitor it, the way they evaluate those systems as well.  You 
have to look at the auditing systems, and you have to look at the oversight and the 
checks and balances between these various systems such as parliament, 
government civil society and the audit functions from supreme audit institutions.  
And it requires on all our parts to try to figure out how we can manage risk rather 
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than avoid it. 
 
There was also a strong something there that my God, this is complicated.  And so to 
try to recognize that it’s even harder than implementing Too Good for Drugs old-
fashioned stovepipe projects.  But the feeling was very clearly that this complicated 
picture with politics involved was the right thing to do.  It has to move in this 
direction.  Development is not a technical issue, and there was some sense that we 
probably made a little bit of a bias mistake on that, and we got to grappled with the 
fact that is complicated and it is messy. 
 
Now this graphic I like because it was prepared by an African organization, CABRI, 
and they said, “Well, let’s look at the country system for PFM.  See all those 
components, all those nice circles.  All of ’em have to be involved.  And you know 
what?  You as a donor don’t have to use everything at once.  It’s separable.  You can 
work on some things.  Maybe you want to work on the auditing side, or maybe you 
want to work on budgeting with us, or maybe you work with us on planning.  You 
might not want to give us the check, which is treasury, and you may not want to 
work us on procurement, but hey, work with us on something.  There are pieces.  It’s 
not all or nothing.” 
 
Now this piece of work was first done in 2010, and it was done earlier than that.  But 
by the time we got to Busan, CABRI and others were saying, “And you know, this is 
actually not a good depiction, because we’ve got to account for the fact that civil 
society has a real role.  We’ve got audit in here already.  We got parliament in there, 
but we’ve got to come in here and put in the country’s capacity to collect statistics 
and to monitor itself what’s happening.  And we’ve got to, with the public financial 
management system, we got to take into account that domestic resource 
mobilization is a big issue and has a big impact on all of this. 
 
So we got to look at the tax systems, tax administration, and the incentives for 
raising facts and that means for budgeting and planning and so forth.  So they are 
broadening it themselves.  And I mean “they,” the developing countries that we’re 
working with.  But in addition to that Busan also was a very clear moment, if you 
will, in on the negotiations when the partner country caucus, which is the partner 
countries getting together and negotiating things out and then working with us, had 
a real point that they wanted to make.  And they’re certainly supportive of country 
systems and strengthening country systems, but they also wanted to send the 
message that they still see the use of a country system as a top priority.  And they 
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also still see the use of a country system in a financial sense the check is an element 
of that. 
 
They fully respect – and I was selected by my dear sweet colleagues on the 
negotiating team to kind of work through this language and come to an agreement 
with the partner country caucus since the United States has some strong views on 
this.  So they were very adamant that they fully respect the right of the donor to say 
no.  At the end of the day, after working with them and the donor says, “Nope, we 
don’t want to give you a check.  Nope, it ain’t good enough,” they respect that. 
 
They’re just saying, “Start.  Try.  Start small, just start.  Work with us.  And as you 
work with us, give us clear actionable feedback.  Don’t tell us it’s not good enough.  
Tell us what is it, and what would make it better.”  Work with them.  And so that’s 
why you see the language you see in the Busan outcome document.  It was a very 
contentious topic.  We had to break up for a while and have a lot of these smaller 
discussions.  What they want to see is they want to start seeing a bit of a positive 
correlation between strengthened systems and the use of the system in a financial 
sense, but also in decision-making senses.  So not all the decision’s are being made 
outside of their structure, but them having more and more of a role and 
responsibility in making some of those decisions.  Again, it’s not all or nothing.  
There are a lot of pieces in the system. 
 
So what’s this mean for you, again?  We don’t call it strengthening country systems, 
but it’s called effective institutions, and Busan does have global indicators, and it’s 
called like I said, effective institutions.  And within that, it’s talking about 
strengthening country systems, again, and using ’em.  And for the time being, the 
focus is still on some of the earlier indicators that were used. 
 
So, again, what does this mean for you?  I think the first thing is that what you’re 
trying to here today in gathering evidence and looking at it, it correlates very well 
with what’s happening on the international scene that’s represented by Busan and 
the work after Busan.  I personally think that the agreements and the asks are 
reasonable.  You have to make your own conclusions on that, and that’s something 
you can talk about. 
 
I also feel pretty strongly, having kind of lived through it, that their focus on use and 
money will not go away.  As I said in the beginning, trusting them with the money is 
trusting country ownership.  And I also think that we need to be aware of some 
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other larger global trends that are taking place in the international scene.  I think the 
first thing is that there’s been a lot of success in a lot of developing countries around 
the world, and that means they’re looking more broadly for solutions and ideas.  
That’s why we have south/south.  That’s why we have south/south/ _____, without 
donors present. 
 
Countries like Georgia where we’ve invested a lot.  In fact, we’ve done I think an 
excellent job there, according to the Jordan’s that I’ve talked to.  But they had 150 
delegations from other developing countries visit them last year alone to say, 
“How’d you do that?  What was the difficulty?  Why?  How?  Jeez, wow.  Incredible.  
150 just Georgia.”  And I could go on and start listing a whole bunch of other 
countries that are getting a hell of a lot of delegations from your countries. 
 
There’s also more money out there that’s not ODA money.  It’s not our money.  It’s 
going to come from the foundation and Gates and others that are giving money 
directly to the partner country organizations or institutions.  And there’s also money 
coming from foreign direct investment, and from our emerging donors that done 
come with the same conditions, if you will, or baggage, or whatever you want to call 
it, on how to do things. 
 
China is getting into Ag research.  Jennifer Adams here?  She can tell you that in a lot 
of detail.  Brazil is getting into it.  A lot of countries are sharing their knowledge and 
putting money behind it.  Indonesia just launched its own international cooperation 
program.  India has one.  It’s over a billion.  So it’s on and on and on.  Their people 
are not sitting still in our partner countries.  They’re looking for solutions 
elsewhere.  They’re not going to wait. 
 
So the other thing I think this really means for you is that when you start talking 
country systems with your partners in the field, you need to be clear on what you’re 
really talking about.  If you just use the phrase, we’ll have miscommunications.  And 
one of the questions that will come up and why you need to talk about it and not use 
jargon is they’re going to ask, “Is your focus on strengthening country systems, 
avoiding their priority on actually seeing you use it in general sense, but also in the 
narrow sense of money?” and they’re going to ask this of you because of the past 
positions that the US government has taken in international FORA.  And a little bit, 
also USAID history. 
 
I would not be honest if I didn’t tell you that we were generally viewed, and I’m 
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suing the “we” from the days I was with USAID, as being a big of a laggard at this 
discussion, and not being at the table at the country level when these discussions 
were being had.  So, yeah, and I’ve been to enough conferences and workshops in a 
number of countries as an OECD representative where they usually do talk quite 
freely about the different donors ’cause they’re not present.  And unfortunately, the 
one that’s often singled out as the real laggard in thinking and action in terms of 
what they understand and see is us. 
 
So I am pleased to say that that’s changing, and I am pleased to say that changing, 
and changed before Busan happened.  The USAID forward initiative, the fiduciary 
assessments.  They’re being noticed.  In the negotiating room at Busan, Rwanda got 
up and said, “Let me a key donor that’s really stepping up to the plate and changing 
and coming forward.  They’ve come out to our country and fiduciarily assessed us, 
and we’re working with them to try to figure out how to move forward.”  This is 
good. 
 
East _____ stood up and said the same thing.  “Hey we got one scheduled.  This big 
donor is coming here to us to work with us, too.”  And others also mentioned things.  
And, of course, they didn’t have to say who.  They knew.  Everybody knew, okay?  So 
you’ve got a changing picture, and this evidence summit, Steve Pierce as the co-chair 
of the Effective Institution’s platform that is continued from this post-Busan 
partnership has scattered that information all over the world to the 80-plus 
members of that platform right now, organizations, country’s institutions that are 
trying to figure out to grabble with more effective institutions and what to do. 
 
So everybody’s watching you.  And as you do that – and I’m going to reiterate little 
bit more and I’m very pleased to see some of the experience we have.  I would 
encourage you to very, very carefully examine USAID’s own experience, but also 
other experience within the US got.  This is a slide that Tom Reshoy put together for 
me about 100 years ago it seems.  But back in the ’80s about 56 percent of our 
money went through host country contracts.  That’s a type of use of a country 
system.  And a type of potentially strengthening a system. 
 
By 2008, it was less than 30 percent.  And not only that, we also got advice and 
guidance from Congress to do a lot less on non-project assistance.  So it’s not the key 
for me that we did it.  It’s key for me that we learned carefully how we did it and 
why [skip in audio] – seems to work who were there in day, and, yeah, they were 
using country systems.  They basically recreated a unit within the ministry of 
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finance and some of the ministries that were dedicated to managing USAID projects 
and money.  It was not their system.  It was our system embedded into their system. 
 
That’s not what they’re talking about in terms of using their system.  They’re talking 
about using one system that can meet their needs that can also address the needs of 
others, not having add-ons.  And, in fact, the IMF did a study reclassify that said add-
ons and trying to have process controls is not as good, they’re finding when they 
look across all these countries, as what you’re talking about in terms of your broad 
sense of strengthening country systems.  When you have transparency, when you 
have accountability, when you have parliaments involved, when you civil society 
involved, when you have auditing involved, you start getting better results and 
better performance out of those institutions.  I can give you the citation. 
 
And I just had lunch the other day with – and hopefully Cheryl Anderson’s on the 
line – with a colleague who is the lead in Ghana for the Ag strategy for the 
government.  And she was talking about some of her frustrations and some of her 
pleasures.  She’s still seeing a lot of issues.  But she did say to me, “You know, 
USAID’s at the table, and Cheryl’s really helping out here.  She’s really bringing some 
good ideas to the table.  This is good stuff.”  But I also had a discussion with my 
minister and he is realizing that having pressure on him from parliament and 
getting these clear thing and getting these agreements is actually helping us 
implement the strategy that we want.  So we’re kind of struggling with the fact that 
it is more complicated than ever before, but we think and we feel it’s worth the 
effort. 
 
The last example I wanted to mention to you real quickly is about INL, so let me go 
back before I distract you on my long text.  INL and Pakistan, I had the opportunity 
to go there and started looking around, and INL has used one individual.  I’m not 
sure he’s there anymore, to use the government’s procurement systems, design 
systems, planning systems, budget execution systems, evaluation systems, to build 
roads, to put in water supplies, to build small electrical places all over the place.  I 
was part of their anti-drugs and thugs program, or anti-Taliban program, whatever 
you want to call it.  But it was one person and they used their systems.  And what’s 
interesting is that the GAO went out there to audit it, and they said, “Hmm, this 
works.”   
 
Now what’s interesting about is the Pakistani said, “Well, why can’t some of you 
other US government agencies do a little bit more of that as well?  Because here’s a 



 

Page 20 of 35 
 

road that they’re building right now using our systems.  It’s costing about 
$10 million.  And here’s one that you’re building in parallel to our systems, which is 
going to cost you guys about $25 million.”  So I’m not saying it’s right.  I’m not saying 
it’s wrong.  I’m just telling you how it’s viewed. 
 
And I think that’s where I want to end.  Paul Kagame, president of Rwanda was 
asked at Busan to kind of let us know – the rest of us know where the partner 
countries stood, and I think you can read it at your leisure, but it basically system a 
little less talk and a little more action.  And it also says country systems matters, 
using country systems matter, and why not figure out a better way to strengthen 
such critical systems together with aid.  He’s given us a little edge, and the reason 
there’s edge in there is because it does matter.  If it didn’t have edge, it’s something 
that doesn’t matter, but this does.  And he’s given us a way forward, which, again, I 
think fits nicely with what we’re doing here today. 
 
So with that I actually want to congratulate USAID for doing this, for taking the time 
to dig deeply into what you’re learning, and for making sure we have partners here 
that work with us in the countries, work here in Washington and do their own 
research, and I’ve got a lot more to say, obviously, my kids will tell you never give 
me a mike.  But I want to say thank you and congrats, and I also want to say just to 
give a little example.  Susan spoke in London about a week or so ago about this 
effort, and the Twitters were beeping as she was speaking and as she was 
concluding.  And, basically, what Susan said was this is difficult.  This is complicated 
as all get out.  And not only that, we don’t really necessarily have all the answers.  
And the answers are going to come from working not only with the partner 
countries, but with our own country and our own political institutions as well as 
theirs.  We are a part of country systems. 
 
I don’t know if she said that, but I’m saying that.  But that’s, in essence, what she was 
meaning.  She can correct me.  And people said, “Wow, that’s refreshing.”  And they 
also said, “Wow, Susan came there to talk to us.  USAID is getting behind this.  
They’re going to become a leader.”  We’re already doing a lot, but they’re going to 
help organize and really move things along on this.  And with Steve being the co-
chair on the effective institutions working group and with leadership here saying, 
“Let’s get the experience together.  Let’s be careful.  Let’s be real.  Let’s not paint the 
world black and white.  Let’s improve our evaluations,” I like to say responsibly 
trust and verify rapidly.   
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We got to close these loops.  We don’t need an evaluation six years from now.  We 
need it much quicker.  And so, hopefully, you can lean on Cindy Clapp-Wincek and 
some of her folks to help you trust responsibly, but verify quickly.  So with that, 
again, congratulations and thank you for inviting me. 

 
 [Laughter] 
 
Female: Very good.  Thank you, Dirk.  That was just a great way to get us started today.  And I 

would never correct you, so whatever you’re quoting me, I know better than to 
correct Dirk.  No, but seriously, I think what Dirk just offered not only the 
international perspective, obviously _____ internationalization as they undergo their 
first developing strategy, but also from the host country perspective.  The examples, 
whether it was from Georgia or from Rwanda, or Ghana – and I’m so glad Cheryl’s on 
the line – that is what this is about, all of us in this together, not matter where you 
sit. 
 
So our next speaker who I’m so thrilled that we have to provide the USAID 
perspective as all of you know, Larry Garber is our Deputy Assistant Administrator 
within the Policy Planning and Learning Bureau, but besides having a deep USAID 
career as mission director in West Bank Gaza as well as, obviously, in our policy 
planning and coordination bureau and whatnot, he also has a perspective having 
worked in the nonprofit world, whether it was with the National Democrat Institute 
or with the NIF.  And having different perspectives and bringing that to the table as 
we’re working towards these issues.  So I’m thrilled to turn the floor over to Larry, 
and then we’ll have an opportunity for a little bit of discussion before we break, and 
then go to our panel. 

 
Male: Thank you, Susan, and kudos to Dirk.  I thought was an incredible keynote and really 

set the stage for the discussion.  Good morning to everyone.  Good evening to friends 
in India and elsewhere who are on line.  And my job I think is to bridge the 
presentation that Dirk just gave which did a wonderful job of setting the frame for 
many of the themes that we’ll be discussing over the next two days to some of the 
operational challenges that we face internally at USAID in making this real. 
 
And I’ll do that by looking first at the challenges we have just in being a learning 
agency, some of the themes that came out of the papers that we commissioned for 
this summit, and then some operational challenges that I’ll pose, and that we can 
discuss.  Let me just check.  Is the PowerPoint up?  Okay.  Great. 
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So let me start with the review of the summit goal.  Susan and Tjip have described 
them, but let me recast them slightly in view of some of what Dirk has said.  So first 
highlighting the importance of country system strengthening for achieving the 
agency goals, and I’ll get into the terminology issue in a minute.  Reflect on the 
wealth of USAID experience.  And, again, want to acknowledge the excellent papers 
that were prepared by the various folks that we asked to do so, and I urge maybe 
not today, or tomorrow, but when you do have the time, read more than just the 
summaries, they really have an incredible amount of information in them. 
 
To engage in a very interactive way with both our academic experts as well as our 
implementing partners.  And as Tjip noted at the outset, to establish the basis for 
USAID probably and program guidance document that we hope to issue in the next 
several months. 
 
We’ve talked a lot about USAID as a learning agency, and I want to go back to an 
experience I had several years ago when I was asked to serve as a member of an 
expert panel that USAID had organized or had asked the National Academy of 
Sciences to organize.  And we were looking the role of evaluation at USAID and the 
specific sector of democracy and governance.  And I was there as the non-academic 
on a six-member panel, and was there in part to bring the reality from my 
experience as a mission director, and from my experience working inside of AID, but 
one of the themes that we stressed and one of our key recommendations was the 
importance of reviving learning as a core component of the agency’s culture, which 
we felt had been lost over the past several years. 
 
And so I was quite pleased when we were setting up a PPL, Policy, Planning, and 
Learning Bureau, that we were able to name the bureau to reflect that emphasis, 
also to create as one of our key offices learning evaluation and research.  And, again, 
I think we’ve done a good job over the past three years since PPL came into being in 
really trying to make that a reality through the evaluation policy, through the efforts 
to organize ourselves in a more structured way, to facilitate learning, and also 
through these summits that we’ve organized, evidence or experience. 
 
We also face, though, challenges as an agency in terms of being a learning agency.  
First of all, the way we operate doesn’t allow us to do laboratory-type experiments, 
so we’re always experimenting as we’re working, and that’s why it is so critical that 
we take stock and reflect on our experience.  Often we find that the evidence is not 
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definitive.  There’s a lot of ambiguity in what we discover, and last, the time 
required on our staff to really internalize the relevant evidence is quite challenging. 
 
I remember when I was mission director at West Bank Gaza.  One day Bill Hammock 
came and said, “Larry, you must read this report that the UNDP had prepared.  The 
first Arab Develop Report.”  And it absolutely was a seminal document, but the idea 
of trying to find the time to read that document was quite challenging given all the 
other demands that I faced and others on our staff faced.  And so balancing the time 
of being receptive to knowledge with doing the day-to-day work is something that I 
think we need to be realistic about and we’re struggling without a figure out how to 
present the learning that we think is most relevant for use by our staff. 
 
We’ve sought to respond to some of these challenges by undertaking reviews like 
today in terms of the experience summit.  We’ve also undertaken and committed to 
undertake various research projects.  Tjip mentioned earlier the research that we 
commissioned from the Overseas Development Institute to deal with one aspect of 
the country system-strengthening topic.  And we’ll hear more about that later today 
and tomorrow.  We are also developing metrics for helping us measure and evaluate 
this issue of country system strengthening and some of the sub-topics under it.  And, 
again, a shout out to Cindy and her team in the LER office who are working on these 
issues day in and day out. 
 
As Dirk mentioned, we’re working with other countries, donor countries, and host 
partners ’cause they have lots of experience on these issues, also, that we want to 
draw from, as well as just hear what some of the perspectives are of the host 
country partners, and I appreciate what Dirk said about listening to some of the 
ministers and civil society actors and others in the context of Busan and just in the 
day-to-day work of the OECD and the DAK. 
 
And we definitely want to project agency leadership on this topic.  I take Dirk’s 
comments of being a laggard as somewhat of a challenge to us.  We want to go from 
being maybe perceived as a laggard to really being a leader in projecting the 
knowledge base on this critical topic. 
 
Terminology.  And, again, here it’s I’ll, again, urge folks to read the papers, but I just 
want to set forth some very basic points.  Country, again, one of the issues I think 
that came out most clearly out of Busan is that we’re not just talking about 
governments.  We are talking about the private sector.  We are talking about civil 
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society.  And so when we used the term “strengthening country systems,” “country” 
really includes all three of them. 
 
Systems – and, again, there’s a lot of discussion about this in the papers about what 
exactly systems are.  I’m not going to get into detail, but just to reference it includes 
the actors.  It includes the rules of the game, and includes what are we talking 
about?  What are the nature of goods and services that we’re addressing in the 
specific contact? 
 
And then strengthening – and, again, Dirk mentioned this dichotomy between using 
and strengthening, which I think will permeate many of our discussions during the 
next two days, but just to emphasize that strengthening clearly using as one way 
potentially of strengthening, but there are other ways that we’ve used in the past.  
And, again, we need to reflect on how successful they have been or not.  So building 
capacity through training, through technical assistance is certainly a way of 
strengthening country systems.  Promoting policy reform, again, is another way that 
we have used over time to do so. 
 
There are other terms that we throw out fairly regularly.  Dirk mentioned building 
effective institutions as the building block that the post-Busan discussions are 
taking place over.  We’ve debated internally, and I hope we’ll have some opportunity 
to discuss what is the broader concept.  Dirk suggested that it’s the building effect 
institutions.  I would argue that it’s country system strengthening.  But, again, I think 
we’re looking at it from the same ultimate goal, but it is important to understand is 
institutions from my perspective, perhaps, a narrowing term with systems being 
slightly broader, or as Dirk suggested, the opposite?  And, again, I think it’s more 
than terminology, but let’s not get totally hung up on terminology. 
 
Localizing aid.  Again, this is I think a key aspect of the USAID forward agenda to 
really use country systems as a way of strengthening them and whether it’s using 
the government to government approach or by funneling money through private 
sector and local organizations in a host country.  But we need to know whether the 
evidence at the end of the day, support the notion that by using these mechanisms, 
we are actually strengthening country systems, or strengthening them in the most 
effective way that we can. 
 
And then other term that’s often used in this context, “local capacity development.”  
Again, I think we see it as somewhat of a subset under the broader notion of country 
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system strengthening.  But, again, has its own sort of set of directions and impetuses 
that we need to keep in mind. 
 
So some key themes emerging from the various papers.  So first of all, and, again, 
underlying this whole summit is the importance of the concept for effective 
development.  And various reasons are mentioned in the conference – in the summit 
papers.  Sustainability I think is first and foremost what folks are highlighting as 
country system strengthening is critical.  And a lot of the frustration I think that 
donors have had as well as host countries have had is the fact that we’re not creating 
necessary sustainable institutions as we do our work. 
 
Country ownership, again, was an underlying principle going back to the Paris 
Declaration.  And, again, I think is reflected in why we are promoting country system 
strengthening.  Democratic accountability I think is raised in a couple of the papers 
as being important.  And, again, we’ve seen shifts in donor thinking about this.  But 
the relevance of strengthening country systems to support democratic 
accountability I think cannot be underestimate, whether it’s the parliaments or the 
audit institutions or it’s civil society and the media are critical to ensuring that there 
is democratic accountability within a host country. 
 
The two last points here I think are more questionable.  And, again, we need to look 
at more carefully and the Overseas Development Institute research is looking at 
these issues in terms of do we necessary obtain faster results through an emphasis 
on country system strengthening as opposed to obtaining more sustainable results.  
And does it necessarily lower the cost?  Certainly, the example that Dirk gave from 
Pakistan is a great example of lowering the costs, but are there counter examples 
and does this repeat itself over and over again. 
 
A couple of other themes just to mention.  Sector specific definitions of systems.  Is it 
– are there differences whether you’re talking about the health sector or the 
education sector, or whether you’re talking about a public financial management 
studies or a procurement system.  And so do we need to dive deeper into specific 
sectors or can we look at it a more macro level? 
 
The opportunity that country system strengthening provides for constructive 
engagement among different host country actors.  And several of the papers talked 
about mediators or facilitators or stewards and role that they play in the context of 
moving these processes along.  And I think part of the question for us as donors is 
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where do we fit into that spectrum.  Are we part of that system?  Can we play the 
role of a steward or are we by necessity need to take a more secondary role? 
 
Modesty in approaching the task.  And, again, I think the experience over several 
decades only highlights the fact that we need to be somewhat modest as we think 
about these issues.  These are complex systems that we’re dealing with, changes in 
any of the components can have major impact on the assumptions that we’re 
making. 
 
And last is understanding the political constraints from the perspective of the donor 
and the host country.  We as a donor have our own policy priorities, public opens, 
willingness to take risks that all affect our ability to support the type of 
commitments that we’ve made.  And on the other hand, the host country has its own 
domestic politics to consider as well as the fact that even if we’re dealing with 
reformists, there may be anti-reformists who are part of the landscape, also, that 
needs to be considered. 
 
So let me just list some specific challenges that we face as USAID in implementing or 
working with the concept of country systems strengthening.  First of all, 
operationalizing the rhetorical commitments.  Dirk highlight the gap between what 
we committed to with Paris, and what the evaluation in 2011 showed we had 
actually accomplished.  And, again, it’s worth referencing that as we think about 
these issues. 
 
Again, recognizing the complexity of country systems.  Breaking them up in the way 
that Dirk suggested to look at particular pieces of them is helpful, but they all do 
interact with each other and we need to think about that.  Distinguishing between 
using and strengthening, again, I think we’ve covered that, but, again, we need to 
consider whether our focus is on strengthening country systems and doing we have 
the evidence to show that using them really contributes to strengthening. 
 
The imperative to deliver services and/or obtain short-term results.  Weak and 
uneven host country capacities.  We are often faced with this dilemma, particularly 
in some of the fragile states of do we work through the weak systems that exist, and 
try to strengthen through that work, or do we work around them?  And again, it’s 
easy to say that we should be working through them, but, again, in reality, it’s often 
quite difficult to do so given other imperatives. 
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Appreciating the implications of difficult country context.  Again, several of the 
papers mention differences between fragile states, middle-income countries, and 
other categories.  And, again, we should be aware of them as we avoid a one-size-
fits-all. 
 
And lack of host country political will.  When should we just be prepared to walk 
away from a particular country given our concerns about their unwillingness to take 
the steps that we think are essential to build up their capacity to – and to strengthen 
their own system? 
 
A couple of several other challenges that relate more to our realities.  Anxieties 
about host country corruption.  Again, we’ve come a long way.  I think in reframing 
the discussion from avoiding risk to managing or mitigating risk.  And, again, give a 
lot of credit to Dave Ostermeyer, Tom Briggs, and others who’ve been moving this 
agenda for USAID in the past couple of years.  We have the reality of – as Tjip 
pointed out, that many of our staff have just joined the agency.  We’re still 
introducing them to some of the basic concepts of strategic planning, to 
Development 101, and we’re asking them to take on a whole new range of 
responsibilities for which even many of our mid-level staff don’t have any 
contemporary experience with in terms of working through host country systems.  
So we need to figure out what is the type of training that we need to provide for our 
staff and how can we do it most effectively without overwhelming them. 
 
We also have the challenge – and many of you who are either working in missions or 
have visited some of our missions, of just organizing ourselves internally within our 
field missions to address this new agenda.  We’ve emphasized over the past couple 
of years the important role that the program office plays in a mission.  Clearly, in 
many missions today, the regional legal advisor is taking on new responsibilities.  
The chief financial officer is taking on new responsibilities.  The procurement officer 
is – has to deal with these in very different ways.  And we need to think about are we 
organized within a mission appropriately to be able to address the challenges that 
we are called upon in the context of helping to strengthen country systems. 
 
And then last is the metrics for evaluating this whole effort.  I think we have pretty 
good metrics with respect to evaluating activities that focus on enhancing the 
capacity of individuals.  We’re developing metrics that focus on organizational 
strengthening, but I think we’re still quite challenged in the context of metrics for 
system strengthening.  And, again, hopefully some of the discussion over the next 
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couple days will help us in that regard. 
 
So let me conclude with just a few summary points.  First, again, we really want to 
learn from experience.  This is an opportunity for all of us to take stock and reflect 
on what we’ve learned over the past several decades.  We want to utilize our 
reconstituted program cycle which deals with strategies at the mission level, which 
deals with project design, which deals with monitoring an evaluation in a much 
more systematic way.  And we want to use that and integrate with our emphasis on 
country systems strengthening.   
 
So particularly in the context of project design, w want to make sure that the 
analyses that we’re undertaking are relevant to support the outcomes that we’re 
seeking.  And in particular I’ll mentioned the fact that our project design guidance, 
we now require a sustainability analysis.  And, again, the goal is I think 
commensurate with what we’re trying to accomplish with this whole topic of 
country system strengthening. 
 
Address political constraints more forthrightly.  They’re real.  We need to 
acknowledge them.  We need to do better analysis of what some of the political 
obstacles are to achieving our goals, and then figure out as we’re doing in the public 
financial management area, how do we mitigate the risks or how do we manage 
those risks that political obstacles will prevent from achieving our _____ goals 
 
We need to organize ourselves better internally.  And lastly is as was mentioned, we 
need to view this as an ongoing conversation, an ongoing consultation, and an 
opportunity to really strive for joint problem solving, so I look forward to working 
with all of you in that regard over the next two days and beyond.  Thank you very 
much. 

 
 [Laughter] 
 
Female: Great.  I think that was a wonderful way to conclude sort of this first morning 

session about the importance of the consultation and really opening it up for 
discussion because we chose the size of this group very selectively, as well as those 
who are joining us online because we really want to make this a discussion.  So I 
have lots of things, things I could throw at our two panelists, but I want to open the 
floor first to all of you before we go to a break, and then hear from our guests joining 
us overseas. 
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So all of you.  Please. 

 
Male: Paul Miller, CRS.  Thank you both presenters.  Dirk, a masterful presentation I 

thought on the international scene.  One of the promises of AID effectiveness 
dialogue was about donors coordinating better in terms of their policies, they way 
they engage with country systems, both civil society and governments.  From a 
primary school report card level, are they playing well with others?  Is there room 
for improvement?  It seems very important to the success of this endeavor.  I was 
just wondering whether you could address that directly. 

 
Female: Please, go ahead 
 
Male: Do I just start speaking?  Oh, okay.  The graphic I put up there about the health 

system basically says no.  The lunch I had on Sunday basically said no.  One of our 
frustrations was we have – she has five donors doing rice research in the same area, 
and they’re all justifying it and coming up with loads of firepower pointing out all 
the subtle differences on why what they’re doing is a little bit different from 
somebody else and they’re all competing for the same ginayance rich researchers, 
people – same ginayance that’s got some experience in rice. 
 
So the – again, I’m not with AID, so I guess I can speak really clearly, but the 
feedback I’m getting is the answer is no.  And if you look at the Paris indicators 
about how where we’ve made progress, we’ve only made on progress.  We’ve only 
achieved one target.  And, frankly, all those targets were pretty modest if you look at 
’em and be honest with yourself.  And that was coordinating donor missions.  Not 
very exciting.  Okay?  Come on.  We ought of be doing that everywhere all the time, 
anyway.  But we’re not. 
 
So I think, unfortunately, what it comes down to as Larry said, there are other 
imperatives which don’t necessarily include or put a the top of the developing 
countries’ imperatives.  And these are something I’m not saying they’re bad.  I’m 
saying it’s something that we just got to grapple with, and grapple with better.  And 
some of it may be that a donor says, “I’m never going to be able to use a country 
system,” but let’s work it better with somebody else so that we don’t have a crowd 
affect on the part of donors, that we can, perhaps, specialize some donors can use it 
better, but they rely on us more.  It’s one of the things I did in South Africa. 
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I wasn’t going to use the country system, buy I helped the country use the resources 
from Holland and from other countries that were putting I budget support.  But the 
country didn’t know how to use it, and so we got ourselves together.  We had to do it 
in a smaller way, but I think there’s a lot of experience out there about how we can 
figure out to mix and match our different capabilities.  But, no, we ain’t doing good. 

 
Male: Randy Tift, with World Vision.  Thank you, Dirk, and thanks to the whole panel.  At a 

Wilson Center event just after Busan, I referred to USAID’s efforts as kind of heroic 
and, Dirk, I was really referring to you and Steve Pierce and others who manage the 
negotiations.  To get Busan delivered was really a major accomplishment.  So, thank 
you for that.  I know it’s in your rear view mirror, but we do – did appreciate it, and 
especially in the context of the fact that we as we NGO community among your 
partners, had a great series of dialogues that Dawn Steinberg led in the season 
leading up to Busan.  And a lot of the big win I thought came out of our dialogue and 
consensus that we took into Busan and we were able to advocate at the grassroots 
for lessening the resistance to some of what got into the Busan document. 
 
So on that line, we considered two of the big wins in Busan to be the reference to 
inclusive country ownership which was we saw it as kind of a corrective to the 
Busan declaration and how it was implemented.  And, also, the couple of references 
to the enabling environment for civil society and the commitment by donors that 
was represented in Busan to work for that.  And of course, that relates to country 
systems to the broad decision that Susan referred to. 
 
So could you comment or any of the panelists comment on how important that is to 
understanding the use of country systems, those two achievements at Busan? 

 
Female: Go ahead, Dirk. 
 
Male: I’ll maybe offer a couple of comments, and one I think, I think it’s elemental.  If you 

look at the entire Busan document, that’s what you need to read to get a sense of 
what we’re trying to do in terms of strengthening country systems, if you will, and 
strengthening ownership. 
 
Part of why there is a reference civil society and parliamentarians and others is 
because one of the underlying statements at Busan and why we brought in political 
leadership was to drive home the point that development in these countries has to 
be a whole of government effort, and whole of country effort.  And so the various 
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groups within the society have to have voice.  That’s why we gave civil society a seat 
at the negotiating table.  That’s why we put on a separate parliamentarian forum.  
That’s why we tried to reach out with the private sector. 
 
When I say “we,” in each one of these cases, it’s we the partner countries and we the 
donor countries.  We came to that agreement collectively.  It was not us pushing it 
on them, but it was some of us might have felt that more strongly than others at the 
outset, but by the end of we all agreed that this was the way to go.  And part of it is 
that the issue of development has to be more an issue of inclusive development.  
And this is an issue that is really taking off right now in the sense of where I work 
right now.  Because what we’re beginning to see from the data is that the issue of 
inclusive development in our own countries is an issue. 
 
Brazil has actually made some progress in reducing its income inequality.  Some 
other countries haven’t, including our own.  So the issue of how you define 
development, and that it has to be inclusive development to be spiritual is gaining 
tremendous traction, not only amongst developing countries I believe, but also 
donor countries.  So I think both of those concepts were a little bit of a harbinger 
about why and how we need to view development and our future progress. 

 
Female: Yeah, absolutely.  I would just add briefly from a USAID perspective, I think you’ve 

seen it in not only the administrators’ speeches, but really how we’re working and 
looking at development much more openly.  His open-source development speech, 
for example, from Aspen from August, really lays this frame out.  And so we’re really 
trying to not only talk to the talk, but really walk the walk about how all of us – it’s 
one big tent of development, and how teacher you’re a student in a dorm room, to a 
large corporation, to civil society, to an NGO, how we all really can work together in 
order to help achieve greater development.  Larry. 

 
Male: _____ from MSI.  Nice to see you all, again, and nice to hear you guys.  I have a 

question.  Dirk, you and I have talked about this before, but I’m wondering from 
your new perspective how this looks.  And that is the issue of comparative 
advantage on donor side and the notion that somehow there’s one thing to use 
country systems and to contribute money, but there’s also a question of whether if 
they’re going to be multiple donors there’s some differentiation of function among 
those donors not only by sectors, but by the nature of the activities that they do.  
And one of the things that’s been very – I think you could say contentious over here 
is the fact that the US has invested over quite a long time in building up a range of 
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institutions, universities, think tanks, NGOs, private firms is that provide essentially 
technical assistance functions. 
 
And the question is, is the view that that’s no longer welcome or helpful or that 
that’s not the US’s comparative advantage anymore in this, and therefore, that the 
notion is to move away from that into something that it will probably look 
substantially more homogenized with the way other donors do development, or is 
there still an ongoing conversation about comparative advantage?  And if so, where 
the US might have ’em. 

 
Female: Thank you, Larry.  Maybe we’ll take a couple more questions if there are some 

before we go to a break.  Go ahead online. 
 
Female: Hi.  This question is from – it’s Larry specifically, and it’s from Veronica Letelier 

from Agility IRG.  She asks from the implementing partners’ perspective and in 
order to address several of the challenges listed in the summary slide, there is a 
need to also invest in developing more flexible implementing mechanisms, 
mechanisms that allow for learning to be incorporated, targets to be adapted to 
reflect the new learning and budgets to be modified quality and not six or ten 
months after contract modification is requested. 
 
Is PPL also investing in developing more flexible mechanisms? 

 
Female: Okay.  Any others before we turn to Dirk and Larry?  Yes, please. 
 
Female: Thank you.  Karen Cavanaugh from USAID.  Thank you all very much for the 

introductory remarks.  I guess this is a comment or question for Larry.  You 
mentioned some of the challenges that USAID faces in strengthening country 
systems, and talked about political constraints.  I wonder, also, though whether we 
are prepared to seize political windows of opportunity.  Sometimes we find that 
there is actually a lot of political will.  Do we have the business model that allows us 
to respond in an agile way to that political window of opportunity? 

 
Female: Okay.  Why don’t I first go to Larry and then we’ll end with Dirk before going to 

break. 
 
Male: Okay.  So first on the flexible mechanisms _____ certainly it’s an issue that’s not new.  

Certainly dates back to when we were both in PPC in the ’90s, and I think we make 
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progress.  There are other pressures that come on us in terms of restrictions.  And 
we need to deal with it.  But, certainly, I think there’s a commitment not only in PPL 
¸but in the procurement office and I’m glad to see Aman here, who’s the head of the 
procurement office and GC, and general counsel.  And I think even working with the 
IG’s office to allow us to come up with and be able to use more flexible mechanisms 
in response to the challenges that we face.  And, certainly, we all have our horror 
stories, and I’m sure there are many out there, both amongst the USAID staff as well 
as our partners.  We need to review them and see what we can do to address them, 
both in a particular case, but I think more importantly in a systematic way. 
 
In terms of can we respond to windows of opportunity.  I think we do, but we are 
constrained by our own processes, planning processes, budget processes, and the 
like.  So as we all know, when there is a real window opportunity, there will be an 
effort to find the resources to shift resources, but, again, it’s not just snapping our 
fingers, but it really takes, whether it’s getting approvals from the state department 
or _____, or the Hill, to move money, to respond to the opportunities.  But I think, 
again, there’s a realization that that is part of being a premier developing agency, 
and I think in some cases we’ve been able to do so.  So certainly if you look over the 
last couple years in places like Tunisia and places like Burma, we have been able to 
respond to changing political opportunities and found resources to put against 
those issues. 
 
And then one other comment just in terms of a question that came up earlier, vis-à-
vis civil society.  And I didn’t mention this in my remarks, but one of the things that 
we are quite concerned about is sort of the negative side, the restrictions on civil 
society in particular that we’re seeing in many countries, and we’re very much 
conscious that as part of the Busan commitments, we need to be responding to those 
restrictions that are being put in place in a proactive way, also.  And, again, the 
modalities of doing so differ, obviously, situation by situation, perhaps donor by 
donor, but certainly from a US government perspective, and, again, the secretary of 
state has been very clear on this issue, we need to continue to be an active voice in 
supporting civil society, even in situations where there are efforts to restrict the 
ability of civil society to operate freely. 

 
Female: Great.  Thank you.  Dirk. 
 
Male: Okay.  Well, Larry, you’ve asked a monumental question, so I’m going to just take a 

pieces and maybe we can continue it on the issue of comparative advantage.  I think 
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there are a couple strands of work that are emerging on it, and the first strand is to 
try to look at the issue of comparative advantage, not just amongst donors, but 
between donors and multilateral organizations like the World Bank and others, the 
IMF, et cetera. 
 
And it may be that there’s certain issues that we can decide that are just too hot for a 
bilateral donor to handle, or just too complicated to sustain our engagement, and we 
ought to use a multilateral organization for, but then invest in it in the multilateral 
organization.  Let me do it.  And some of that’s not yet happening. 
 
And I think the other challenge that we have is within this comparative advantage 
issue is we have a lot of what I would still call hurting behavior.  If health is the 
popular issue, every donor wants to do health.  But every donor wants to do health 
in slightly their own way.  So right now, the World Bank, for example, says, “Hey, I’ll 
take your money,” just like a development country.  And just like a developing 
country, the World Bank has well over 2,000 trust funds from different donors to do 
different things.  That’s in addition to their assessed contributions that they get.  But 
these are checks from Diffet and other saying, “Well, if you do it this way, we’ll give 
you some money, and then you got to put some of your own money against, because 
then we can leverage it and whatnot.” 
 
They’ve got more than 2,000, and this is the World Bank, and they’re realizing that 
they’re turning into a developing country themselves.  They can’t manage all this 
stuff. 

 
 [Laughter] 
 

We’re treating them the same we’re treating other countries.  So I think there’s some 
introspection that’s still required there.  But I think there’s a lot of opportunity to try 
to go after it.  So one of the reports that we’ve put out which actually has been quite 
controversial is that we’ve asked who funds the multilateral organizations?  And as 
we say, it’s us, the bilaterals.  And who is creating this confusing mosaic with these 
international organizations.  Well, it’s us. 
 
So maybe we ought of start asking ourselves of let’s get our actions consistent in 
terms of how we deal multinationals and well as how we deal with partner 
countries.  And maybe that can get us back to a discussion of comparative 
advantages between donors, between donors and international organizations and 
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how we can try to manage our own tendencies to everybody wanting to plant their 
flag on rice production in Northern Uganda or Ghana, something like that.  It’s a 
tough one. 

 
Female: [Laughs] Well, that’s an interesting place to end I think after two very provocative 

presentations.  So please join me in a round of applause to both Larry and Dirk. 
 
 [Laughter] 
 
[End of Audio] 
 
 


