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The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) operates in a dynamic
environment that forces the organization to maintain its ability to change and adaptability to
change. The politics of the U.S. government, the Congress, the President, trends in the academic
world, evolution of private sector partners, developments in world politics, and expectations of
USAID beneficiaries are only a few of the factors that make up the environment around USAID.
Those actors and factors, although strongly supporting the arguments for the organization's
relevance and importance, also pose a threat to its survival.
Using the Burke-Litwin model of organizational change, this research develops an explanatory
model that analyses the evolution of USAID and aims to understand the dynamics of USAID
changes in the post 9/11 period. Understanding how organizational change occurs and what
actors and factors play the most important roles in the change process at USAID is the key
objective of this study that can inform the effectiveness of USAID operation by helping the
organization to foresee the dynamics of future changes and by facilitating its maneuvering
through the complexities of the domestic and foreign policy.
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USAID is a part of the US foreign policy but not of the leading agency (the Department of
State), which separates it from many traditional state agencies. Though USAID is not the only
agency of this sort, its dependency on environmental actors and factors makes it a particularly
fitting context for applying the Burke-Litwin Model. This model argues that environmental
actors play vital roles in the organizational change at USAID.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) operates in a dynamic
environment that forces the organization to maintain its ability to change and adaptability to
change. The politics of the U.S. government, the Congress, the President, trends in the academic
world, evolution of private sector partners, developments in world politics, and expectations of
USAID beneficiaries are only a few of the factors that make up the environment around USAID.
Those actors and factors, although strongly supporting the arguments for the organization's
relevance and importance, also pose a threat to its survival. Understanding how organizational
change occurs and what actors and factors play the most meaningful and important roles in the
change process at USAID is the key objective of this study that can inform the effectiveness of
its operation by helping the organization to foresee the dynamics of future changes and by
facilitating future maneuvering through the complexities of the domestic and foreign policy.
A great deal has been said about change in private sector organizations. Although the
public and private sectors are both subjected to change over time, Burke (2008) postulated that
organizational change in the public sector is more complex and ambiguous. This complexity is
made evident in the discussion of outcomes of organizational change. Increasing market share or
profit are more tangible outcomes in the private sector compared with the uncertainty of the
public sector targets and outcomes. Nevertheless, generalizable models of change have been
developed to describe and assess the change process. Critics of these models claim that every
organization is unique due to its background; hence, there is no one-size-fits-all model that can
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be applied to examine every organizational change. Models, however, can help explain and map
the process of change and be used to categorize the types of change that apply to specific types
of organization.
A rich and complex institutional environment within and around USAID makes it a
fitting organization for studying change. The Agency is affected by a diverse environment that
includes such actors and factors as the American citizens and their collective public opinion,
politicians, American bureaucracy, actual developments of the domestic policy, changes abroad,
changing expectations of targeted populations, hosting states, and economic trends as well as
many other variables. Despite being a federal agency headquartered in Washington DC, USAID
is a highly decentralized organization because its consumers are spread throughout the world.
The leadership or the decision-making system of the organization is not independent, especially
when compared with the private sector. There are many actors (environmental elements) that
must be taken into account by USAID leaders and managers. Very few state organizations
operate in such a diverse environment.
Headquartered in the capital, USAID is naturally attuned to domestic politics and
bureaucratic interactions. However, the organization’s activities of serving country citizens force
it to ensure successful alignments of different environments. Rules of the game may be asserted
differently in the context of serving third-country citizens. More broadly, organizations tend to
change independently of the intention of their administrators. Several environmental factors may
play a role in the change process. Devastating crises, however, play a crucial role. The terrorist
attacks on September 11, 2001, caused changes in the US federal government organizations that
had not been seen since the aftermath of World War II.
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USAID considers the socially and economically disadvantaged beneficiaries of the host
country and the participants of the sustainable development activities as its customers (USAID,
2021b). These host country individuals, who are not U.S. citizens, are the main beneficiaries of
the USAID assistance. Their participation and engagement in USAID activities is essential to
achieving sustainable or lasting development outcomes.
USAID generally works in unstable regions that are subject to frequent changes and
substantially differ from one other. Different needs in different times and regions require a
higher ability to adapt to new conditions. Although funds target third-country citizens, the
service for Americans is indirect; therefore, the American citizens are considered to be indirect
consumers. The USAID service aims to increase the soft power of the U.S. in the world and
contribute to the U.S. national security. Nye (1990) defines soft power as the ability of a country
to get other countries to want what it wants by being able to attract and co-opt rather than use
coercion. Increasing soft power facilitates the activities of the aiding state in the beneficiary
state. Furthermore, it facilitates the American citizens’ interactions (at the outset, the economic
ones) with the countries that are influenced by the soft power. This makes USAID a useful
foreign policy tool.
Being a multifocal agency, USAID must meet the expectations of many different actors.
Besides its foreign consumers, USAID is accountable to the American public through the
Congress and the President. The funds used by the Agency are not as visible as the funds of other
state agencies that are responsible for building roads, schools, and/or hospitals. This results in the
challenges in public relations and difficulties to maintain public transparency and accountability
in terms of demonstrating what USAID accomplishes for the American citizens. The indirect
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services of USAID for American citizens rendered before the 9/11 attacks made USAID
particularly vulnerable to criticism.
There are various forms of aid provided by the Agency. Aid may be viewed as a form of
assistance purchased using aid funds. Aid may include identifiable financial transfers such as
funds, commodities, and services (technical cooperation). Subsidizing prices in exported and
imported materials from a developing country or paying for the exported goods more than the
market price is also within the umbrella notion of aid (Browne, 1999).
Being a federal agency, the USAID is bound by U.S. federal regulations in using its
budget and private sector funds. As an international actor with offices throughout the world,
USAID is compelled to comply with international and host country regulations. Often, to ensure
compliance, the USAID employs substantial foreign staff besides the American personnel. The
Agency Organization chapter (Chapter 102) establishes policies for the USAID’s organizational
structure, describes and explains the process of organizational review and policies that must be
followed in making organizational changes at USAID. The organizational values and change
policies are compatible with reengineering principles that involve managing for results, customer
focus, teamwork and participation, empowerment and accountability, inclusion, and diversity.

1.

Aims and Significance of the Study

Relying on the Burke-Litwin model of organizational change, this research aims at
developing a descriptive and explanatory model that will identify and map changes that occurred
in USAID after 9/11 and determine the main factors that influenced these changes. The study
uses rich semi-structured interviews with USAID employees and external but related actors to
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generate qualitative data for the analysis of the hypotheses relating to organizational change. The
qualitative design used in this study resembles Charmaz’s constructivist approach that
acknowledges the distinct nature of USAID as the subject of research. Generalizing change
patterns identified for USAID to other organizations in the U.S. and throughout the world would
ignore the heterogeneity of organizations. Nevertheless, revealing patterns of change in USAID
may prove meaningful for studying organizational change in other agencies of the federal
bureaucracy that work in a similar institutional framework as USAID. Although substantial
literature has been accumulated on the organizational change and a lot of research has been done
on USAID, studies of organizational change at USAID are scarce. A focus on the analysis of the
interplay of the characteristics of USAID with the processes involved in organizational change
make this research novel and meaningful.
Specifically, the mechanism of change at USAID deserves close attention. Which
changes are planned, and which changes are forced by the environment? To what extent the
autonomy from the general federal bureaucracy may affect changes in the USAID mission,
vision, and strategy? Since USAID frequently experiences structural changes, particularly in
field missions, the application of the Burke-Litwin model may produce surprising results.
Finally, providing indirect benefits to the American public while using public funds from the
U.S. federal budget attracts critics who sometimes question the very existence of USAID. Yet,
USAID continues its work, which may indicate that the input–throughput–output change
mechanism outlined in the Burke-Litwin model is working and needs to be better understood and
described for a more effective utilization of organizational resources, improving organizational
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effectiveness, and for the insights that can be used in the management of USAID public
relations.
2.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter 2 will describe the institutional context of USAID and present its historical
background, mission, functions as well as discuss its relations with other federal agencies and
other organizations. The literature review, presented Chapter 3, will expound on the concepts and
theories governing organizational change. The Burke-Litwin model of organizational change will
be described in more detail than other theories of organizational change. The research questions
and the hypotheses of this study will be formulated at the end of Chapter 3. Chapter 4 will
explain the methodology used in this dissertation. The instrumentation of the survey, sampling,
the analytical approach, and the IRB process description will constitute the main content of the
chapter.
Chapter 5 will use qualitative interviews to examine the change process in USAID and
will test three hypotheses relevant to the Burke-Litwin Model. The first research question will
focus on the environment of the organization and will be answered by using the first six
questions of the survey. The effects of external factors, the role of organizational leadership, and
the interactions of these two factors will be examined. The second research question will focus
on understanding the change process. The final research question will examine what happens at
USAID once the change process is completed. The role of feedback and the role of outcomes of
the change process will be discussed. The research questions will be examined using data from
rich interviews where changes at USAID are seen by the interviewees as a consequence of the
9/11 terrorist attacks.

6

Chapter 6 will summarize the research findings and will highlight the contributions of the
dissertation to the current literature on organizational change in the public sector. Lastly, Chapter
6 will discuss the limitations of the study and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER 2
INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT
1.

USAID History, Mission and Functions

The United States Aid for International Development (USAID) was established in the
aftermath of World War II to offer financial assistance to the nations in need and pursue the
strategic goals of the U.S. government to promote ideas of democracy and safeguard the Western
world from the threat of communism. The establishment of USAID is tightly linked to the
emergence of international aid as a tool for addressing the after-war conditions of the 1940s. The
creation of the UN, the accelerating decolonization, and the East-West polarization were other
important contextual factors that influenced the emergence of international aid and the
establishment of USAID (Browne, 1999:5). Today, USAID is the only agency that covers the
whole range of the international development activities of international organizations such as the
World Bank (Casen, 1994: 207).
After WW II, the US was the only great power that saved its mainland from a massive
destruction. The unique position of the US allowed it to be engaged with the reconstruction of
the rest of the destroyed world. The Marshall plan worked well in the institutionally developed
but physically destroyed Europe. World conflicts, however, did not stop after WW II, as the
Korean War showed. The world was not becoming a more stable place and the outcomes of the
world conflicts became more uncertain. In these conditions, institutionalized foreign aid became
a tool for facilitating American foreign policy goals and increasing America’s soft power.
Initiated in 1948, the Marshal Plan resulted in 13 billion dollars in aid directed towards Europe,
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which would be over 145 billion dollars in 2021 dollars (calculated by the author using the
Consumer Price Index of the BEA 1). Severely damaged and weakened by the war, Western
European countries were in acute need of assistance. In 1949, President Harry S. Truman
supported the broadening of the geographic reach of American foreign aid. The Act for
International Development of 1950 led to the Mutual Security Act of 1951, which rendered the
strategic intentions of American foreign aid more apparent. According to the Mutual Security
Act of 1951, conditional aid would strengthen the security of the United States (Browne, 1999:
11).
The USAID was formed under the leadership of President John F. Kennedy with the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that took effect on November 3. This Act brought together
several foreign assistance organizations to form a federal agency that would manage American
foreign aid activities single-handedly. The Agency became a means of American foreign policy
and since the beginning, its priorities have been dramatically affected by the world politics.
Truman’s original proposal of the international development assistance program included
the objective of addressing security concerns and proposed an economic target that was “creating
markets for the United States by reducing poverty and increasing production in developing
countries” (USAID 2021a). The policies against communism were economic in nature: aiding
the developing countries was an attempt to make them more prosperous as capitalist countries.
Capitalist countries with economic security would be less likely to rely on the Communist

1

CPI Inflation Calculator (bls.gov)
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countries for support. The success of the Marshal Plan in the West encouraged U.S. leaders to
expand foreign aid throughout the world.
The Marshal Plan was based on Truman’s Point Four Program which helped the
Department of State designed the Technical Cooperation Agency (TCA), which later turned into
International Cooperation Administration (ICA) and became the immediate precursor of the
USAID. The Point Four Program focused on providing technical assistance and transferring the
know-how rather than directly funding development projects (Bosin 2016). This direction was
reflective of the level of economic development of the target countries of the Marshal Plan and
Point Four Program. However, the TCA started with a minimal budget compared with the
Marshal Plan, the conditions of Cold War and the global rivalry between USSR and USA forced
it to expand its activities to achieve more strategic targets (Bosin, 2016).
Until 1961, U.S. foreign aid policy remained concentrated on technical assistance and
capital projects. During that period eight precursor organizations to USAID were established
(e.g., Mutual Security Agency, Foreign Operations Administration, and International
Cooperation Administration). Aid became a U.S. policy method intended to achieve the goals of
eliminating the security concerns for the U.S. and of promoting the economic interests of global
American corporations (Mayville, 2018).
The role of the USAID organization was determined under the leadership of President
John F. Kennedy with the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. This Act brought together several
foreign assistance organizations to form a federal agency that administrates American foreign aid
activities in a unified manner. The Agency became a means of American foreign policy and
since the beginning its priorities have been dramatically affected by world politics. The first goal
10

could be summarized as promoting the market economy throughout the world. This goal served a
dual outcome: to increase the income of developing countries as beneficiaries of American goods
and to use the aid as a preventive measure against the communism threat (USAID. 2014).
The USAID’s main operational strategies fall into roughly three types, each
corresponding to a different decade. In the 1960s, strengthening free markets was the central
issue. In the 1970s, the Agency’s focus was on basic human needs such as population planning,
health, education, human resources development, and food policy. The 1980s were a decade
characterized by a return to the 1960s when strengthening free markets became the central issue
again. The 1990s focused on the economic and political transformation of the post-communist
former Iron Curtain countries where USAID worked to promote sustainable development and
democratization (USAID, 2021a). During this period, many USAID offices began to act in
Eastern European and Central Asian countries.
The 2000s were a decade of reconstruction and rebuilding for the countries affected by
the anti-terror campaigns. The Afghanistan and Iraq wars caused large budget allocations to
those countries aiming to rebuild government, infrastructure, civil society and other public
services like health care and education. USAID played a key role in those efforts. Finally,
USAID set a list of operational objectives that reflect its current priorities (USAID, 2021a).
When we look at major changes in the organization, we begin with a review of the 1990s
decade. During this period, the USAID lost approximately 35 percent of its workforce as a result
of organizational downsizing of personnel and retirements (Bosin, 2016). These lost positions
were never replaced. Nevertheless, new missions were still opening in former communist
countries. The collapse of the communist regimes gave the United States an opportunity to
11

transform those countries to democratic states to make them U.S. allies (Bosin, 2016). These
missions necessitated increased staffing levels and attempted to solve their employment gaps by
increasing the number of local foreign employees. However, many were not satisfied with these
choices and their work performance (Natsios, 2006).
Democratization levels of the ex-communist countries must be considered when
assessing the success of USAID. Democratization was influences more by the European Union’s
efforts, rather than American foreign aid programs. In the 1990s, the U.S. was enjoying relative
security from global threats. Western states, particularly NATO members, however, were
conscious of the importance of restructuring and stabilizing the market economy in postCommunist countries. Limited U.S. assistance was supplied to the Mikhail Gorbachev’s reform
initiatives that began in 1990. During the first years of the post-cold war time, the agenda within
USAID included many discussions focusing on budget cuts, reengineering, and downsizing
(Bayerl, 2002).
The 9/11 terrorist attack heralded the onset of new threats to American security. This
event triggered several changes for USAID. The organization’s focus shifted to supporting
American foreign policy that used foreign aid as an instrument against the sources of new
challenges, such as security concerns. This shift in foreign policy caused USAID to undergo
strategic, visional, structural, fiscal, and methodical changes. These sweeping changes are
considered the most significant changes since the agency’s establishment.
A new approach of the George W. Bush administration to foreign aid is reflected in
several documents that envisioned the distribution of foreign aid be combined with security goals
(Goodwin, 2007). These documents include the Millennium Challenge Account (March 2002),
12

the National Security Strategy of the United States of America (September 2002), Foreign Aid in
the National Interest (Fall 2002), U.S. Foreign Aid: Meeting the Challenges of the Twenty-First
Century (January 2004), Fragile States Strategy (January 2005), At Freedom’s Frontiers: A
Democracy and Governance Strategic Framework (December 2005), and Policy Framework for
Bilateral Foreign Aid (January 2006) (Goodwin, 2007).
The George W. Bush administration increased the budget for foreign aid substantially,
and USAID had its share from that increase. The US foreign aid spending increased from 10
billion dollars in 2000 to 27.5 billion dollars by 2005 (Natsios, 2006b). USAID budgets saw the
same level of budget increases. Target countries were classified as transformational, neither
collapsing nor progressing, strategically important, fragile and under stress, and failed states. The
relationship between failed states such as Sudan, Somalia, Afghanistan and Al Qaida networks
brought a formidable concentration of attention to these countries (Natsios, 2006a).
This strategic focus created substantial budget needs for the increasing activities in these
failed and fragile states. It also resulted in the USAID organization becoming a target of
violence. By 2005, one hundred and fifty USAID-related personnel were killed, which was a
record number, unheard of since the Vietnam War (Natsios, 2006a). The agency encountered
severe criticism for these great losses. The criticism even threatened the organization’s survival.
Nevertheless, it has overcome the challenges and continues to receive the lion’s share of the
American foreign aid budget. Although, the agency continued to use a greater budget, it never
had the opportunity to compensate for the personnel cuts in the 1980s.
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The Scope of USAID Reach
USAID is a dynamic federal agency that is distinct from other federal agencies in various
aspects. Primarily, it is a federal agency that serves the interest of the American state. But the
method of that service differs from the general framework of federal services. Unlike most of the
other federal services, the American people is not the direct beneficiary of that service (except
the third parties, such as NGOs, private sector firms, and other organizations that are using the
funds supplied by the USAID); instead, residents of other countries are the main beneficiaries of
the USAID services.
The U.S. Agency for International Development operates in over a hundred countries to
promote global health, support global stability, provide humanitarian assistance, catalyze
innovation and partnership, and empower women and girls. Its mission is formulated as follows,
“On behalf of the American people, we promote and demonstrate democratic values abroad, and
advance a free, peaceful, and prosperous world. In support of America's foreign policy, the U.S.
Agency for International Development leads the U.S. Government's international development
and disaster assistance through partnerships and investments that save lives, reduce poverty,
strengthen democratic governance, and help people emerge from humanitarian crises and
progress beyond assistance” (USAID, 2021d).
Strategic Responses to 9/11
This research focuses on the analysis of the period leading up to and immediately
following the 9/11 terrorist attack to understand the drivers of change in the USAID. Although,
changes in strategy, mission and vision of the USAID will be examined in the fifth chapter, the
14

main concepts and realities of the time period in focus are described here to facilitate the further
discussion of the change process.
"The attack took place on American soil, but it was an attack on the heart and soul of the
civilized world. And the world has come together to fight a new and different war, the
first, and we hope the only one, of the 21st century. A war against all those who seek to
export terror, and a war against those governments that support or shelter
them." President George W. Bush, October 11, 2001 (GWB Library, 2021)
This speech echoes the new National Security Strategy announced in September 2002.
This strategy can be considered as a pathfinder document of the US foreign aid reforms and
policies after 9/11 terror attacks. The “War on Terror” is described in the Strategy as a war
against global terrorism that legitimizes the use of every tool, every method such as military
power, better homeland defenses, law enforcement, intelligence, and vigorous efforts to cut off
terrorist financing to eliminate the threat. Weak states can represent a threat to the civilization no
less than strong states like Afghanistan. The framework of the new strategy envisioned the
dissemination of the concepts of democracy, development, free markets, and free trade to every
corner of the world and viewed the reduction of poverty globally as a tool that could help win the
war against terror. Afghanistan, a previously failed state, needed to be rebuilt and provided with
humanitarian, political, economic, and security assistance to ensure that it would never again
become a threat to its neighbors, its residents, and serve as a safe haven for terrorists. The
Strategy also set a target to double the size of the world’s poorest economies over a decade (The
National Security Strategy of the United States of America, 2002).
The Bush administration established a link between democracy and development and
declared the “New Millennium Challenge Account”, which later lead to the establishment of the
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC). The MCC focused on the promotion of democracy
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as a new tool that would “reward countries that have demonstrated real policy change and
challenge those that have not to implement reforms” (The National Security Strategy of the
United States of America, 2002:22). The MCC was not established as a USAID rival; rather, it
was meant to operate in the areas where the USAID operation was restricted due to the need to
keep international relations warm.
The attack of 9/11 highlighted that both failed and fragile states could become a threat to
the US security. These states started to be viewed as the main source of national security threats.
Economic development was assumed to counteract that threat effectively, and civil foreign
service agencies were thought of as the best partners for pursuing the goals of economic
development (Ryan, 2019). A fragile state was conceptualized as the first step toward a failed
state. Instability and weak governance in such countries could not ensure a solid foundation for
sustainable political, social, and economic development. Many lesser developed countries could
be grouped into different levels of state fragility. A failed state was characterized by an
increasing failure and reluctance or inability of a government to provide basic state services and
security to its residents. Failed states also refer to countries that do effectively control some parts
on their territory and are unable or unwilling to supply even the basic state services to a
significant share of their population (Goodwin, 2007).
These concepts help understand why the US foreign policy targeted nation building and
state building in these countries. Many times, these two terms are used interchangeably but
nation and state are different terms; whereas a nation is composed of humans who share common
background, feelings and identity, a state refers to institutional bodies in a specific geography
(Keane, 2016).
16

As mentioned earlier, the success of the Marshal Plan encouraged the U.S. government to
widen this strategy to the lesser developed regions the world. The Marshal Plan worked well in
European countries that were destroyed physically, but had highly educated and literate
populations, robust economies, sophisticated state institutions and bureaucracies with long
histories of development. Furthermore, these countries were nation-states that is products of their
rich and long history.
In contrast, the new region of interest for the USAID was mostly post-colonial territories
(Keane, 2016), where state borders were artificially drawn and reflected power struggles of the
colonial times. Such differences in the environment and historical context were a real challenge
for the USAID in working with fragile and failed states at the onset of the 21st century. In the
framework of the USAID work, the success of nation-building relied on the success of
development which was viewed as a broad concept incorporating the economy, healthcare,
education, agriculture, power systems, transportation, infrastructure, and other projects (Keane,
2016: 27).
Based on the National Security Strategy of 2002, the USAID released a white paper in
2004 specifying its course of action in working with fragile and failed states. Strengthening
fragile states aimed at addressing the security and development targets of the US policy by
supporting stabilization, reform, and recovery in the states where U.S. aid could create
significant progress in strengthening institutions, managing conflict, and enhancing the postconflict reconstruction (Ryan, 2019).
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2.

Organizational Structure of USAID

The USAID operates in more than 100 countries throughout the world. Field missions
operate under the auspices of regional bureaus and are the main arm of the USAID in
implementing its plans and programs. Each mission is managed by a mission director, who is a
member of the USAID personnel, and who works under the supervision of the U.S. Ambassador
of the host country. Field mission budgets are not distributed equally. The size of a field mission
depends on the priorities of the U.S. foreign policy and on the size and the importance of the host
country. For example, Kosovo has a minor field mission, but the mission in Gaza-West Bank has
always been a substantial in size due to its distinct role in the Middle East issues, despite its
small population and geography. The field missions in Afghanistan and Pakistan expanded in
size dramatically as a result of the change in the American foreign policy in the aftermath of 9/1
and during the War on Terror.
The managerial structure of the USAID includes four bureaus and two offices. Independent
regional offices operate under the direct control of the head office. The independent offices
generally work on administrative issues, such as legal issues, human resources management,
personnel related issues, budget planning, etc.. The Office of the General Counsel, managed by
the chief legal officer, is responsible for the support of the administration of the Agency with
policy matters, and legal issues. It also acts as the liaison office with other governmental
agencies. The Office of the Executive Secretariat is responsible for the coordination and
communication on behalf of the USAID administrator.
The USAID leadership is represented by the lead administrator and deputy administrator who
are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. The USAID’s major organizational
18

units are bureaus in Washington DC. There are five regional bureaus responsible for the general
activities in the countries and seven bureaus that conduct the Agency’s programs worldwide.

Figure 1: USAID Organizational Chart

3.

Organizational Environment of USAID

This section will present a brief overview of the organizational environment of the USAID.
The White House, the Department of State (DoS), and the U.S. Congress are the main
governmental bodies in this environment because of their administrative and budgetary binds
with the USAID. The USAID is an indispensable tool of US foreign policy. The USAID is an
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independent federal agency that is guided by the Secretary of State in terms of the overall
direction of foreign policy. The President appoints the administrator of the USAID who is then
confirmed by the Senate. The USAID prepares development plans in coordination with DoS.
Congress is an important partner of the USAID because of the legislative, inspective, and
budgetary aims. The actors mentioned above have unequal relations with USAID, whereas a
broader environment includes organizations that work with the USAID on a more equal basis.
The USAID collaborates with public or private organizations at different levels; they include
governmental agencies, NGOs, private sector, foreign governments, universities, and other
organizations that are interested in the USAID agenda (No Visible Changes | Performance.Gov,
2021).
Depending on the program or project, the USAID has to stay connected and be coordinating
its work with other federal agencies. Due to the specific features of the post 9/11 era, the
relations with the Department of Defense (DoD) are typically closer than with the other agencies.
In fact, DoD is the most important partner of the USAID in countries like Afghanistan, whereas
in other environments federal agencies operating in health, education, or agriculture may gain
more importance than other agencies regarding projects and programs in these fields. NGOs and
Contractors are external actors who generally benefit from the USAID projects. Finally, the
USAID performs its projects in other countries that bring international and host country
organizations to the environment of the USAID.
Relations with the White House
As the Head of the Executive Branch of the U.S. government, the President and the White
House have the ability to shape the organization and determine the policies of the USAID more
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than any actor and factor. Furthermore, support of the President and involvement of the White
House increase the possibility of implementation of a change or reform for the Agency. The
President can lead the support of Congress and any other executive agency in preparing a reform
or an implementation process (Cutshall et al., 2009).
This power of the President was strongly observable in the Bush period, specifically after the
9/11 attacks. Although the Republican perspective on foreign aid is typically not favorable,
President Bush showed great interest in foreign aid and supported the foreign aid bureaucracy
both in terms of agency reorganization and budgetary fueling (Radelet, 2003). Development was
viewed as a soft power element and one of the diplomatic tools linked to the militarization of
foreign assistance during the Bush presidency. This policy remarkably changed the USAID’s
role in where the U.S. military invention occurred, as well as the role of the DoD. The policy
relied on the National Security Strategy (2002) and continued through the Rice reforms (2006)
(Cutshall et al., 2009). “The President’s 2002 National Security Strategy recognized
development alongside defense and diplomacy as a third critical and independent pillar of
national security.” (Brainard, 2008:23, in Cutshall et al., 2009).
Relations with Congress
The Congress has the authority to alter regulations and allocate budgets to agencies,
departments, and programs. Active and early participation of the Congress is important for the
implementation of organizational change in federal bureaucracy because such a change generally
requires budget use and changes in laws (Cutshall et al., 2009). Additionally, the Congress
ensures accountability for public funds and commissions audits and inspections on behalf of the
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public. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) performs this duty by preparing
observation reports.
The role of Congress in a successful reform and change in the USAID is vital. Tensions
between the executive and the legislative branches as well as ineffective congressional oversight
are among the most common sources of failed reform efforts. Insufficient understanding of sides’
roles or fear of giving too much power to another body may produce poor coordination and
inefficient strategy for foreign assistance. To give an example, bipartisan efforts of Congressman
Lee Hamilton and Ben Gilman resulted with Hamilton-Gilman Task Force that intended that
reorganize the Foreign Aid Act to address the post- Cold War environment, clarify the core
objectives of foreign aid, set Congressional restrictions on the presidential authority to grant
foreign aid, improve the negative perception of foreign aid in the Congress, and significantly
promote the executive-legislative relations over foreign aid. Nevertheless, the bill failed to pass
in 1989 because it was unable to attract sufficient support from all stakeholders (Cutshall et al.,
2009).
Relations with the Department of State
The Department of State (DoS) is the leading executive foreign affairs agency and the
primary actor in the American diplomacy. The Secretary of State manages the Department and is
the primary foreign policy advisor of the President. USAID has the closest relation with the
Department of State among all federal agencies because foreign development aid to the lesser
developed countries is an important tool of American foreign policy. Many duties of the
Department of State such as helping developing nations establish investment and export
opportunities are also the mission of USAID (No Visible Changes | Performance.Gov, 2021).
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Despite that fact both agencies have different organizational culture, the idea of merging
USAID into the DoS frequently reappears on the organizational agenda. Since the end of the
1990s, the DoS attempted to increase its control over USAID.

However, USAID is an

independent executive establishment by statute. Since 1998, USAID administrator works under
the direct authority and guidance of the Secretary of State. Additionally, the use of USAID
budget requires an oversight of the Department of State (Pramanik, 2017). The 1998 regulation
was a compromise of the Clinton administration when the arguments for merging USAID and
the Department of State were aired strongly on the grounds of potential savings from taxes,
reduction of the duplication of work, and a better coordination of the diplomatic and
development objectives (Runde, 2017).
Compared with the White House and the Congress, the DoS has a more direct and efficient
relationship with USAID. Foreign development aid is only one of the many subjects that the
President and the Congress have to deal with. If any Congressmen does not have a special
interest or expertise on development, they generally show indifference toward the USAID issues.
On the other hand, the DoS views foreign development aid as a powerful tool of diplomacy.
Although, both organizations are part of the US foreign policy that aims at furthering American
interest throughout the world, they differ in methods and mission. The USAID concentrates on
struggling against extreme poverty and promoting resilient, democratic societies, whereas the
DoS targets a sustainable, peaceful, prosperous, and just democratic world. The USAID works
closer to the host country population and engages in the development of conventional social
policies and programs including healthcare, education, economy-focused activities, which
typically have a long-term horizon to realize their targets. On the other hand, the DoS works with
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foreign state bureaucracies and is focused on more short-term goals (Pramanik, 2017). The
USAID holds the view that long-term development objectives should not be harmed by shortterm reconstruction work; therefore, the USAID fieldwork is best realized when it is under the
control of USAID missions rather than DoS regional bureaus (Miles, 2011).
The reforms implemented under Condoleezza Rice are a good example of the extent to which
the DoS may affect the work of the USAID. By 2004, the civilian and strategic inadequacies in
the Iraq operation caused legislative and executive pressure on the DoS and forced the
Department to deal with developing planning and operational capabilities to perform
stabilization and reconstruction in target countries (Miles, 2011). Development was a
straightforward tool to use in transforming weak or failing states to more prosperous democratic
states so that the ungoverned spaces from which anti-Western terrorist groups and anti-American
propaganda spread, would be removed. This agenda was called by C. Rice “transformational
diplomacy” (Hyman, 2008). This strategy required a more aligned relationship between the DoS
and the USAID, which caused the establishment of the position of Director of Foreign
Assistance in the DoS, a deputy secretary-level position provide more coordination and
coherence between the two agencies (Cutshall et al., 2009).
In 2007, the establishment of the Bureau of Foreign Assistance (the F Bureau) in the DoS
meant a major change for the USAID. Previously, its budget was folded in the Department of
State’s total budget request for foreign affairs operations. The F bureau changed this: the USAID
budget now went directly to the Presidential Administration (Bosin 2016). As a result of the
interagency rivalry, the forementioned changes caused concerns and dissatisfaction among the
USAID employees.
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Relations with the Department of Defense (DoD)
The relations between the DoD and the USAID show significant differences compared with
those with the Congress, the DoS and the White House. Technically, the relations do not differ
from those with the other federal agencies such as the Department of Agriculture or the
Department of Health. The impact of 9/11, however, required the relations between the DoD and
the USAID be put into a special category. The U.S. intervention into the failed states has used
both hard power and soft power, with the military action (the hard power) supported by
development and diplomacy (the soft power, in which the USAID plays an important role).
The 2002 National Security Strategy established strong ties between national security,
diplomacy and defense, which gradually militarized foreign aid. The militarization of aid caused
a dramatic increase in the proportion of the foreign aid budget allocated to the DoD, which
jumped from 7% almost to 28% in 2008 at the end of the second Bush period (Cutshall et al.,
2009).
The new strategy blurred lines between civilian aid workers and military development
officials, which made the conditions riskier for civil aid workers. Unlike the military, who are
trained and well-equipped for hostile environments, the USAID workers were pretty defenseless
(Cutshall et al., 2009). Not surprisingly, since 2002, the lives lost of civil aid workers increased
dramatically and reached the highest peak since the Vietnam war. According to report of IG for
Afghanistan “as of December 30, 2018, USAID counted 467 “implementing partners”
(contractors working on USAID funded projects) killed in action in Afghanistan and 838
wounded” (Sopko, 2020:24), although strong majority of the casualties are not direct hire
employees of the USAID. Additionally, the organizational cultures are significantly different
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between the civil aid workers and the military. Both the DoS and the USAID officers are
expected to have six-month long training courses that enable them to have knowledge about the
living conditions, the culture, and the language of the host country, whereas the military
generally have only a short introduction introductory course into the language and culture. The
expertise of foreign service offices makes them more capable of interacting with and
understanding local nationals, which also makes them more capable of determining the needs
and delivering aid effectively (Cutshall et al., 2009).
Hostile environments require better coordination between organizations that have different
visions and approaches for dealing with a similar target. The Office of the Civilian-Military
Cooperation, which is part of the Bureau for Conflict, Prevention and Stabilization, is the
USAID’s primary contact point with the Department of Defense (USAID, 2021c). The
coordination between these two agencies is defined as a collaboration to reinforce the defense
and development as well as to prevent the duplication of duties. Personnel exchange, policy
development, and training are the methods and duties of this Office that works to facilitate the
coordination between the two agencies. The USAID also states its intent “to cooperate with DoD
in order to support the Agency’s mission and advance its objectives … [as well as] … invest its
cooperative efforts in areas with the greatest potential for positive results.” (USAID, 2015: 2).

Relations with Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs), Contractors and Others
The USAID heavily relies on NGOs to deliver foreign assistance, with over one half of its
budget distributed by NGOs through a number of funding mechanisms, such as endowments and
global grants and contracts (GAO, 2002). According to the USAID, “[p]artnerships with non26

governmental organizations help deliver services, enrich democratic processes, and meet
constituent needs in the areas where USAID works.” (USAID, 2021e). The USAID still uses
NGOs widely in its activities. In comparison with the other non-federal organizations, NGOs, as
beneficiaries of the USAID budget and lobbying in Congress, are interested in the organizational
change in the USAID, to the extent that it will help them pursue their interests. A similar claim
applies to the contactors, who are private sector companies taking part in the implementation of
USAID projects.
The USAID works with a number of partners that range from individuals to international
organizations. A long list of partners is available on the USAID website. The USAID hires a
substantial number of foreign nationals in field operations. However, these actors are having a
very slight impact on the changes in the Agency with regards to the foreign state institutions and
nationals. The discussion of the environment around the USAID will be discussed in more detail
in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 3
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This chapter reviews research on the types and models of organizational change. It begins
with a discussion of the types of organizational change and continues with a review of
approaches to describing and modelling the processes of organizational change. The review of
organizational change literature highlights the evolution of research on organizational change
and leading theories that were prevalent in organizational theory research at different times. The
review of organizational change models is followed by a more detailed discussion of the BurkeLitwin model, as the main theoretical framework that will be applied in the analysis of
organizational change in USAID after the terrorist attacks of 9/11.

1. Types of Organizational Change
Organizational change has long interested scholars of organization theory. Early
organizational theory scholars within the scientific management research tradition offered one of
the first systematic analyses of organizational change (Burke, 2008). In “The Principles of
Scientific Management”, Taylor (1909) recognized the importance of understanding how and
why organizational change occurs and its importance for organizational performance. Hawthorne
experiments highlighted the role of human factors related to changes in organizational structure
and management personnel in individual worker performance (Landsberger, 1957). Taken
together, early management scholars contributed to the knowledge of organizational theory
through their analysis of the effects of organizational change on various aspects of organizational
performance.
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The reconstruction and continuing industrialization after WW II gave impetus for
research on organizational change as a process associated with the ideas of progress and
improvement. From this perspective, change was precipitated by a dissatisfaction with the status
quo, a strong willingness to improve the current state of affairs and involved an understanding of
a vision for organizational change by rational actors (Dervitsiotis, 1998). Many other
understandings of organizational change have been offered since then.
Lucke (2003) defined change as a process that happens between two states and offered
the following categorization of the change processes: structural change, cost cutting, process
improvement, and cultural change. Structural change refers to the rational model of an
organization that is approximated with the metaphor of a machine. Organizations are thought of
as a set of designed fragments. Change occurs by reconfiguring these parts to improve
performance for better overall outcomes. Mergers, acquisitions, consolidations, or divestitures of
functional units are the means of change. Change through cost cutting has to do with the
elimination of unneeded activities and parts. This type of change is of interest to managers,
particularly during challenging times in organizations. Process improvement is a type of change
that aims at making the operations and functioning of the organization faster, more reliable, more
effective, and less costly. Finally, cultural change focuses attention on the human side of the
organization.
Hanson (2010) describes organizational change as a rational process with four stages.
The first stage is preparing the organization and its employees for change. Next, the change
process is designed. Third, the change is implemented. The last stage of the change process is
sustaining the change that it is sustaining outcomes of the change process.
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Choi (2011) distinguishes between four attitudes or perceptions of change: readiness for
change, commitment to change, openness to change and cynicism regarding organizational
change. These perceptions of change can be considered risks that the leadership of an
organization will need to address and overcome for the change process to be a success.
Weick and Quinn’s (1999) offer another classification of change and innovation
processes and distinguish between episodic and continuous change. The episodic change is
occasional and intermittent whereas continuous change is constant, progressive, and cumulative.
Taken together, early scholars tend to see change as an internal process that originates in
the need to achieve an intended goal by fixing an issue or developing the organization to avoid
problems that may occur in the future (Majewska-Button 2010). Friedlander and Brown (1974)
outline two targets of an organizational change intervention. The first centers on human focus in
the organizational processes, such as communication, decision making, and problem solving.
The second target of organizational change is the organizational structure, which emphasizes
task methods, job design, and organizational design (Friedlander and Brown (1974) as cited in
Burke, 2008: 115-116).
To understand social change in organizations, Armenakis and Bedeian (1999) group the
literature into four themes: content, context, process, criteria of organizational change. Content
refers to focus on contemporary organizational change studies, contextual issues primarily deal
with factors in an organization’s external and internal environment; process issues address
execution process of an intended change, and finally, criterion issues work on the results that are
commonly assessed in various applications of organizational change.
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Lim and Yazdanifard (2014) distinguish between three type change: technological,
structural, and task-and-people change. Similar to Buchanan (2005), Lim and Yazdanifard
(2014) make an inference from the literature review that the number of successful organizational
changes are low. According to them, the success or failure of an organizational change is related
to the outcomes of leadership, resistance to changes, and the organization’s commitment to
change Lim and Yazdanifard 2014).
Burke (2008) overviews the work by researchers and change management practitioners
and comes up with the following categories for types of organizational change: revolutionary
versus evolutionary change, discontinuous versus continuous change, episodic versus continuous
flow change, transformational versus transactional change, strategic versus operational, and total
system or localized option change. Burke (2008) also observes that organizational change is
often unplanned and happens gradually and continuously. Burke puts planned versus unplanned
change and evolutionary versus revolutionary change at the center of his organizational change
interpretation and modelling (Burke, 2001).
In addition to unplanned change and evolutionary versus revolutionary changes within
the

organizations,

environmental

turbulence,

and

the

interaction

of

environmental

competitiveness regarding size are highly significant predictors of different types of
organizational change. Change contains trends and opportunities. Poor organizational
performance brings pressure from investors for higher profits and market share; from customers for better quality and lower prices; and from workers - for higher incomes (Huber et al. 1993).
Therefore, organizational change is more likely when organizational performance declines than
when it remains constant (Huber at al., 1993).
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2. Predictors of Organizational Change
More broadly, Huber (1993) discusses five main predictors of change: characteristics of
the environment, performance, top manager, strategy, and structure. Turbulent, competitive,
complex, and sized organizational environments are more receptive to change; complexity
causes turbulence and turbulence triggers change; specialization of structure also increases the
likelihood of change; organizational change is less frequent in more centralized organizations
and in organizations characterized by greater standardization (Huber at al. 1993). Finally,
characteristics of the top managers related to their experience, tenure, internal locus of control,
tolerance for ambiguity, perceived discretion, and need for achievement may also be important
determinants of change in organizations (Huber at al., 1993).
As a natural result of population growth and increasing international connections,
economies are also growing. Competition between organizations is escalating. The technology is
changing with an accelerating speed and organizations are evolving tremendously, which in turn,
causes the need for organizational change to be indispensable (Suddaby and Foster, 2017).
Organizational change is a developing field because rapid technological developments, global
economic challenges, workforce shortages, and social values related to work-life balance are
emerging trends that organizations are now confronting. (Hameed at al., 2019).
Terms related to the field of organizational change research also evolve over time.
Organizational development is one of the forms of organizational change, which operates within
the context of planned activities. Organizational development intersects with all levels of an
organization that may be individual, group, inter-group, or inter-organizational. Its content may
be related to an organization’s mission and purpose, strategy, leadership, management behavior,
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and eventually cultural change. Its planned character does not change the reality that most of
works are unanticipated developments.
Friedlander and Brown (1977) defined organizational development as “[a] set of
humanistic, democratic, scientific, economic values in combination with a set of intervention
technologies, which are implemented through a set of collaborative relationships and processes
between the change agent and organization toward the objectives of greater personal and
organization exploration and growth” (pp. 53-54). Organizational development establishes a
foundation for organizational change that stresses the total system, provides clear steps of
actions, and identifiable phases of change. It underlines a set of humanistic values guiding the
overall processes (Burke, 2008:47). Organizational development is a way for facilitating change
and development in people, technology, and structure, which are the three components of
organizational development (Friedlander and Brown, 1977: 59, 85).
The open-systems theory is one of the underlying concepts of the theory of organizational
change theory. The open-systems theory denotes an input-throughput-output circle that is
predicated on the interactions with the environmental relations that are needed to complete the
circle (Bradford and Burke, 2005:10). The open-system theory describes the cyclical relation of
an organization with its environment. An organization lives in an environment from where it is
affected by an input-output cycle because the system is open (Katz and Kahn, 1966). It transfers
input (energy) from the environment, transforms the input into a product or service, and finally
returns the output into the external environment (Burke, 2008:54). A critical issue associated
with the open system is the natural process of entropy. After the production process,
organizations release less energy than they collect from their environment. Managers are
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required to constantly navigate this situation for organizational survival. The survival and
success of the organization rely on its harmony with the surrounding environment. Effective
adaptation to the environment requires determining a well-designed strategy, attaining essential
resources, and dealing with external threats (Yukl, 1994: 9).
The change process and the innovation process, however, have different stimuli,
particularly in the private and public sector environments. Innovations in the private sector
should be profitable, whereas innovations in the public sector should contribute to the public
good. Public sector innovations must be worthwhile and should not be driven primarily by
prizes, public assurance, or foundation support (Light, 1998: xv). Governmental agencies are
also required to navigate change within their external environments. Federal agencies in
particular are established to serve the American public through elected representatives such as
the President and Congress (Burke, 2008:16-17).
In seeking to understand organizational change, it is important to distinguish between the
process of change and the content of organizational change. The process question is “how” and is
concerned with implementation and application whereas the content asks the question “what”
and provides the vision and overall direction for the change (Burke, 2008:23).
Organizational change literature is rich and rather difficult to review because researchers
have applied different methods, measures, and other elements of research from a variety of
disciplines in their work. This caused pluralism in the field’s theory and created many
inconsistencies in how terms are used. A well-defined theory of organizational change as well as
the methods for its qualitative and quantitative analysis should still be refined (Poole et al. 2000).
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3. Theories and Models of Organizational Change
Nothing is a practical as a good theory, according to Lewin (1952). The field of
organizational change includes a range of theories that bring to the forefront of the analysis
different factors from leadership to organizational climate and employee participation (Nkana,
2020). These theories have a long intellectual history behind them. Demers (2007) describes
several major periods of change theories in the literature.
The first period begins after the World War II and emphasizes growth and adaptation.
The life cycle model of organizational change dominates organizational theory in the early
1970s. According to this model, the organization is a living organism. Change is progressive and
occurs as a natural evolution through a series of fundamental transitions that are entrepreneurial,
specialized, and decentralized phases (Demers, 2007:17).
Population ecology was modeled by biological phases in order to explain change
processes that became popular in late 1970s. The foundation of the new organization is the
starting point of the change model, a second phase (selection phase) is the competition process of
the organization. The last phase is the survival of the selected organization. Organizations that
fail to adapt to change will die. In this approach of population ecology, organizations are
presumed to be inertial systems that are bound by tightly coupled hierarchical forms. Change is
rare and difficult because of this inertia and that precipitates danger for an organizations ability
to survive (Demers, 2007: 27).
Unlike population ecology that has roots to biology, new institutionalism finds its roots in the
field of social sciences. Social processes such as coercion, mimetism, and normative pressures
cause organizational change. This approach sees organizations as flexible, loosely coupled, and
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non-rational symbolic formations. In order to attain legitimacy, organizations undertake gradual
change by adopting new institutionalized applications and norms in their organizational field
(Demers, 2007: 33).
Change efforts initially need to struggle against the pressure of both individual resistance
and group conformism. This is the unfreezing phase. Once a change process is experienced, a
refreezing phase requires stabilizing the change intervention through balancing driving and
detaining actors (Robbins, 1989: 527-529).
The configurational application approach replaced contingency theory as the leading
perspective in the literature on change in the 1980s. It synthesized radical change definitions and
tried to understand the dynamic of changes. General models of the approach apply the concept of
convergence that focuses on incremental change and reorientation that offers radical
transformation at the organization. Organizations are established on the elements that are tightly
interdependent and mutually supported (Demers, 2007: 47, 51). It is a common misbelief for
radical change that it occurs only if a survival threat against the organization is available.
Nevertheless, that outcome stems from the fact that motivation is a trigger of change (Senge,
1990:154-155).
The cognitive approach was popular from the1980s onward and is characterized by two
main lines of thinking. The first line of thinking was that the organization was independent from
being functionalist or interpretive and applied interest to the managers’ cognitive schemes.
Managers need to shift their mental framework in order to achieve radical change. The second
line of thinking of the cognitive approach was mostly supported by the interpretive authors
whereby the process of change was thought of as a social process of sense-making and sense-
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giving (Demers, 2007: 62-63).

Stakeholders’ sense making activities, specifically those

facilitating and mitigating the capabilities of key actors, were to be taken into account by the
organizational change and change management (Weick, 1995: in Mills, 2003:3)
Cultural aspects of organizational change intensively found a place in the change
literature in 1980s and were represented by two groups. The first view was asserted by the
functionalists who saw change process as a cultural change management. The organization was
described as a tribe that had shared assumptions, values, and norms. The change reached an
equilibrium when a radical change process eradicated the old culture and replaced it with a new
one. The interpretive group supported the second view that was called cultural dynamics. It
resembled the organization to a tribal body where patterns of thinking and behavior were shared.
Gradual and emergent change occurred through cultural patterns (Demers, 2007: 75, 77).
Since the beginning of the 1980s, scholars of change became interested in organizational
transformation and change management. Many of them were rational adaptation approaches
agree on pursuing modified targets that can alter organizations. The contingency theory and the
purposeful action theory represent this group of rational adaptation approaches, although they
follow different perspectives (Demers, 2007).
At the end of the 1980s, organizational learning and organizational innovation became
more popular terms (Demers, 2007). The shock of the oil crises in the 1970s, the great success of
Asian companies brings the reexamination of the classic American models, and market
liberalization shifted the interest of researchers towards organizational change, learning and
innovation that reduced costs and increased competitiveness (Demers, 2007). Researchers
increasingly discussed the managers’ and the other actors’ control over the change process.
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Organizational learning became a particularly popular term in 1990s. The behavioral
learning approach is based on experimentation (trial and error), transfer, and appropriation. It
combines behavioral learning and knowledge-development models to integrate organizational
and individual-level tacit and explicit knowledge. In the behavioral tradition, within behavioral
learning approaches, organizations are adaptive and learning systems. Whereas, in the cognitive
tradition, they are interpretative systems. In the former behavioral tradition, change is an
incremental routine-based change at the organizational level, which is combined with the
cognitive and behavioral change at the individual level. In the latter cognitive tradition, the
change process is a process of “unlearning and learning in the mental individual and collective
processes” (Demers, 2007: 122).
After the late 1990s, the evolutionary approach seeks to explain organizational change as
the result of a variation, selection, and retention process. This occurs at different hierarchical
nested levels, from the intra-organizational level to the inter-organization level (Baum 2001in
Demers, 2007: 135). The genealogical tradition within the evolutionary approach defines a
change combination and reproduction of routines that progressively produce incremental changes
that can be retained over time. The ecological tradition perceives the change as a process of
micro level variation and macro level selection and retention in the ecosystem of competing
entities (Demers, 2007: 137).
At the beginning of the new millennium, organizational change theories are said to have
encountered new challenges due to easier access to organizational information in the
communication age (Marshak 2004) and a broader understanding of the organizational culture
concept (Wallace 2003). The literature on organizational change focused on leadership and
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human resources. Market uncertainty could be overpowered and harnessed by strong leadership
and high-quality personnel (Ozsoy and Celik, 2016: 138). This research focused on the change
leader, participation, leadership, development programs, resistance to change and organizational
change concepts became more popular in the public sector (Ozsoy and Celik, 2016: 139).
The main assumption of the contingency theory that was based on the functionalist
tradition and was echoed in the new millennium change theories, was that the structural
components of an organization must be integrated with the aim of organizational survival
(Demers, 2007). Therefore, when a change occurs in any structural element, adaptive changes
are required in other elements of the organizational body in order to keep coherence and
harmony within the organization. The change process is reactive, deliberate, piecemeal, and the
strategy changes gradually. Equilibrium in the structure is established in the final phase of
change.
Resource-dependency supporters within this purposeful action approach define the
change process as a planned response to preserve autonomy against environmental constraints,
stretching from averting to obedience and manipulation. Strategic-choice approaches, another
view in the purposeful action approaches, define organizations as rational, structured systems
where change occurs in a proactive, deliberate, and gradual manner that depends on the strategic
fit of action with the environment (Demers, 2007:7).
The theory of organization, old institutionalism, behavioral theory of the firm, and
disjointed incrementalism is considered to be organic adaptation approaches to change. The
organic adaptation theories focus on the internal dynamics and are criticized for neglecting the
role of the environment. The perspective of the approach is the general model of change of
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whether the organization is functional or dysfunctional. Also, whether change is a gradual
process or whether it was an instant or acute occurrence must be considered (Demers, 2007: 1416).
The incremental political approach focuses on realization of change intentions in terms of
power, both overt and covert. The main writers of that approach, such as Hardy (1995), and
Quinn (1978), see the organization as a system of structured power relations. In that, they profess
that organizational change is a political activity of top management or that lower-level
employees drive a gradual, cumulative change process. Crozier and Friedberg (1977), Pettigrew
(1977) are also scholars of the political dynamics view. To them, the organization is a contextspecific system of collective action based on evolving power relations. Change is a continuous
process and competition has indeterminate outcomes (Demers, 2007: 94). Organizational politics
is one factor that a change manager must consider in a change process. The change agent must
develop an approach that assesses any change intervention that may threaten the existing power
balance in the organization, which is the reality of organizational politics (Robbins, 1989: 539).
Starting with the end of the 1990s, complexity theory became particularly popular in the
organizational change literature and focused the field on the understanding of dynamics of chaos
and of self-organization. Chaos theory and a complex adaptive system are the main theories
linked the complexity approach. Organizational changes in chaos theory are those where change
is a deterministic nonlinear dynamic systemic process that produces chaotic behavior. The
process is characterized by bifurcation between various innovative and routine paths. Small
changes may produce large effects. Small events may have an unexpected butterfly effect on the
organizational change and changes can occur rapidly (Gladwell, 2000:11). The complex-
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adaptive-systems theory defines the organization as a self-organized nondeterministic dynamic
system. Small changes at the micro level may produce unanticipated macro level changes due to
interaction effects. (Demers, 2007: 155-156).
Beer and Nohria’s (2000) Theory E and O looks at the organizational change in a very
different and unique way. Theory E develops an economic approach that seeks rapid
improvement in profitability as a result of change. Although, it often succeeds in the short term,
the cost of such short-term success may be the future vitality of the organization. Contrarily,
Theory O is a long-term strategy that places interest on improving the capabilities of an
organization (Luecke, 2003: 10-11) Theories E and O combined maximize the likelihood of a
successful change.
Organizational change models link the theory to practice and facilitate our ability to
categorize, improve understanding, interpret data about the organization, providing a common
language and guiding action for change (Burke. 2008). Organizational models are also valuable
in that they provide for a systemic method for mapping improvement processes. “An
organizational model is an abstract representation of an organization that is based on
accumulated research on how organizations function (Falletta, 1999). Such models can be used
as frameworks for gathering and interpreting information about an organization and may be
useful in identifying factors that need to be considered in diagnosing organizational ills (Howard,
1994 in Falletta 1999: 3). Therefore, models of organizational change, particularly graphically
represented ones, provide a template that can be used to diagnose organizational functions that
are adequate and functions that need improvement (Falletta, 1999).
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Leawitt’s (1965) organizational systems model includes four major components:
structure, technology, people, and task. These components are interconnected and
interdependent. If a change occurs to one of these components, it spreads to the other
components (Burke, 2008: 168-169). The model suggests that while interconnectedness in the
organization expands productivity, it also expands and complicates liability and accountability
throughout the organization.
Another model for explaining organizational change is Marvin Weisboard’s Six Box
Model that includes six components in its graphical representation: purposes, relationships,
leadership, helpful mechanisms, rewards, and structures. These are depicted to be interacting
with the environment. Six boxes are used to evaluate the effectiveness of organizations. This is
useful to determine which organizational components are the most important and where
organizational challenges might be present (Weisboard, 1976).
Similar to the Weisbord model, the Nadler-Tushman Congruence model is based on the
assumption that organizations interact with their environment as a result of being an open
system. The model starts with inputs, which are converted into throughput through the operating
the transformation process, and which eventually produce outputs (Burke, 2008). They define
congruence as “the degree to which the needs, demands, goals, objectives, and /or structures of
one construct of the model are consistent with the needs, demands, goals, objectives, and/or
structures of another construct of the model (Nadler and Tushman, 1980: 45)” In this process of
transformation and creating congruence, Nadler and Tushman (1980) ascribe a key role to
leadership.
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According to Kotter (1996), leading change involves an eight-stage process. It includes
the work of a leader to create a sense of urgency, create a guiding coalition, develop a vision and
strategy, communicate the change vision, empower employees to action, create consolidating
quick gains, then build on the change, and anchor new approaches in the culture (Burke, 2008,
Kotter 1996).
Tichy’s (1983) Technological, Political, and Cultural (TPC) framework of organizational
change is composed of nine elements or levers. TPC incorporates inputs (Environment, history,
and resources), throughputs, and outputs (Performance-impact on people) that is coherent with
the open systems standpoint. Major variables are identified that are crucial for the change
managing procedure. Those variables identified in the model including mission and strategy,
tasks, prescribed networks, people, organizational processes, and emergent networks. The TPC
mechanism allows the change agent to make sense of what to contemplate and how to think
through the application of tremendous change activities in the organizations (Burke. 2008: 177179).
Another popular change model ADKAR model, which is created by Jeff Hiatt, the
founder of Prosci, a private firm that operates in the organizational change management domain
since 1994. ADKAR is an acronym for Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability and
Reinforcement. This model focuses on understanding change in organizations through the
dynamics of change at the individual level (Prosci Inc., 2021). It suggests that a successful
organizational change is possible when the individual is changed. Change is offered
simultaneously in organizational and individual level.
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Galbreith’s (2011) Star Model of organizational change includes five elements: structure,
strategy, processes, people practice, and rewards, which are interdependent to each other. It is
somewhat similar to the Leawitt’s (1965) and Weisboard (1976) models, and it provides a more
detailed understanding to the leadership decision-making in explaining organizational change.
Strategy is important in this model and the duty of leadership is to keep the elements of the star
aligned in order to achieve the organizational change.

4. Burke-Litwin Model of Organizational Change
The Burke-Litwin model of organizational change represents a framework for
understanding how change arises and how it flows through the organization. Originally, a
framework for analyzing organizational change was proposed by Litwin and Stringer (1968) and
Litwin and Tagiuri (1968). In their seminal publication - Burke & Litwin, ‘A Causal Model of
Organisation Performance and Change’, Journal of Management, Vol 18, No 3 (1992), pp 523–
545. – Burke and Litwin further developed Litwin’s original model relying on the open systems
theory in their conceptualization of organizational change.2
The goal of the Burke-Litwin Model is to provide a framework that can explain the open
system theory (OST) in action and provide a way of thinking about planned change (Burke,

2 Warner Burke has been a leading scientist in the domain of organizational development for
over sixty years. He has not only contributed to the literature with more than twenty books and
hundreds of articles but has also engaged as a consultant and practitioner of organizational
change process design in academic, public, and private sector organizations. (Church and
Pasmore, 2020). Surprisingly, despite his huge attribution to the literature, it is hard to find
information about George Litwin. He gained his PhD from Harvard University and defined his
last occupation Organizational Psychologist at The Ever-Changing Organization (LinkedIn,
2021)
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2008: 201). Using the open system theoretical approach of thinking makes the Burke-Litwin
model similar to other models of organizational change. However, Burke-Litwin model is
distinct because it has three main phases that create and shape organizational change. The first is
the input phase that largely includes an understanding of the external environment that sets the
change in motion. The second phase is the throughput stage or the transformation process.
Finally, the third phase is the output of organizational change that manifests as performance
(Burke. 2008). Like many other theories of organizational change, the Burke-Litwin Model
originated in private sector applications but is attracting more attention within the public sector
(Johnson, 2004).
Similar to the other change models, the Burke-Litwin model relies on the open system
thinking and input-throughput-output mechanisms. The distinctive feature of the Burke-Litwin
model is that it originates from practice. The components of the model originate in George
Litwin’s experiences and studies of organizational climate in British Airways in the 1960s (see
Figure 1). Burke-Litwin model emphasizes the intensive influence of the external environment
over the internal elements of the changing organization. Additionally, the elements of the model
are integrated, and feedback is available from organizational performance toward the external
environment (Rudolf-Andersen, 1996:17). This framework for analyzing organizational change
is both descriptive and prescriptive. Transformational or discontinuous change process is best
described by the model, but transactional or continuous change can be accommodated as well
(Burke, 2008).
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Figure 2: Burke-Litwin model of organizational performance and change. Source: Burke W. and
Litwin G., 1992)
In the model chart (Figure 2), arrows linking the boxes have two directions to show the
feedback relation between the environment and the output. These arrows also refer to the open
system principle with multiple effects. If a change occurs in a part of the model, it eventually
spills over to the other parts (Burke 2008).
The Burke-Litwin model combines the transformational aspects of the change in the
upper part of the graph and the transactional aspects of change in the lower part of the graph. The
boxes of the upper half focus on the external environment, mission, strategy, leadership, and
culture. These are within the domain of transformational factors. In other words, the transactional
lower part reflects management practices, and the transformational upper part is focused on
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leadership (Falletta, 1999:16). The remainder are understood to be transactional factors. Another
characteristic of the model is the upper part that pertains to leadership, whereas the bottom part
mostly pertains to management (Burke 2008). Transactional change needs managers who seek
improvement in the organization. Transformational change needs leaders who have to integrate
their mission as change-makers with the organizational mission (Burke 2008).
The external environmental is considered to be the force behind the variables outside the
organization that influence organizational performance. Those variables can include such forces
as customer behavior or satisfaction, marketplace conditions, political circumstances,
governmental regulations, and even the world economy (Burke 2008). The external environment
immediately affects the top decision makers of the organization, such as leaders or senior
executives. Top decision makers determine the mission and the strategy or at least are capable of
changing variables such as mission, strategy, leadership, and culture. In other words,
transformational factors offer the most immediate and direct response to the external
environmental developments (Burke 2008). Rapid changes in the organizational environment
demand flexible and responsive organizational structures and processes making traditional
bureaucratic bodies insufficient (Bennis, 1966 and Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967 in Friedlander and
Brown, 1977).
Mission, strategy, and vision are related terms but have different places in the
organizational change environment. Mission is concerned with the organization’s primary goals.
Strategy deals with the method of accomplishing the mission. Vision is mostly a leadership issue
and places attention on a desired state. Mission differs from vision as it is rather related with the
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organizational purpose and at the same time, solidly grounded in the present state of the
organization (Burke. 2008).
Structure refers to the design of an organization that encompasses organizational
functions and units. Structure denotes stages of charge, decision making authority, and lines of
communication (Burke 2008). Burke and Litwin are not sure about the outcomes of structural
change and their standing point is such that structural change may or may not affect the process
of change depending on the location or place of change (Burke and Litwin 1992).
Many scholars stress the role of leadership and the Burke-Litwin model is not an
exception. However, external factors often trigger change in an organization, primarily at the
leadership level, to implement the required change at the organization (Majewska-Button, 2010).
The managers’ every day work is to complete the organization’s strategy through management
practices and technology, information systems, and other means that facilitate management of an
organization. Managers and technology are placed within the realm of systems and policies.
According to Litwin (1978), organizational climate is a set of psychological priorities of a
given work environment that are based on the collective perceptions of the people in that
environment. Litwin at al. (1978) claims that a positive correlation between the quality of the
work unit climate and organizational performance exists. Burke and Litwin (1992) separate
climate from the culture as climate pertains to the organization members’ perceptions whereas
culture is defined through beliefs and values (527).
The Burke-Litwin model has Swearingen (2019) offers the ship-of-change model that
examines organizational elements in the process of change by using proven models and
specifically the Burke Litwin model. In the ship-of-change model, communication is
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demonstrated to be a viable central element that can be used in the model to diagnose the change
system (Swearingen, 2019:81)
Martins and Coetze (2009) applied the Burke-Litwin Model as a diagnostic tool to assess
organizational effectiveness. They assert the Burke-Litwin Model’s strengths in explaining
linkages, demonstrating the cause-and-effect relations between the internal and external
environments, and dealing separately with the transactional and transformational actors who play
roles within the organizational behavior and change. Finding the complexity of the model as a
source of “intricacy” of organizational phenomena models like Burke-Litwin supply
organizational researchers with a “taxonomy” of key organizational dimensions, which is useful
for understanding and collecting relevant data for the analysis of specific organizational changes.
(Bejinariu at al 2017, Martins and Coetze 2009).
Stone (2015:42) evaluated the reliability and validity of the Burke-Litwin Organizational
Assessment Survey (BLOAS) composed by the 90 Likert-type questions, 11 open-ended
questions by “making a systematic review of literature spanning from 1985 through 2013
revealed four dissertations and one journal article, indicating reliability measures of the
BLOAS”. His findings suggest strong validity of the model elements and processes of change.
He also finds strong consistent internal reliability in the eleven elements of the model. However,
the reliability measures within the external environment have low internal consistency (Stone,
2015:44), he offers further research for reliability issues regarding the environmental factor but
objects removal of the external environment factor because of the concern that may disengage
the BLOAS from its “theoretical roots in the Burke-Litwin Model”. Stone at al. (2018:91)
compared two surveys that are applied in 2011 and 2014, respectively; found that management
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practices factor is increasing and thinks that is related with “Burke-Litwin Organizational
Assessment Survey due to the leadership development and supervisor training provided by
members of the subject organization”.
Anderson-Rudolf (1996) examined the usefulness of the Burke-Litwin model as a
conceptual and predictive framework for fundamental organizational change and found that
leadership and culture had a greater influence on organizational change compared with the other
elements of the model. The analyses provided by this study in conjunction with other studies
using the model provides ample evidence of the usefulness of the Burke-Litwin model (1996:89)
in explaining organizational change.
Similar to the other organizational change applications, the Burke-Litwin Model is used
more in the private sector, but public sector researchers are also increasingly interesting in
utilizing the model specifically at the local level. Brown (2015) used the model to analyze the
three-year implementation period of the Schoolwide Positive Behavior Intervention Support
program in rural K-8 schools to assess how the program implementation was influences by
transactional and transformational factors in a school organization.
Cook (2015) investigated how a small junior college fully transformed into a
baccalaureate institution with a specific concentration of transformational leadership by using the
Burke-Litwin model of organizational change as the theoretical framework. Cooper (2015)
examined shared services models that have been implemented in the context of enrollment
management divisions in 121 higher education institutions by using the model as a conceptual
framework. Smith (2011) examined the restructuring process of the College of Education at
Western University following mandated department eliminations using the Burke-Litwin model.
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Bouska (2015) noted that the Burke-Litwin model could serve as a unified conceptual model for
understanding performance management in government. Although, studies of change in
governmental organizations using the Burke-Litwin model have been conducted outside of the
U.S., the Burke-Litwin Model has not yet been applied and sufficiently examined in the context
of organizational change in the U.S. federal or state-level public sector organizations.

5. Research Questions
The first research question for understanding organizational change is related to the most
important actors and factors in triggering a policy change at USAID after 9/11. Recognizing the
importance of the external environment in the operation of USAID and the role of American
foreign policy in setting the national strategy for working with other countries we expect that the
American foreign policy set and aired by the Department of State will be the most active and
effective agent of organizational policy change at USAID beside the White House (Hypothesis
1).
The second research question will examine USAID environment to understand what
environmental actors are the most influential in the change process. Though USAID leadership
can be expected to be restricted in changes of the policy of the organization it is still expected to
be most effective and important in shaping the organization internally during and after the policy
change unless it attracts the interests of stronger actors (Hypothesis 2).
The third research question focuses on understanding what feedback mechanisms that
USAID used in the change process and on understanding the outcomes of the change process.
The hypotheses relating to this research question are that USAID uses feedback from the external
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environment and guidance from its leadership to effect change and that such organizational
change makes USAID more relevant actor in the US federal administrative system (Hypothesis
3). At the same time, since policy change and organizational change depend on the external
environment, the attention of external environmental actors reduces the autonomy of USAID in
the change system, relative to the level of its autonomy before the change (Hypothesis 4).
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY
1. Study Design
The goals of qualitative research involve generating a better understanding, description,
discovery of meaning, and formulation of hypotheses. Conversely, quantitative research focuses
on the methods of prediction, control, confirmation, and hypothesis testing. Qualitative sampling
is generally small, nonrandom, purposeful, and theoretical. Data collection often includes
interviews, observation, and documents, where the researcher is the primary instrument of the
research (Merriam, 2009: 18).
An interpretative qualitative study focuses on meaning, understanding, and process, and these
activities are possible through the use of interviews, observations, and documents, or available
primary or secondary data. Conducting basic qualitative research is the preferred methodology to
elicit the nuances of how people interpret their experiences, construct their worlds, and their
perception of their experiences (Merriam, 2009:23). It naturally uses a purposeful sample and
analyzes the data inductively and comparatively. Findings are richly described and categorization
or theme-using in presentation is common (Merriam, 2009:38). Despite the diversity of
qualitative research methods, Merriam (2009:38) categorizes six common types of qualitative
research: (a) qualitative case study, (b) phenomenology, (c) critical qualitative research, (d)
narrative analyses, (e) ethnography, and (f) grounded theory. This study uses the qualitative case
study approach with elements of the narrative analysis and grounded theory, based on the
analysis of the participants interviews.
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The nature of USAID makes direct data collection difficult from the field personnel due to
the widespread distribution of missions throughout the world. Moreover, according to the current
data, personnel turnover rates are high. Organizational change and innovation are mostly
headquarter-level activities that are performed by the staff with leadership and managerial
authority. The study relies on the expert sampling. Expert sampling involves drawing samples
from the professionals who are known or who demonstrate experience and expertise in the area
of study (Trochim, 2008: 49). Focusing on specialists and professional administrators who are
well-informed about the organizational change processes that USAID went through, interviews
of these specialists and administrators are used to elicit reliable data for the research. Data
gathering was in the form of semi-structured interviews. The logic of the saturation (Charmaz
2006: 114) postulates that the number of interviewees increases until the data obtained from the
interviews reaches a satisfactory level.
One topic regarding the change and innovation theories is their analysis of targets and a
persistent demand for studying their implications for the practice of organizational change and
innovation theories (Poole, 2004:5). Differences between academicians and professionals are
thought of as a bias that affects the reliability of research. To diminish that risk of bias, the
interviewees were selected from USAID and DoS employees as the implementers of change and
from GAO experts and academics as observers of change. The pool of interviewees consisted of
twelve professionals from DoS and USAID as well as five academic and reporting experts from
GAO. The former are the implementers, and the latter are the observers.
The first sampling group is the twelve USAID and DoS professionals who are
knowledgeable about the recent two decades of the organization’s history. The result of the
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interviews of this group reflected their insightful views of the organization. The second sampling
group consists of specialists who have academic backgrounds and are well-informed about
USAID. They gave substantial data with regards to the outsiders’ view of the changes and
innovations implemented in the organization. The sampling grouping has comparative intentions
to increase the reliability of research.
Aside from the personal interviews, another data source was open resources and
institutional records supplied by USAID. The USAID facilitates academic research by providing
institutional records on its website and by email to the interested researchers. The statistics,
reports, feedback, and other data that could support or deny the hypothesis were used to explain
the change mechanism at USAID.
Not all individuals may qualify as interviewees for the study. Failing to satisfy the
requirement of knowing enough about the change process may compromise research validity.
Professionals may not only have no sufficient knowledge about the change due to concentrating
on a special segment of their organizational structure or duty, but they may also be reluctant to
share their views. This risk has already been acknowledged in previous research and for
participants who have worked on USAID issues, especially using political approaches, as stated
by participant Academia1 in the interview. Fear of retaliation or loss of confidentiality may
compromise their responsiveness.
Academic participants were selected based on their professional expertise in studying and
observing USAID and development aid foundations. Academics are assumed to have deep
knowledge of the organization. Comparing the views of individuals who engaged in the work
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with USAID with the views of academics was intended to increase the validity of research
findings.
The primary data source includes interviews with experts who were in charge during the
enormous organizational change process that was suddenly triggered by the 9/11 event. The
entire bureaucratic system of the U.S. and the experts observed the change that occurred. Change
outcomes were reflected in the statistics and official records (included and discussed in Chapter
5). Information that could not be ascertained from statistics and official records is that which
cannot be generalized. The emotions, unrecorded experiences, thoughts, the relations between
organizational cultures and institutions are not evident in the statistical data.
The semi-structured interview questions were based on the Burke-Litwin model of
organizational change. Like the model, the first part of the interview explores the environment of
the organization and is expected to shed light on the inputs into the change process. The second
part of the interview deals with the changes themselves. Finally, the last part of the interview is
intended to understand the feedback of the organization to the actors involved in the system as
we result of the organizational change. Follow-up questions were asked to probe the background
of the interviewees particularly about the organization before the 9/11 event.
The organizational policy of publishing records online was beneficial to this research as it
supplied valuable information that was used in establishing the reliability of the findings gained
from the interviews. Although the lack of literature regarding public administration issues was a
challenge, the rich literature that connects USAID with development studies and international
relations studies was particularly useful in this study.
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2. Sampling and Participant Protection
Grounded theory requires that the interviews produce a sufficient mass of ideas to be used in
building a theoretical understanding of a phenomenon. Purposeful expert sampling is applied in
this study to select interviewees who are experts with experience in and deep knowledge of the
change process and characteristics of the USAID.
Seventeen interviewees were categorized into two groups. The first group was the
implementers and included current and former USAID employees and the DoS (Department of
State) workers who were engaged in implementing change. They were also directly affected by
the change. The second group was the observers and included GAO (Government Accountability
Office) experts and academicians. Three of the former USAID workers currently work at
universities, but their experiences as USAID employees made up the content of their interviews.
They were placed in the USAID implementer group. USAID9 was a university professor during
the interview but was moved to the USAID group after the interviews, due to her profound
experience at the USAID that made her an expert implementer. USAID1 and USAID8 were also
currently teaching development at the universities. USAID-1, 8, and 3 were high-level USAID
administrators but are now retired. The remaining USAID workers are current mid-level experts.
The interviewees from DoS are diplomats who deal with foreign assistance on behalf of the State
Department. Academia1 and Academia2 are current professors who teach and study foreign aid
at universities but do not have USAID employment background, which makes them different
from USAID1, USAID8, and USAID9.
All participants, except five, contributed academic publications that were used and cited in
this study. All participants, except one, were over forty years old, which indicates the
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participants are well experienced. Five participants were female. All USAID-related employees
were in charge when the 9/11 event happened, except two who left the organization just before
the event. The two participants, however, continued to deal with USAID issues until the present.
Fourteen interviewees declared their thoughts through face-to-face interviews. Three were
interviewed by phone due to geographic distance limitations. Live interviews took place in the
DoS, USAID, GAO buildings, and offices of the academicians at their universities. One of the
retired USAID officials invited the researcher into her house. Face-to-face interviews were
conducted in Washington DC, Texas, and Maryland. The interviewees who participated by
telephone were in Canada, DC, and Minnesota.
To conduct the study, I first obtained an Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from the
University of Texas at Dallas. Most of the interviewees preferred to remain anonymous. Per their
requests, names were coded and then numbered as USAID, Academia, GAO, and DoS. These
code names are related to their jobs. Before the interviews, the participants were informed about
the UT Dallas IRB process and supplied with the IRB consent document. I verbally guaranteed
and informed the participants about the interviewee protection process. Participants were
informed that they can leave the interview at any time. The interviews were transcribed, and their
names were changed with the codes mentioned previously.
The main difficulty at the stage of participant interviews was to get a response from them.
The Head of USAID during the Bush administration, Mr. Natsios, and the Afghanistan-Pakistan
Office of USAID helped me address this issue. Hence, they deserve special acknowledgement
and commendation for accommodating this research request.

58

To select individuals who would be knowledgeable about USAID and changes that happened
in the Agency after the 9/11 event, I compiled a list of potential interviewees and sent out more
than two hundred emails to request participation in the survey. I contacted several of them over
the phone with the help of the previous interviewees (using the snowballing sampling approach).
State employees who worked at USAID and academics who conducted research on the topic
made up the research population. I determined the research population by using two methods.
The first group was the experts who developed the literature on USAID. These experts included
GAO workers and university professionals. The second group was drawn from the organizational
schema of the USAID and the Department of State (DoS). In total, twenty individuals accepted
the invitation to be interviewed, suggesting a response rate of less than ten percent. Finally,
seventeen of them participated and made up the research sample. During the interviews,
depending on the position and the knowledge of an interviewee, I asked a few additional
questions to gain rich and insightful data. The interviews ranged from 25 to 67 minutes.

3. Survey Instrument
A list of research questions was compiled for the interviewees to answer and collect data for
understanding the change process. The questions were informed by the Burke-Litwin model of
organizational change. The interviewees answered questions depending on their backgrounds.
Some interviewees did not have sufficient knowledge of a particular question. For example, if an
interviewee had no experience on field missions or had more information regarding a specific
period, the questions they were asked would be those that they could provide the most
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information on. The primary question categories included environment, change process, and
feedback.
Environment
1. Who or which factors are effective in triggering a change process in the USAID’s
environment and to what extent are they effective? For example, the President, world
politics, stakeholders of the federal administration, etc.?
2. Could you make a comparison between the effects of the collapse of Communism and the
effects of the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the USAID organization both strategically and
structurally? (The world politics effect)
3. Could you assess the authority and autonomy of the USAID decision makers in the
change process? (The leadership effect)
4. Could you assess the role of domestic factors, such as the Congress, the American foreign
policy actors, domestic public opinion etc. on the change process? (The popular effect)
5. Could you assess the role of general trends in the change process, such as developments
and changes in management practices and general reform activities stemming from the
federal government? (The administrative effect)
6. Could you identify and discuss the threats for the survival of USAID?

Change Process
1. In your view, how well does USAID react to the threats and opportunities?
2. Is there a continuous change mechanism in the organization and if so, how does it work?
3. Who and what factors influence the vision, mission, and strategy of the organization?
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4. What characteristics of the organization reflect the change process, such as, for example,
a structural change?
5. How are the field missions affected by the change process?
6. Is there a common organizational culture and climate regarding both headquarters and
field missions, specifically the temporary employees and foreign country citizens
employed in the field missions? Could you please expand your answer depending on the
answers Yes, or No?

Feedback
1. How does the feedback system work in the change process and how does it affect the
environmental factors that are mentioned in your first answer?
2. What is the contribution of this feedback system to the general change process and what
are its implications for the survival of USAID?

4. Approach to Data Analysis
The recorded interviews were transcribed and read three times. Microsoft Office transcribing
software supplied by UT Dallas was used in transcribing some of the audio recordings. To avoid
missing data, field notes were organized in a separate sheet. Qualitative data were analyzed using
open coding, axial coding, and selective coding. During the open coding, I searched for certain
keywords that revealed the systematic repeats and diversion of the concepts from the interview
transcriptions. The second phase is axial coding, and finally selective coding. The results were
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expected to establish the connection between the theory and findings which I aimed to address
using the Burke-Litwin Model.
Chapter 5 presents the selective codes. The chapter is composed of three subsections
based on the research questions. The first section is about the environmental actors and factors
that triggered change/s in the USAID. The coding process ended up with three themes in this
first section. The Congress, the White House, and the Department of State are selected under
Theme 1- Main Actors. Although the leadership of the organization was also one of the codes of
the first section, it was placed in the second section due to its strict relation with the second
question and hypothesis.
Theme 2 involved secondary actors derived from the codes such as NGOs, Department of
Defense, Contractors, and host countries. These actors are indirectly affected by the changes that
occurred in the organization. The last theme is based on the factors that forced a change in the
organization and selected from the codes: 9/11 event, American foreign policy priorities,
American public opinion, political streams of the American governmental bodies, and similar
other codes.
The second section of Chapter 5 is about the change itself. The leadership of the USAID,
structural changes, change in strategy and mission, personnel policy (management practices), and
the others composed the selective codes in this section. These are selected from dozens of open
codes such as failed states in strategy, conflict and mitigation office in structure, and or career
track system in management practices.
Finally, the last section of the chapter is organized under three themes: (1) internal
feedback system, (2) external feedback system, and (3) outcome. The internal feedback system
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refers to the feedback that occurs within the organization, whereas the external feedback system
is the relation of the organization with external actors. Each section discusses the answers to the
research questions.
The Burke-Litwin Model is typically applied in the analysis of change in private sector
companies. Burke and Litwin (1992) asserted that the model profoundly benefited from previous
models and reflected the findings that emerged from the case study companies. The subject of
this research is a public agency and naturally differs from the private sector analyses. As the
proponents of the model stated (Burke and Litwin,1992), the model is to be adapted rather than
copied. They also posited that continuous research should be conducted to test the theory behind
the model. In this study, I preserved the integrity of the model as much as possible.
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
In any change process, simultaneously changing variables within an organization,
environmental changes at different levels, and recurrent resistance to change that often stems
from human factors systems makes it very hard to predict and almost impossible to control all of
the moving parts (Burke and Litwin, 1992). Nevertheless, creating a “most likely model” is
possible with the help of the change literature. To develop such a model, it is important to have
sufficient data on the functions of the organization and on the deliberate changes in the
organization (Burke and Litwin, 1992: 523).
The Burke-Litwin Model is developed from practice rather than theory and research.
According to the authors of the model: “This seemed to have worked; I wonder if the literature
supports our action” (Burke and Litwin, 1992: 524). Models offer little more than a description
or depiction of change. The Burke-Litwin model evolves from the consulting experience with
British Airways, which was a private sector environment. In contrast, USAID is a federal agency
that must comply with public sector organizational rules and regulations while also managing
relations with the private sector.
Burke and Litwin (1992) highlight that their model offers an advantage over other models
of change because it recognizes a crucial role of the external environment in the change process.
In an open system, which is the primary assumption of the model, Burke and Litwin (1992)
attempt to provide a causal framework to explain the role of each element in a successful change;
they also recognize a key role to the interaction of different factors in the change process. Burke
and Litwin (1992) also criticize other models for neglecting critical dimensions of a given
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change such as the external environment, performance, and organizational culture. However, the
authors accept the fact that if an organization is large, models will not cover all dimensions of the
change and none of the models will attempt to contain coherence, complexity, and predictability.
After reviewing Burke and Litwin’s (1992) comments regarding their causal model, one
can infer that there is no model that would be applicable to all organizations and cases; instead, a
model works better if it is adapted to an organization. Since the Burk-Litwin model was based on
the findings from British Airways, a different organization may necessitate different modeling.
Analyzing organizational changes in USAID after 9/11 attacks will involve an examination of
three research questions, while also keeping in mind that the Burke-Litwin model is used as a
guiding tool rather than as a template.

1. Research Question 1: Role of the Environment
Theme 1: Major Actors
In the first section of the interviews, interviewees were asked to identify environmental
actors who play a crucial or significant role in the organizational change that occurred at USAID
after 9/11 and describe how they affected the change that took place. The interviewees came to a
consensus in identifying primary actors who played a vital role in initiating change at USAID.
Aside from the officials at USAID, the White House, the Department of State, and the Congress
directly and indirectly started or caused changes in the organization. Academia2 summarized the
actors as:
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The key actors for USAID that can trigger change are in USAID. I think one is the
management within USAID itself. The administrator and the deputy administrator, that's
one. The second group, which is more powerful, State Department. … The second group
of people that can change the USAID is the State Department and to some extent the
White House and others. If they are interested. Obviously, the White House can change it
a lot if they are interested. Often, they are not all that interested in USAID, so they leave
it to the State Department. And the third group that can have a big impact on USAID is
Congress, because Congress controls the budget for USAID. And through the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, amended many times, Congress has put many restrictions and
directives on USAID telling them where to spend the money. How did they organize?
Which offices reports to who? And frankly, the legislation has become a bit of a mess.
But Congress has a lot to say about what USAID says, so those are the three key sets of
actors, internal, other executive branch actors. And then Congress.

Despite having the same view as to who the primary actors in the USAID Organizational
change are, the interviewees had varied opinions of the extent to which these actors affected
change. ACADEMIA1 noted that the White House seemed to be rather uninvolved in the change
process. ACADEMIA1, however, explained that the White House has the power to appoint
people who may be contributors to the change within the organization. It was further explained
that the President has the jurisdiction to appoint administrators, and most of the people being
‘picked’ in the past were known and were connected to the President. Unsurprisingly, the
USAID Administrators generally reflect the views of the elected government officials regarding
USAID. He added that the president “put a person in place that will do what he wants”. USAID
Administrators were appointed not only because they are qualified but also because they can
implement the President’s agenda. He added that “as being appointed and selected by the
President, the USAID Administrator not surprisingly is the agent, who is expected to perform
White House’s priorities.” Of course, the President is “too busy” to be involved and to interfere
in the processes within the organization as long as no problem and conflicts arise. However, the
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White House is a major player in USAID. USAID must consider and cooperate with the
Department of State when implementing projects both in the fields or in the headquarters. Just
as the USAID administrators, the Secretary of State is also appointed by the President. With this,
the White House expects that both organizations would reflect the President’s priorities in
crafting and implementing programs and projects. It is important to note, on the contrary, that
both USAID and the Department of State have control over their organizations, and both have
different cultures and agendas. Hence, the tension between the two agencies happens
occasionally. This, however, resulted in coordination mechanisms that will be discussed in the
third section.
The level of influence of the actors involved changes depending on the development and
the result of the initiated change especially when legal appropriations were involved. Academia2
states:
By this time in 2001, USAID had lost its independence and the administrator to USAID,
reported to the Secretary of State. That was not true until sometime in the 1990s …. “in
the 1980s the administrator of USAID reported in theory directly to the President, but
there was legislation in the 1990s that made the reporting requirement to the Secretary of
State.” He also pointed out that USAID is not part of the State Department but the
administrator answers to the Secretary of State.”

GAO3 explained that: “the relationship between Aid and State has changed. Where State has, I
think, attempted to blend AID closer to State’s policies, procedures, and approach. So, I think
there is an influence that permeates some of AID’s activities.
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The respondents also noted that the organization’s budget change in 2006 was a
manifestation of the increasing influence of the Department of State over USAID. Funding is not
the only thing that is being influenced by the Department of State. It also affects the field
activities of USAID through the ambassadors delegated in different countries. USAID7 stated
that “the ambassador in a country is the boss of all Americans who are there.” After the 9/11
event, in war zones such as Iraq and Afghanistan, some rules and processes were introduced and
followed. USAID7 also pointed out, “it is a little bit different, sometimes when there's a large
military presence that in the military also answers their generals. But definitely, the ambassador,
who is a State Department official, is the boss of USAID.”
Another main actor is the Congress. The relations of USAID to Congress, however, are
different from that of the Department of State. Unlike the State Department and the White
House, Congress does not draft US foreign policy. Nevertheless, Congress is a government
branch that needs to be consulted when planning and implementing programs and projects.
USAID1 reported that “Congress has to approve everything we do… there were four
committees. … Senate foreign relations committee, in the House international affairs committee.
… Senate committee on foreign operations, which controls the budget have AID, and … a house
for an operations committee.” These committees oversee AID, and they approve the budget and
programs of the Organization. They have the jurisdiction to stop any project or program of
USAID. USAID1 pointed out the importance of Congress’ attitude over the USAID projects:
“The Congress, of course, can be very influential because they sent signals, which are very
powerful in terms of how money is provided or not provided as the case may be.”
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Earmarks is another intervention Congress has used to reshape organizational processes
at USAID. Congress sets aside a portion of the allocated budget of AID for a particular purpose.
This method is also not favored by USAID employees. USAID3 acknowledged that:
“Unfortunately, sometimes Congress they have what they call earmarking. In an
authorization bill debate, some senator can put in an earmark, saying 100 million dollars
has to be spent on refurbishing a road in Peru. Probably because one of his constituents
owns a company that is doing work on building roads. We had the earmarks all the time.
So, you know you can say you know and usually isn't OK. We have worked with the
government of Peru and frankly building that road that you put in our bill isn't making
sense. 'cause there's nothing to do on either side. But “No General, so I didn't know that.
You know, my constituents told me it was important. Well, you know you can. You can.”
Occasionally we have to eat those very silly things, and it's usually our response to an
earmark.”
The USAID employees value their relationship with the members of Congress. However,
the personalities of some of the Congressmen cloud this relationship. It can be said then that
USAID establishes good rapport with Congressmen who support the ideals of USAID. USAID3
notes that “Congress, of course, is the biggest enemy and the biggest ally. They control the purse
strings. …there's always going to be people in Congress who don't want it…I ran the program in
Nicaragua right after the Big War, …and Senator Helms from North Carolina. You should call
me up every day. And tell me I was doing terrible job he's gonna fire me … so go ahead.”
People who are interested in foreign aid issues would remember Senator Helms due to his
attempts to merge USAID and the Department of State. USAID3 emphasized the common
behavior of a member of Congress, “but still the average member of Congress likes the fact that
we're engaged overseas. As long as you've got good relations with Congress you can get rid of
all the obstacles.”
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The USAID values and protects its good relationship with Congress. This is mainly
because most of the serious attacks against the organization before the 9/11 event were from
Congress. Issues thrown at USAID include questions about hiring too much personnel and issues
of transparency as to where they allocate their budget. World politics, however, resulted in the
realignment of the budget. During the petroleum crisis in the 1970s, USAID faced yet another
challenge. Some in Congress began to criticize USAID for ‘having too many people in
Washington’, a situation remedied by transferring agency personnel to other US state institutions
(Mustard 2003a:42; 2003b; in Essex, 2008: 236). USAID, nevertheless, continued asserting
influence, indirectly or directly, over other development experts. This, however, resulted in more
challenges to the USAID’s mission and political identity and its position in the development
efforts in US foreign aid policy at all, rather than being ordinary bureaucratic weight-shifting
(Essex, 2008)”. According to USAID9, USAID criticisms are in fact a reflection of the public
opinion of Congress:
Public opinion and congressional concern about whether there were a role for AID go
way back. So, it's not just in that immediate period over the 50 plus years of AID, there
have been times when people have said, “Why do we need this?” It is either, you know,
“We need the money here at home” or, “It's not working, so I wouldn't say that this is just
around that period.” And if you have seen the budgets of foreign assistance spending,
they go up, then they go down and they reflect a lot of different things.
Negative attitude toward foreign aid combined with economic difficulties, significant
political changes, and problems faced by the organization members became a threat against the
survival of USAID. USAID9 disclosed his observation: “… in the Clinton administration there
was an intense push to consolidate, was part of should've government restructuring… There was

70

a senator named Jesse Helms who wanted to see AID go away and there was a lot of pressure to
maybe put them all into the State Department.”
Theme 2: Secondary Actors
Another group of individuals who indirectly caused changes in the organization is the
secondary actors. They have inexplicably affected the views of the decision-making body of
USAID. Interaction between USAID and secondary actors may occur in two directions. The first
is by trying to influence directly or indirectly the decisions of USAID, such as the actors who are
benefiting from the projects of the USAID that is NGOs and contractors. Another way is that the
secondary actors do not intend to be a part of the change process, but the USAID administration
feels the necessity to consider them in coming up with accurate decisions.
The “militarization of aid”, a concept propagated by the Department of Defense, was
taken as an important factor in the organizational change by the decision-making body. Unlike
the Department of State, the Department of Defense did not show interest in organizational
changes. The Department is an ally in addressing the needs of the American foreign and security
policies post 9/11. Iraq and Afghanistan became a common area of interest of the USAID,
Department of State, and Department of Defense. USAID made voluntary changes to further its
relationship with the Department of Defense. GAO2 explains the role of the Department of
Defense as:
The other thing that was happening post 9/11 is that there's sort of a new actor in the
reconstruction of these countries, and that was our Department of Defense. So, the
Defense Department historically had very little role in rebuilding countries primarily,
because we haven't gone in and had military action in a lot of countries, but once there
was military action, huge military presence, a lot of military resources, the military
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inevitably got into the game. If you will – into reconstruction. So, AID is in that arena
and the state - to some extent in that arena. Lots of multinational, multilateral and
international organizations, and other bilateral but now DoD is in there as well, and that I
think organizationally made it represented pretty large change.
Large military presence in the destroyed countries caused USAID and other agencies, to
reconstitute their relations with these countries. USAID made extra strategic and structural
amendments regarding its relations with the military because the U.S. army began implementing
duties to a large extent which has been traditionally on the sphere of USAID. DoS1provided
insight as:
I think that the impact has really been very dramatic. And one is in terms of the agencies,
opening up to working with the military and a much more concerted way the military
developing a counterinsurgency doctrine that placed very strong importance on the role
of civilian agencies during the hold in the build phase of counterinsurgency. All of this
was developed in the post 9/11 world. All these concepts and other ways in which the aid
was distributed impacted and reoriented people. Of course, there is still a strong concept
of development and what that means.

Another group with which USAID fostered relationships, especially during their field
missions, was NGOs and contractors. But unlike on the role of previous actors, it is hard to get a
consensus among the interviewees regarding the role of this group in organizational change.
ACADEMIA1 said,
Partnerships with outside agencies, so self-propagating organizations and NGOs and
things like that are very important. Those factors, but you cannot do any development
work now without working with some kind of you-can-do-it-on-own. You have to have
some kind of partnerships.
DoS1 emphasized the role of NGOs in Afghanistan specifically in the areas where
security is more of a concern of USAID,
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NGOs themselves, are ways in which we can actually carry out our programs. ...
Afghanistan, to greatly expand our profile, … many of our programs are carried out by
nongovernmental organizations so that if they can't access areas that they can't actually be
physically present in particular areas, that our programs are likely not to be very
successful.

Additionally, one of the issues that the USAID faced after 9/11 is compensating or the
huge, qualified personnel lost and deficit due to survival crises of the previous decade. The
budget was out of the question, but the responsibilities of the agencies doubled compared to the
pre-9/11 event. One of the solutions was relying on the abilities of NGOs and contractors
especially in remote areas.
GAO3 provided his opinion as follows, “…with significant increases in budget and the
post 9/11 area shift missionary responsibilities. So, from an internal workforce perspective, they
needed to have different skillsets or capabilities that they didn't have previously. They also turn
to implementing partnerships in the NGO community to execute permission.”
NGOs and other private organizations were valuable partners in the field. However, a
paradigm shift can be observed in the capital relevant to their roles. GAO1 characterized the role
of NGOs as follows. “The other actors would be the NGO community, the Beltway firms, and
other large firms that are the recipients of contracts and grants. They have lobbyists. They pay
attention to what's going on the Hill they have access to people at AID and on the Hill. And
elsewhere, and so they influence.”
ACADEMIA1 said that due to the status of their relationship with the funding sources,
the USAID has to give importance to establish political and economic partnerships to ensure
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funding. USAID1 shared that NGOs, however, lobby Congress against proposed organizational
changes without considering the benefits of such changes. But more often than not, they fail. It is
to a large extent an internal issue. He further explained that
“NGOs are always interested in what aid does because they get billions of dollars in
money from AID. And so many of the NGOs did not like moving the democracy and governance
office inside DACHA. They were opposed to that. So, they lobbied to stop that unsuccessfully.”
ACADEMIA1 set a supportive idea as “the NGO world probably doesn't have as much
input on AID and they're not formal state institutions.” But also, he posed a question regarding
power politics of who gets the money, considering the larger groups like the ‘Gates Foundation’
or ‘Care international’.
USAID9, a former USAID employee but working in a university for the last two decades,
believed differently. ACADEMIA1 viewed that “there are…a lot of advocacy groups that
advocate with AID both directly and via Congress. So, there are advocacy groups around broad
budget issues andthe role of NGOs and around specific topics of interest. So, whether it's child
survival or HIV. In this democracy, public opinion and advocacy play a very large role.” Some
people perceive that the high-level administrators lessen the power of the NGOs, however,
observers believe the opposite. Both views have supporters.
The effect of the host countries on the changes was considered. However, it was apparent
that host countries have little impact on the decision-making body of the USAID. Nevertheless,
USAID project implementers still take them into account.
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Countries such as Iraq and

Afghanistan are the primary interest of US foreign aid authorities. Like West European states
after WW2, these countries’ infrastructure was destroyed profoundly. It is important to note,
however, that the case of Iraq and Afghanistan is different from that of the West European states.
This is because their infrastructures were destroyed by wars that have been going on for decades.
DoS1 explained the relationship of the host country to the agency: “Well, I think there was a
very significant, and for us at the host country had saying, this is what we can absorb. This is
what we do.” But he also described the conditions of Afghanistan as “… very underdeveloped
country and you basically are having to support a new government, new ministries from
scratch...office equipment, there was not a desk, there were no lights. …when the United States
and the coalition came into Afghanistan, it was basically devastated. So that it didn't have a very
significant impact.” The host countries are generally developing and underdeveloped countries
which are open to every kind of aid. Needless to say, that due to the passive position of the host
countries, they do not influence the USAID decision-making body in terms of organizational
changes. In addition to these, their perceived needs and demands are not taken into
consideration. USAID1 states:
“Developing countries would not have influenced directly over the organization of aid or
any agency internally. That's just, that's an internal government matter of the U.S.
government. The conditions in developing countries that I've worked in affect my own
judgment of what we needed to do. Yes. But that was not through some process of
consultation, we did not do that.”
Finally, we may add to the list another group actors, which may affect the process
indirectly. The main foreign policy (including foreign aid) producers are Department of State and
White House are doing this duty working with some other institutions such as National Security
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Council, National Intelligence Council, or think tank organizations settled generally in DC. The
interviewees did not mention about the role of those organizations, except National Security
Council, but there is clear evidence on their effects on the policies of the government as seen in
the publications of the National Intelligence Council, and “The Director of National Intelligence
serves as the head of the U.S. Intelligence Community, overseeing and directing the
implementation of the National Intelligence Program and acting as the principal advisor to the
President, the National Security Council, and the Homeland Security Council for intelligence
matters related to national security” (Who We Are, 2021). Therefore, we may assume the
identities such as think-tank organizations and The Director of National Intelligence as the
indirect actors that influence strategy changes in the USAID.

Theme 3 - Factors
There are environmental elements that are not actors in the change process, but they are
factors that affect the behaviors of those initiating changes. One of which is the shifts in the US
foreign policy agenda. USAID was established during the cold war and was formed to address
US foreign policy. The dynamics of US foreign policy is not an issue that is evaluated in this
research, but it is clear that all the endeavors of the USAID are gearing towards the fulfillment of
the US foreign policy goals, even if some of the USAID employees deviate from that view.
This section tries to evaluate the event that prompts the conduct of this research. This
dissertation's main question is: Can a single event cause a change in a federal agency, and what
could be the dimensions of that change? Many of the interviewees agreed that the organizational
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changes in the USAID are an aftermath of the 9/11 incident. However, they have different views
as to how these changes are associated with 9/11.
According to ACADEMIA1, “9/11 was definitely a kind of a shock” and they took
several years then to reorganize around that. …” He also shared that some modifications
implemented are “planned change”, i.e. the USAID administrators come together to map out
what needs to be altered to achieve the set goals.
The way that they've handled procurement, the way they've tried to handle contracting,
the way they try to handle building partnership like those are things that they can plan
for, 'cause they know a year or two years or three years in advance what kind of goals,
objectives they might have, and what kind of organizations they're going to need to
partner with.

Many USAID employees believed the changes were not repercussions of the 9/11 incident. They
shared that the changes were in play before the event and 9/11, on the contrary, hampered the
implementation of the changes. Conversely, they admitted that 9/11 facilitated the change
process and “cleaned up the bushes on the way”. USAID1 added that the attack surprised them,
“We thought it was an accident, that attack. So, in any case, be it the reforms that I had initiated
in the summer of 2001 before 9/11 set us in good position to be able to respond… But we didn't
initiate the changes because of that one.”
USAID1, who played a key role in the changes that were implemented after the 9/11
period, stated that: “There is one factor that I should explain the changes that we made took two
years to implement. You do not just change things organizationally. You have to go through a
long process.” He further explained how the event helped them in that process, “9/11 gave us a
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stick, a stick to push these changes faster. So as a result of 9/11, the intellectual defense for these
changes we were making that we initiated before 9/11, became much more current, much more
important. So, the 9/11 facilitated the organizational change, the process was accelerated. It
didn't initiate it but accelerated.”
USAID9 supported this idea and expressed that the Bush administration came in
intending to have AID work more closely with the State Department beginning in 2001. They
moved the budget function over to the state. They also moved the policy function, but it is not
because of 9/11 since this was already happening before the event. She emphasized that these
changes were initiated because of the Bush administration and leadership. Moreover, she
admitted that “after 9/11 a lot more resources went to Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, and that's
clearly related to the aftermath of 9/11”, but kept her view: “then there was an Afghanistan,
Pakistan, Iraq programs that's related, but I'm not at all sure that the organizationally there was a
response to 9/11.”
According to USAID1, after 9/11 the critics of USAID stopped criticizing the
organization. This is because USAID was seen as a protector of the US against extremist groups.
The 9/11 attacks also indirectly influenced the USAID mission. Because of the Pressler
amendment, the assistance to Pakistan was terminated because of their nuclear policies and
nuclear development. USAID1 recounted that 9/11 changed all that and made the US more
receptive to working with Pakistan notwithstanding these other concerns about its nuclear
arsenal. The change in the US policy against Pakistan resulted in the birth of one of the biggest
field missions.
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The 9/11 did not only change the concentration of USAID, but also the focus of the
Department of State and Defense. According to USAID 1, before the event most of USAID’s
focus was in Latin America and in Africa; the Department of State was concentrated on Europe.
There were discourses on helping ex-communist states to integrate into the market economy and
to put into practice democratic values since only “10% of the budget of the agency” is
apportioned for their projects in Central Asia and East Europe. After the event, a clear shift
towards the greater Middle East was observable both in diplomatic and military bureaucracy.
Some interviewers considered that the domestic political agenda to be the foremost factor
than the 9/11 attack. USAID9 stated that “in terms of events, probably the biggest event is
political change, an election because, with the new leadership, new ideas come in White
House… So, I would say probably the major outside influence is political change.” Changes in
“the White House” after an election also mean changes in the leadership in the USAID and State
Department. This results in changes in the policies especially when there are major changes in
Congress. USAID9 disclosed the consequences of such changes. However, she reiterated that the
9/11 event is not a crucial factor relevant to the USAID organization changes.
There are signs that changes were instigated in the USAID before the 9/11 event.
Whether the attack happened or not, these changes were in play and the incident had little
influence on the decision-making body. This is because the USAID leaders had started
organizing missions in failed states. The issue of how the 9/11 event influenced changes in
USAID will be dealt with in the latter part of this paper.
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Discussion
Koluksuz (2010) claimed that the Bush Administration used the 9/11 event’s outcome as
a Kingdon’s (1995) “window of opportunity” to implement a “pre-planned agenda” to propel
America into being a state of exception. “9/11 opened the doors to all kinds of possibilities for
the American administration.” (Koluksuz, 2010: 119) The policy implementation of the Bush
Administration was not reactionary, rather it was a pre-planned, well-evaluated activity, and just
needed a reason to be performed. 9/11 attacks, therefore, were a “long-awaited excuse” for those
actions (Koluksuz, 2010: 141).
Kingdon’s (1995) three streams model or multiple streams model, which claims to be a
revised organized garbage can model of policy-making, can be applied in the analysis of this
policy and decision-making process. According to the model, policies are developed when three
streams (problem, policy, and political) coincide at a point. This opens a window of opportunity
for policy entrepreneurs to link the problems and agenda with their solutions. A policy window
or opportunity window must be used in a specific period and once the conditions are changed,
the window no longer serves the policy entrepreneur's aims. Therefore, to implement the desired
change, the policy for the change must be prepared, otherwise, the opportunity is likely to be lost
in a volatile environment (Kingdon, 1995).
Kingdon (1995:2-3) explained the policy-making process in the following order: “ (a) the
setting of the agenda, (b) the specification of alternatives, (c) an authoritative choice among
those specified alternatives, and (d) implementation of the decision.” The first stream is the
recognition of the problem. In that phase, the attention of decision-makers is attracted by
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indicators of the problem. The second stream contains the formation of the policy proposal in
that stream “ideas' ' with certain criteria that survive in the selection process (Kingdon,
1995:131). As USAID1 conveyed, the terror attacks in weak states against the American
possessions and citizens had already started. After the ex-cold war conditions, there was no
significant great power that could threaten the American interest globally. Think-thanks cooperated closely with Republicans to study problems and offer solutions since the early 90s
(Koluksuz, 2010).

Finally, the political stream comprises changes in the “national mood,

election results, partisan or ideological distribution” in legislative and executive branches
(Kingdon, 1995: 145).
USAID, as a development agency, works in the most volatile and unstable regions of the
world, which is very different from the Marshal aid period in West Europe. Nevertheless, during
the “mutually assured destruction” years, such countries were not within the primary scope of
American security conceptions. Democratic political structures present considerable steadiness
over long periods, but that steadiness is interrupted or punctuated with periods of upheavals and
explosive changes. The system balanced again in a punctuated equilibrium (Baumgartner and
Jones, 1993). It is not an exaggeration to say that the 9/11 incident ensued organizational
changes in the American government system. Such changes had never been instigated since the
end of WW2 and USAID got its share in that organizational change.
In summary, the interviewees agreed that Congress, the White House (both directly and
indirectly via Constitutional Institutions such as the National Security Council), the Department
of State, and the USAID administrations are the primary actors who all played crucial roles in
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the USAID organizational changes. These changes were independent of the 9/11 event.
Although, the level of influence of each actor on the changes greatly depended on the
environmental incidents, and in this case, 9/11 was the most important environmental incident.
Further, some secondary actors were generally the beneficiaries of USAID projects. Though
these actors were not as effective as the first group, their needs and attitudes were taken into
consideration by the primary actors. The Department of State is a major player in the second
group. In sum, a single event such as 9/11, trends in world politics, and American domestic
politics are the factors that caused the change in the organization or were used by the changemakers in the organization as windows of opportunity to initiate changes in the USAID.
The interviewees suggested that the American foreign policymakers were more effective
than the other actors in terms of prompting changes in the USAID. The interviewees also
postulated that the actions of the USAID must address the needs of the American foreign policy.
In addition, Congress is an important and strong actor. Although, its actions are not supported by
the executive foreign aid, and policymakers did not make substantial changes in the organization.
Made evident is the failed proposal of merging USAID and the State Department after the end of
the Cold War. The other actors did not instigate or influence the organizational changes in the
USAID.
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2. Research Question 2 (Change)
This section discusses the second research question, i.e., the effectiveness of leadership in
USAID. It also tries to answer how the change that occurred in USAID aligned with the post
9/11 period. The leadership of the USAID is one of the most important actors that mitigated
change in the organization, but it is not an environmental actor. It can also be one of the elements
that are part of the Agency that may be the subject of change. Therefore, the leaders of the
organization are included in the second section due to their close relation to the change that
happened in the organization. There are continuous and tremendous changes in the organization
since the beginning, but this research zeroed in on the changes related to the post 9/11 period.
This section discusses most of the themes. The codes were carefully selected at the final phase
applying the elements of the Burke-Litwin Model. Initial codes such as budget, personnel policy,
career track, and foreign service personnel, and others were lumped together under the
subsection ‘System’ to be comprehensible and to align to the elements included in the model.

Leadership
The USAID is represented by the Administrator of the Agency. The administrators are
appointed after the presidential elections, and they serve continuously as long as they execute the
priorities of the President. In the two Bush periods, three administrators were appointed as the
administrator of the Agency. The background and features of the administrators left their marks
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in the organization. USAID6 compared the three administrators during the administration of
Bush after acknowledging they were very different periods:
Andrew Natsios had a lot of experience in AID prior to becoming the administrator. He
had headed up the office of foreign disaster assistance under George Bush one. And so he
was an old hand at this, so he knew how things worked in the agency. And then he knew
how we wanted them oriented so that they could work for him … he was passionate. He
was knowledgeable. He understood the systems and how to make them work. And he
also would give his staff the flexibility they needed to get the job done. He was just
outstanding…But he knew how to work the bureaucracy to make things happen.
She continued to compare with the second Administrator, Randall Tobias. According to
her, Tobias did not have an “experience” and was not a “development expert” but he was a
corporate executive who had worked on aids. This resulted in the lack of familiarity with the
issues in the Agency.
“When he came into the agency and took out a lot of stuff that he did not quite
understand the value of, you know, a lot of functions like our policy function. He took
out our communications and outreach function, our budgeting capacity …He heard the
criticism. … how do you solve the problem, unless you know what the problem is?

It was clear that after a strong administrator, Tobias was not favored by the agency
employees, and he also could not maintain his support from the other actors. Hence, he resigned
after a short administration period. After him, the first woman administrator, Henrietta Fore was
appointed. USAID6 asserted positive views regarding her management: “She, like Andrew, was
very knowledgeable about the foreign policy bureaucracy. She had worked under Bush one as
well. …very instrumental in helping the agency kind of recover from that Tobias period and do
damage control and help keep us moving forward on our mission…amazing woman, excellent
leader, but again her time with us was very short.”
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Not all the interviewees compared openly the three leaders, but they agreed to a large
extent on the views of USAID6. It can be construed from the views of the interviewees that
experience on foreign aid and development is valued by the Agency workers. Good governance
is desired and employees expect a leader to defend the Agency against the other stakeholders.
USAID3 stated that the background of the administrator is important and helps him to do the
right things. She thinks that the establishment of the bureau and losing full control in budget
coincides with a political administrator.
Good communication skills among the employees and good communication flow within
and outside the organization are paramount in achieving the goals of the organization. Because
the Administrator manages a much-decentralized Agency, he/she could coordinate very
complicated projects, and cooperate with partners who have more power than him or her.
Academia1 emphasized the importance of coordination rather than clashing: “I'd say that that's a
major factor is being able to develop those partnerships without fighting and also the relationship
with other parts of the American government with the Defense Department and the and the State
Department, especially.”
In this sense, GAO3 says: “All of our studies have said that I think in any leadership you
know you're trying to balance all those competing interests. Congress State, Department other
entities, and trying to chart a course that you think is appropriate, so you are the part of the focal
point for change, but you are not. You are never able to act independently like there are always
champions in bed, and those detractors that are yet you have to manage your way through.”
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Academia1 compared the previous administrators with the current administrator and
noted that “they’re probably more independent than they used to be…”, comments as this
pertains to how much autonomy is left to the Agency administrator by the President and to some
extent by the Secretary of State. Then he stated: “He's got of media savvy that may be passed
administrators that have, and he knows how to build those networks with these other groups I
think he's probably been given a bit of a longer, don't take the longer leash, but not bad, but you
know he's been given a lot more leeway to make things happen.”
Strategy
Change in the strategy is the most apparent change in the USAID. These changes, on the
other hand, are not explicitly stated in the strategy and mission definition of the USAID formal
papers. The concept of “War on Terror” shaped USAID’s strategy and mission to a large extent
during the post 9/11 period. The “War on Terror” strategy was included in the 2002 National
Security Document which presented the Bush administration’s priorities with regards to foreign
policy. The interviewees pointed out that 9/11 did not mitigate the strategy. It seems that the US
bureaucrats had noticed that the new trend did not stem from the totalitarian states as it was
during the cold war period and the new thread was showing asymmetric characteristics.
USAID1 was in the center of changes in the post 9/11 period. According to him, the
changes in the organization were not enforced due to 9/11, it had been started before the attack.
Natsios served USAID during the older Bush period, and his familiarity with Agency issues
helped him to secure his position during the younger Bush period. He was prepared and came in
with an agenda to focus on fragile and failed States. Even before being appointed as the
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administrator, Natsios had decided to reorganize that foil function to focus on “fragile and failed
States' ', not just “natural disasters” over the short term. USAID1 started: “… had worked in civil
Wars for the preceding 10 years and I said it profoundly affects the development process and,
there are things you can do to mitigate conflict and there are things you can do unintentionally to
exacerbate conflict, make things worse.” The new administration intended to reorganize the
structure to focus on a much larger agenda than just disaster response.
Throughout the 90s, the US had been the target of terror attacks by third-world countries.
In 1996, Bin Laden issued his first declaration of war against the United States and the West,
calling for the death of Americans wherever they are found (Historic Timeline | National
Counterterrorism Center, 2021). The timeline shows that the terror attacks in the Western World,
specifically the USA, during the 80s and 90s differ greatly. As stated in the previous section,
even 9/11 did not set the changes in both American diplomacy and foreign aid policy in motion.
USAID1 explained it as:
One would focus on fragile States and failed States because they pose as much of a
national security threat. Why? Bin Laden used Afghanistan as a base of operations. But
he also was in Sudan for many years. As you may or may not know, when he was in
Sudan for six years, he was in Somalia. So his headquarters were in fragile states or failed
states. So, the reasoning went that, and it's in President Bush's first national security
strategy, which came out in early 2002 in which they said that we are more threatened by
failed and failing States than we are by strong States. Hitler or Stalin were the old threats.
This is the new threat. We had started reorganizing around this whole theme prior to 9/11
so we reached the same conclusion before and I look, what are the things I tried to do?

Usaid6 confirmed it but reiterated that 9/11 allowed the Agency to restore its resources and
be appreciated within the foreign policy realm particularly in its effort in introducing
development in failed states. As discussed in the previous section, although the USAID
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administration started the strategy change before the event, the extent of their success in
accomplishing their goals had the 9/11 not happened is still unclear. USAID1 admitted that the
9/11 attack made his job as an administrator easier. He even used it as leverage in implementing
his change plans. In other words, 9/11 opened a window of opportunity.
Fragile states afflicted by two structural issues which are “political identity fragmentation
and weak national institutions” (Kaplan, 2008;69) collectively impede the formation of a stable
bureaucratic management process in a fragmented population and makes the environment
problematic for reformers. Fragile states cannot fix their systems. Foreign assistance may be
required to create a working robust state system. But the absence of “security and unity” causes
failure even to the most “basic reforms” (Kaplan, 2008: 74-75). This idea composed the base of
the strategy that aims to give more place for development in the Bush administration’s security
plans.
This strategy is shaped in flesh and bones in White Paper produced by USAID.
ACADEMIA1 reported that in 2002, USAID produced ‘a white paper’ urging to include foreign
aid in the national interest. The paper demands foreign aid to prioritize working abroad above the
US national security and economic interests. According to him, this strategy offered an
opportunity because “that was kind of the Agency trying to reassert its purpose right after getting
some heavy criticism for years and years of knowing with a Republican administration coming in
that was not particularly in love with development aid.” ACADEMIA1 drew attention to the
overlap and similarities between the documents with that White Paper and with some other
documents that came out shortly after. These papers look very similar to what the Bush
administration produced in its own “national security policies” right after 9/11.
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The formulation of the role and place of development in this strategy coded as 3D’s and
find place in different documents and “ (USAID 2004b:8; White House 2002, 2006 in Essex,
2008:243)”.
USAID9 clarified the acronym and said that “3Ds: the development, diplomacy and
defense that became a theme, a beginning in the Bush administration. So it was basically the
argument that the State Department, AID, and defense have to coordinate and have to see their
policies as all part of the US foreign policy. That was a new theme.”
USAID5 pointed out a nuance in the acronym: “A major change’, then, with the advent
of the military in the development arena and the State Department is issuing a policy saying that
defense, development, and diplomacy all on an equal footing are called the 3D’s. The world for
development was going to be raised to the same level as diplomacy and defense, then used as a
weapon to fight terrorism. The change in the development strategy and redefinition of the
mission caused the other change in the organization. Systematic and structural changes followed
by these strategic changes.

Structure
The most apparent structural change was the establishment of the independent Office of
Afghanistan and Pakistan (OAP), which also shows that the concentration of the USAID is
shifting towards Afghanistan from Latin America and Africa. DoS1 noted that:
“Normally the Afghanistan and Pakistan portfolios are managed under the leadership of
the Asia Bureau .... The Asia Bureau was basically overwhelmed by the resources, by the
requirements, by then, by the time sensitivity of the programs, it had to be put in place.
That is why an Afghanistan and Pakistan task force was established to basically focus on
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this area full time...that still exists. …it is called the Office of Afghanistan and Pakistan,
which reports directly to the administrator. That is a very significant change. Possibly if
things become more “normal”, the Office of Afghanistan and Pakistan affairs will
disappear, and the portfolios will go back to the Asia Bureau. But that hasn't happened
yet.”

The prediction of DoS1 came true but until 2018, the Office of Afghanistan and Pakistan
had found its place in the organizational chart of the USAID. The establishment of OAP was
more than the restructuring of the organizational chart. Since it started its mission in
Afghanistan, USAID presence has never been felt in this country. After 9/11, Kabul became one
of the largest USAID field missions.
The Natsios administration started reorganizing bureaus of the Agency to align with the
failed state strategy and to cooperate with the military. These change efforts, however, are
confronted by the other stakeholders. This is because proposed changes are perceived as attempts
to extend the authority of the agency beyond its traditional role. USAID1 reported that “the first
thing we tried to do was to create an office of military affairs with an AID so that we could put
staff involved with the regional combatant commands and at the Pentagon to coordinate our stuff
more closely with the Pentagon.” And continued:
State Department did not like that. They told me not to do it. We shouldn't have asked
permission. We should have just done it, but we didn't. …postponed that when Condie
Rice took over as secretary of state in January of 2005 USAID Administration signed the
order creating the office prior to her taking office. Okay. The opposite of military affairs.
The reason that was important was because the way you can't deal with a fragile and
failed state without the military aspect to it being one of the tools that you use.
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USAID1 shared that one of the protests against a proposed change was subdued by the
USAID administration: “The one thing that they did interfere with, they tried to stop me from
doing it, but they run successfully is I moved into this Bureau, we call it DACHA, democracy
conflict, and humanitarian assistance.” The Agency finds different solutions to further the
strategic goals. This includes postponing the change until a more convenient time comes, or if
the change is necessary, they will execute it but as a part of an internal arrangement.
DACHA was created in the summer of 2001. This is an emergency response bureau.
USAID1 said that the Agency dissolved the democracy and governance office, both technical
offices in the organization and merged it with the Doctrine Bureau. He reasoned that as “we did
that… we believe that the reason countries fail is because of a failure of governance and
therefore the office that deals with governance issues in AID needed to be physically located and
organization located in the Doctrine Bureau with all of the other offices that were important to
deal with crises management.”
Another structural change that occurred just before the 9/11 attack but played an
important role in the implementation of the post 9/11 strategies is the creation of the Office of
Conflict Mitigation and Management in the summer of 2001. The expected role of this office is
explained by USAID1 as:
There is some seminal research done among agencies in the relationship between conflict
and development. I did a study in June of 2001 of how many USAID missions make the
field offices feel like an embassy, except for aid. We asked the 70 missions that existed
at the time. How many of you have had a civil war in your country or a major conflict in
the last five years? 60% of missions had a major conflict… if that's the case then we need
all country strategies for aid, because they AID designs these strategies for the country in
which they are working over a five-to-ten-year period. If you have had a civil conflict,
you need to have in your strategy an element that deals with conflict and how
development can reduce conflict or make it worse.
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System
Systems refer to the standard policy and mechanism that helps the organization work
properly. The personnel policy, management information systems, goal and budget-oriented
efforts, human resource designation are within the elements of the organizational systems
according to Burke-Litwin Model (1992, 2008). Before 9/11, the USAID was suffering from
huge personnel loss besides budget decreases. After 9/11, this process reversed, and the budget
allocated to the organization increased dramatically. Nevertheless, addressing the need for
qualified personnel was a bigger issue the Agency has encountered, particularly after missions
were enforced in problematic areas such as Afghanistan.
There are two major concepts under scrutiny in this theme. The first is the efforts of the
AID to supply the high demand of personnel due to a dramatic increase in budget and intensive
need for development experts in the invaded areas. The second significant change was not
initiated in the organization but is a result of management practices and the performance of the
organization. The Department of State started the F process in 2006. This limited the control of
USAID on the development budget.
USAID8 stated that “the biggest change is they (USAID) began working in a lot of postconflict areas like Iraq and Afghanistan.” However, USAID continued to invest in the third
world’s “poorest” countries. He further shared that, “That's been the case, … I would imagine
that the biggest change was that they had to put a lot of personnel into Iraq and Afghanistan
because of the urgency of those issues.”
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The interviewees all agreed that the worst upshot of the pre 9/11 period on USAID was
losing highly valuable and experienced personnel. This challenge cannot be easily addressed by
just hiring new personnel. The USAID administration tried to solve this by recalling the retired
employees. USAID1 said that one of the solutions to this problem was recalling the retired
personnel who are development experts. USAID 1 shared that:
We don't have to recruit new people. Just train them to make the change. So how about
this process as well? The other problem, one of the problems which you can put on your
paper is there were huge layoffs in AID, which lost thousands of officers in the 1990s
because of budget cuts. As a result of that, … we were severely understaffed, and we
could not do the things people wanted us to do because we didn't have enough offices.
So, what we did in Afghanistan in Iraq is we brought a lot of officers back from
retirement. People retired, brought them back on the payroll and we sent them out to
these countries.
USAID3 was one the retired or resigned personnel who was recalled by the Natsios
Administration. She depicted the situation as, “We witnessed a loss of over half of the foreign
service personnel for about 10 years or something and that's been rectified since that we have
built up ... I left in the 1990s, until 2003, went to work in the private sector. The new
administrator called me back”. She added that the AID hired about 900 people. It seems that
USAID does not want to suffer the complex process of hiring new personnel brought about by
the qualifications demanded in the vacant positions. USAID1 noted that “we get 200 applications
for every job so we can be very selective. …AID was one of the most popular agencies for
college students to take jobs. The law students here want to go there. So, we had no trouble
recruiting anyone.”
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Another solution carried out by the Agency to address the need personnel deficit was
reorganizing the personnel system. New career tracks are created. USAID1 explained the system
in detail:
We also initiated an effort to restructure the career service, the foreign service, and we
created what's called a backstop. I don't know if you've ever heard of the word backstop
is a career track in the military to be called an MOS, which is MOS would be a field
artillery officer, infantry officer and armor officer, a transportation officer. The different
disciplines in the military. Well, AID form service officers fit into different categories.
We never had a career track in the foreign service for conflict, famines, war in
stabilization ... So we created a new career track and it was focused on nation building in
conflict States. … we didn't get it actually done until a couple of years later, but that was
a major shift in the career system, the personnel system of the agency now. And we, a lot
of career officers transferred into that, the discipline that to call them backstops. So that's
another significant change that we've developed.
According to USAID6, another method used by the Agency in the conflict areas was
transferring personnel from other missions. This helped them resolve the immediate need for
qualified and skilled personnel to work in missions in the Afghanistan and Iraq regions. USAID1
noted that “we certainly increased the need for Arab speakers, but we already had a very large
population; the largest mission in the world was in Egypt. One of the second largest was in
Jordan is a large mission in the West Bank, Gaza in Israel.” This list goes on for Arabic
countries, but the issue was more complex in Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Because of the nature of the development, USAID relied heavily on technical skills in a
wide range. USAID1 explained that the Agency reorganized the personnel in the headquarters to
maximize their technical capacity:
One thing that happened that's very important is technical people. Technical people are
health officers, uh, expert engineers, development engineers who build roads, governance
officers. People are experts in democracy and governance. How you train a country to
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have a more stable political system. Uh, those positions are called technical positions.
And um, we had positions like agricultural economists, like medical doctors. in the
regional bureaus of AID, … and these bureaus had a lot of technical people. We moved
those technical people under the reorganization out of the regional bureaus and put them
in the central bureaus. Central Bureau is a different kind of a Bureau because the Central
Bureau will serve the whole world while the regional Bureau only serves one part of the
world, like Latin America or Africa or the Middle East. So when 9/11 came about, I was
able to move a lot of people, well, we're in this new bureau into the 9/ 11 work without
having big fights about layoffs and transfers from the career step. So the organization and
the personnel system under our change was very successful.

The reconstruction and reorganization of the technical division continued after the
Natsios administration. USAID9 stated that “towards the end of the Bush administration, there
was an effort to rebuild the technical capacity of AID and under Henrietta Holzman Fore.” This
was also related to compensating the personnel lost due to aging. According to her “there was a
big push to bring in 1000 new technical officers' ', and there were three years when AID was
massively hiring. This policy is supported by the White House and the State Department because
the whole staffing structure was getting older at one point in the early 2000s. Over 60% of
personnel were eligible to retire, and they agreed “that aid needed to rebuild itself was sort of a
measure of the recognition that there needed to continue to be an agency that had a development
focus uniquely”.
The post 9/11 process brought a huge increase in budget for development works and that
was concentrated on the greater Middle East as the following maps show. This is also showing
the shift in the concentration of the USAID towards Afghanistan and Iraq. But as USAID9
disclosed, “there's more programming going to Asia, but not, that doesn't mean that they are not
continuing to work in Latin America or Africa, rather it is sort of a ‘balancing and a
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rebalancing’”. She also disclosed that “during the Bush administration, their budgets actually
increased for foreign aid, and it was partly related to the wars. It was partly related to Pepfar and
the increased focus on HIV aids. And it also is related to the creation of a second development
assistance program in the Millennium Challenge Corporation. So, all those things together
created a lot more attention to foreign aid and a lot more resources.”

Figure 3: Foreign Aid Explorer. 2021. https://explorer.usaid.gov/aid-trends.html
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But this process resulted in the Department of State gaining control over the USAID
budget with the F process. Usaid5 said, “We put together our budget based on what our missions
tell us, they need country by country and it goes through the Secretary of State before it goes to
Congress, that's a very important point because we lost control.”
Budget is one of the most important tools to control an agency. In this sense
ACADEMIA1 stated that:
So, they've also sort of been around them into a budget with the State Department in this
international affairs budget, which they didn't used to really do. And so that's the way that
the State Department also exerts influence in this policy environment through the budget
that they now have to coordinate with AID, and they share some sort of positions. So
that's one way in which those two agencies in that Department come together and so
there's an influence there as well that they can exert through shared personnel and shift
budget.

As a result, the USAID was frustrated, and the later administrations worked so hard to
return the ‘budget function’ to the DoS. USAID2 divulged that “again post 911 the then Bush
administration decided to move the budget function completely out of AID, completely to the
State Department. … In 2009, with the new administration here. We begin to have our own
Budget Office, but it's a shared responsibility between USAID and State’s.”

Motivation
The motivation of the USAID employees was negatively affected by the survival crisis
that happened before the 9/11 attacks. Usaid2 depicted this period as “I was here in the 90s when
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Congress, some members of Congress tried to merge USAID into the State Department, created
huge turmoil within USAID for number of years.” USAID1reported that there was a problem
with morale at the beginning of the millennium. In an annual survey that was done by the office
of personnel management of all federal agencies, USAID was ranked 27th out of 28. In terms of
career management and the course career staff in AID, the ranking of Federal Aviation
Administration was worse than USAID. This changed dramatically with the increasing
functionality of the Agency after 9/11. When the same survey was applied in 2005, USAID
ranked17th out of 32 agencies or departments and federal governments.
So, what factors affected this result? USAID2 stated that after apprehensive years of
discussions of being submerged within the State Department or the Military, the USAID
employees enjoyed and thought that “working with the national security apparatus to address key
US foreign policy goals” really provided them with a chance to show that the Agency can be
responsive to the needs of US foreign policy in a very concrete way. And he thinks in many
cases they were able to do that. When their opinions were taken more seriously, he thinks that it
paved the way to avoid some of the expenses and the failures that have occurred over the last
seven years.
Usaid7 said that the alignment of national security with development allowed them to
explain themselves to their families, who were criticizing them why they were spending their
lives in poor and underdeveloped countries when the benefit to themselves and their country is
unclear. The other USAID employees were quite happy during the interviews. The external
changes affect the morale positively or negatively but is not the only factor. The managerial
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behaviors can also change dramatically. The USAID interviewees shared that there was a
dramatic positive shift relevant to governance during the Natsios period. When the policy is
reversed, the quality of the morale also follows. USAID6 asserted her opinion as “that way you
take those lessons on to your next project, but the device was not in a person he didn't
understand, so he threw out really core functions of a just out the window. That was a very low
time in AID’s history, people were very demoralized. And then of course he got himself into hot
water and then he was gone.” Employees work with greater motivation under the management of
the leaders who value their opinions. This concept will be discussed in the section “feedback”.

Culture
The combined concentration of different Agencies in conflict areas forced different
agencies to work more closely. USAID3 stated that the first concern of the agency was the
security of the members. In Afghanistan and Iraq, members of the Defense Department, State
Department, and USAID shared secured locations and coordinated development projects which
had been unseen before. The staff was coming from very different backgrounds and
organizational cultures.
USAID2, USAID3, and USAID6 emphasized differences in the development aids of the
Department of States and the USAID in the field. The employees of the USAID are development
experts and generally from different technical backgrounds. They focus on long-standing project
applications because they are aware of the required period for state buildings. For example,
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improving the health system of a country that is destroyed entails 10- or 20-years. On the other
hand, the State Department employees are diplomats and generally are interested in short-term
solutions. DoS2 affirmed that USAID experts have their development approach. Nevertheless, in
this case, the stronger impose its views.
The problems that stem from the necessity of cooperation of different agencies’ experts
in the post clash areas forced the headquarters to create mechanisms that aim to increase
interagency coordination. Both Department of State and USAID build up their coordinative
bodies in the headquarters. In the field the solution was to create the Provincial Reconstruction
Teams (PRT), which were established first in Afghanistan, and later in Iraq. Those teams
included diplomatic and USAID personnel, but overwhelmingly were populated by the military.
Although the role of civil partners expanded in the War on Terror, their inadequate personnel and
funding issues remained unsolved (Collins, 2007). The aim of the PRT was to combine the
civilian and military personnel from various agencies to address the needs of “reconstruction
projects, security sector reform, and the extension of the Afghan Central Government’s
influence, all under the protection of embedded military forces” (Hernandorena, 2007). All DoS,
USAID and USDA have their own duties though their works are synchronized and supported
over the Board of Directors of the PRT (Bebber, 2008). Although it is designed as a joint civilmilitary unit, the military continues to keep power in control of the field operations. The
performance of PRT criticized by many reports from different agencies and some of the leading
issues included the absence of an unambiguously specified strategic mission, lack of notion in
operations and a lack of standard operating procedures (Bebber, 2008).
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The other thing that affects the culture of USAID is the internationalization of the
Agency. The USAID, even before 9/11, relied on the foreign nationalities in the field to
compensate budget and qualified personnel lost. The high demand for foreign assistance from the
USAID resulted in an increased number of employees hired. USAID1 shared that after 9/11,
three-quarters of the field mission was foreign national service employees. USAID3 asserted her
opinion that the Agency benefited from the job-performing foreign nationals employed in the
field. There was no need to train them for adaptation because the Agency had the chance to be
selective.
Discussion
Being a dynamic worldwide organization, the USAID underwent too many changes, and
continued to rely on the power politics of the main policy producers of the development and aid.
As USAID2 stated, this change line is not straight; rather ebbs and flows are observed. For
example, the most apparent change in the organizational chart is dissolving the independent
Afghanistan and Pakistan Office. Its functions are performed now by The Office of Afghanistan
Affairs (ASIA/AF) and by the Office of Pakistan Affairs (ASIA/PAK), which are operating
under the Asia Bureau (USAID, 2021b) because of changing priorities of the American foreign
policy. The leading change for the USAID in that period was recognition of the development as
an important part of the new American national security policy. However, those strategic and
missional changes are perceived by observers as an immediate outcome of the USAID. The
USAID-employed interviewees concurred that the changes had started before 9/11. They also
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agreed that 9/11 was the biggest terrorist attack in the US throughout the 90s. It, however,
facilitated strategic changes in the Agency.
Can USAID make those changes in an environment where 9/11 stirred public opinion
on security concerns? There are signs this will not happen so easily. As USAID1 said that if the
other stakeholders think that USAID expands its authority, they will not hesitate to intervene
even in the structural changes that were planned inside the organization. If the intervention is
beyond the power of the organization, the organization will postpone imposing the change until
the conditions become more convenient. The interviewees, both implementers, and observers
agreed on the concept that the leaders of the USAID have very little autonomy. USAID1
answered the question about the independence of the USAID leader as “… certain things. Yes. In
an internal organizational structure, you have a lot of discretion. You can make decisions on how
you spend money. But not so much, I mean that it was decided by the Congress and white House
how much we would spend in Iraq and Afghanistan.”
USAID3 shared that if the Agency failed to satisfy the expectations, the weakest link is
the USAID administrator: “Well, they always say that they are resigning in order to spend more
time with their family. That means they have been fired, the Secretary said to them.” According
to her, the Secretary of State is the person in authority that the AID administration deals with.
When asked whether the secretary is more important than the president for the USAID, she
answered, “this range in terms of day-to-day operation, yes.”
The Department of State even can affect the internal authority of the USAID by making
changes outside of the Agency as they did in 2006 with the F process, which is a key function for
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an organization. The USAID administrator struggled to regain that authority but only succeeded
to a degree.
After all, it can be said that the second hypothesis is partially confirmed. The USAID
leaders have sufficient discretion to shape their organizations unless these changes across the
border are demarcated by stronger stakeholders, i.e. the Secretary of State. Sometimes, strong
leaders cross the borders, if their diplomatic abilities are sufficient to do the right things at the
right time.
In summary, USAID adopted militarization of aid and undertakings in a fragile state as
its strategy and mission. These strategy changes are reflected in the restructuring of the
organization by creating a new office, task force, and bureaus. The establishment of offices that
deal with conflict management and relations with the military are the immediate results of the
strategic changes.

3. Research Question 3: The Feedback and Outcomes
This section zeroed in on the outcomes of the change process that occurred in the USAID
after the 9/11 event beside the feedback system of the organization. The feedback system has two
aspects: one stems from the environmental actors’ behaviors, and the other is related to the
organizational internal feedback system. As mentioned in the previous sections, the behavior and
perceptions of the external actors directly affect the change in the USAID, or in many cases,
USAID needs their approval to produce efficient and successful changes. In this case, USAID is
the feedback-giver, and that feedback, although can only be made available following a legal
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compulsory mechanism, would ensure the Agency of their support and protection. On the other
hand, the Agency has an internal feedback system to ensure that the expected performance of the
employees is carried out. Otherwise, change managers’ efforts are challenged by low employee
engagement, participation, or involvement (Boone, 2012). Burke-Litwin model helps the change
managers to understand the severity of the change they are managing (1992) and an effective
feedback system will be helpful for the realization of the aim.

Internal Feedback
This theme analyzes the feedback system of the USAID that facilitates organizational
change. USAID used several feedback methods to facilitate the change process. During the
Natsios period, a multi-bureau committee of career officers for management experts was created.
According to USAID1, this committee met every week for five years. Their function was to
make recommendations to the administrator and to implement the decisions. The members of the
committee were representatives from all of the Bureaus, besides the management Bureau.
USAID1 believed that the weekly committee meetings were very useful in the decision-making
process. This governance method seems to be appreciated by the employees, too.
USAID1 believed that this is achieved by “getting the career staff involved in the process
of change rather than beating them up verbally, not physically for resisting change” and that
person took part in the changes. USAID1 defined the results as “big success” that stemmed from
working collaboratively. In addition, USAID6 divulged that she: “ loved working for Andrew
and I really spent a lot of time working with Andrew, especially in the early days of Afghanistan.
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We had a meeting. We had daily meetings with them in the morning. Every day. 8:30 he would
have his list. Did you do this? Did you?”
Another method used is survey. As mentioned in the previous section, just before 9/11,
there was a morale problem within the organization. USAID1 commented that the increase of the
morale indicators in the surveys is positive feedback on the implemented changes. Surveys are
another feedback method that USAID managers used to evaluate the changes. USAID1 stated
that an annual survey is done yearly. He said that the surveys asked about “what are the changes
we need to make, how effective is the change process and this was a way of getting me
information on what was really happening among the career people.” During the last year
Natsios period, the response rate reached 60% of the 8,000 people who worked at AID. An
important detail is that non-Americans or “foreign service nationals” are included in the
anonymous survey:
So, it was bytes. Every year, more and more people in the carrier staff answered. At the
end we had a paragraph, or a box and we said, what suggestions do you have for making
change in the agency, a constructive change. And the interesting thing was that we set up
a committee. All they did was read all 5,000 of these boxes and they tried to take action
on what they complained about or what they suggested. So, we took it. We made a
serious effort to listen to the career people, even at the lowest levels of the organization,
to get their feedback and ideas in terms of how we could make the agency work more
efficiently.

Media is also used by the USAID administration to acquaint the workers regarding the
changes. USAID has a newsletter called ‘Frontlines’ that goes back more than 50 years. USAID1
said that “one of the other things we did (the most important thing) … was that the Administrator
did constant interviews with the newsletter and wrote articles that could explain what the
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changes were organizationally and why they did them.” He explained the rationale of that
behavior as:
Because one of the books I read on management change said you have to repeat the
rationale for change and the rationale for your reorganization constantly repeated over
and over again and use the same words. Because if you don't, people don't want to
change. They resist change, but they will change if they're told to repeatedly over and
over and over again. This is going to happen. You have to support this. …You have to
make it work. That message was very useful in facilitating the process of evolution in
AID. And so that was another technique to use in magazines, newspaper. The other is that
in the journal settings, you need to repeat the same message again and again and again
through every means you could possibly use to get the message out. And we did that.

A second classification for feedback is informal and formal feedback systems. Formal
feedback stems generally from legal requirements, such as reports; and informal feedback refers
to in-person interactions, such as negotiations. USAID6 stated that because of being a
comparatively small agency, USAID has a formal and informal system that works well under
“Andrew Natsios' ' and then under “Doctor Shah”. The informal system is highly bound to
identical features of the leader. She labeled that system as a “strong learning component”. During
the Natsios period, the Agency had a research service associated with the AID library where all
the documentation of AID project documents and evaluations were kept. This service was used
for knowing ‘how’: “How do countries deal with you? Know fiscal gaps? How did countries deal
with fat Co-financing of healthcare services' '? Employees can go across and look at all the
lessons learned. USAID6 said this system “dismantled under Tobias and Fore never had enough
time to bring that back, but Doctor Shah did.” She explained that the whole learning component
is very helpful and so they restored it. USAID6 clarified the situation of the learning and
evaluation capacity within the Agency by starting on the post 9/11 period:
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We didn't have sufficient value evaluation capacity, so the agency's really been trying to
catch up. We now have a Bureau called PPL, Policy and Healthy programs and learning.
I think it is and that's really the agency hub for policy guidance on how we do our
programs, but also making sure that we learn from them and what kind of systems we
need in place to learn from them and the training we need to give our stack so that we can
do that in the time frame between Andrew Natsios and Doctor Shah. When that capacity
was greatly reduced in this agency, then you had to rely on the informal side. And
actually, we always relied on the informal side. But for example, before, if the year
before Afghanistan, I was the India Nepal desk and we had this massive earthquake in
India and we were looking at requesting supplemental funding from Congress, and that's
not something I'd ever done before, so I just, you know, said hey, you know, I remember
the Latin America people they had to do that for Hurricane Mitch. And so I set up
appointments with the people who worked on Hurricane Mitch and I said so, you know,
tell me your lessons learned from Hurricane Mitch and I would interview them and then
when we were standing up the Afghanistan program, we went back into the files. We had
all the old project files from Afghanistan. We pulled it all out. We read the mall, look for
lessons learned here. We couldn't go into Afghanistan at that point in time. So anybody
we heard about who'd been in Afghanistan in the previous years, we'd ask them to come
by and meet with us and we would interview them about their experiences and what their
lessons learned were, we read anything. We get our hands on Afghanistan, basically, a
massive desk effort in the absence of actually physically going over there. And so you
know you have these in, I had not really ever worked with the military before, so I
reached out to the folks who worked on the Balkans. I had another friend who worked in
the Balkans, and I sat down with them and they said, you know, what are the lessons
learned for aid working with the military in the Balkans? What worked? What didn't
work? What do you recommend for us? And that was very useful, but it's informal. You
know it's not like a a devaluation that you could go to the aid library and check it out. It
really required you kind of walking the hallways, finding the right people, talking to
them, finding old documents, reading them, synthesizing patterns and lessons. For
Afghanistan's transition, one of the reasons why I was brought on board back to
Afghanistan after I worked in Iraq was I had gone through the transition in Iraq. And so I
was brought to this job to apply lessons learned for the transition in Afghanistan and the
State Department did something similar. A lot of the people in the State Department.
We're working on the transition in Afghanistan. I also worked on the transition in Iraq. So
you have these two systems, the formal and the informal.

Usaid6 said that as a decentralized organization, most of the Agency’s work is done
through field projects. She said they rarely do their evaluations or rarely try to employ third-party
evaluations to obtain a neutral view in project implementation and to eliminate biases. The
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Agency used third-party evaluations very commonly in places such as Afghanistan. In
Afghanistan, the evaluations are processed by a middle organization. After course corrections, it
is finalized by “a very robust monitoring and evaluation unit”. In the field, this is very projectoriented, but structural changes are more Washington-oriented.
External Feedback
In the case of USAID external feedback, it occurs generally outside the agency. This
feature differentiates the agency from many other public institutions.
USAID is a different and separate identity that operates in foreign relations areas, which is
traditionally within the State Department’s domain. Furthermore, the US political system allows
Congress to interfere beyond the legislative issues (i.e. earmarks). Therefore, one-way feedback
from USAID is seen to affect the decisions of those actors. Usaid6 explained the nature of the
external feedback system that occurs between agencies as “We get a lot of feedback from other
parts of the US government through that interagency process. The different meetings if some
agency thinks we're doing a lousy job on something they won't hesitate to say it in an interagency
feedback to us were quite honest with each other.” Besides the policy-making in the top level,
implementation of these policies largely depends on the communication of midlevel members of
the agencies. In other words, “the decision-making structure is also basically a larger
communication structure between the agencies”. This is also where the different cultures meet,
clash, and compromise and “that kind of feedback loop is part of that interagency meeting
process”.
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The USAID serves the American public indirectly, which differs from the common public
services such as health, education, and/or security services that touch citizen’s lives more
directly. This is the perception of the Congress towards the USAID, hence it affects the
Congressmen’s attitude against the Agency. Hence, USAID feels the need to explain itself to the
public. USAID gives importance to public opinion and tries to lobby to attract support from the
public. USAID3, being a historian as well as an economist and teacher, expressed her discontent
on the public opinion against the projects of the USAID: “The American aid’s greatest
accomplishments are the Marshall Plan. This was helping the states of Europe such as would
badly damage their industrial base during war. Hopefully get their GNP back up to prewar
standards.” In most pools done by public affairs office, the public thinks that the aid budget is
about 25 and 20%, but “(Marshall Plan) cost 3% of the budget and nobody complained because
Europe was so important and we didn't have television, people didn't know a lot, but you know
when you're talking about less than 1% this version this is this is ridiculous.” Why is public
opinion important for USAID? Because the Agency wants to gain the respect of the American
public and it affects the actors whose existence is bound with the election. She continued to
explain the effort for gaining public support as:
“… undertook a campaign to make sure that people understood how little of the taxpayers
budget was going to foreign assistance and how important it was. And what was really
important in terms of gaining public support and commercial support? There were two
things. One was that the American people responded well to humanitarian initiatives and
So there was an expectation that USAID would gain approval from the American people
for doing that… The other part of it was to try to show that what we were doing in long
term development was in the interest of the United States.”
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She then explained that she went all around the country and met with editorial boards,
and many of them would write articles favoring AID after her visit. As a result, “popular opinion
did not support merging AID to the State Department” and “Congress got that message” as well.
USAID6 further shared that the public:
… just contact us directly and we try to be as responsive as possible. One of the
challenges is when a country is first Hi fi foreign policy priority and it's very much in the
news. We can be overwhelmed with inquiries from the public and it's hard for us to keep
up on all of them…my voicemail fills up all the time.

USAID employees work closely with Congress specifically because of the issues
regarding large countries such as Afghanistan. USAID6 explained that “Congress we meet with
them, … I'm on the Hill at least once a week talking to staff from at least one of the committees
at least once a week.” If the media smelled an issue, they would demand detailed information
and an inquiry would ensue. The Agency will spend time communicating and explaining it to
Congress. The USAID staff does not complain about this feedback mechanism. Instead, they see
it as an opportunity to express themselves to the people in authority, which may affect their
projects dramatically: “we are called up there for briefings all the time, and we also offer
briefings. … we just found that it's easier to just be upfront with our congressional staff and just
say hey look, we want to talk to you about this issue just so you're knowledgeable about it.”
USAID1 stated that they inform the Congress about everything using formal feedback
mechanisms, but he is not sure whether they are reading them. In this concept ACADEMIA 1
states that:
They have to come to Capitol Hill and explain ‘this is what USAID wants this year’. I
notice this happening over the last 30 years, and some of the research I've done, I've
110

looked at the budget justification side USAID has to send to Congress, and they used to
be 20 years ago. 25 years ago. You know 100 to 150 pages long, and increasingly, those
things are now 800 to 1000 pages long. I think that is probably an effect of the kind of
thing you're asking about, like what's the way that Congress is exerting power. You know
when they went country by country you know this is all the programs we are doing. This
is why we're doing just how it fits with the larger policy framework. Like see reflected in
that way the policy or the budget justification. I mean they're enormously long. I'm not
sure that anyone in Congress is reading. I wouldn't say for sure that they are, but that only
Congress expert power is by asking AID too.

Unsurprisingly, using tremendous budgets in postwar regions such as Afghanistan and
Iraq where the state systems collapsed totally, makes auditing become a complex and required
issue. This is the result if different agencies are operating in an environment for the realization of
the same goal. There are three sets of auditors: AID Inspector General, Special Inspector
General (IG), and Government Accountability Office (GAO). USAID6 opinionated the sets of
auditors have their strengths and weaknesses. She believed that IG and the GAO are very strong,
and when they put out audits, they pay close attention to them, and they act on their
recommendations even if they disagree with them.
The Special Inspector Generals have been a bit more challenging because they are ad hoc
bodies and so they don't necessarily stack on. Their STAFF do not necessarily have
government auditing experience. Their purpose is a little different, their mandates much
bigger than a standard Inspector General, and sometimes you have people who are
working on these audits who know their staff. And sometimes you just have people who
aren't very experienced in doing it, and so what they produce may not necessarily be a
useful feedback loop. It is variable, but it can be a valuable tool if it is done well. … but
usually not a very accurate one, so we have to respond to them…Unfortunately it's not
one that can help us make better decisions.
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On the other hand, GAO experts have a concern about USAID’s feedback system. GAO2
said the feedback system of the USAID is not working very well, specifically with regards to the
field mission and their relationship with headquarters: “USAID is a very decentralized
organization, so a lot of what's a lot of what's really happening at the country level is at the
center. you're Washington DC doesn't necessarily know at a level of granularity, what the heck is
going on out there.” GAO2 criticized and claimed that this is a structural problem:
There has been a ratcheting up of demand for AID to do program evaluation and to try to
really look at outcomes and impacts `number one. That's very very hard for it to do. It's
very hard to show impact level results effectively and so and so there's been a heightened
demand for AID to show impact and a limited ability, not for lack of trying.

Discussion
The USAID’s feedback system was highly dependent on the identical features of the
leader of the organization. When comparing the three leaders of the Bush Government period,
most of the USAID-originated interviewees agreed that the Natsios used feedback systems
effectively. However, they believed that Tobias could not establish such a relationship, and he
even destroyed the available system. In addition, Fore had willingness but had insufficient time
for reconstruction. Ebb and flows, however, were observed throughout the whole process.
Although having a complex audit system that resulted in too many papers, the feedback between
fields and the headquarter is criticized by observers, academicians, and GAO experts. Due to the
comparatively small size of the organization, informal feedback is more observed and more
effective in headquarters. Unsurprisingly, an organization that expands throughout the world
must bank on the formal feedback systems in the fields. During the Natsios period, surveys were
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widely used to understand the effects of changes to the employees including foreign nationals.
Similarly, media was used widely to give reverse feedback to the employees. Throughout the
Natsios period, this strategy showed a positive outcome according to the motivation-related
surveys.
USAID1 confirmed that USAID generally does not have feedback from the external
environment. Due to legislative or systematic requirements and because the Agency feels the
need to express itself, USAID gives feedback to the environmental actors. The feedback and
information transfer to the environmental actors is done by negotiations and written
communications such as reports. On the other hand, publications and media are used to improve
the image of the organization, which is an important component of the behavior of the Congress
and White House towards the Agency.
It is hard to evaluate the outcomes of these efforts, but the expectation from USAID
changed dramatically after 9/11. GAO2 pointed out that: “so it's just the demands on USAID in
the last decade have gone up dramatically. Start with it with global aids. … I'm thinking
primarily food aid, an immediate refugee, resettlement issues, shelter, shelter, water, healthcare,
food. I just think the demands on aid or ratcheting up dramatically.”
The Agency undoubtedly becomes a bigger and more important organization compared
to the pre-9/11 period. Nobody mentions submerging the Agency under the Defense or State
Department. It had used an enormous budget and was able to compensate for the loss of qualified
personnel to some extent. It became an important part of national security plans and its image in
the public opinion is now beyond just being a charity organization for underdeveloped nations.
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Hypothesis 3, therefore is affirmed, but drawbacks are still available. The Agency is sharing a
larger amount of pie but splits it with other partners in the post 9/11 period as DoS2 said.
Millennium Challenge Corporation and PEPFAR are the new organizations that are operating in
development works which are traditionally USAID working domains.
According to ACADEMIA2, this is the result of the lack of confidence in USAID.
Traditionally, foreign aid is not favored by the Republicans. At the beginning of the 90s,
President Bush displayed a negative attitude towards foreign aid, and only 12-13 years later, his
son started to fuel a large amount of the budget to the poor states. This seems to be contradicting,
but ACADEMIA2 pointed out differences between the two Bush administrations. In the second
term, however, USAID benefited from having a place in the agenda of American foreign policy.
It shared its job with other agencies which means its weight on foreign aid had diminished. The
drastic budget cut negatively affected the organization’s personnel. The Agency relied heavily on
field contractors rather than on its experts. This indispensably has effects on the performance of
the organization. Although, in the post 9/11 period, Natsios and late Fore tried to compensate for
the loss of the Agency that has slowed down the deterioration of the Agency compared with Cold
War USAID. Nevertheless, USAID2 admitted that, undoubtedly, the changes in the organization
that was imposed after 9/11 made the circumstances better, more dynamic, bigger, and vital.
With regards to the last hypothesis, the organization lost some positions. In the process, it
has lost its budget and policy offices to the State Department. However, in the latter part of 2010,
the Agency regained some authority and reinstated these offices. According to ACADEMIA2,
the USAID was rather reflective in the process. The Department of State opened its Afghanistan
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Pakistan Office and USAID also established its own independent Afghanistan Pakistan Office.
Still, there is a reduplication of offices in the Department of States. DoS2 found these changes
positive but is well aware of the frustrations of the USAID. The previous section discussed the
objections of the Department of State on USAID’s interest in conflict management. The
difference between the two agencies is that the State Department can easily implement changes,
while the USAID needs to wait for opportunities to subtle the effect of the change, particularly if
it overlaps with other stakeholders.
The observer interviewees explicitly admitted the Agency lost its independence as a
result of this process. While the USAID interviewees implicitly acknowledged this. USAID5
likened the other change actors to a 600-pound gorilla to depict how ‘vulnerable’ the USAID.
ACADEMIA2 said there is not so much change observed as regards places and projects in terms
of foreign aid activities. The change is in the conflict areas, where the foreign aid activities and
the budget increased enormously. ACADEMIA1 supported his colleagues’ view by pointing out
another aspect:
…the Agency has become more important, more well recognized, sort of more well
respected by other parts of the American government. Yeah, I think you're right. Like in
that sense, it's a little bit less independent than it used to be, in part because it is not more
closely related to the State Department in terms of planning and budget.
……
I think that they're much more closely linked to the State Department, which gives them a
little less independence in making development policy and implementing it. Some of
their friends, in particular in certain places where they work in the field at the lower level
but less independent from the military than they used to be. I mean, I think this is
especially the case in Afghanistan.
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Therefore, it can be inferred that the more vital and the bigger the organization is, the
lesser autonomy it has because it attracts the attention of stronger actors.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
1. Summary of the Findings
This section summarizes the findings, discusses research limitations, and highlights
possible directions for future work. This study was undertaken to understand the change
dynamics of USAID in the post 9/11 period by examining the external and internal environment
of USAID and reflecting on the data generated through rich semi-structured interviews with
individuals familiar with USAID either through past or present work in it or with it or through
their professional expertise. USAID is an arm of the US foreign policy but not of the leading
agency, the Department of State, which separates it from many traditional state agencies. Though
USAID is not the only agency with the same status, it is a good case study for organizational
research. Its dependency on a vast array of environmental actors and factors makes it a viable
research case study for applying the Burke-Litwin model of organizational change. This model
assumes that an organization is an open system and argues that environmental actors play vital
roles in organizational change.
The change process of the USAID is shaped by four actors. The USAID administration is
the authority that determines whether an organizational change is necessary. If a change is
deemed necessary, the administration shapes the internal change of the organization.
Nevertheless, the Agency is limited with the changes that are not within the scope of the U.S.
Congress and the Department of State. The Department of State is the leading actor in
controlling the US foreign policy. The US president is more powerful compared to the Secretary
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of State; therefore, the President has more authority and more influence over the organization’s
changes. However, the US President has lesser interest in the bureaucratic process of
organizational change. The Congress represents public opinion and top preferences of interest
groups. It also supervises the agency’s activities and controls the budget and legislation. Thus,
the Congress’ approval of the proposed changes in USAID is needed. USAID must maintain a
good relationship with the Congress as it is one of the most important actors in the organizational
change. Avoiding conflict with the Congress is crucial since it can either “make or break” the
organization. The White House, on the other hand, is the most efficient actor because of its
position in the national Security Council. After each election, changes are mitigated by the White
House. The change process that commenced before 9/11 was influenced by the preferences of
the President. The Department of State and USAID administrators are both appointed by the
White House. As a result, the administrators carry-out the presidential policy at the lower level.
The White House is too busy with other administrative issues to interfere in the USAID-related
matters.
The relationship between these actors is politics-driven and politics-based. Events and
other factors affect the behaviors of these actors towards the change process. The USAID was a
product of the Cold War strategy of the US foreign policy. The end of the Cold War prompted
discussions vis-à-vis the necessity of foreign aid activities and aid-related institutions. USAID,
though surviving from the turmoil, suffered from significant budget cuts, and substantial
workforce reduction.
A common incentive for change is new developments in the American foreign policy.
The end of the communist threat motivated the agency’s cohorts to continue supporting USAID.
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The programs that USAID implemented to counter the challenges did little to stop the regression
of the organization, however, it was central to the organization’s survival.
After the Republican victory in the American political system, Natsios was appointed by
President George W. Bush. His background experience helped Natsios to craft a change agenda
based on the agency’s strategy of fragile state support and conflict resolution. The “Superpower
rivalry” was replaced by an asymmetric threat that stemmed from terrorist organizations, and the
weak or failed states’ potential for the support of these organizations. The interviews and other
research revealed that the Republican administration had already planned a “change strategy” at
USAID before 9/11 to address the emerging threat. When they came into power, they started
implementing the agenda. It can be inferred that the political change in the American State
System, combined with the reactions of the system towards the “global threat” concept of the
American foreign policy, was a triggering factor that shaped the organizational change in the
USAID and determined the behavior of both USAID leadership and effective environmental
actors.
In this vein, the USAID administration started to align with the prepared Republican
agenda before 9/11. The 9/11 event resulted in making the foreign development aid an important
part of the American National Security Strategy (a 3Ds strategy), which was probably the most
important effect of 9/11. During the interviews, it was made clear that although the USAID
administration started to implement its agenda, the 9/11 event facilitated the organizational
change and opened “a window of opportunity” (Kingdon 1995) to make the change easier and
broader. Yet, the 9/11 attacks also caused changes that the USAID administration neither
planned nor welcomed. The increased budget and importance given to the agency by the US

119

foreign and security policy attracted the attention of other actors, specifically the Department of
State. This factor caused changes in the organization that affected its independence and authority
negatively. The process cost USAID some of its decision-making ability over its budget and
policy. The Department of State used its advantage of being the stronger agency and having a
closer relationship with White House in making structural changes that altering the core
functions of USAID.
The leadership attitude also played a role in the change process. The changes did not
happen in a straightforward way, rather there were ebbs and flows. USAID, however, stepped
forward to reconstruct its former position against the other players of the American foreign aid
policy. During the Tobias period, USAID lost some of its functions to the Department of State,
such as policy making and budget planning. The succeeding Administrators, however, were able
to revert this change to some extent. Hence, USAID is once again enjoying these functions. The
increasing influence of the Department of State over USAID, parallel with the increasing
importance of the foreign development aid in the US foreign and security concepts, is one of the
most significant results of the post 9/11 process. USAID, however, was able to make changes
within the organization, though it was too restricted in the areas of interest of the Department of
State. Nevertheless, competent leaders were able to make progress by doing the right things at
the correct time, such as establishing the Conflict and Mitigation Office and returning budget
functions under USAID control.
The Department of States’ role is to carry out the President’s foreign policy. In 2006,
USAID was mandated to report to the Secretary, hence the Department of States control the
Agency’s budget. This resulted in conflicts between USAID and the Department of State since
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their culture and targets are different. The Secretary of State is more powerful than the USAID
administrator. With this, the Department of State should be consulted and considered first before
implementing changes. This is also true to all the field missions of the Agency as the host
country’s ambassador needs to be consulted. But this only practiced in war-stricken places like
Afghanistan and Iraq. Alliance between these regions, the Department of State, and USAID
ensued after the 9/11. The influence and interference of the Department of State over the USAID
became greater, too. This is due to partially merging the two agencies, making USAID under the
jurisdiction of the Department of State. The fragmented structure in the post conflict areas,
however, continued. Constructing buildings in Iraq and Afghanistan is still a challenge despite
the support of different agencies. This gave away the impression that the Department of State has
the tendency to control the aid funds. However, this is also related with the inter-agency rivalry
and power politics in the Capital (Bosin 2016).
The Department of Defense gained importance with their concept of “militarization of
aid”. Generally, the Department imposes what they want with the stakeholders by insisting on it.
However, it does not intervene with the change in USAID. The DoS made significant changes to
adapt to the work-culture of USAID, mainly during field missions. There are other elements of
the environment of USAID that have limited or indirect effects on the change of the agency.
NGO's and Contractors are the partners of USAID in executing projects especially in
challenging locations/areas. The reliance stemms largely from the Agency’s efforts in personnel
lost compensation. With this, the USAID relied heavily on NGOs, private voluntary
organizations, and contractors to implement the projects. The 2002 GAO report indicates that
“USAID used an assistance budget of about $4 billion of its $7.2 billion to fund NGOs in
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overseas projects.” They are trying to influence the decisions by lobbying, specifically in
Congress, although typically to no avail.
Public opinion, though not an actor in the change process, is still important in motivating
the USAID to implement changes. It also influences the decisions of the Congress and the White
House. USAID gives importance to public opinion especially if it is about the Agency’s relations
with the Congress. Other actors and factors have insignificant effects such as host countries,
which indirectly affect the policies of USAID.
USAID leadership is headed by the administrator. He or she is the most important
authority to mitigate and to manage change in the organization. There were three administrators
during the Bush period. Only two of them are development experts. USAID has a very complex
environment, therefore managing change requires familiarity. The leaders who were not
development experts seemed to be disliked by the organization, in general. The leaders of
USAID are well aware of their limitations and accept the fact that they need other actors,
especially those with diplomatic abilities, in order to succeed. Despite having limited authority,
successful leaders are typically able to execute what they want. Because of the complexity of the
US foreign aid policy, the leaders of USAID found themselves in a bureaucratic struggle against
the Department of State and their success was evaluated by the staff through the extent of their
implementation of projects on behalf of the Agency (Norris, 2014).
The behavior of actors was profoundly affected by their political views. It is expected
that the reactions of the Democrats and Republicans regarding the 9/11 differ because of their
political views. The Republicans are more skeptical of foreign aid compared to the Democrats.
Skilled Republican USAID administrators are expected to gather more backing from the
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Democrats in Congress, whereas Democrat USAID administrators expect lesser support from the
Republicans. The Republicans are often cynical of USAID and foreign aid when the President is
Democrat but will agree to more funding if the White House is manned by their fellow
Republicans. Made evident is the failed attempt of Senator Jesse Helms of merging USAID
under the Department of State when the White House was occupied by a Democrat President
(Norris, 2014).
Significant shifts vis-à-vis USAID strategy ensued after 9/11, though changes had started
prior to the attacks. The attacks hastened the application of these strategies and facilitated the
efforts of the administrators. 9/11 gave windows of opportunity to the change implementers of
USAID and the actors of US foreign policy. The most observable change in strategy and mission
was the militarization of aid. The failed state strategy was applied in the process. The 3D’s
strategy formalizes the strategy of the governmental approach to foreign aids that placed
Development beside Diplomacy and Defense.
Every administrator makes his or her change in the organization that is independent from
any agenda. After 9/11, USAID established new bureaus to adopt new strategies. However, the
Office of Conflict Mitigation and Management, and the Office of Military Affairs met objections
from the Department of State. Similarly, the Congress opposed the foundation of the Doctrine
Bureau, the USAID administration. The Central Bureau and the Independent Office of
Afghanistan and Pakistan saw significant structural changes established in the period.
Many of the respondents suggested that USAID does not have problems recruiting new
personnel. Although, there were some disapprovals from the other interviewees. The need for
qualified personnel after 9/11 was addressed by recalling the retired employees back to work.
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The career service was restructured, and a new career track system was established. The carrier
service was divided into different categories called backstops. The technical positions were
increased, and the Central Bureau facilitated a flexible system that allows personnel transfers
from different bureaus to the needed locations. During the Fore period, a substantial number of
personnel were employed. Nevertheless, all the efforts to address the increasing demand for
development work in the field did not seem to end up with a satisfactory outcome.
The employees of USAID have a culture that is shaped by being development experts. At
times, they forget that development is a tool of the US foreign policy. With the new strategy of
3Ds, they started to work more closely with the Department of State and Department of Defense.
The USAID organization’s culture is very different from that of the Department of State. This
caused issues on project implementation in the field. Additionally, USAID employees are
working with people with different cultures and many of the employees in the field are
foreigners. The organizational climate is highly affected by the security concerns. These changes
are observed in the post-conflict areas, while the other regions do not seem to have changed
significantly.
The 9/11 helped the employees to understand why they are working in problematic areas.
Submerging the agency under the Department of State demoralized them in the 90s, but the
efforts after 9/11 increased their morale. USAID has a good governance system, depending on
the attitude of the administration. The increasing motivation and morale are reflected in surveys.
The agency has a training system to help the employees adapt the organization’s mission.
Although, the organization is hiring those who are already motivated and have adapted to the
organizational values.

124

The organization’s feedback system is evaluated in the research by relying on two
concepts. Internal feedback refers to the interaction between the Agency management and the
staff, whereas the external feedback refers to relations of the organization with environmental
actors. Internal feedback is done by some formal and informal mechanisms. The committee of
career officers for experts in management meets every week. This is an example of good
governance during the Natsios period. Surveys are also conducted by the Office of Personnel
Management. Annually, a survey is administered to the career staff. The result of the survey is
evaluated by an expert in order for the administration to gauge the success of the imposed
changes. Magazines and journals are used to explain the change in the organization. The leaders
in the Agency find this method very helpful. Messages are imposed repeatedly. The USAID
administrators warrant that they are open to the opinions and feedback of the employees. The
effectiveness of the carried-out changes, measured using internal feedback, directly affects the
attitude of the administrators. Similarly, the external feedback is obtained formally and
informally.
After 9/11, USAID, the Department and Defense, and the Department of State set to
work in state buildings in failed countries, besides the other agencies. Specifically in
Afghanistan, a complex audit system was established to ensure works are done properly in a
totally corrupted, insecure, and destroyed environment. The system, however, attracts criticism
both from USAID and Academia interviewees.
The feedback system in the Capital, however, did not change dramatically. Although, it
transformed as influenced by the positions of the actors. The USAID notifies the Congress with
a vast amount of information, and the amount of this formal feedback enormously increases in
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the process. Negotiations are the common feedback system between the agency and other actors.
USAID uses its experts to advise the other actors. The Agency’s experiences in the field makes it
more familiar with the issues, hence putting it at an advantage. USAID must make logical
decisions to get along with other actors, therefore it is open to being informed and to receiving
feedback. Additionally, USAID tries to affect the public opinion to ease its relationship with the
Congress. USAID is also lobbying in the White House, in the case of a clash between the others.
The informal feedback system relies on personal relations in and out of the office.

2. Outcomes
The Burke-Litwin model has also been employed in the study assuming causal
relationship between the elements of the model. This research indicates environmental factors
and factors have causal relationships with the change of USAID. The White House is the
dominant environmental actor that caused change in the organization’s strategy. The Department
of State is another actor that is also affected by the White House but has a superior position than
the Agency and has a causal relationship to the change of structure, management practices and
system. The Congress has control on the budget and legislation, and has causal relation to the
change of system, additionally, via earmarks on the management practices. The leadership of the
organization is in causal relationship with each element of the model. Change in the strategy
causes structural changes in all departments. In turn, structural changes instigate systematic
changes. These changes are more apparent in personnel policy and budgeting. Strategic change
triggers positive change in the motivation of the staff working in the post conflict areas. It looks
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like the organizational culture was stable in the process, and this research did not find any
dramatic change in the culture. However, the working climate is affected by security concerns in
the conflict areas such as Afghanistan and Iraq.
Another reason could be closer relations with the other agency employees due to security
concerns, and the necessity of working in the same environment with others that share different
organizational cultures. Training is given to develop the individual skills of the current staff
instead of investing to improve the hiring system or employing skilled personnel who are
qualified based on the qualifications set by the NGOS and contractors. However, this practice is
reasonable because of the demands from the Agency for implementation of development projects
and human resources in a very short period in disaster-stricken regions. The individual and
organizational performance evaluation is also very complex and deserves a very detailed
research. What the environmental actors and the USAID understand regarding better
performance is considerably different. This is also the main reason for the change triggered by
the environmental actors both pre and post 9/11 periods. The 9/11 triggered a great shift in the
implemented organizational change. Before 9/11, the environmental actors were a treat to the
very existence of the Agency. However, after the attack, capabilities and authorities of the
organization are transferred to other stakeholders of foreign aid. Nevertheless, the involvement
of the external actors has a negative impact on the performance of the organization, specifically
due to triggering change in system and management practices.
This research found that the USAID administrator does not have discretion entirely to
implement his or her agenda. The administrator of the USAID is the head officer of the
organization but he or she is acting in an environment that restricts change. Nevertheless,
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powerful USAID leaders have been capable of maintaining USAID’s limited independence, of
persuading the other players to support efficient long-term development programs that profit the
national interest of the US, and sustaining decent interactions with the White House and the
Department of State. The USAID formed several handling methods that permitted it to persist
over the years against Agencies that are more powerful. However, even the sturdiest
administrators have restricted ability in conflict areas to repulse the State Department, White
House, and Department of Defense, when development programs need to address compulsory
strategic security goals (Norris, 2014). In other words, the leader of the organization needs to
counterbalance the administrative and political weakness with other talents such as negotiation
skills, though without comprehensive knowledge and experience in Agency related issues, those
skills may not help. Additionally, the leader has also the potential to reverse the gains of the
change process; but due to limitations of USAID administration, compensation of the lost would
be very hard for the following administrators. Despite his or her limited discretion, the leader is
the most important element of the model.
This study proves that the environment is highly effective in the change of USAID. This
supports the model of Burke-Litwin, however, it contradicts the findings of the Stone’s (2015)
research. The differences stem from the features of the environmental actors that are effective on
USAID. The level of the effect is related with the environmental actors’ perceptions on the
importance of the organization’s activities. The change in the USAID, therefore, is more clearly
observed in the field missions that are more directly affected by War on Terror policy compared
to other places that are not affected by the clashes. As a result, in the USAID case, development
in the outside areas, which is expected to open windows of opportunity, becomes a challenge as
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the Agency cannot implement its agenda the way they deem proper. This is if the organizational
activities attract stronger players’ attention and interest, which causes less independence and
more unplanned change.
In organizations which are highly dependent on technical and experienced personnel,
these personnel are the most valued asset. In the case of USAID, the post-cold war period
conditions prompted the public and some of the decision makers of foreign aid policies to
question the necessity of a separate agency that specifically deals with foreign aid.
The worst after-effect of this period to the USAID was losing the qualified employees
resulting in the Agency’s increased dependency on contractors in the field. There were two
major consequences of the agency’s workforce reduction and its increasing dependency on
contractors and NGOs. First, the USAID had difficulty replacing the qualified personnel in spite
of its efforts to address the increasing demands for development projects in failed states.
Additionally, the activities of USAID in other areas continued to increase. USAID7 stressed the
situation as “we are stretched too thin by trying to be everywhere and everyone helps' '. Another
negative outcome of the process is discrediting the USAID performance in the field operations as
ACADEMIA2 states. This resulted from the increasing dependency of the USAID to other
organizations and their personnel. The organization’s performance is highly related with keeping
the well-educated and experienced personnel sustainably. This may be a challenge but is
necessary since the USAID may unexpectedly need their expertise and abilities in conflict areas
just like what happened after the 9/11 attack.
Another outcome that is observed in post conflict areas such as Afghanistan is that the
audit feedback systems may not work efficiently after a level of complexity. The feedback
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system of the organization is criticized in the reports of GAO and by interviewees as discussed in
the previous chapter. Having too many stakeholders and too many auditors who report to
different authorities may not be an efficient way to understand the problems that occur in the
field. On the contrary, the immediate product is increasing paperwork. Additionally, it also
caused frustration to the USAID employees. Natsios (2020) criticized the audit system to be
more accountability-oriented instead of interesting strategic outcomes. This reflects the views of
the technocrats of Washington who are culturally unfamiliar to the mission employees,
paperwork-based, lessening returns, too expensive, and having too little support to program
performance improvement. The bureaucracies that operate in the field struggle in observing and
supervising. This is risky and may have a negative effect on performance. One of the negative
consequences of this is that they may fail to oversee the misconduct of the field workers.
Another one is that this may result in lesser employees’ autonomy, which in turn has detrimental
effects reducing the employees’ capability to effectively address environmental issues (Honig,
2019). Natsios (2020) suggested that field directors are the most reliable source of information as
they have more strong connection with the locals and they are more familiar with the needs,
rather than the Washington-based monitor and command agencies.
The Burke-Litwin model was used to describe changes in a federal agency that happened
after a dramatic crisis. The Burke-Litwin model is used in many settings to study organizational
change and has some to the forefront with the role of the external environment and leadership in
the change process. USAID differs from many other public organizations in this sense. First,
USAID is different in the role of the external environmental actors’ behavior. Some external
actors have the ability to act as if they are an internal actor and create change against the will of
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the organization, as happened during the F process in 2006. Second, the external environment
that affects USAID is influenced by other external environmental actors; therefore, in the case of
USAID there is more than one directly relevant element of the external environment. The
USAID model also differs from the other organizations by the characteristics of its leadership.
To distinguish it from the others, we may call USAID leadership “bounded leadership”, because
the leader of the organization is restricted with unwritten rules. The leader of the organization is
not able to use his or her authority freely even if he or she is not bound legally to take into
account the power politics rules.
This research has also showcased the difficulties of applying a change model to the
public sector. The Burke-Litwin Model emphasizes the role of external change in the change and
performance of an organization. Stone (2015) reviewed the studies and found low consistency
between the external environment, change and performance; however, this research claims that
the external environment is even more efficient as a change force than is typically expected from
the model. Public sector organizations operate in a different setting than private organizations
and applying models that are derived from private sector may not result in a satisfactory research
outcome. The terminology of organizational theory may have different meanings in the sectors.
For example, the term “motivation” can have very different meanings for a security officer of a
private sector and a member of the army?
Finally, the analysis of the change process at USAID shows that the strong effect of the
external environment on organizational change, in fact, happens as ebbs and flows rather than as
a single forceful act. Since the collapse of the communist bloc, USAID has continuously found
itself in a struggle with environmental actors. Depending on the actors’ power and interests, the
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changes affected the organization negatively or positively. The 1990s were the years when the
USAID reflected a struggle of survival that stemmed from the Congress; the first years of the
2000s were a flow period when the organization became an important part of the 3Ds strategy of
the Bush administration. In 2006, the Agency experienced a short but severe ebb period with the
intervention of Department of State and the F process. The Administrators of USAID in the
following years tried to regain the lost power of the organization that occurred during the ebb
years. The Trump period may be called yet another and latest ebb period due to the traditional
Republican negative views on foreign development aid. What could be next during the Biden
period? Atwood and Garber (2021) point out differences in the standing points of the Department
of State and USAID. The State Department uses diplomatic efforts to halt violent conflict and
USAID focuses on conflict prevention by cooperating with local authorities and other donors to
eliminate the risks of social breakdown. In other words, USAID concentrates on conflict
mitigation. Additionally, Atwood and Garber (2021) examine the position of USAID along the
US National Security Council and explain the term “development diplomacy” as an important
tool that offers more partners and resources for mitigating security risks that stem from
underdevelopment. Atwood was a former USAID administrator who served in the Democrat-led
administration. Therefore, his views may be a sign to another flow period for USAID in the years
to come. Within the contest of the current organizational change models, the ebb and flow cycle
is not a strong theoretically grounded element of the open-system change models. Therefore, this
study offers a theoretical contribution that the ebb and flow in the change circles should be added
to the change models to get a better understanding of the relationship between organizations and
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external environments and to focus organizational analysis on the inputs that come from the
environment.

3. Limitations of the Study and Future Research
This section delineates the general limitations of the research as well as offers
recommendations for future research. The first limitation involves sampling. USAID is a highly
decentralized organization that has expanded operations throughout the world. Emails were sent
to prospective key informants who were assigned to field missions. However, a number did not
respond while some refused to participate due to the insufficiency of knowledge vis-à-vis the
issue. Though there were employees who had sufficient experiences in the field missions and
agreed to be a part of the study. Nevertheless, it is important to note that this study only reflects
the insight of few experienced employees of the Agency with regards to the organizational
changes that were implemented. Furthermore, the majority of personnel in the field missions are
foreigners. A wider investigation is needed particularly in their effect on the organizational
culture.
The USAID has different features compared with the common state agencies. It is
decentralized throughout the world; however, the decision-making system is open to external
actors. It works with highly technical personnel with different nationalities and seeks to
implement many traditional state functions abroad. Naturally, a generalizable outcome needs
further research, not only within the USAID, but also within the organizations that have
similarities even to some extent.
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Another limitation for this research is the covered period of study. It was necessary to
limit it to a specific time period due to time constraints. At the end of the study, it is underscored
that the change in the organization is highly related with the developments of the previous
period. Similarly, the following era also contains interesting data regarding the outcomes of the
change process of the Bush administration.
The academic interviewees find the topic interesting in consensus. Literature review
shows that many researchers had investigated USAID related issues, however, most delve on the
policies of the organization. There is a scarcity of research apropos organizational change in the
Agency. The topic of this research needs further exploration in terms of organizational concepts.
Not only the concepts of organizational change, but also leadership, organizational culture,
organizational performance, and others.
Social desirability bias might be a threat to this study. Nonetheless, interviews are
frequently applied in social sciences to understand features of the organizations by extracting
information from individuals who have the authority to answer such questions (Remler & Van
Ryzin, 2010). Depending on the time and budget opportunities, the diversity of the methods and
research partners should be increased to gain a broader and deeper understanding of the topic.
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