
 
 

This publication was produced at the request of the United States Agency for International Development. It was prepared 
independently by Cynthia Clapp-Wincek (evaluation team leader), Nicola Giordano, John Akwetey, Peter Simpson, Micah 
Frumkin, and the Institute for Development Impact.  

 

 

EVALUATION OF THE BUREAU FOR 
RESILIENCE AND FOOD SECURITY’S 
ROLE IN GLOBAL LEADERSHIP 

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

 

OCTOBER 2023 
 
 

USAID / MORGANA WINGARD 



Final Evaluation Report 
Bureau for Resilience and Food Security’s Role in Global Leadership 

 

.   
 

ii 

ABSTRACT  
In July 2020, the Bureau for Resilience and Food Security (RFS) launched a Functional Strategy to 
articulate how the Bureau contributes to the achievement of existing U.S. Government strategies or 
policies within its mandate. The strategy named Global Leaderships to “strengthen the global 
environment for achieving inclusive agriculture-led growth, resilience, nutrition, and water security, 
sanitation, and hygiene” as a main objective of its functions. Two years later, RFS requested an external 
evaluation of the Bureau's systems, processes, capacities, and resources helping or hindering its global 
leadership efforts. The purpose of this evaluation was to identify and analyze how RFS can better 
define and communicate its role in providing global leadership.  As the World was struggling with 
drought particularly in the Horn of Africa and the COVID pandemic, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 
February 2022 focused the Bureau on the global food crisis. As a result, the scope of work for the 
evaluation narrowed to global leadership influencing “the global food security agenda and advancing 
food security for all” but in the context of these multiple crises. 

The evaluation was not assessing the Bureau’s performance in global leadership but analyzing what led 
to performance. Therefore, the evaluation used eight cases in which the Bureau reported its global 
leadership to have influenced outcomes that contributed to changes in the global environment that 
led to shared development agendas and behaviors of bilateral and multilateral donors, non-
governmental actors and private sector entities. Taking an Outcome Harvesting approach, the 
evidence from the outcome cases led the team to conclude that global leadership outcomes were 
strongest when all three types of leadership that emerged from the analysis were applied: technical 
leadership, relationship leadership and financial leadership. Although strongest when all types of 
leadership were combined to influence an outcome, the evaluation identified cases in which each type 
of leadership was able to have influence on its own. 

RFS has achieved significant outcomes through global leadership with a modest investment in the 
function. The Bureau must balance the expectations with the resources and decide priority actions 
and events in that context. 

 

 

 

Funding from USAID Feed the Future has allowed women like Hapsatou Ka from Sylla Diongto, Senegal to 
become thriving entrepreneurs. The cover image depicts Hapsatou with sweet potato crops, which she has 
trained other women in her community to plant as part of the nutrition program USAID Yaajeende 

Photo from USAID Photos. Credit: USAID/ Morgana Wingard. 
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BACKGROUND 
In July 2022, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) Bureau for Resilience 
and Food Security (RFS) requested an evaluation of its Functional Strategy for the period of 2020-
2022. The Functional Strategy establishes the Bureau’s unique role to promote proven, evidence-based 
approaches to advance development outcomes. The RFS Front Office asked that the evaluation focus 
on the Strategy’s functional objective to provide leadership to “strengthen the global environment for 
achieving inclusive agriculture-led growth, resilience, nutrition, and water security, sanitation, and 
hygiene,” and narrow the focus to addressing food security. The evaluation was designed to determine 
how RFS’s structure, systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped or hindered its functional 
role of providing global leadership. The evaluation reviewed eight cases—four strategic engagements 
and four institutional engagements—in which the Bureau’s global leadership influenced development 
outcomes.  

Three factors greatly influenced the context in which RFS operated during this period of performance. 
Firstly, RFS had undergone, and continued to undergo, significant structural change. USAID established 
the Bureau for Food Security (BFS) in 2010, primarily to manage the United States Government (USG) 
global hunger initiative Feed the Future (FTF). In 2019, and simultaneous with other significant 
structural shifts within USAID, BFS became RFS, consolidating BFS, and the Office of Water, formerly 
part of the Bureau for Economic Growth, Education, and the Environment. In the same month that 
RFS was operationalized, COVID emerged as a global pandemic and significantly affected RFS’s ability 
to settle into this reorganized structure. It is also important to note that in 2022, the Bureau began 
preparing to undertake another reorganization in the summer of 2023, adding over100+ new staff and 
new priorities, such as the environment and climate change. 

Secondly, there were concurrent and compounding effects from multiple crises during the study 
timeframe.  These included the COVID-19 pandemic mentioned above, recurring droughts in the 
Horn of Africa, and African Swine Fever and the food, fuel, and fertilizer crises worsened by the 
Russian invasion of Ukraine in February of 2022. All required modifications in RFS programs and 
processes. 

Thirdly, RFS’s role on the global stage has expanded exponentially in the last several years. In 2021, 
RFS played a large part in the United Nations Food Systems Summit (UNFSS) and the Nutrition for 
Growth Summit (N4G), critical convenings that helped to deepen the international community’s 
understanding of the global food crisis. In 2022, the Russian invasion of Ukraine greatly exacerbated 
this emergency. In response, the US Government led a pivot by the Group of Seven (G7) to put food 
security at the top of its global agenda along with the war in Ukraine. RFS’s deep expertise in food 
security provided the technical foundation for this policy agenda.  

Given its growing role in addressing global food shortages, RFS has faced unprecedented demands 
from the U.S. Congress, USAID Administrator’s Office, the US Department of State, the US National 
Security Council (NSC), the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), and even the US Treasury – all 
agencies that contribute to the interagency response to the global food crisis. This expanded scope of 
work strained a young Bureau just settling into a new configuration under a new Functional Strategy. 
It is within this context that USAID undertook an evaluation of RFS’s functional objective to provide 
global leadership. 

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
EVALUATION PURPOSE  

The purpose of the evaluation was to analyze how RFS defines and communicates the scope of its 
global leadership role and function to influence the global food security agenda and advance food 
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security for all. The July 2020 RFS Functional Strategy served as the primary reference for defining 
RFS’s global leadership (Objective 1), specifically global engagement to influence global agendas (IR1.1). 
The Functional Strategy “outlines the Bureau’s unique role in providing technical support to USAID 
Missions while exerting global leadership” not only through programs but through “the expertise and 
experience of the staff.” Unlike most USAID performance evaluations which primarily examine the 
extent to which USAID was successful in achieving outcomes, this performance evaluation was 
designed to understand how RFS’s role, structure, system, processes, capacities, and resources helped 
or hindered its achievement of global leadership outcomes.  

To be clear, this evaluation does not examine how well (i.e., “good” or “bad”, “successful” or 
“unsuccessful”) RFS performed in strengthening the global environment or aligning development 
agendas through global leadership. Because of the complex, dynamic, emergent, and fluid nature of 
these ultimate aims, and considering and respecting that actors have diverse perspectives in the global 
community, this would not have been a fruitful evaluation. Instead, an examination of how RFS 
provided global leadership to achieve reported positive outcomes helps the Bureau to understand 
enabling and challenging conditions within its operations and control to continue in this role. The 
evaluation timeframe was from 2020 to 2022.  

The primary audience for the evaluation is RFS senior leadership, managers, and staff directly involved 
in global leadership and engagement in the Bureau, both prior to and following the reorganization of 
the Bureau in the summer of 2023. Evaluation results will provide evidence for decision making to 
strengthen and streamline Bureau systems, processes, capacities, and resources, including the 
Functional Strategy. The evaluation can be used by RFS senior leadership, managers, and staff to 
improve the new Bureau’s priorities, capacity, and flexibility and to strengthen the global environment 
for food security.  

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

The evaluation questions (EQ) that bound the scope of this evaluation were developed in a co-design 
process led by the RFS Monitoring, Evaluation and Training Services (METS) activity and RFS Program 
Office staff. The evaluation was designed to answer three questions: 

1. During the 2020-2022 period of strategy implementation, how has RFS technical assistance shaped 
its global leadership and how has its leadership contributed to RFS’s ability to influence food 
security agendas and the behavior of bilateral and multilateral donors, non-governmental actors, 
regional bodies and private sector entities? 

2. During the same period, recognizing a set of successive and compounding crises, how have RFS 
systems, processes, capacities, and resources either helped or hindered the Bureau’s global 
leadership efforts to respond quickly to unexpected shifts in context? 

3. Has the Bureau’s global leadership through global engagement revealed ways in which the RFS 
Functional Strategy, systems, processes, capacities, and resources need to adapt or evolve to meet 
the current Agency and global context? 

Global leadership by agency staff has not been a common topic for evaluation at USAID or elsewhere, 
as the team found when researching evaluation methods. Therefore, defining key terms was an 
important part of building a common understanding for the Bureau for making decisions on global 
leadership functions. It should be noted that for the purposes of this evaluation, the team is using some 
terms differently from the way they are used in RFS and is noted below.  

● Global leadership is effectively influencing a set of bilateral and multilateral actors, 
governmental and non-governmental actors, regional bodies and private sector entities to align 
with, advance and advocate for RFS and the USG’s agenda and priorities. 

● Global engagement is defined for this evaluation as participation in global events or the process 
of interacting with a set of bilateral and multilateral actors, governmental and non-
governmental actors, regional bodies and private sector. RFS generally refers to global 
engagement as strategic engagement.  
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● Institutional engagement refers to influence in the international and regional environment from 
RFS’s programmatic work. 

● “GE team” is used by the evaluation team to mean those RFS staff whose full-time job is to 
facilitate and drive global engagement. This is primarily the Global Engagement Team (GET) in 
the Strategic Engagement Division in the Office of Policy Analysis and Engagement (PAE). 
However, because those staff who do global/strategic engagement full time are not limited to 
the GET- for example, the Director of PAE - the evaluation team generally means to include 
these actors when they cite the GE team. 

● Technical assistance is used in this evaluation to mean the advice and guidance provided by 
RFS staff in their roles of leadership and influence.  USAID generally uses technical assistance 
to refer to advice and guidance provided by projects and activities.   

EVALUATION METHODS AND LIMITATIONS 
The evaluation of the RFS Functional Strategy began with a participatory co-design process under the 
Bureau’s METS activity. In that process, RFS senior leadership indicated a need to better understand 
the Bureau’s global leadership. The evaluation team searched the USAID Development Evaluation 
Clearinghouse (DEC) and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development’s 
Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) evaluation repository and found no examples of 
evaluations of global engagement or leadership, as defined above. The evaluation team reviewed 
extensive documentation provided by the Bureau including strategies, operational policies, and 
background documents on global events. To gain a deeper understanding of the Bureau’s global 
leadership efforts, the evaluation team needed to understand the efforts of Bureau staff, the results of 
those efforts, and ideas on how to make adaptations for stronger global engagement.   

The evaluation was conducted by a five-person team with technical and evaluation expertise. Only the 
team leader, Cynthia Clapp-Wincek, had global engagement experience, specifically at the Network 
on Development Evaluation (EvalNet) at OECD/DAC. Team bios can be found in Annex 7. 

During the evaluation design phase, following the desk review, the team identified Outcome Harvesting 
(OH) as the dominant methodology for this evaluation because it reveals such rich information on 
what factors played a role in the outcomes being achieved. OH is an evaluation method in which 
achieved outcomes are identified and then, working backwards, actions that brought about the 
outcomes are identified. The evaluation team selected OH as the best method for understanding 
Bureau global leadership for several reasons:  

● Outcomes were emergent i.e., could not be predicted in advance 

● Uncertain causal links i.e., no clearly established theory of change 

● Contested– actors have diverse perspectives in the global community 

● Dynamic– pace of change is variable and unpredictable 

Through interviews, OH was able to capture achieved, planned, and emergent outcomes, in complex 
and knowledge scarce environments. Then, the evaluation team worked to document contribution 
pathways specifically from the RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources that helped and 
hindered the achievement of outcomes. It should be emphasized that the contributions evaluated in 
this study are those of the RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources; it does not evaluate all 
of the actors and factors that influenced outcomes in these global events. 

Outcomes were initially identified through an analysis of the 2022 Operational Plan (OP) and 2019-
2021 Performance Plans and Reports (PPR) which are generally used to succinctly report positive 
progress.  Then Bureau staff, including several in Bureau leadership positions, voted for the eight 
outcomes that they thought should be included in the evaluation. The evaluation team analyzed the 
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systems, processes, capacities, and resources that affected these selected cases of positive outcomes. 
However, it should be clearly noted that this selection approach means that findings cannot be 
generalized to conclude that the Bureau is successful in all cases.  Although there are likely other 
instances of global leadership achieving intended outcomes, this report has no data or evidence beyond 
the cases reported. 

The team conducted 40 interviews of internal and external informants knowledgeable about the 
specific outcome cases, as well as an additional 10 interviews with staff knowledgeable about RFS 
systems processes, capacities, and resources. Those interviewed on outcome cases were also asked 
questions about what systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered their work 
in influencing outcomes.  

Of the 40 interviews on outcome cases, 12 were external to RFS and USAID, and an additional four 
that were external at the time of the interview but had worked for RFS at the time of their 
participation in the outcome.1 Of the additional ten interviews on systems, processes, capacities, and 
resources, four were retired heads of Bureaus in USAID (one was former RFS), and two worked in 
USAID’s Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning’s (PPL) Donor Coordination Office. Internal RFS 
staff were selected because of their area of expertise. Because the OH method focuses on outcome 
specifics, a limited number of informants is sufficient to agree on the statement of the outcome.    

Interview guides were developed for 1) outcome change agents, 2) the 10 interviews of the experts 
on systems/processes/capacities/resources, 3) senior leadership, and 4) the private sector. An example 
of each is included in Annex 4.  

The evaluation team used several methods for analysis to make the most of the interview evidence.  
The thematic analysis most significantly identified three types of leadership. The team developed 
“Influence Maps” for each case.  These are a tool used in the Outcome Harvesting method to analyze 
relationships amongst the multiple actors involved in influencing change. Relationship mapping analyzed 
the relationships involved in doing the influencing work. The team conducted a focus group discussion 
with private sector partners to gain some understanding of their engagement in this arena. The team 
had planned to compare the briefers and talking points prepared for the RFS staff to formal event 
communiques, but interviews provided more nuance. Further, the fact that key documents were 
classified caused the team to abandon this approach.   

Because this evaluation was on a topic that had not been previously evaluated and for which there was 
no clear existing theory of change, there were a number of limitations: 

● The Strategy was only two years old for this period of performance. While most USAID 
strategies (e.g., CDCSs) have a five-year time period, the RFS Strategy does not have an 
associated time period and states it will be revised, as appropriate, based on changes in context 
and lessons learned in implementation. This is an evaluation of initial implementation during 
an unprecedented time of changing context and provides an opportunity to document the 
experience and lessons.  

● The selection of outcome cases was built on statements from Performance Plan and Reports 
(PPR) for the years available, supplemented by the Operational Plan for 2022. The RFS entries 
to these documents have character limits and therefore cannot present the full set of 
outcomes for consideration. The outcomes included in these documents are generally focused 
on what would be of interest to high-level stakeholders. Both the transition of the Consultative 
Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) and the evolution of the Global 
Alliance for Food Security (GAFS) were reported as outcomes that were still very much in 
progress.  

● There is limited formal data available on RFS’s global leadership. Though there is a monitoring 
plan accompanying the Strategy, the indicators were not piloted. The fast-paced global changes 

 
1 Interviewees are only designated as internal or external in the body of the report where such references would 
not compromise anonymity of respondents. 
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during this two-year period diverted staff attention from this effort. This meant that the 
centerpiece of data collected by the evaluation team was the 40 interviews on the outcome 
cases and the additional 10 interviews of other staff with specific expertise in systems, 
processes, capacities, and resources. 

● Set against the Bureau context of working in the midst of crises and shocks, the number of 
people able to take the time for interviews was more limited than the team would have 
preferred. This was raised as a risk in the Design Document. The evaluation team was pleased 
to have completed the 40 interviews for the outcome cases and 10 additional interviews. An 
additional 33 individuals were identified and sent requests for interviews but did not respond 
or were unable to be interviewed.  

● Because global leadership is such a fluid concept, it was very difficult for the team to separate 
the RFS contribution from that of USAID and the USG more broadly.  

● The approach called for interviews about outcomes. Recall was a challenge but analyzing 
multiple interviews for each case helped to shape findings. It was also very hard to limit the 
discussion to the study timeframe of 2020-2022. It was necessary in some cases to discuss 
earlier actions and events as they informed understandings of outcomes in the timeframe.  

● Statement of Work (SOW) and Resource limitations: Global leadership and engagement touch 
almost all aspects of the Bureau’s work. The team indicated in the Design Document that 
choices would have to be made to focus on resources in addressing food security for all and 
the global food crisis. Many cross-cutting issues were identified in the SOW and the team was 
unable to fully address them all. The team tried to address those that were reported as 
important to the outcomes, and some were more fully explored than others. 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

EVALUATION QUESTION 1: Through global engagement, how has RFS’s technical 
assistance contributed to its global leadership and thus its capacity to influence agendas 
for food security for all and the behavior of bilateral and multilateral donors, non-
governmental actors, regional bodies, and private sector entities, during the 2020-2022 
period of strategy implementation? 

In order to answer this evaluation question, the 
evaluation team looked at global leadership through two 
lenses: the Bureau’s performance acting as a global leader, 
and the specific roles that the Bureau plays on the global 
stage. To understand RFS’s role and performance as a 
global leader, the team used OH to identify and analyze 
eight distinct outcome cases (see Figures 1, Boxes 1 and 
2 below, and case studies provided in Annex I). The 
evaluation team organized these outcome cases into two 
categories of engagement to further understand the 
nature of RFS’s global leadership: global engagement on 
the world stage and institutional engagement with 
organizations that are partners in USAID’s programs. 

Global engagement events were identified in the study timeframe of 2020-2022.  The year that the 
organizations included in the Institutional engagements were created demonstrate how long term 
some of these relationships have been. 

 

Figure 1. Outcome Case Overview 



Final Evaluation Report 
Bureau for Resilience and Food Security’s Role in Global Leadership 

 

 6 

GLOBAL LEADERSHIP & INFLUENCE PERFORMANCE 

Performance was evaluated by asking two questions: did RFS influence the specific outcome that was 
the topic of each interview and did RFS demonstrate leadership? In the OH method that the team 
used to assess performance, knowledgeable informants are interviewed about one of the eight 
outcomes identified. The informants then provide their assessment as to whether RFS demonstrated 
leadership and/or was influential. Although 31 of 40 interviewees indicated that RFS demonstrated 
leadership and was influential for these eight outcome cases, this cannot be generalized to other RFS 
global leadership efforts.  These eight outcome cases had been intentionally selected as cases where 
leadership had been demonstrated and the evaluation verified the performance.  Some outcomes were 
more fully realized than others.  The strongest performance was reported by all five interviewees for 
the N4G Summit and all three for Aceli. Interviewees for UNFSS, G7, the Comprehensive Africa 
Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP), and Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural 
Transformation in Africa (PIATA) had all but one of their interviewees report RFS demonstrated 
leadership. GAFS had only the external interviewee report leadership. The evaluation confirmed in 
these eight cases, RFS demonstrated leadership but in some cases more fully than others.  

 

UN Food Systems Summit (UNFSS) 2021 
RFS Outcome: RFS advanced USAID’s leadership 
role in the UNFSS by taking such actions as making 
a $5B multi-year commitment to FTF and 
expressing intent to expand FTF to an additional 
eight countries.  
RFS Leadership: UNFSS was a whole-of- 
government endeavor with Administrator Power 
opening the Summit alongside USDA Secretary 
Vilsack. RFS’s prominent role was considered 
prescient, as the COVID-induced food crisis went 
from bad to worse with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. 
Due to RFS’s high level of technical expertise, they 
were acknowledged as the technical lead by multiple 
interviewees. 

Nutrition For Growth (N4G) Summit 2021 
RFS Outcome: The USG Nutrition Champions 
Group convened actors to commit $11B of the total 
$27B pledged at the summit. One RFS expert 
facilitated the N4G Advisory Group, working 
closely with the chair and others in the SUN Donor 
Network.  
RFS Leadership: Beyond the pivotal role played 
by the RFS expert, multiple RFS staff united to make 
N4G a success by leveraging technical knowledge to 
define the 2021 N4G Summit’s vision and roadmap. 
The Nutrition Leadership Council, housed in RFS’s 
Center for Nutrition, reportedly played a significant 
role in coordinating efforts substantively and 
financially. 

G7 Global Food Security Crisis Response 
RFS Outcomes: The USG led the crisis response 
to the Ukraine invasion in February 2022, mobilizing 
allies and funds to address urgent food, fertilizer, and 
fuel needs. In May, GAFS was launched (see below 
and Case Study). At the June G7 Summit, Biden 
committed over half of the G7’s $4.5B commitment 
to address global food security. FTF added eight new 
countries.  
RFS Leadership: USG brought early attention to 
how severely the war would affect global food 
security. RFS provided technical briefings for the 
USAID Administrator. RFS attended all Food 
Security Working Groups with interviewees 
reporting that RFS’s technical expertise led them to 
provide support to all of the events.  

Global Alliance for Food Security (GAFS) 
RFS Outcome: In May 2022 GAFS was launched 
as an urgent response to the “unfolding global 
hunger crisis.” Later, the Global Food and Nutrition 
Security Dashboard was launched to “fast-track a 
rapid response to the unfolding global food security 
crisis” RFS worked to build the dashboard on the 
existing GAFS structure to avoid the delays of 
setting up a new organization.  
RFS Leadership: Germany, holding the 
Presidency of the G7 in 2022, they took the lead to 
launch these mechanisms, but RFS helped shape the 
GAFS to address the urgency of the crisis and 
provided technical expertise and methodological 
advice on data collection and reporting. 

BOX 1: Global Engagement Cases 
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Interviewers went on to ask if the outcomes identified for each of the eight cases were “significant.” 
22 of 40 interviewees responded that the case they were interviewed about was significant, although 
no one responded that the case was “not significant.” The team hypothesizes that the reason only half 
of respondents reported that outcomes were significant is related to reports that RFS had not achieved 
all that was intended. The OneCGIAR transition, for example, was reported by all eight interviewees 
as still unfolding, although three did still report it as “significant” citing its potential. Several of the 
GAFS interviewees indicated that it did not fully reflect the vision for a streamlined, efficient system 
because of the risks of overlap with existing data platforms.  

 

PIATA is an example in which so many donors played key roles, particularly Alliance for a Green 
Revolution in Africa (AGRA), that none of the interviewees identified the RFS role as significant in the 

  Comprehensive African Agriculture 
Development Programme’s (CAADP) 

Biennial Review 
RFS Outcome: RFS’ long support to CAADP and 
advocacy of African leadership in African 
Development led to improved measurement and 
reporting systems that provided credible data for 
the Biennial Review process. Mutual accountability 
in the process led African governments to take 
actions to strengthen agriculture policies and 
programs in their countries.  
RFS Leadership: CAADP highlights the RFS ethic 
of leading from behind. USAID led in establishing 
CAADP and in championing African ownership of 
agricultural development. RFS’s continued presence 
fosters credibility among donors. Several RFS staff 
served as chair of the Development Partner 
Coordination Group, working with donors to clarify 
the importance of the evidence and accountability 
evolution in CAADP and also worked with other 
donors to put money behind it. 

OneCGIAR Transition 
RFS Outcome: RFS technical expertise, funding, 
and collaboration with the Gates Foundation and 
other partners influenced the OneCGIAR 
transition. This transition represented a dynamic 
reformulation of CGIAR’s partnerships, 
knowledge, assets and global presence, aiming for 
greater integration and impact in the face of the 
interdependent challenges.  
RFS Leadership: RFS brought their global 
leadership in funding agricultural research and 
depth of technical expertise to engage at all levels 
to encourage a “momentum to move in a better 
direction” that was reported not to have been 
possible without their engagement. 

Aceli Africa financing for Agricultural 
SMEs 

RFS Outcomes: RFS helped to fund Aceli Africa 
as one of the “first movers in profit dynamics for 
smallholder finance” in Africa. From 2018 to 2023, 
Aceli has mobilized over $600M in agricultural SME 
finance over five years, filling the gap in financing for 
small companies, women-owned businesses, food 
security crops, and climate smart agriculture.  
RFS Leadership: RFS’s commitment as the first 
anchor donor set a precedent and inspired other 
organizations to join, highlighting the leadership role 
RFS played in attracting additional funding and 
enabling Aceli’s pivotal role in addressing the gap in 
commercial finance for SMEs. Key individuals in RFS 
played essential roles in activity design, webinars, 
and technical input and continue to engage in 
ongoing technical dialogue with Aceli leadership. 

Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural 
Transformation in Africa (PIATA) 

RFS Outcome: PIATA converged donors 
around a shared commitment to inclusive 
agricultural transformation through collaboration, 
analytic thinking, and evidence-based approaches. 
Success, built over 15 years of investments 
(including USAID’s original $10M), led the 
MasterCard Foundation to discuss substantially 
larger commitments.  
RFS Leadership: RFS was reported as being 
particularly influential in the formation of PIATA, 
both financially and technically. RFS contributed to 
PIATA’s design and adaptations. Collaboration and 
technical dialogues continue, but issues providing 
committed levels of funding have limited RFS’s role. 
The strength of relationships built on RFS’s technical 
expertise have helped continue the collaboration in 
spite of a decreased financial role.  

BOX 2:  Institutional Engagement Cases 
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overall changes. It was reported that RFS provided technical expertise and leadership even when it did 
not achieve everything that it set out to achieve. For example, it was reported that the OneCGIAR 
transition “wouldn’t [have had] the momentum to move in a better direction…without our 
engagement.”  

ROLES 

Emerging from responses to interview questions on RFS’s demonstrated leadership, the evaluation 
identified three types of leadership roles that RFS played in influencing case outcomes:  

● RFS demonstrated leadership through technical expertise, making RFS’s positions persuasive 
by being technically strong. 

● RFS demonstrated leadership as a relationship builder, building trust particularly with 
longstanding partners, helpful in reaching agreements. 

● RFS demonstrated financial leadership by committing resources to support actions that fit with 
the RFS agenda as well as using resources as a basis for attracting others’ resources. 

Leadership Through Technical Expertise  
Technical expertise was reported as one of the Bureau’s greatest strengths, cited in 36 of 40 
interviews. The Private Sector Focus Group also acknowledged RFS’s technical expertise. In the G7 
and GAFS cases, it was reported that RFS’s “deep [ability] to understand the trends…and a good 
understanding of G7 issues and food security” allowed RFS to be the technical leader behind the 
myriad USG actors. Another interviewee cited the importance of “technical knowledge “in shaping 
the USG position on food security.” Similarly, an interviewee said that in preparation for the UNFSS, 
“RFS demonstrated leadership in the sense that [it was] the technical arm of the Agency.” Also, for 
the UNFSS, “we made ourselves visible as leaders promoting inclusive and equitable livelihoods” was 
reported in an interview. One interviewee reported that the way expertise led to influence was “by 
making science an integral part of the conversation, it becomes a powerful tool for conveying the 
merits of certain approaches and engaging diverse stakeholders.” 

In the Institutional Engagements, RFS technical expertise was also cited as a key factor in being 
influential. One interviewee reported that his role in working on CAADP’s Biennial Reviews was 
“focused on technical accuracy, ensuring that joint sector reviews and accountability systems were 
designed with the appropriate policies and indicators” in coordination with the African Union (AU) 
technical committees and USAID missions. An Aceli interviewee reported that RFS provided “a 
sounding board on development finance and agriculture” in the context of “market driven, data driven, 
collaborative access to [small and medium enterprises] SMEs.”  

One interviewee identified “reputational influence” as a result of RFS’s technical strength: “Feed the 
Future has been out there for ten years. Our partners have a certain level of confidence in USAID’s 
work…because of what we’ve been able to achieve.” Another stated that, “We’ve been able to speak 
confidently about what we’ve achieved with FTF” and that made RFS influential in the technical 
discussions around the food crisis of 2022. The evaluation team found that analytics and learning were 
forms of technical expertise that played a role in leadership both for institutional and global cases. It 
was a study partially funded by the RFS predecessor which established the case for addressing a gap in 
agricultural SME finance that led to the creation of Aceli. RFS supported the International Food Policy 

“RFS demonstrated leadership in the sense that we 
were the technical arm of the Agency.” 
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Research Institute (IFPRI) and Akademiya2063 to strengthen the data used in the CAADP Biennial 
Reviews. The RFS Analytics and Learning Division reported providing technical advice to GAFS.  

Leadership Through Relationships 
Personal relationships were considered almost as important as technical expertise in demonstrating 
leadership and were cited in 29 of 40 interviews. The Private Sector Focus Group stressed the 
importance of relationships in working with USAID as well. The UNFSS was a large, global engagement 
and all six of the outcome case interviewees talked about the importance of their relationships in 
navigating those complexities. One interviewee reported that he was more successful in planning for 
the UNFSS because of the relationships he had built in Rome when he worked there previously. The 
relationships of the RFS chief nutritionist, as well as others, were cited as essential to the success of 
the N4G Summit as this role was directly involved with the planning for the event and liaising 
significantly with the government counterpart in Japan. One RFS senior leader reported, “he felt he 
was able to influence most successfully when we had personal relationships.” RFS staff proudly 
reported engaging non-traditional donors such as humanitarian assistance from the Gulf States pledged 
at the UNFSS and bringing in middle income countries like Indonesia to the N4G donors.  

Institutional engagements did not have quite as high a percentage of interviewees citing their 
relationships as important, but there were still multiple examples identified in the interviews. A 
CAADP interview cited RFS “championing of African leadership” as a clear demonstration of RFS’s 
relationship leadership enabling African leaders to unify their voice on the global stage due to a 
common process. Interestingly, the cases selected for Institutional Engagements showed RFS playing 
very strong roles, frequently through participation in multi-donor groups. Aceli Africa is a good 
example of RFS participating in the Multi-Donor Steering Committee rather than convening the 
meetings showing its role as a technical partner rather than acting as a main coordinator. PIATA is a 
platform for cooperation between AGRA and a group of donors around agricultural transformation 
in which AGRA takes the lead. One interviewee stated “multi-donor collaborations are essential for 
the success of many programs and RFS plays a significant role in providing leadership in these 
collaborations.” RFS used these relationships to help forge common understanding on shared agendas.  
In CAADP and CGIAR cases, the length of the relationships was cited as being critical, but relationships 
were cited even more often in the newer Aceli and PIATA cases. 

 

Leadership Through Financial Resources 
It was stated by interviewees more than once that participants must bring financial resources to the 
table in order to enter into coalitions, negotiations, or alliances. Financial leadership was more 
important in some instances than others but was mentioned by at least one interviewee for every case 
(in a total of 27 of 40 interviews). Financial resources were mentioned as significant factors in fewer 
of the GAFS interviews (1 of 3) and G7 (1 of 5). As GAFS was launched by Germany and is now being 
managed by the World Bank, RFS played a smaller financial role. It should be noted that the interview 
questions for the G7 centered around Blinken’s Ministerial Summit in May 2022 and financial resources 
were not such a big part of that Summit and that the substantial resources the U.S. committed in 2022 
came from many USG agencies.  

Financial resources were cited as an important factor in influence in several other cases. Before the 
N4G Summit, RFS staff reached out to partners, telling them that the US was committing $11 billion 
and asked partners “if they could join” i.e., increase their commitments. One interviewee reported 

“Multi-donor collaborations are essential for the 
success of many programs and RFS plays a significant 
role in providing leadership in these collaborations.” 
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that the N4G Summit in 2021 resulted in larger financial commitments by all actors at the Summit 
than any of the previous N4G summits. In 2021, commitments totaled $27 billion compared to $3.4 
billion at the previous Summit in 2017.  Institutional engagements were transactional and relied on RFS 
investing resources. Although their nature was somewhat different because there wasn’t an event 
needing a public “deliverable”, the external interviews made clear that partners were well aware of 
the level of resources involved. For example, an external interviewee on PIATA reported that RFS 
was “waning in influence” due to being constrained in providing funding. This was in line with the 
Private Sector Focus Group identifying resource leverage as an important factor in influence by all 
parties.  

The RFS Functional Strategy identified convening as an important role in Global Leadership. Because 
there were no reported examples of events convened by RFS in the eight cases, it will be further 
elaborated in the section on RFS Systems and Processes.  

 

 

 

 

RFS Used Quiet Leadership to Achieve Outcomes 
The rich interview data shed light on the RFS role and performance in global leadership. The most 
telling theme that emerged from analysis was the theme of “leading from behind.” Both external 
sources and RFS staff reported that the Bureau was influential and demonstrated leadership. 
Interviewees talked about “leading from behind”, “quiet leadership”, “showing up when requested”, 
“sometimes leadership is about sharing information and communication” and being “a high-level 
advocate.” An interviewee stated, “How you get a win at the UN is not about leveraging resources or 
cajoling or holding people’s feet to the fire. It’s about finding win-wins and building consensus that 
way.” Because this came up in interviews on all eight outcome cases, it was widespread and reported 
as playing a role in performance. Moreover, decades of evaluations of all types of projects and 
programs have demonstrated the success of a big donor like USAID playing a quiet role rather than 
dominating. 

 
 
 

 

 

EVALUATION QUESTION 2: During the 2020-2022 period of Functional Strategy 
implementation, including a set of successive and compounding crises, how have RFS 
systems, processes, capacities, and resources either helped or hindered the Bureau’s 
global leadership efforts to respond quickly to unexpected shifts in context? 

The eight outcome cases demonstrated examples of RFS leadership and influence. Together with data 
from the relationship mapping and the additional ten interviews specifically on systems, processes, 
capacities, and resources, the cases provided evidence of how the structure and nature of the Bureau 

“Quiet leadership”: “leading from behind,” “showing up 
when requested,” “sometimes leadership is about sharing 
information and communication” and being “a high-level 

advocate.” 

Conclusion:  The evaluation team concluded that it was relationships built through 
RFS technical expertise were consistently the most effective and that greater effect 
was possible when financial resources were brought to bear as well. 

Conclusion: The evaluation team concluded that quiet leadership is an important 
principle that RFS needs to consider in planning going forward. 
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influenced the outcomes in order to answer the second evaluation question. This analysis is based on 
the questions in the interview guide asking which of these factors affected the interviewee’s ability to 
play their role in the outcome and what factors influenced the outcomes. 

To reach conclusions about which factors “helped” or “hindered” achievement of outcomes, the 
evaluation identified factors that are both within the Bureau's control and factors that are baked into 
how USAID operates and therefore were beyond the Bureau’s control. Both types of factors affected 
how the Bureau played a role in global leadership, and how well they were able to play that role.  

The RFS Functional Strategy included three Crosscutting Intermediate Results: (1) Analytics and 
Learning, (2) Operational Systems, and (3) Talent Management. Analytics and Learning was discussed 
under the first evaluation question as one type of technical leadership. The other two are considered 
in this section under the second evaluation question. The outcome cases in Annex I provide additional 
information on what factors helped and hindered the achievement of each outcome.  

RFS SYSTEMS AND PROCESSES 

In this section, the evaluation team presents the findings and conclusions associated with RFS’s formal 
systems, such as how the Bureau is organized, as well as the less formal processes the Bureau has 
developed to address challenges in conducting global leadership. 

How RFS Global Leadership Efforts Were Organized  

During the design of the evaluation, it became evident that the key actors for global and strategic 
engagement was the Global Engagement Team (GET) whose entire role was global engagement, and 
secondly the RFS Assistant to the Administrator (AtA) and Deputy Assistant Administrators (DAAs) 
for whom this was a primary responsibility, but amongst many others. In the past year, the 
Administrator designated the AtA as the Global Food Crisis Coordinator in addition to her role as 
the Feed the Future Co-Coordinator. This raised her profile in global engagements, as reported in 
interviews both within and outside RFS. Interviews with all of the DAAs and the relationship mapping 
analysis indicated that DAAs were actively engaged in global events and played representational roles 
in the institutional engagements as well. Senior managers of Centers and offices also played prominent 
roles. The Communications team in the RFS Front Office was reported by the GE team to have led 
the UN engagement. Two ad-hoc structures that played a role in global engagement will be discussed 
in the section on RFS processes later in the report: the FTFCT and the Strategic Engagement Team 
Leads group. During the study period, there was also a 

that several interviewees reported made lines of authority unclear, though that problem has 
since been resolved. There continued to be a  who played what 
was reported to be a useful resource in engaging with the food agencies in .  

Eleven interviews raised the issue of where the GE team was placed in the Bureau. A couple raised 
the issue of how much authority the GE team had over the colleagues they relied on to accomplish 
the work. Another suggested that placement in the Front Office would make them more aware of the 
important political dimensions of the work.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As discussed in the section on technical leadership, 36 of 40 interviewees identified the importance of 
strong technical input from the Centers for Agriculture, Nutrition, Resilience, and Water in 
successfully leading and influencing. Although many interviewees tied the four centers to the Bureau 
being “decentralized” and “siloed,” in the case of the N4G summit, this was cited as a factor in success.  

Helped & Hindered: The many actors carrying out global engagement roles across 
multiple offices complicated efficiency in responding in spite of the widely reported 
commitment and hard work of the GE team. The evaluation team concluded that 
this organization of global and strategic engagement responsibilities was workable 
but not necessarily optimal.  
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Because N4G came close on the heels of UNFSS which had demanded so much of so many Bureau 
staff, the Center for Nutrition successfully fulfilled this priority quite independently which one 
interviewee reported had made things easier. The relationship mapping showed that interviewees 
reported working with few RFS staff outside the Center for Nutrition (CN) in their work on 
influencing outcomes of the N4G Summit. Generally, the lack of coordination across offices is 
considered an issue, but in this instance, it had a positive aspect.   

Another kind of siloing in the Bureau presented challenges. Staff from the GE team indicated that it 
was a real challenge to clarify “the priority positions” to convey the “clear and succinct” points needed 
in briefers and talking points. Technical staff reported that non-technical staff in the GE team, the Front 
Office and sometimes the FTF Crisis Team (FTFCT) were making decisions about priorities with 
insufficient technical input. This was reported as “not without tension around the divide between the 
highly technical staff and “those who play critical roles such as PAE, the Program Office and the Office 
of Country Support.” Another interviewee reported the perception of GE as “an afterthought 
compared to programmatic work.” 

It should be noted that the siloing of the Centers was reported as having worsened after the BFS/RFS 
reorganization. Specifically, one interviewee noted that Centers now seemed to work more across 
the Agency than they worked across the Bureau. This raised the issue of finding the right balance in 
the coming reorganization. 

  

 

 

 

Semi-Formal Mechanisms to Support RFS GE Efforts 

In response to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the Bureau created the Feed the Future Crisis Team, 
which was formalized in April of 2022. Interviewees reported that the FTFCT streamlined the usual 
bureaucratic processes of budgeting and clearances. FTFCT was reported as a successful way to 
efficiently program the Supplemental funding that Congress passed in 2022 as part of the response to 
the Global Food Crisis– or at least more efficiently than was normally possible with the complicated 
USG budget processes. The other Bureau bureaucratic process that was streamlined was clearances 
which were cited in over a quarter of the case interviews as a challenge as well. Taking a non-random 
sample of documents from one of the global engagement outcome cases, the team noted that the 
documents included an average of 17 clearances. The Bureau accounted for between three and ten of 
them, frequently by Front Office staff. Because the FTFCT’s first priority was the crisis and they had a 
clear line to the Front Office, the myriad clearances involved in the G7 preparations were reported 
to have moved more efficiently. It was reported that the Bureau did complete a several month review 
to revamp the clearance process in December 2022 that is not reflected in the comments due to the 
timeframe.   

In addition, an interviewee reported that the FTFCT “enabled a more coherent and coordinated 
approach” to responding to the crisis. The FTFCT prioritized the many issues proposed for briefers 
and talking points through the crisis lens. One interview reported, “it focused the Bureau on crisis 
management and what we needed to achieve in that realm and deprioritized other areas.” Another 

“Global engagement is sometimes ‘an afterthought 
compared to programmatic work.’” 

Helped & Hindered: Organizing the Bureau primarily around the technical centers 
contributed to the great strength of the technical expertise that the Bureau brought 
to bear on all its work but hindered setting priorities and cross-office coordination.  



Final Evaluation Report 
Bureau for Resilience and Food Security’s Role in Global Leadership 

 

 13 

interviewee pointed out that “the response to the immediate crisis led to reprioritization of resources 
and narrowing of focus” which made the response to the crisis coherent and coordinated, but 
functionally deprioritized the Bureau’s long term development work.” As was noted earlier, this 
prioritization was questioned by some interviewees.  

Another Bureau structure created to address Global Leadership challenges was the Strategic 
Engagement Team Leads that met monthly to discuss “policy priorities and implementation plans.” It 
was reported that the Team Leads were helpful in providing input into the global engagement work 
and helpful with clearances.  An interviewee reported that the informal nature of this structure meant 
that the person designated to be the lead for their office may not have the necessary strategic 
engagement skills and that that the GED staff responsible for producing briefers and talking points had 
no authority to manage the relationships. It was reported that “the GE team was caught in the middle.”  

 
 
 
 
 

Process To Establish All-RFS Priorities 

Staff reported that successful engagement, both global and institutional, required clear and succinct 
messaging that communicated RFS and US priorities. 17 case interviewees and several of the others 
mentioned the issue of priorities. Particularly in the institutional engagements, staff reported that they 
weren’t sure that the Front Office saw their outcome as a priority. They could not see how they fit 
in the prioritization. With respect to global engagements, short deadlines, and the urgency created by 
tasking from the Administrator, the Department of State, and even the NSC and White House, 
required very quick turnaround and multiple clearances as evidenced by analysis of a selection of 
talking points and briefers. One person reported that “I get pulled into last minute discussions of 
priorities.” Moreover, “lack of clarity around who is responsible for creating priorities causes tension 
between the top down and bottom-up approach” catching the GE team in the middle.  

 
One interviewee pointed out that what was missing was a process to “prioritize the priorities” for 
this complex and multisectoral Bureau which will become increasingly so after the imminent 
reorganization. The Research Community of Practice was another way the Bureau dealt with 
coordination to identify priorities, but only for priorities within one sub-sector.  
 
 
 
 

Convening Power 
The RFS Functional Strategy described convening power as one way the Bureau exercised leadership, 
however, in the context of the 8 outcome cases, no interviewees reported examples of RFS convening 
events. About a quarter of interviewees (11 of 40 interviews) mentioned the Bureaus’ convening 
power. It should be noted that the original interview guide did not include a question on convening 
and questions were introduced later in the data collection primarily with RFS staff. Interestingly, 

“‘Lack of clarity around who is responsible for creating 
priorities causes tension between the top down and 
bottom-up approach’ catching the GE team in the 

middle.” 

Helped: Both the FTFCT and the Strategic Engagement Team Leads made global 
engagement more efficient and effective but with tradeoffs with other Bureau 
priorities.  

 

Hindered: A process for prioritization of Bureau priorities was needed but not 
evident.  
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participants in the Private Sector Focus Group reported that they appreciated RFS’s role as a convenor 
because it enabled them to participate in multilateral collaborations that augment their initiatives' 
impact. 

During the study time period of 2020 to 2022, there were two factors that may have explained the 
limited convening. In the global engagement outcome cases, other actors were responsible for 
convening. For example, the United Nations clearly convened the 2021 Food Systems Summit and 
when Germany held the presidency of the G7 in 2022, they were the convenors. In tandem with the 
German convening of the G7 Development Ministers in Berlin in May 2022, Secretary Blinken 
convened the Global Food Security Ministerial event in New York, when the United States assumed 
the presidency of the UN Security Council which gave the US standing to convene such a meeting. 
The second factor was that this was the period of the COVID Pandemic, and in-person events were 
curtailed. Convening of events was clearly diminished during this period.  

Although there were not any examples reported of RFS convening events, there were numerous 
examples of RFS and other USG actors convening multiple preparatory virtual meetings to work with 
close allies to coalesce around positions for the global G7 engagements, the UNFSS, and N4G. In the 
case of GAFS, RFS particularly worked with Germany, who proposed the idea, to understand the 
scope and purpose. One interviewee reported “convening conversations” with 2-3 other partners as 
common practice in preparation for the G7 Food Security Working Group meetings. A DAA reported 
the strategy of “convening” virtual meetings with 1-2 colleagues at a time to discuss, prepare and come 
to common positions prior to big planning events as well as the UNFSS Summit in September 2021 
itself. These actors can be seen on the influence maps in Annex 1. Other interviewees reported similar 
strategies. In the N4G Summit convened by the Japanese Foreign Ministry (due to the convention that 
it is convened by the host of that year’s Olympics), the senior nutritionist took an active role in the 
management group and was therefore in a formal position to convene. However, it was more about 
the technical leadership that led to that position rather than USG’s role in convening.  

 

 

Interagency Coordination 
Although interagency coordination was not included in the scope of the study, most of the interviews 
made at least some mention of working with other USG agencies. Several interviewees explicitly stated 
that without strong interagency coordination, none of the global engagements would have been 
possible; the Department of State, the NSC, the Interagency Policy Committee, PPL and many others 
were essential partners in developing positions and identifying resources. The G7 work was 
particularly intertwined with the interagency to the degree that the outcome statement for that case 
references USG rather than RFS. The interagency community was important for institutional 
engagements as well. The International Development Finance Corporation played an important role 
in Aceli. FTF is a 12-agency initiative so engagements like CGIAR and CAADP entailed coordination 
as well. A significant number of interviewees talked more about interagency coordination than 
coordination with external partners. Because interagency coordination was not included in the scope 
of this evaluation, it was not investigated so these findings are considered preliminary.  

 
 
 

Helped in a particular way: RFS convening power exemplified the lead-from-behind 
principle in a way that was helpful in achieving outcomes.  

 

Helped and Hindered: Preliminary findings indicate that interagency coordination 
played an important role. 
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Senior Leadership 
Senior leadership commitment was cited in more interviews than any other topic (37 of 40 plus most 
of the non-case interviews). These findings are consistent with countless evaluations. The Bureau’s 
role in the multiple G7 meetings addressing the food crisis that was exacerbated by Putin’s war in 
Ukraine was a notable example. Senior leadership participation was clearly demonstrated as part of a 
whole of Government response including the President, the Secretaries of State, Agriculture, and 
Treasury, the Administrator of USAID, and of course the RFS AtA and DAAs. With this high-level 
commitment, the USG demonstrated clear leadership and exerted influence at the highest levels. RFS 
provided critical technical leadership which was reflected in the substance for the position papers, 
briefers and talking points and participated in many of the G7 meetings as well as preparatory meetings 
negotiating positions and resources. The Administrator’s support of the N4G Summit was reported 
as an element in its success.  

Senior leadership was also important in the institutional engagements. CAADP interviewee reported 
that they believed that attention from senior leadership could have in some way made up for the 
modest budget available. Other interviewees talked about not being priorities of the Front Office as 
making it harder to make as much contribution through those cases as might have been possible 
otherwise.  

 
 

 

CAPACITIES – HUMAN RESOURCES  

Analysis of the outcomes, interviews with Bureau staff knowledgeable about human resources, and 
relationship mapping identified significant factors with respect to human resource capacities in what 
helped and hindered the outcomes evaluated in the eight cases. The RFS Functional Strategy included 
a crosscutting Intermedia Result for talent management: “RFS attracts and retains diverse, high-
performing staff and improves competencies of staff and the field.” This section addressed talent 
management as part of human resources.  

Size of GE Team 
The Global Engagement Team, the part of PAE/SED most directly responsible for this work, was 
composed of four staff as reported by the Director of the Office of Administrative Services on May 
22, 2023. This represented less than 2% of Bureau staff. Interviews with other staff benchmarked this 
against the USAID Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) which had 40 people working on global 
leadership and PPL that had 30 working on donor coordination. Although it was noted that the scope 
of the GE work in those Bureaus was much greater, it is clear that there is a perception by Bureau 
staff of the differential.   

The small size of the Global Engagement Team was recognized as a limitation by interviewees from 
the Front Office, one citing that they “were stretched” in supporting UNFSS, although that interviewee 
indicated that they had “staffed up now” (to four). This was also raised by interviewees for the G7 
outcome case because there were over 20 G7 events alone in 2022, not to mention the bilateral 
meetings the Team supported and other types of global engagements. Several interviewees noted that 

Helped when present; Hindered when not: Senior leadership was critical to 
performance.  

 

Hindered: The limited share of the Bureau’s human resources allocated to global 
engagement was not balanced with the magnitude and complexity of demands. 
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the GE Team worked nights and weekends, particularly during the challenges of 2022. “Staffing 
constraints limit their ability to be proactive and strategic” reported another interviewee.  

Skills, Expertise, and Talent of RFS Staff 
The “sheer talent” reported by an interviewee and multiple comments already mentioned recognized 
the role technical expertise played in both global and institutional engagements. The “talented team” 
was cited in 31 of the 40 case interviews, evenly split between global and institutional engagement. 
This talent played a role in the “reputation” of RFS, again split between global and institutional. Some 
of the RFS reputation was around the work, as quoted earlier in the discussion of the role that Feed 
the Future’s reputation played in the UNFSS example. The reputation of the RFS staff that carried out 
those roles was equally important. Examples cited included the long but quiet relationship with 
CAADP and all four of the PIATA interviewees cited talent. 

The staff that were reported to have such strong reputations tended to be staff that had worked in 
RFS and its predecessors for a long time. This was identified by interviewees that reported certain 
colleagues’ reputations but also what the staff members themselves reported about how long they had 
worked on their technical area in RFS and predecessors. Although this was evident in both the CAADP 
and CGIAR interviews, long-term relationships were also reported for UNFSS and the G7 Food 
Security Working Group.  

It should be noted that the comment about “sheer talent” was extended to the GE team as well. The 
GE team was commended by colleagues as “committed and hardworking.” Global engagement was an 
expertise summarized by one interviewee as “translating Bureau positions into a product that is 
understandable and written in a voice that a person can present” at an event. At the senior leadership 
level, the skills identified were interpersonal skills, political awareness, and strategic thinking. Two 
interviewees raised the importance of the skill levels of the GE Team Leads (and that there was 
variability of these amongst the members of this group).  

It was also reported that having strong relationships in the Bureau, in the Agency and in the interagency 
community was essential in the quick-turnaround timeframe of global events. The GE team played a 
role in the institutional engagements but mostly as those outcomes interplayed with the global events. 

USAID Human Resources Configuration 
Juxtaposed against the importance of relationships and the degree to which long-standing relationships 
were mentioned as important, 20% of the 222 positions in RFS were vacant at the time of the 
interview. It was reported that 56 people (25%) had left in the prior 12 months. The disruptions caused 
by COVID led to this being reported as likely worse than “normal”, but reorganizations were also 
cited; the BFS/RFS reorganization of several years ago and the imminent reorganization as well. 
Turnover due to COVID was specifically cited as hindering the budget function with turnover at the 
many offices (Office of Foreign Assistance at Department of State, and USAID’s Bureaus for Resource 
Management, Legislative and Public Affairs and General Counsel) that play key roles.  

Moreover, only 23% of the Bureau positions below the Senior Executive Service level were fully 
permanent in RFS (52 GS positions). FSOs are “permanent” positions but because they rotate every 
several years, their tenure in RFS was not permanent and were not factored in the percentage. FSOs 
represent 10% of Bureau positions (22 FSOs).  The rest of the Bureau positions were made up 

Helped: Technical and global engagement expertise were strengths in Global 
Leadership. Length of tenure meant very strong reputations and relationships that 
strengthened ability to influence outcomes. 
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of the usual configuration of Foreign Service Limited appointments and contractors. And, of course, 
the seven senior staff were comprised of political appointees and SES, also not permanent.  

Another challenge was that the FTFCT pulled staff away from their normal jobs. “Because the Bureau 
doesn’t have enough staff for redundancies, folks on FTFCT doubled their workload.” It was also 
reported that the colleagues in the offices left behind had to take on some of their responsibilities.  

Communications Team 
One of the non-case interviewees reported that the Communications, or “Comms” Team was half 
the size that it had been previously. The Comms Team is located in the Front Office and senior leaders 
reported that they relied on them for speeches and media. However, one interviewee reported that 
with the smaller team “we can’t get anything out of them anymore…we have to figure it out 
ourselves.” The Comms Team was unable to find time to be interviewed for the evaluation.  

 
 
 
 

Private Sector Engagement Team 
RFS’s Strategic Engagement Division has two teams: one for Global Engagement and one for Private 
Sector Engagement. Although Aceli and PIATA addressed private sector financing, none of the other 
6 outcome cases had significant private sector elements.  Private sector actors played roles in the 
UNFSS and N4G Summits but did not get mentioned in the interviews as actors that interviewees 
engaged with actively.  Some entities are noted in the Influence Maps in Annex 1 as actors that were 
important but not actively with the interviewees.  For this reason, the evaluation team conducted a 
focus group interview with six industry representatives that led to a rich conversation that has been 
shared with the Private Sector Engagement Team. Several key issues touched on RFS’s global 
engagement role.  The participants lauded RFS’s role as a convenor because it enabled them to partake 
in multilateral collaborations that add value to their own initiatives.  Participants also appreciated the 
opportunity for knowledge sharing and technical exchange, particularly in webinars and conferences.  
Because they see missions as having programming and strategies that are independent of RFS in 
Washington, they appreciate when RFS acts as a conduit to reaching the missions which is so 
challenging for them. 

 

 

 

Training 
The only training related to global engagement reported was a briefer training by the Comms Team, 
although none of the interviewees mentioned participating in the training. The Strategic Engagement 
Team Leads meetings, composed of representatives from each Center and Office, served de facto as 
a form of informal training but that was not their purpose. Senior Bureau leaders reported having 
attended the Federal Executive Institute for “leadership training,” but it was reported not to include 
global engagement. Several reported that global engagement in a pillar bureau is unlike donor 
coordination in missions; they said they learned on the job. A PolicyLINK Webinar presented April 

Hindered: The importance of strong technical skills and length of tenure were at 
odds with the percentage of permanent positions in the Bureau and the unusually 
high rate of vacancies due to COVID and reorganizations. 

 

Hindered: A smaller Comms Team meant that Bureau staff often carried out those 
tasks themselves. 

 

Helped: Private Sector Engagement Team’s engagement with the private sector 
actors. 
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18, 2023, on leadership training with RFS overseas partners demonstrated that leadership was a skill 
that can be taught. Some staff had had prior experience working with international organizations but 
that was the exception in the pool of interviews.  

Echoing the findings reported in the Skills, Expertise and Talent of RFS Staff section above, the skills 
identified as necessary for senior leaders were interpersonal skills, political awareness, and strategic 
thinking. The skills needed by working level staff were translating Bureau positions into a product that 
was understandable and in a voice that a person could present. Having observed the demands on the 
working GET, the evaluation team would add a strong ability to juggle, or at least track, the myriad 
events, demands and clearances. 

 

 

 

RFS FINANCIAL RESOURCES  

Specific Global Engagement Funds 
In addition to the several Bureau leaders that reported that “in order to enter into coalitions, 
negotiations, or alliances, you need to bring your own resources to the table,” 26 interviewees cited 
ability to access financial resources as a challenge. Due to the nature of the USAID/USG budget 
process, which is planned three years in advance with all resources allocated, interviews reported that 
there are no “fungible” funds available to offer as commitments for global events or alliances. At the 
N4G Summit, Administrator Powers announced the intention of investing up to $11 billion over three 
years with the necessary caveat of: “subject to Congressional appropriations” (source: press release).  
It was noted by an RFS budget specialist that in those outyears “tradeoffs can be made; leadership and 
technical offices choose not to make those tradeoffs generally speaking.”  Interviews reinforced the 
sense that funding was locked in, in spite of changes actually being possible. 

 
When a crisis becomes a priority, funds are found.  Due to the strong US reaction to the invasion of 
Ukraine, the US Congress authorized $113 billion in Supplemental funding for the Ukraine response. 
The very large commitment to Ukraine was an example of the importance of “deliverables” when 
undertaking global engagement, something tangible to demonstrate the level of USG commitment. 
Announcing new money such as this was reported as demonstrating strong US leadership, but it was 
a key aspect of the discussions on interagency coordination.  

By definition, supplemental funds are new money that are allocated in response to a crisis. 
Supplemental funds made possible President Biden’s pledge of $2.76 billion in “additional US 
government resources” at the G7 Leaders Summit in 2022 (source: press release). It was because 
supplemental funds were budgeted outside the normal budget process that interviewees reported 
how helpful it was that the staff of the FTFCT had time and knowledge to help program these funds.  

Contrarily, interviewees also reported that the usual process for identifying funding to pledge was to 
attribute existing funding and spending and announce it is a commitment. The $5 billion that President 
Biden announced at the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) in the fall of 2021, also announced 
by Administrator Powers at the UNFFS, was just such a commitment based on the money budgeted 
for FTF reported in interviews. This required intensive effort by Bureau staff interviewed to work with 
USAID Missions to see what could be attributed and committed this way.  

 

 

 “In order to enter into coalitions, negotiations, or alliances, 
you need to bring your own resources to the table.” 

Hindered: Global leadership training might have expanded skills at staff level and for 
senior leaders but there was essentially none available.  

 

https://www.usaid.gov/news-information/press-releases/dec-07-2021-administrator-power-announces-11-billion-combat-malnutrition-and-safeguard-lives-women-and-children#:~:text=At%20the%202021%20Nutrition%20for,half%20of%20childhood%20deaths%20globally.
https://www.usaid.gov/news-information/press-releases/jun-28-2022-united-states-announces-new-commitments-respond-global-food-security-crisis
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“Leveraging” Financial Resources 
The discussion of resource leadership in the section on EQ 1 described the strategy of using the size 
of the USG to announce resources as a demonstration to encourage other countries to commit more. 
A notable example was the $2.76 billion that President Biden announced at the UN Leaders’ Summit 
in 2022 was more than half of the $4.5 billion that G7 leaders committed. One interviewee for the 
N4G Summit case reported “When the US commits a big number, it sets the tone.” Several reported 
that they worked with colleagues in BHA to “call other donors and say “can you join us? Can you 
leverage other money?” These actions were reported by interviewees to have contributed to the N4G 
Summit of 2021 vastly exceeding funds pledged at earlier Summits.   

RFS also attracted investments and new resources through strategic partnerships and initiatives 
through institutional engagements. In one example, by investing in research that demonstrated the 
viability of the Aceli model, RFS played a significant role in the creation of Aceli Africa, attracting 
investments from social impact investors such as Brooke Capital. Through funding and advocacy from 
USAID, Mastercard Foundation, and MacArthur Foundation, Aceli’s initiatives led to the leveraging of 
new resources. Similarly, collaboration between RFS and AGRA attracted investments and resources 
for the Resilient Agri-Food Systems program and facilitated partnerships with other entities such as 
USDA which leveraged investments for coordinated efforts.  

 

 

 

Amount Of Funding Available 

Not having enough financial resources was reported in 23 of the 40 interviews and several of the non-
case interviews as well. With an historic Congressional earmark of $1 billion for FTF and much smaller 
earmarks reported for climate, nutrition and water, some parts of the Bureau are better funded than 
others. One third of the RFS budget was reported to be allocated to agricultural research alone, which 
was reported as “hard to defend” in internal RFS budget discussions.  

On the plus side, 19 interviews mentioned the supplemental funds with most of them talking about 
them as helpfully bringing additional resources. For example, the Center for Agriculture “triangulated 
with the USAID missions to program Supplemental funds to accelerate delivery of CGIAR 
innovations.” 

 

 

 

EVALUATION QUESTION 3: Has the performance of the Bureau’s global leadership 
through global engagement revealed ways in which the RFS Functional Strategy, 
systems, processes, capacities, and resources need to adapt or evolve to meet the current 
agency and global context? 

The previous sections presented a complicated picture of factors that both helped and hindered the 
achievement of outcomes, a complex web of relationships, and multiple, multifaceted priorities. This 
section tries to weave that together to answer evaluation question number three.  

Helped but was Hindered by processes: Resources were an essential element in the 
success of the global engagements evaluated but the process of identifying funds for 
global engagements was problematic. 

 

Helped: Resource leadership resulted in RFS/USG funds leveraging other financial 
resources. 

 

Helped: Available funds contributed to RFS outcomes and staff reported frequently 
that additional resources would have been even more helpful. 
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The interviews included two questions seeking input from interviewees that provided additional 
insights in responding to this evaluation question: 

● Based on your experience influencing this change, how can RFS strengthen its role 
in influencing similar changes? 

● What could USAID/RFS do to improve support to those that play influencing roles? 

The answers to these questions, in light of analysis and conclusions for EQs 1 and 2, resulted in both 
ideas shared by the respondents and issues revealed that the Bureau needs to consider when discussing 
how the Bureau may want to adapt or evolve in response to shifting operational contexts. They are 
grouped around carrying out RFS’s role in global leadership and Cross-Bureau Identification of RFS-
wide Priorities.  This section presents ideas that are interesting but do not have strength from being 
widely held.  They are included just for consideration.   

CARRYING OUT RFS’S ROLE IN GLOBAL LEADERSHIP 

EQ 1 explored the three primary roles RFS played in global leadership—technical, reputational, and 
financial—and identified the principle of quiet leadership that many staff apply when playing those roles.  

Ideas Shared by Respondents  
The Private Sector Focus Group highlighted RFS’s convening power as its biggest asset. Participants 
proposed that this convening power could be leveraged and used to create a more robust coalition 
around certain interest areas. 

Bureau staff working on gender-related technical issues identified that they had drafted a “Gender 
Policy” designed to give the GE team pre-approved material to insert in briefers and talking points. 
They highlighted this as a successful approach in streamlining GE work that could be a possible model 
to apply more broadly to make the GE team’s role more efficient and effective on other issues as well. 

Issues Revealed 
In various interviews, discussion of the COVID crisis and the Russian invasion of Ukraine, and 
how they exacerbated the Global Food Crisis revealed just how complex and challenging the 
2020-2022 study period was. Discussions during co-design similarly suggested that earlier crises 
such as drought in the Horn of Africa were woven into the multiplicity of crises to be addressed 
and that these recurring and ongoing crises seriously impact RFS’s ability to fill global leadership 
functions. An example of this comes from the G7’s role in the worsening Global Food Crisis—
following the invasion of Ukraine—which revealed that food security was at the top of the global 
agenda in 2022; whether or not it stays there could affect how and the extent to which the 
Bureau would need to adapt and how publicly and prominently the Bureau chooses to lead. 

Another issue that arose from the evaluation is that of global leadership training. Desk review and 
interviews identified that there was no specific global leadership training to expand skills either 
at the senior level or the working level. This kind of training was identified in an interview as 
necessary for evening out the skills of the Strategic Engagement Team Leads. It is unclear what level 
of global leadership skills staff will have following the reorganization, but global leadership training 
may be a key area for adaptation.  

Staffing structure, and the GE team’s lack of direct authority over the Strategic Engagement Team 
Leads arose as another issue, since this lack of direct authority made it more challenging for 
GET to accomplish their objectives. The evaluation team has seen examples in other instances 
in which the relationship was somewhat formalized by including that function, in this case global 
engagement, in their work plans. For this work plan approach to allow the GE team any authority, 
they would also need to have input into that part of the staff’s Performance Reviews. 

The FTFCT was another area where issues were identified. While respondents acknowledged the 
important role the FTFCT has played, interviews revealed several associated challenges, 
particularly with composition of the team. The FTFCT was staffed with personnel that were on 
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detail, which was considered a drain on ongoing Bureau functions. The fact that staff rotated on 
and off the FTFCT meant that ensuring they had a high level of global engagement knowledge and skills 
was an ongoing challenge. This was similar to the challenge with the Strategic Engagement Team 
Leads. The evaluation revealed that the acknowledged contributions of these two groups to global 
leadership might have been masking the limitations of the GE and Comms teams rather than 
finding permanent or structural solutions to those limitations.  

A revision of the Functional Strategy would need to recognize that crises are ongoing and recurring 
and therefore should be factored into the global leadership function.  As the new Bureau adapts or 
evolves the global leadership function, Strategic Objective 1 in the Functional Strategy would 
likely need to evolve to reflect decisions or changes.   

CROSS-BUREAU IDENTIFICATION OF RFS-WIDE PRIORITIES 

Analysis of EQ 2 led the team to conclude that a process for prioritization of Bureau priorities was 
needed but not evident. Prioritization issues were raised repeatedly by interviewees and resulted 
in a number of ideas about how priorities could improve the global leadership work.  

Ideas Shared by Respondents  
One idea suggested by several interviewees was that priorities could help the Bureau to advance 
donor and private sector engagement to be more strategic and less reactive. A theory of change 
developed by the staff involved could help in the priority setting and work planning process by 
identifying intended short- and longer-term outcomes, associated actions (e.g., events) and 
related messaging (e.g., technical priorities, agendas) and underlying assumptions. 

One interviewee suggested that creating a Bureau policy office in the Program Office could help to 
guide the processes for understanding Bureau priorities, monitor situations that could change 
priorities and lead processes to adapt and evolve accordingly. It should be noted that the Bureau has 
a Policy Office, but that office supports policy work in the field as opposed to at the Bureau level.  

A crisis Pause and Reflect learning event was suggested as a way to review the status of crises and 
how they are impacting the Bureau’s priorities. This could be conducted every several months. 
Another suggested practice was to revisit the Global Learning and Evaluation Exchanges conducted 
prior to 2016 that shared learning from evaluations to inform decisions and practices in order to adjust 
priorities.  

Issues Revealed 
First and foremost, topline priorities are needed for the clear succinct messaging that is required for 
effective global engagement. This was raised by internal interviewees as well as the interviewees from 
PPL. RFS comprises four centers, each of which have priorities, but the number of times that 
interviewees raised concerns about priorities indicates that RFS staff are not clear on the priorities 
across the Bureau.  Several interviewees expressed explicit frustration that they didn’t understand the 
Bureau-wide priorities. Some also stated that they did not understand why what they worked on was 
not a priority.  The Global Food Crisis in 2022 was perceived as the highest priority. Interviewees 
reported that this provided clarity, but it was also at the cost of other work. Transparency gives the 
staff the information they need to adapt to the Bureau priorities, even if their work is not very high in 

Conclusion:  Ideas provided by interviewees revealed opportunities in the way the 
Bureau works to be fully efficient and effective and if priorities permit, the function 
could evolve to be regularized. Challenges need to be considered while adapting to 
the new Bureau reorganization. 
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the priorities.  In the reorganization, the new Bureau will have seven centers and five offices and the 
need for cross-bureau priorities will escalate.  

Because the Global Engagement Team was very small and had few resources, its place in the Bureau 
priorities was questioned by interviewees. One interviewee said it was sometimes considered as “an 
afterthought.” Priorities are reflected in a number of ways: staffing levels, whether positions are 
permanent, funding levels and attention from the Front Office (to attend events etc.) that could inform 
adaptations in capacities and resources.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The previous sections highlighted many areas for possible recommendations and adaptations. That 
said, the evaluation team is cognizant of the difficult trade-offs the Bureau has been making and has 
too little information about the upcoming reorganization to confidently make the usual actionable 
recommendations that an evaluation should include. There are recommendations that the evaluation 
team considered (such as: the Program Office should work with the Federal Executive Institute to 
develop a global leadership module to be added to senior leader training) and rejected because of the 
context of the Bureau reorganization. That said, to continue to perform at the level that the eight case 
studies demonstrated was possible, the evaluation team determined that three things stand out as 
needing attention even in the context of the reorganization – and to some degree because of it.  

EXECUTING RFS’S ROLE IN GLOBAL LEADERSHIP  

The conclusion in the previous section identified that there were challenges that need to be considered 
when adapting to the reorganization and standing up the new Bureau. Several challenges related to 
the GE team having limited capacity and that using the FTFCT and Strategic Engagement Team Leads 
group can augment that capacity but would bring other challenges. The evaluation team agrees with 
the interviewee suggestion in the previous section that the Bureau would increase efficiency and 
effectiveness by taking a more strategic and less reactive approach. Whatever priority is given to global 
leadership functions, planning would allow the GE team to make strategic choices about their work, 
give the Front Office staff a set of priorities to inform their choices of events to attend, leaders in the 
Centers could plan for what global engagement they would be expected to engage in, and the rest of 
the Bureau could better prepare to support them. 

Recommendation: PAE should work with senior leadership and the Comms team to 
establish a rolling action plan for global engagement priority actions and events that reflect Bureau-
wide priorities for the next 6-month period. This would need to be within the context of how high a 
priority global engagement is determined to be, how it is organized and how many resources are 
allocated to it. This is discussed further in the next recommendation.  

Recognizing that the Bureau staff most often use quiet leadership, this action plan should identify 
whether there should be events that would be lead-from-the-front to garner attention. The action 
plan should be updated through a form of Pause and Reflect every couple of months to readjust the 
priorities and avoid just layering on new things that come up. Within the action plan, the demands 
from the interagency that were deemed non-priority would need to be managed or those demands 
would overwhelm any planning.  
 

Conclusion:  The absence of transparent topline priorities revealed ways in which 
the Bureau’s work was hindered. Identifying topline priorities is a necessary 
adaptation in the context of the evolving status of the Global Food Crisis and the 
Bureau reorganization. 
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RFS-WIDE PRIORITIES 

A key principle of strong global leadership requires clear and succinct messages which is not possible 
without clear priorities. The conclusion from the previous section is that the Bureau lacks transparent 
topline priorities and that identifying these cross-bureau priorities is a necessary adaptation in the 
context of the evolving Global Food Crisis and the Bureau’s reorganization.  

The Global Food Crisis was a topline priority in 2022, but the new issues being added as part of the 
reorganization may change the priority configuration. The creation of new centers or offices that will 
come with their own set of priorities will escalate the need for priority-setting across the new Bureau 
further.  

Recommendation: Program Office or PAE leads a facilitated, transparent Bureau process 
to discuss, document, and disseminate RFS-wide priorities. The evaluation team recommends 
the following: 

● A participatory group of staff with representation from all Bureau units should first work to 
establish criteria for how to prioritize e.g., Administrator priorities, demands from the 
interagency community, size or scope of global events.  

● That group would work together to draft priorities in terms of messaging on sectors and 
issues, financial resource allocations, staffing decisions (number and type of position), bureau 
organization, and where to prioritize senior leadership time.  

● That material would be shared with Bureau leadership to come to a determination of 
priorities; Bureau staff are looking to leadership for those decisions.  

● When senior leadership has determined priorities, they should be communicated to Bureau 
staff. They should explain, to the degree possible, why choices were made.  

One priority that needs to be clarified is that of the global leadership function itself. The analysis on 
Capacities under EQ 2 made clear that there was an imbalance in the demands and resources at the 
working staff level. In the section on EQ 3, the evaluation team concluded that the global leadership 
function could evolve to be regularized if priorities permit.  

Recommendation: Senior Leadership should determine how high a priority global 
leadership should be in RFS and align resources accordingly so that demands and 
resources are brought into balance. Depending on the level of priority, consider how this should 
be organized in terms of permanent units and ad hoc working groups.  

At minimum, the Bureau needs to bring into balance the demands and resources for global leadership. 
Establishing an action plan for global leadership would strengthen RFS ability to carry out global 
leadership more efficiently and effectively under any circumstances. This evaluation offers many ways 
to strengthen the function through the suggestions and identification of challenges that could be 
addressed, but a better-balanced global leadership function with an action plan could begin to make a 
real difference. 



 

 

ANNEXES 
  



 

 

 

ANNEX 1: OUTCOME CASES 
As discussed in the Evaluation Methods section of the report, the primary method used in this 
evaluation was Outcome Harvesting. OH is a method in which outcomes are identified and then 
working backwards, the actions that were reported to have brought about these outcomes were 
analyzed to understand how to strengthen the Bureau’s work in the area being evaluated – in this 
instance, Global Leadership.  This means that the evaluation team led a process to identify cases in 
which Bureau staff reported global leadership outcomes that had occurred in PPRs and OPs.  These 
outcomes were verified in the evaluation process and the evaluation team found that some outcomes 
had been more fully realized than others but that all cases had led to 
leadership and influence outcomes. 

The following case descriptions describe the outcomes, the significance 
of those outcomes, how RFS demonstrated leadership and influence, and 
what actions (in the context of RFS systems, process, capacities, and 
resources) affected those outcomes.   

As indicated in section on EQ 1, these outcomes are of two types: global 
engagement and institutional engagement.   

 

Each outcome case description includes an Influence Map, which is a tool used in the Outcome 
Harvesting method to analyze relationships amongst the multiple actors involved in influencing 
change.  The palest blue is the "Sphere of Change" and identifies who had a role in implementing the 
changes.  The medium blue is the "Sphere of Influence" with those actors that had influence in what 
changes occurred.  Other actors that were involved but not considered as influential are included in 
the darkest blue "Sphere of Interest 

 

  



 

 

GROUP OF SEVEN (G7) RESPONSE TO THE FOOD SECURITY 
CRISIS 2022 

The Group of Seven (G7) is a group of advanced economies that coordinate global economic policy and address 
transnational issues, with membership including Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. In addition to the annual G7 Summit attended by the seven country leaders, meetings of 
G7 foreign ministers, development ministers, agriculture ministers, finance ministers, and meetings of the G7 
Food Security Working Group comprise a variety of annual touchpoints among G7 members. In 2022, the G7 
convened additional meetings to respond to the global food crisis resulting from the compounding shock and 
stressors of the COVID-19 pandemic, recurring droughts in the horn of Africa, and Putin’s war on Ukraine, among 

others. 

RFS Leadership and Influence 

USG leadership brought early attention to how severely Putin’s war in Ukraine would affect the global food 
security crisis. Throughout 2022, RFS provided the key technical underpinning that shaped the positions, 
briefings, and talking points that informed the USG response, in coordination with the USAID Administrator, 
Department of State, and Department of Agriculture. 

During the course of this evaluation, multiple interviewees reported that RFS staff contributed “true technical 
expertise” in support of G7 events. This expertise took many forms: the RFS AtA attended all G7 Food Security 
Working Group meetings, RFS technical staff and Global Engagement team members from RFS provided support 
to multiple G7 Foreign, Development and Agriculture Ministers meetings. One senior leader in RFS specifically 
indicated that by providing knowledge content, shaping statements, and participating in working groups, the 
Bureau was heavily involved in shaping the USG’s Leader Statement and the UN Roadmap for Food Security. 

Technical expertise and support RFS provided during the 2022 G7 summit and ministerial meetings was 
enhanced by the Bureau’s financial leadership and relationship building efforts to ensure USG policy priorities 
were adequately represented. RFS ensured that approaches encouraged partner country leadership, particularly 
in Sub-Saharan Africa, to take the lead in identifying their own solutions and reflected in the nature of the 
technical work provided. The US was reported to have initiated discussions and participated in working groups 
with G7 members and others to respond to issues in Ukraine such as negotiations, shipping storage, and the 

Global Leadership Outcome 
In response to Putin’s invasion of Ukraine in February 
2022, the US Government led a pivot in G7 priorities 
to address the deepened global food security crisis. 
In a May 2022 meeting of the foreign ministers, the 
Global Alliance for Food Security (GAFS) was 
launched (see GAFS Case Study). At the time of the 
June 2022 G7 Summit in Elmau, Germany, President 
Biden committed more than half of the $4.5 billion 
that G7 leaders contributed to address global food 
insecurity. As part of the package to address food 
security, eight additional countries were added to 
the Feed the Future Initiative, expanding US support. 

Significance 
The G7 elevated food security to the top of its 
global agenda in 2022, addressing the related 
fertilizer and fuel shortages in all of its engagements 
(at leaders’ summits and with foreign ministers, 
development ministers, agricultural ministers, and 
finance ministers). Putin’s war in Ukraine worsened 
a crisis in food security and exacerbated fertilizer 
and fuel shortages as well. US support was ongoing: 
from early 2022 to the G7 Hiroshima Summit in 
May 2023, the U.S. committed $13.5 billion in acute 
and medium to long term assistance for food 
security. 
 
 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team. 



Black Sea Grain Initiative. A key area of influence cited was the participation of the USG and RFS technical staff 
in the working groups that drafted and edited the conference communiques and statements used to 
communicate what conference participants agreed upon. Furthermore, RFS was reported as being “instrumental 
in streamlining” the allocation of resources to the field quickly by using an existing mechanism. In one example, 
RFS rapidly mobilized support to Nigeria for expanding Nigeria’s capacity to produce fertilizer.  

Figure 1. Major G7 Events in 2022 

 
 

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Despite the series of successes RFS supported in the 2022 G7 year, this case demonstrates the challenges posed 
to RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources by the need to navigate and influence high-level stakeholders 
through a rapid series of events to address a global food crisis. One Bureau leader stated that “the Administrator, 
the Deputy Administrator and the [RFS] Front Office are demanding in a good way”, but you need the tools and 
staff “to address this problem set.” 

Hindered: All of the meetings shown in Figure 1 involved food security and therefore required significant support 
by the GE team at RFS, including numerous additional bilateral meetings for preparation and follow-up. 
Furthermore, requests for drafting and clearance of talking points and briefers came from within and outside 
the Bureau: RFS Front office, the Administrator and Deputy Administrator’s offices, the Department of State, 
USDA, Treasury, and many other agencies. In addition, the UN General Assembly in September addressed the 
Food Security crisis, supported by the Communications team. The press of events may have also complicated 
setting priorities in the Bureau, particularly between technical and non-technical staff. The number of clearances 
tied to these events was staggering. In response, the Bureau revamped the clearance process in late December 
2022.  

Helped: On the other hand, food security was such a USG priority in its response to Putin’s war in Ukraine, the 
substantial resources that Congress allocated contributed to US influence.  

Helped:  The strength of the Bureau’s technical expertise in food security and resilience was demonstrated with 
the AtA’s participation in the Food Security Working Groups and led RFS to play a central role in preparations 
for all of the G7 meetings as well as execution of pledges. The Bureau was able to use an existing mechanism to 
program pledged resources in partner countries quickly.   

Hindered: There was common agreement that the GE team was too small for the demands placed upon it, 
particularly during 2022, which involved an unprecedented workload. Several issues with respect to how RFS 
was organized to conduct Global Leadership were identified in interviews. While the response to the food 
security crisis in 2022 involved many Bureau staff, there were reports that some staff tried to avoid getting 
involved, in order to sustain focus on long-term development work. It was identified that this, in turn, put more 
burden on the FTFCT.     
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Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 2. Influence Map (G7 Response to Food Security) 
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G7 Food Security Crisis Response 2022 Outcome
In 2022, the U.S. Government led the pivot in response to the deepened food security crisis due to the invasion of Ukraine.  With U.S. leadership, policy 
positions reflected streamlined approaches to getting money into countries quickly to address urgent needs for food, fertilizer and fuel.  In May the GAFS 
was launched.  At the time of the June G7 Summit in Elmau, Germany, President Biden committed more than half of the $4.5 billion that G7 leaders 
contributed to address global food security.  



 
  

GLOBAL ALLIANCE FOR FOOD SECURITY (GAFS) 

RFS Leadership and Influence 

Through its collaboration with the G7 Presidency and others, RFS worked with USG partners to influence GAFS 
to build upon the existing Global Alliance for Food Security Program (GAFSP) to provide urgent response and 
avoid the delays associated with building a completely new organization. GAFSP was a program launched by the 
G20 in response to the 2007-8 food price crisis.  The new GAFS was intended to “capture crisis response 
resources and not duplicate other sources of data.”  RFS supported partner countries taking the lead resulting 
in an “inclusive approach... that allowed multiple solutions… depending on the county’s context.” 

The Global Food and Nutrition Security Dashboard was created in November to track crisis response 
resources.  While it had initially included plans for the capture of real-time data on fast-tracked assistance, the 
design plans shifted to ensure the dashboard endure beyond a single crisis and could draw on existing data from 
other sources. The Analysis and Learning Division at RFS shared methodological expertise with the World Bank 
team responsible for the dashboard.  

RFS staff participated in GAFS Steering Group Meetings in June, July, September, and December of 2022 and 
was cited as providing valuable contributions and active participation in various GAFS workstreams.   
Coordinating across USG, the GE team collected ideas and inputs which supported RFS staff in their attendance 
at “thought leadership” meetings with GAFS as well GAFS steering group meetings. Through this, RFS provided 
perspectives to ensure that the Bureau’s interests were reflected in final USG positions.  

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped: The case of GAFS provides a clear example in which RFS was able to lead through expertise in analytics 
and learning technical expertise.  The RFS Analysis and Learning Division contributed expertise to the discussion 
of the GAFS Dashboard allowing them to work with the World Bank shaping the Dashboard, the primary 
tangible result of GAFS.  

Helped:  RFS worked through a coordinated approach across the US Department of State, USDA, and US 
Treasury, in a lead-from-behind approach to help shape GAFS initiatives and advocate for minimized duplication.  
It was a multi-pronged approach to accomplish RFS’s technical analytics positions.  

 

 

 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership Outcome 
Following Putin’s invasion of Ukraine in February 
2022, the Global Alliance for Food Security (GAFS) 
was launched on May 19, 2023, as a tangible response 
to the “unfolding global hunger crisis.” GFAS was 
launched jointly by the Germans who held the 
Presidency of the G7 and the World Bank, at the G7 
Ministers meeting in Berlin. In the later part of 2022, 
the G7 and World Bank also launched the Global 
Food and Nutrition Security Dashboard, a “fast-
track, rapid response to the unfolding global food 
security crisis.” 

Significance 
Announced as a way to “bring countries and 
institutions together to support and leverage 
existing structures, mechanisms, and programs to 
respond with urgency to the surge in food prices,” 
GAFS allowed quick replenishment of funds to 
address the global hunger crisis. 
 



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (GAFS) 

 
 

  

Global Alliance for Food Security Outcome
In May of 2022, the German Presidency of the G7 and the World Bank jointly launched the Global Alliance for Food Security (GAFS) as an urgent, tangible 
response to the unfolding global hunger crisis; bringing countries and institutions together to support and leverage existing structures, mechanisms and 
programs.    
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UN FOOD SYSTEMS SUMMIT (UNFSS) 2021 
The United Nations Food Systems Summit (UNFSS) was a convening held in New York in September 2021, in 
association with the UN General Assembly. Centered around the complexity of food systems including civil 
society, private sector and governments throughout the world, the Summit prompted the creation of coalitions 
and establishment of national pathways to transform food systems and accelerate action toward achievement of 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The previous summit was in September of 2019.   

RFS Leadership and Influence 

As the technical lead for food security, RFS ensured that technical staff in the Bureau and other agencies 
participated in the various working groups and other types of discussions in preparation for the Summit. One 
interviewee reported that they and another colleague had been particularly focused on “top line talking points, 
how the USG wanted to show up, what were the commitments we wanted to put on the table, to try to rally 
other countries around additional contributions with a key focus on food security.” Technical discussions varied 
greatly depending on who took leadership within the USG. The US Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
developed a coalition that they have been “still driving forward” but their focus is more on issues of domestic 
importance.  

As an example of RFS’s leadership role, went to a pre-Summit meeting in Rome “to try to 
work out how to collapse all the coalitions that had been proposed… hundreds were proposed.”  They reported 
that they were “successful in bringing the two food-loss and waste coalitions together…but unsuccessful in 
others, such as not collapsing nutrition and sustainable diets.” In these unsuccessful efforts, the  
noted that there was NOT “sufficient member states’ support to go the direction we wanted to go in… Because 
that is the UN; all about consensus building.”  

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership Outcome 
RFS drove USAID’s participation in 
the UN Food Systems Summit 
including the $5 billion multi-year 
commitment of FTF funds that 
President Biden announced at the 
UNGA. USAID also announced 
eight new FTF priority countries 
bringing the total to 20. 
 

Significance 
One interviewee indicated that the significance of the Summit was 
that it set the stage for the global pivot to food security as the 
primary issue of 2022. The progress made on attention to food 
systems and forming coalitions was undercut just five months later 
by the pivot to urgent food security due to the invasion of Ukraine. 
One interviewee said the invasion was a “defining moment– it 
amplified concerns that everybody was already seeing.”  Another 
interviewee noted “the significance of the systems themselves, the 
outcomes, and the various workstreams of the summit was much 
less significant” than it would have been had the crisis not occurred.  
At the UN General Assembly and the Summit, US leadership was 
prominent. One interviewee indicated that leadership “…proved to 
be very prescient because the COVID-induced food crisis went 
from bad to worse with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.”  The Summit 
was in the days just before the UNGA during which President Biden 
committed $5 billion over 5 years in his UNGA speech. USAID 
Administrator Power and Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack 
gave joint statements at the opening, underscoring the how high a 
priority food security had become for the US. 



RFS’s reputation was also cited as influential, with one interviewee noting that “FTF has been out there for 10 
years… our partners have a certain level of confidence in USAID’s work…because of what we have been able 
to achieve.”  Moreover, because RFS had “a close relationship with Agnes Kalibata, the special envoy for the 
FSS, USAID met with her regularly in the lead-up to the Summit and even organized a meeting with the 
Administrator.” RFS and USAID “rallied behind the African voice and leadership; and female leadership.” In this 
same vein, RFS wanted to facilitate AGRA’s participation in the Summit, and ultimately provided financial support 
to AGRA to work with countries on their food systems plans, which helped to prepare them for presentation 
at the Summit. The interviewee that talked about this said, “Many of these plans will be presented at the 
stocktaking event in July in Rome” in 2023. Another interviewee linked this to the CAADP outcome case as 
having played a role in the Biennial Review process.   

RFS also cited work with emerging donors, particularly on the humanitarian side with the Gulf States. For 
example, RFS staff reported collaboration with organizations AGRA and Akademiya2063, relationships it had 
“…built up over time. AGRA has regular calls with permanent secretaries to discuss why they needed to keep 
their borders open and Akademiya2063 was doing analysis on why we need to keep trade open.”   

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped:  The relationships that RFS developed while working on the UNFSS in 2021 carried over into the 
Bureau’s facilitation of the global response to the food crisis worsened by Putin’s invasion of Ukraine.  

Hindered:  When the 2021 UNFSS was held, the COVID pandemic was a significant factor. There was 
considerable conversation on whether it would be virtual or in person, which distracted from preparations for 
the substantive work.  What was called a “Hybrid work structure for the planning” was reported as “not 
comfortable” and as having hindered the work because “you are trying to influence and inform conversations 
with people you don’t know from different countries and build that trust, and it is so much harder to do that 
right” in a hybrid/virtual environment.   

Helped and hindered:  Interviews raised the issues of budget level and the budget process. One interview 
concluded “Budget is always tough. While we were able to announce 5 billion, resource constraints are always 
a factor. It’s really difficult in the hydraulics of the US budget process.” 

Helped:  Two staffing factors were reported by another interviewee as significant in RFS influence. “PAE [(he 
office of the GE team) did fabulous work in getting us all ready and supported. They had to work with the 
Program Office and the Communications team on the actual deliverables. Those intramural relationships were 
critical to making sure that we could accomplish the announcements and do the negotiations” at the presummit 
in Rome. Then  was detailed to Rome to liaise with FAO and other Development 
and agriculture attachés. We wouldn’t have been half as successful if we hadn’t sent [this person] to Rome.”   

  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (UNFSS) 

 
 

 

  

UNFSS
During the 2021 UNFSS, USAID/RFS collaborated with African governments to support the development of their national food system plans and influenced 
key partners such as USDA, Rabobank, IFPRI, FAO, and the World Bank, by providing technical expertise and collaborative efforts within coalitions, 
contributing to shaping strategies and driving dialogue in areas like sustainable production practices, youth engagement, equity, and inclusion. This, 
alongside USG announcement to attribute $5 billion for food security, influenced discussions in Action Track 4 and other coalition-led commitments on food 
systems transformation.
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NUTRITION FOR GROWTH SUMMIT (N4G) 2021 
The goal of the Nutrition for Growth Summit is to galvanize commitments from governments, civil society, the 
private sector, donor agencies, and the United Nations (UN) to end malnutrition in all of its forms by 2030, and 
to strengthen the link between diet, food systems and health which are two of the SDG targets.  In 2021, the 
N4G Summit was held in December in Tokyo, in line with the practice of hosting in the country that hosts the 
Olympics.   

USAID RFS & Global Health (GH) Leadership and Influence 

With deep technical expertise and longstanding relationships in the nutrition community, RFS’ Chief Nutritionist 
took a leadership role in guiding the Summit in coordination with the N4G Advisory Group, the Summit chair, 
Japan, and with others in the SUN Donor Network.   

USAID was involved in the first N4G Summit in 2014 which had established a precedent for bold commitments. 
One interviewee indicated that “When the US commits a big number, it sets the tone.” The [Chief Nutritionist] 
and RFS colleagues and Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) were able to call other donors and say “can 
you join us? Can you leverage other money?”  As the largest donor for nutrition, it was noted by one interviewee 
“…when it [USAID] makes a commitment it affects what others commit”, demonstrating the financial leadership 
from USAID, especially RFS, GH, and BHA. RFS also actively worked with State Department and the White 
House to mobilize commitments from countries around the world.    

Multiple staffing factors came together to make the Summit a success, in addition to the pivotal role played by 
the Chief Nutritionist. RFS staff brought their technical knowledge and understanding to help define the vision 
and roadmap for the 2021 N4G Summit. The USG Nutrition Champions Group played a key role by bringing 
actors from various agencies together to identify money for the US’ $11 billion commitment. The Nutrition 
Leadership Council, housed in the RFS Center for Nutrition, was reported to have played a significant role in 
coordinating technical efforts and identifying and obtaining financial resources. Since identifying money for the 
commitment would need to draw on resources allocated to USAID missions, the Nutrition Leadership Council 
and Center for Nutrition staff made calls to the missions to understand what their important issues were and 
what they were willing to make commitments for. There was coordination on many levels.   

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped: Relationship mapping demonstrated that the Center for Nutrition was the dominant player in RFS in 
achieving the significant financial contribution made by USG at the N4G Summit. This is in contrast to most of 
the other outcome cases, which displayed much more interaction throughout the Bureau. Center for Nutrition 
interviewees reported very little interaction with the GE team. It was reported that this independence was due, 
at least in part, to the timing of the Summit, which was impacted by the pandemic. With the Summit taking place 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership Outcome 
RFS’s Chief Nutritionist worked closely with the 
Summit’s advisory group, the Summit chair and 
others in the SUN Donor Network and was 
recognized as a champion leading this global technical 
work.  The Office of Nutrition coordinated a cross-
USG group that led to a financial commitment of $11 
billion. 

Significance 
During N4G Summit in Tokyo, 156 stakeholders 
made commitments totaling $27 billion. This was 
the largest financial commitment of any of the 
N4G Summits and included financial and policy 
commitments from lower- and middle- income 
countries, such as Indonesia and Bangladesh, as 
well as from civil society organizations. The 
Nutrition Accountability Framework tracks 
progress in implementing commitments. 
 



just three months after UNFSS, competing priorities were a serious challenge. In a glass-half-full characterization, 
one interviewee reported this “bottom-up approach of support from the Center for Nutrition” as having 
contributed to success. It was reported that the potential USAID influence could have been greater if the RFS 
Front Office had elevated the issue to the Administrator earlier. By the time of the Summit, the Chief Nutritionist 
had a clear line of communication with the Administrator to clarify talking points, etc. The team concluded that 
the direct line may have streamlined processes and led to the “glass-half-full” conclusion. 

Coordination in USAID was reported to have begun in Global Health, starting with the Global Nutrition 
Coordination Platform drew in the US Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation (MCC), USDA and Peace Corps who continued to play important roles even as 
leadership shifted to RFS. For this global event, leadership by RFS rested predominantly with the Center for 
Nutrition but included a broader set of actors outside the Bureau.   

Hindered:  The N4G 2021 outcome case shares resource and budgeting issues as reported in other cases, as 
well as a few issues unique to this case. Concern was expressed by an external interviewee that the “need for 
funds for Ukraine [is] a risk for achieving commitments to N4G” which would be true for any of the outcome 
cases. As a more unique constraint, RFS resources are allocated for agriculture, and one interviewee indicated 
that this would make it hard for nutrition priorities to compete. Necessary collaboration between RFS, and GH 
and BHA, which also house nutrition programs, further complicated the process. With its role in crisis response, 
BHA has had a practice of not making any projections for future funding levels, which made it difficult to develop 
the resource commitment to be announced at the Summit.  In addition to the review of available funds, trend 
analyses were conducted to try to ascertain what levels of funding would be realistic over several years.   

Helped and Hindered: As was mentioned, the N4G Summit was postponed a year due to the pandemic. Both 
factors made the N4G Summit a greater challenge. COVID raised the profile of the nutrition issues, causing all 
of the nutrition indicators to “backtrack.” This higher profile may have played some role in making the Summit 
such a success.   

  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (N4G Summit 2021) 

 
 

  

Nutrition for Growth (N4G) Summit Outcome
During N4G Summit in Tokyo in December 2021, 156 stakeholders made commitments that totaled $27 billion . This was the largest financial 
commitment of any of the N4G Summits and included financial and policy commitments from lower and middle income countries (such as Indonesia and 
Bangladesh) as well as civil society organizations.  The Nutrition Accountability Framework tracks progress in implementing commitments.
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ACELI AFRICA 
Aceli Africa is a blended finance mechanism which incentivizes and facilitates lending to the “least served and 
most impactful” segments of the market. Aceli Africa was established in 2018 and reaches agricultural Small and 
Medium-Sized Enterprises (SMEs) in Africa.  

RFS Leadership and Influence 

RFS was a leader in establishing the viability of the model and the initiative leading to the creation of Aceli. RFS 
was active in the Council on Smallholder Agricultural Finance (CSAF) where the issue of finance for SMEs was 
discussed. In these early discussions, RFS participated through relationship building and technical support and 
not through financing. When the question arose about whether commercial lending to smallholder financing was 
profitable, USAID funded the first study on profit dynamics for smallholder agriculture, which ultimately clarified 
that there were ways to make SME agriculture financing viable. Soon after this study was finalized, Aceli was 
conceived by one the CSAF participants. Through a Global Development Alliance (GDA) open window, Aceli 
applied for USAID funding to co-fund a private sector-oriented intervention.   

RFS was one of the first movers in profit dynamics for smallholder finance, participating in the early discussions 
that led to assessment of the viability of this type of finance. In activity design, webinars, and technical input 
engaging in technical conversations with Aceli, key individuals in RFS played essential roles. RFS technical staff 
were partners in defining Aceli’s reach – RFS staff reported weekly dialogues with Aceli leadership – and as a 
whole, RFS was cited by an external interviewee as a “major donor that can significantly influence the project”.  

RFS demonstrated leadership in influencing the changes in Aceli providing crucial support and advocacy for Aceli 
from its inception. As the first anchor donor, RFS’s commitment set a precedent and inspired other organizations 
to join, highlighting the leadership role RFS played in attracting additional funding and enabling Aceli’s growth. 
USAID provided the initial $10 million anchor commitment and was in active dialogue with other donors. USAID 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership 
Outcome 

RFS was instrumental both 
in the research and analysis 
work that demonstrated 
that the financing model that 
became Aceli was viable and 
for contributing funding to 
the creation of Aceli.   

Significance 
Aceli committed to mobilizing over $600 million in agricultural small and 
medium enterprise (SME) finance within five years to serve smaller 
companies, women-owned businesses, food security crops and climate-
smart agriculture. Aceli established that market-driven, data-driven, 
collaborative access to finance for SMEs and other underserved segments of 
the market was viable. By the end of 2021, Aceli had already mobilized $87 
million, reaching 750 SMEs and 450,000 smallholder farms.   
Prior to the creation of Aceli, there was an untested assumption that 
commercial lending to agricultural SMEs was not viable. Through a study 
funded by USAID, it was established that a market-driven approach based 
on data from 2000 loans from 20 different lenders could identify the costs 
and risks, showing how this gap could be addressed. By collaborating with 
market lenders, banks, and international impact investors who offered a 
variety of financial products, Aceli’s approach provided incentives for 
financial institutions reaching underserved market segments – for example, 
lending to SMEs, especially women- or youth- owned SMEs. Aceli has also 
worked with AGRA on policy constraints and building capacity to manage 
finance and have partnered with TechnoServe and local organizations to 
provide technical assistance to the smaller companies, women owned 
businesses for food security crops and climate smart agriculture.   



resources were reported as catalytic, and were followed by commitments from the MasterCard Foundation, 
the MacArthur Foundation, the IKEA Foundation, and from the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), the 
United Kingdom Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office (FCDO), and the Swiss Development 
Corporation.  

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped:  Characterized as “not a typical USAID program”, Aceli was not developed through a typical 
procurement process. For decades, challenges related to procurement rules have been present in USAID – but 
in this case, an RFS interviewee reported that “Office of Acquisition and Assistance (OAA) staff worked with us 
to find the GDA solution.”   

Hindered:  Aceli is managed out of RFS. It was reported that in this case, headquarters was “operating as its 
own mission leading to a disconnect between central operations and the country operations.” This necessitated 
flexibility and communication to try to find the missions that have the interest and resources in working with 
Aceli.   

Hindered: Communication was reported as more difficult due to the way in which staff, particularly Foreign 
Service Officers (FSOs)” …rotates every couple of years. Most FSOs are not familiar with finance so one form 
of flexibility is to work with those officers who do understand it.”   

Hindered: At the time the interviews were conducted, only two staff in the Bureau worked on Aceli, and one 
interviewee indicated that they had previously been “a team of one.”   

Helped:  Aceli is an outcome case in which the role of analytics and learning was prominently important. USAID 
funded the initial studies to gather data on the risks and costs involved, ultimately leading to the identification of 
funding solutions and the creation of the organization. The solution is data- and evidence- driven: the members 
of the Collaborative for Smallholder Finance shared their confidential information to a third party who 
anonymized it. With that data, the third party was able to determine the cost and risk of such loans.  

Helped:  The Aceli approach to financing was a groundbreaking solution and prompted additional exchanges and 
collaboration to continue learnings.  One interviewee reported that “in November 2019, a community of 
practice was established, bringing partners together and facilitating exchanges between lenders about their 
experiences with risks and strategies. This led to unexpected emulation-driven learning with many lenders 
returning to their countries with insights gleaned from other commercial actors.”  

  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (Aceli) 

 
  

ACELI Outcome
Aceli mobililized over $600 million in agricultural SME finance over five 
years filling the gap in financing for smaller companies, women-owned 
businesses, food security crops and climate-smart agriculture.

fuilding capacity to manage finance
Outcome changes 

for Aceli

Sphere of change 
Change Implementers

Sphere of influence
Change Influencers

Sphere of interest
Broader Engagement

USAID/ RFS 
&

DFC 

11 financial 
institutions

ISF 
Advisors

Swiss -  SDC

UK -  
FCDO

Dutch 
MFA

SAFIN

AGRA

CSAF

Social Impact 
Investors

IKEA 
Foundation

Multi- donor 
Steering Committee

PIATA



 

PARTNERSHIP FOR INCLUSIVE AGRICULTURAL 
TRANSFORMATION IN AFRICA (PIATA) 

PIATA is a strategic partnership created in 2017 to enable African agriculture actors to do business differently 
and support leaders to drive an inclusive agricultural transformation.  It is led by AGRA, an African-led 
organization focused on scaling agricultural innovations that help small farmers and PIATA includes the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation, USAID, the UK Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office, and the German 
Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development.  

RFS Leadership and Influence 

RFS predecessor, the Bureau for Food Security, was reported to have been influential particularly during the 
2017 PIATA formation.  It was reported by an external interviewee that while collaboration and technical 
dialogue continue in important ways, issues maintaining committed levels of funding have limited the scope of 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership Outcome 
The PIATA platform brought together AGRA and multiple donors, 
including USAID, through around a shared commitment to driving 
inclusive agricultural transformation through collaboration, analytic 
thinking, and evidence-based approaches. Because of PIATA’s early 
success, the MasterCard Foundation saw AGRA as an attractive 
opportunity for them to help build on a legacy that had been built over 
15 years of investment from various donors including Rockefeller and 
USAID. The MasterCard Foundation has recently been discussing a 
substantially larger commitment than the original investment of $10 
million by RFS’s predecessor BFS. 
Strengthening policy environments for inclusive agricultural 
transformation through synergizing the efforts and objectives of 
multiple players was the foundation for PIATA’s agenda. The recent 
transition to PIATA 2.0 aimed to address perceived shortcomings in 
the work on strengthening policy environments by strengthening 
country systems for analytic thinking and evidence-based approaches. 
These efforts to address shortcomings were reported as building a 
foundation for strong decision making and adaptation. Moreover, 
interviewees cited the PIATA commitment for inclusive transition that 
mainstreamed gender and youth activities – one interviewee reported 
that targeting extension services to women farmers and young 
farmers to have been “the most significant contribution” of PIATA 2.0.  
Demonstrating the business case for working with youth to financial 
providers was cited as another of PIATA 2.0’s important 
contributions.  
One interviewee concluded that PIATA was a venue for cross-
fertilization of ideas among donors in support of the common agenda. 
For example, the Value4Her activity was proposed by AGRA to RFS, 
and the Bureau became an early supporter. In that vein, the Federal 
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development in Germany 
(BMZ) reached out to USAID for collaboration with AGRA on the 
African Rice Initiative.    

Significance 
Due to both its collaboration with 
key donors under the PIATA 
strategy and because of the 
perceptions of its reported strong 
connections to donors, AGRA has 
been able to play a leading role in 
international fora on food systems 
such as UNFSS, the African Green 
Revolution Forum, and the US-
Africa Summit in Washington, DC. 
AGRA extended collaboration on 
the PIATA agenda to play a trusted 
role in fostering collaboration 
working with various partners 
including USAID and African 
stakeholders. 
The PIATA platform promoted 
collaboration towards an agreed 
upon set of objectives to achieve 
inclusive agricultural 
transformation in Africa.  It has 
transitioned to a revised theory of 
change with stronger analytic and 
evidence-based tools for adaptive 
decision making. To do so, it has to 
concentrated significant and 
increasing resources.  
 



RFS’s role. In addition to early funding, RFS played a technical role in overall PIATA design, revisions to the 
theory of change, testing assumptions, and adapting to the changing context. The strength of the relationships 
built on the technical expertise of several RFS staff has helped continue the collaboration in spite of a decreased 
financial role.   

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Hindered: The PIATA outcome case offers an example of the way programming financial resources can hinder 
full achievement of plans; programming was executed with core funding from the Bureau and additional funding 
from mission participation.  PIATA used a Global Development Alliance (GDA) mechanism designed to “foster 
partnerships between fairly equal partners.”  RFS committed $90 million to the GDA, but then only provided 
$15 million, the difference to be coming from mechanism buy-ins from USAID missions. There were reported 
successes, such as in Ghana, where AGRA was reported to be “playing a crucial role” in supporting Ghana’s 
response to multiple challenges and shocks, including COVID and the fertilizer crisis. The mission collaborated 
through PIATA to provide matching funds for discounted fertilizer and support to the agricultural sector.   

Hindered: The structure of the GDA which required AGRA to identify activities in the African missions put 
PIATA in a position of what one interviewee called “any other NGO competing for funding opportunities.”  
USAID missions have their own strategies and priorities, which ultimately were not as good a match with PIATA 
as originally envisioned. One interviewee characterized the result as “a fragmented approach that did not foster 
a collaborative environment in which agreed upon priorities and investments could be effectively implemented.” 
USAID only realized $47 million of the original commitment, a diminished contribution which limited its impact. 
An external interviewee thought that RFS had a diminished role in donor meetings. This challenge in aligning a 
centrally funded GDA that must be implemented in the field with the missions’ objectives and resources was 
also reported in the Aceli outcome case.   

Helped: Although resource leadership was not realized in the PIATA outcome case, strong technical 
relationships were reported to have continued because of the RFS technical staff’s ongoing connections to 
PIATA. The evaluation team concluded that this mitigated the diminishing resource leadership. 

  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (PIATA) 

 
  

Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa 
(PIATA) Outcome
The PIATA platform converged AGRA and multiple donors including USAID around a shared commitment to driving inclusive agricultural 
transformation through collaboration, analytic thinking and evidence-based approaches.  The legacy that had been built over 15 years of 
investment from various donors including Rockefeller and USAID, whose original investment was $10 million, has leveraged an expected  
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COMPREHENSIVE AFRICA AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMME (CAADP) 

CAADP is an Africa-wide initiative to help African countries eliminate hunger and reduce poverty by raising 
economic growth through agriculture-led development.  It was created in 2003 as part of the African Union’s 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development. 

USAID Leadership and Influence 

CAADP has become a quintessential example of the RFS ethic of leading from behind. USAID was a leader in 
the establishment of CAADP several decades ago and was cited as championing African leadership and 
ownership of agricultural development. RFS’ continued presence was seen as fostering credibility among donors. 
USAID supported where needed and continued to engage in technical dialogue. Several RFS technical staff served 
as chair of the Development Partner Coordination Group. In that group, they worked with other donors to 
help them understand the importance of this evolution in CAADP to an evidence-based process and also worked 
with other donors to put money behind it. In response to the ending of the multi-donor trust fund managed by 
the World Bank, RFS staff worked with other donors to try to make three-year commitments which would be 
instrumental in the African Union’s ability to plan strategically for the end of the Malabo commitments in 2024. 

It was reported that USAID has been the “most reliable partner” with CAADP, over a long period and that this 
led to trusting relationships between USAID and the AU – including trust that AU and CAADP had built with 
RFS partners, such as through PolicyLINK. Several interviewees reported that there was a cadre of USAID and 
CAADP staff that had worked together for 10-15 year, and these trusted relationships are indicative of RFS 
technical leadership that puts African leadership first.   

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership 
Outcome 

RFS’s long support to 
CAADP and championing of 
African leadership in African 
development led to recent 
improvements in 
measurement and reporting 
systems that have provided 
credible data for the 
CAADP Biennial Review 
(BR) process. The mutual 
accountability of the BR 
process has led African 
governments to take actions 
to strengthen agriculture 
policies and programs in 
their countries.     

Significance 
The CAADP Biennial Review process enhanced mutual accountability 
amongst African Union (AU) member states for meeting targets for food 
and nutrition security that they set together at the 2014 AU Assembly in 
Malabo. Recent improvements in measurement and reporting systems have 
provided credible data that has led African governments to take action to 
strengthen agriculture policies and programs in their countries.   
As part of ongoing efforts to improve the quality of the Biennial Review 
process, data and reporting, A group of institutions including RFS’ 
PolicyLINK activity, have studied the use of the Reviews.  This provided 
evidence that governments have changed policies and priorities due to the 
Biennial Review process in which Heads of State came together to review 
progress or lack thereof. A post on USAID web platform AgriLinks identified 
several instances. This included Mozambique – which made several policy 
adjustments including revisions to the National Agricultural Investment Plan, 
and Côte d’Ivoire and Niger – which adopted laws to promote private sector 
agriculture investments. 
This level of public accountability was reported as “unprecedented” and 
representing a “major innovation.”  Building public institutions that use 
evidence to drive decision making and having a public conversation about 
progress in achieving stated targets shifted perceptions in AU countries of 
how planning and decision making are done. The Biennial Review process 
was also reported as being held up as a model to other parts of the world.   



RFS has consistently supported the technical underpinning of CAADP. During the study period of 2020 to 2022, 
RFS supported a dashboard with the data for all the indices for the Malabo targets using the countries’ own data. 
Technical experts from RFS reported participating in the deliberations on indicators along with multiple technical 
institutions. Both International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and Akademiya2063 received RFS support 
to strengthen the indicators “to be measurable, trackable and legitimate to all involved.” RFS staff reported that 
they championed the Biennial Review with African governments and with other donors. The Malabo Policy 
Learning Event was another form of technical support – originally co-hosted by USAID’s Africa Bureau when 
that was the home of this work, it has become a CAADP hosted event with the support of PolicyLINK.    

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped:  RFS’s deep technical expertise and long relationships with CAADP are mentioned above as significant 
in RFS influence and leadership.  The technical expertise with analytics and learning helped contribute to the 
Biennial Review process.    

Helped, then Hindered: Budget was raised repeatedly as a constraint in ongoing support to CAADP. Support 
for CAADP moved to BFS during the last reorganization from the Africa Bureau, putting it in an environment 
that an interviewee conveyed as less suited to supporting a regional institution. One staffer noted that “it is 
resources that has allowed us to stay committed to the [CAADP] agenda and continue to support all the African 
institutions that are a part of it.” Finding sufficient resources was reported as becoming “a real challenge.” The 
inability to make a commitment that lasted three years to allow the AU to plan better was reported as another 
financial resource issue. 

Helped and Hindered:  Although there have been notable examples of RFS staff committed to African leadership 
for agricultural development, one interviewee pointed out that not all staff are as committed to this more 
supportive role.  There was not always the skill and ability to work truly collaboratively with partners.  

  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (CAADP) 

 
 

  

CAADP Biennial Review Outcome
The Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme’s (CAADP) Biennial Review process enhanced mutual accountability 
amongst AU member states for meeting the targets they set together at the 2014 AU Assembly in Malabo for food and nutrition security. 
Recent improvements in measurement and reporting systems have provided credible data that has led African governments to take actions  to 
strengthen agriculture policies and programs in their countries. 
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ONE CGIAR 
The Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) has been the premier agricultural 
research consortium in the world since 1971. Today, the consortium is known as OneCGIAR, a change which 
reflects the consolidation of centers to allow for optimization of resources.  

RFS Leadership and Influence 

The recent transition “was influenced by USAID/RFS funding and technical expertise, particularly through 
successful collaboration with the Gates Foundation and other partners” reported an interviewee. Two 
interviewees reported attending multiple meetings including the CGIAR Systems Council where decisions were 
being made. An outside interviewee stated that during the transition process, “USAID plays the role of the glue 
that keeps them in good dialogue and working together” and that USAID’s representatives were “always asking 
the right questions in diplomatic way[s].” One interview summarized by noting that “Without [USAID] 
engagement, there wouldn’t be the momentum to move in a better direction.”   

Even during the transition process, USAID continued its long collaboration with CGIAR. Examples provided by 
a number of interviewees reflected the depth of this collaboration, in areas that included: 

• Shaping agri-food systems programs “working with a range of donors and scientists”, 
• Genetics innovation 
• Revitalizing the breeding program,  
• A friends-of-gender donor group 

To better understand how RFS implemented its Functional Strategy, the Bureau commissioned an external evaluation of one of 
its two main objectives: to provide global leadership. The evaluation team identified and examined eight cases where the 

Bureau's global leadership contributed to changes in the global environment and led to shared development agendas. This 
resource presents an overview of one of the eight outcome cases identified and explored by the evaluation team.  

Global Leadership 
Outcome 

RFS technical expertise, 
funding, and collaboration with 
Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation and other partners 
influenced the OneCGIAR 
transition, according to 
multiple interviewees. One 
interview characterized the 
transition as “…a dynamic 
reformulation of CGIAR’s 
partnerships, knowledge, 
assets and global presence, 
aiming for greater integration 
and impact in the face of the 
interdependent challenges 
facing today’s world.” 

Significance 
For 60 years, CGIAR was a consortium of independent agricultural 
research centers around the world. During the CGIAR reform process in 
2020-2022, interviewees reported that the transition to OneCGIAR 
aimed to consolidate administrative tasks, promote collaboration, and 
achieve greater impact through system initiatives. The 2022 signing of the 
agreement by all parties involved was indicative of the intention to break 
down barriers and foster collaboration among CGIAR centers, enhancing 
their influence on agricultural research and policy reforms. CGIAR was 
well networked within and attuned to the needs of the Global South.   
From a USAID perspective reported by several interviewees, the 
significance of the OneCGIAR transition was that we traded “some of our 
very USAID-centric priorities” for the ability to “leverage other donors’ 
investments for an overall more impactful agenda” and “seeking higher 
impact, stronger partnerships, and bringing thematic research areas 
together such as crop improvement on seeds and agronomy and soils.” 
The franker interviewees indicated that the expectations of the transition 
had not yet been realized. At the time of the interview, there were 33 
OneCGIAR initiatives which the interviewee said was “a concern that 
they are not prioritizing and concentrating resources” in ways that the 
transition potential might have made possible. Reflecting on the 
expectations from the transition, another interview noted, “it [the 
transition agreement] just got signed in January. There are challenges that 
are being addressed in specific ways in formal processes” – indicating 
hopefulness that the full potential would be realized. 



• Continuing earlier work on Crops to End Hunger 

CGIAR is an example of how three types of leadership combined to have a strong influence. Several interviewees 
reported that the US is the leader in funding agricultural research globally and that makes it influential. An 
interviewee communicated that this financial leadership was combined “with having the technical expertise to 
engage at all levels.” A third talked about USAID reputation citing “the visibility that USAID brings to any initiative 
[it] get[s] behind.”  This person talked about how the $25million RFS invested “into Crops to End Hunger and 
that convinced other funders.” The fact that RFS was able to make a multi-year commitment to CGIAR for 
climate “signaled to everybody that the USG stands behind the CGIAR reform. So, when we sit at a table, people 
understand that it is not just us speaking as an individual technical expert, but we’re representing a solid 
Government effort.” RFS’s financial leadership was combined with strong technical leadership and RFS and the 
USG’s reputation to influence CGIAR technical outcomes as well as the transition to OneCGIAR. 

What RFS systems, processes, capacities, and resources helped and hindered? 

Helped:  USAID’s technical expertise in agriculture, and specifically agriculture research, which is now largely 
concentrated in RFS, has been globally recognized for decades.  Multiple interviewees report “the depth of highly 
technical staff resources on agricultural research.” As one stated, USAID has “high capacity both individually and 
in the way [it’s] structured so [it] can pull in technical experts as needed and stay engaged as a team.” One 
example cited was that when Australia raised the idea of a gender group, RFS was able to respond. Overall, the 
role of technical expertise was explained as: “[RFS is] influencing these global agendas where technical staff are 
really important. If [RFS] goes in with a sort of less than very proficient technical capacity, people don’t listen.”   

Helped:  Several issues were raised with respect to RFS organization around technical centers. One said that 
having technical staff “centrally based” in Washington gave them freedom to collaborate with an organization 
such as CGIAR.  

Hindered:  CAADP interviewees noted that in the previous Administration, there was a move to make all RFS 
staff members generalists. One interviewee talked about the importance of keeping a chief scientist in the front 
office so technical staff have a voice; another noted the challenges of priorities, briefers and talking points getting 
“so simplified that important technical details get lost.” 

Helped: The depth of RFS technical expertise for agricultural research was matched by the budget.  One 
interviewee reported that “The Feed the Future research budget took a third of the Bureau’s budget. We had 
to fight for it because there were always competing priorities” was stated by one interviewee but referenced by 
others. Because of the CGIAR mechanism and also perhaps because of the depth of staffing, the Supplemental 
funding allocated in response to the food, fuel and fertilizer crisis exacerbated by Putin’s invasion of Ukraine 
became an opportunity. One interviewee reported “triangulating with missions” to understand their needs and 
priorities, they were able to use those funds to accelerate delivery of CGIAR innovations to the missions.     

Hindered: The COVID Pandemic was reported to have impeded the OneCGIAR transition, with one interview 
noting that “The main barrier on the CGIAR reform process was that communication with host countries was 
crucial but hindered by the COVID-19 pandemic.” It was explained that it was difficult for reformers to travel 
to the countries that hosted the agricultural research centers and engage in the necessary face to face 
communication with all relevant stakeholders. As another interviewee stated that “I can think of frictions that 
developed that could possibly have been avoided had the communication been in person.”   

Hindered: RFS has become complicated after the reorganization from BFS to RFS by including new priorities 
that competed with agricultural research.  The transition taking place as this report is written includes even 
more new priorities including climate change and the environment. 

Hindered:  One external interviewee noted that he had “observed a trend of relatively short tenures, lasting 2-
3 years, for those directly managing the CGIAR portfolio at USAID. This frequent turnover, coupled with 
periodic strategy changes, posed challenges to the stability and continuity of ag research efforts.”  

Helped:  One interviewee cited “terrific collaboration” with the General Counsel’s Office on a PIO grant.  



Included in each case is an influence map, demonstrating the actors present in spheres of change, influence, and 
interest: 

 

Figure 1. Influence Map (OneCGIAR) 

 

OneCGIAR Transition Outcome
CGIAR transitioned into OneCGIAR representing a dynamic reformulation of CGIAR’s partnerships, knowledge, assets and global presence, 
aiming for greater integration and impact in the face of the interdependent challenges facing today’s world.  
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ANNEX 2: EVALUATION SOW 
  



 

RFS’ role in providing global leadership to influence the global food security agenda  
An Evaluation of the RFS Functional Strategy 

STATEMENT OF WORK 
Modified: February 23, 2023 

 

I.  PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

This evaluation will explore the role that the USAID Bureau for Resilience and Food Security 

(USAID/RFS), as a central Bureau, plays to provide global leadership, influence the global food 
security agenda and advance food security for all. The evaluation will use the July 2020 RFS 

Functional Strategy (the Strategy) as the primary reference that defines RFS’s role in global 

leadership (Objective 1), specifically global engagement to influence global agendas (IR1.1). The 

Strategy “outlines the Bureau’s unique role in providing technical support…while exerting global 
leadership” not only through programs but through the expertise and experience of the staff. This 

evaluation will examine RFS’s role, structure, systems, processes, capacity and resources to provide 
global leadership for advancing food security for all through global engagement and influence and its 

intersections with water, nutrition, climate, and resilience as well as the cross-cutting themes 

inclusive development, analytics and learning, and policy. Echoing the Administrator’s vision for 
Progress Beyond Programs, this first evaluation of the Functional Strategy captures that different 

perspective and will assess RFS’ role in global leadership through engagement and influence. The 
evaluation aims to reveal ways in which the Strategy, systems, processes, capacities and resources 

have supported and need to adapt or evolve to improve the Bureau’s role in providing global 
leadership in food security for all.  

The evaluation will focus on the period of performance from 2020-2022 which includes a series of 

consecutive and compounding shocks and stressors contributing to a global food crisis, specifically 

the USAID response to African Swine Fever (2021, led by RFS), the 2021-2022 droughts in the horn of 

Africa (lead by AFR), and Putin’s war on Ukraine (2022, led by RFS/FTFCT). It will incorporate relevant 
findings from the evaluations and learning exercises on USAID’s response to COVID-19 led by the 

Bureau for Global Health (BGH) and the Bureau for Policy, Planning, and Learning (PPL). It is 

important to remember that the RFS Functional Strategy was developed and launched before the 

release of the 2022-2026 Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) was released (February 2021) and the 

USAID Climate Strategy (April 2022). As a result of these important documents, climate has become 

a growing part of the new Bureau’s work in food security and will continue through the forthcoming 

restructuring. It will also include the 2022 work where global food security intersects with climate. 

This evaluation will identify and analyze how a central bureau can better define and communicate 
its role in providing global leadership through engagement to influence the global food security 
agenda and advance food security for all. It will organize, prepare and act with the defined set of 

global actors in future scenarios, including an anticipated Bureau reorganization (USAID Bureau for 

Resilience, Environment and Food Security (REFS) as well as future shocks and stressors. This 

evaluation is conducted concurrently and parallel with a Bureau-level reorganization to incorporate 

DDI/EEI. This reorganization entails significant structural changes likely to happen alongside this 

evaluation that will, in turn, evolve systems, processes, and resources. In this context, evaluation 

results will be used by RFS senior leadership, managers, and staff to improve REFS capacity and 

flexibility to strengthen the global environment supporting food security for all, and to inform 

decision-making in response to future shocks, stressors and crises addressed by the new Bureau. 

Whereas this evaluation will not provide recommendations, the utility of the evaluation findings and 

conclusions will be evident through a post-evaluation action plan (required by ADS) developed 

outside this scope of work. Secondary audiences include USAID Front Office, missions, other central 

bureaus at USAID and the other parts of USAID that work with them. 

 



 

 

 

II.  SUMMARY INFORMATION 

Strategy/Project/Activity Name(s) USAID/RFS Functional Strategy 

USAID Office(s) USAID/RFS/Program Office 

Life of Strategy RFS’s Functional Strategy was approved in July 2020 and is 

currently active 

Functional Strategy Objective(s) and 

Intermediate Result(s) 

IR 1.1 (Influence and Investment: Key external partners are 

advancing and investing in shared development agendas) 

under Objective 1 (Provide Global Leadership) 

Required evaluation? Yes 

External or internal evaluation? External 

III.  BACKGROUND 

In March 2020 USAID/RFS was formally established and operationalized as part of USAID’s 
transformation effort. The Bureau then implemented an RFS Functional Strategy which details its 

mission, vision, and goals, and the approaches it takes to achieve them. It includes a Results 

Framework outlining the Bureau’s objectives to provide global leadership and country support 

through seven intermediate results (IRs). RFS developed an associated MEL Plan with performance 

metrics within the first year of launching the strategy.  

This evaluation will focus on aspects of the Bureau’s leadership in strengthening the global enabling 
environment for achieving food security for all including intersections with agriculture, resilience, 

nutrition, climate water security, sanitation and hygiene by specifically addressing Objective 1, 

Intermediate Result 1.1 and also considering the contributions of RFS’s cross-cutting themes of 

policy, inclusive development, and analytics and learning. It aims to understand how RFS has 

influenced the agendas and behavior of regional and global development actors such as donors, UN 

agencies, regional bodies and private sector entities to carry out its its mandate with its current 

systems, processes, and resources including but not limited to in responding to these three shocks 

that exacerbated a global food crisis.
1
 The study will reflect on the extent to which the RFS 

Functional Strategy adequately articulates the Bureau’s unique role in exerting its capacity (including 
human and financial resources), convening power and other tools of influence to catalyze 

transformative change globally. It provides an opportunity for all staff involved in a response to 

provide feedback and play a participatory role in improving RFS’s capacity, systems, processes, and 
relationships for future responses.  

The proposed evaluation is one of a set that meet ADS 201 evaluation requirements for Operating 

Units (OUs) to conduct at least one evaluation per IR in their strategy. The evaluation also 

contributes to the USAID Learning Agenda 2022-2026 on Operational Effectiveness, and aims to 

 
1
 Recap: The Functional Strategy outlines how we carry out the RFS mandate to implement the WftW Act of 2014 and the GFSA of 2016. 

The bureau uses the USAID’s MSNS, and USAID Building Resilience to Recurrent Crises Policy and Program Guidance to guide 

implementation for these two key pieces of development assistance legislation. [The strategy was written before the USAID Climate 

Strategy was released and the GFSS was refreshed.] 



 

inform Bureau leadership on how processes and approaches might be improved to increase 

achievement of objectives and results, especially in times of crises.  

During the first two years of strategy implementation, RFS has operated under the unprecedented 

conditions of addressing concurrent and compounding shocks that contributed to the current global 

food security crisis. Specifically, Putin’s war on Ukraine, repeated droughts in the Horn of Africa, and 
the African Swine Fever (all happening concurrently with the onset and initial stages of the COVID-19 

pandemic) offer an opportunity to examine RFS’s role and flexibility to adapt to current contexts at 
the global level.

2
 It is important to note that the Bureau continues to respond to these shocks at the 

global and country levels. Global crises, shocks and stresses have a profound effect on lower-middle 

income countries (LMICs), and within each country, a disproportionate effect on women, girls, and 

vulnerable populations. The Agency’s response requires immediate functional and operational pivots 

and tradeoffs. To respond to global crises, typically USAID sets up crisis response centers within a 

lead Bureau which can draw staff from many parts of the Agency. Working groups and task forces 

address specific aspects of the crisis, balancing the need to meet ongoing country needs with 

strengthening the global environment to pivot in response to shocks and stressors. Most recently, 

Putin’s war on Ukraine has compounded the effects of climate change on food, fertilizer and fuel on 

the world market. RFS has played a lead role in the USAID and USG response to this unjust war 

through a Feed the Future Crisis Team (FTFCT). The RFS Agricultural Threats Working Group leads 

the Agency’s response to the African Swine Fever epidemic. The Center for Resilience has played an 

important role with USAID’s Bureau for Africa to address the effects of the recurring droughts in the 
Horn of Africa. These efforts have diverted RFS staff and resources, required re-prioritization of the 

Bureau’s attention, and has had the subsequent effect of overshadowing much of the Bureau’s 
intended efforts.  This evaluation will help the Bureau understand how it can strengthen its role in 

global leadership alongside supporting flexible programming to address future shocks and stressors. 

IV.  EVALUATION QUESTIONS  

Note that the following questions were developed through a co-design process led by the RFS 

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Training Services (METS) activity and with significant input from RFS 

Front Office. The evaluation team has and will continue to consult with colleagues from RFS’s 
Strategic Engagement (SE) team and leadership in the Office of Policy, Analytics, and Learning (PAE) 

to further focus and refine questions. The desk review conducted by the evaluation team may also 

inform revisions to questions and this will be reflected in the Evaluation Design Document and a 

modified SOW, as needed.  

1. What has been the role and performance of RFS technical assistance in global leadership 

through global engagement to influence the agendas for food security for all and behavior 

of bilateral and multilateral donors, non-governmental actors, regional bodies and private 

sector entities, during the 2020-2022 period of strategy implementation?  

2. During the 2020-2022 period of Functional Strategy implementation, including a set of 

successive and compounding crises, how have RFS systems, processes, capacities and 

resources either helped or hindered the Bureau’s global leadership efforts to respond 

quickly to unexpected shifts in context? 

3. Has the performance of the Bureau’s global leadership through global engagement 
revealed ways in which the RFS Functional Strategy, systems, processes, capacities and 

resources need to adapt or evolve to meet the current Agency and global context? 

 
2
 During this period of performance, RFS placed immediate and significant emphasis and importance on supporting Missions to develop 

country-specific responses to these shocks. This support was well-received and the programmatic results will begin to become evident 

with the FY2023 PPR data. 



 

Although final evaluation methods will be determined by the evaluation team and presented in the 

Evaluation Design Document, there are a number of terms used in the evaluation questions that 

need further clarification.  

● Outcome – this is generally used to identify an intended change in status on the ground e.g. 

# families suffering from hunger. That is well beyond the manageable interest of the RFS 

staff. Although we will refine the definition of outcome in the Evaluation Design Document, 

it is expected that we will define “outcome” as the degree to which agendas are shared 
between USAID and global partners, degree to which agendas are evidence-based as well as 
partner entity investments. This would not include what changed either in activities or on 

the ground because of that global leadership. Too many other factors come into play to 

associate that with RFS staff. Although the team will track instances where such changes are 

reported. 

● Performance – will look at instances of shared and evidence-based agendas as well as trends 

in investment  

● Leadership – includes partnering in global and regional fora, influencing agendas, and 

behaviors such as the use of evidence and investments. 

● RFS staff advice and/or TA – Verbal or written advice and support provided by RFS staff. This 

does not include TA provided through Implementing Mechanisms. 

● Role – The function assumed or part played by RFS staff i.e. their technical and non-technical 

actions and deliverables, in support of the Functional Strategy specifically to provide Global 

Leadership  

● Crises and shocks – Putin’s War in Ukraine, 2021-2022 droughts, African Swine Fever. 

Lessons from COVID developed by the Bureau for Global Health’s evaluation work will be 
included. 

V.  EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This will be a process evaluation to assess how RFS implemented Objective 1, IR 1.1 of its Functional 

Strategy over the past two years to address food security for all and will inform how appropriate the 

strategy is with respect to providing global leadership and to communicating its unique role as part 

of the response to future shocks and stressors. The evaluation will focus on the Functional Results 

Framework and does not answer questions of overall effectiveness of the Bureau’s response.  

Given the organizational culture of the Bureau that is currently evolving to a new Bureau that 

includes Climate more centrally, the evaluation must be designed in such a way that it can meet 

certain expectations, namely: 

● Incorporate real-time learning and feedback to managers and leadership for use in making 

adaptive management decisions and ensure proper accountability in these complex and 

evolving circumstances. 

● Be flexible and responsive to Bureau needs. A lot can happen from the inception to a final 

report, so data collection and analysis plans must be adaptable to the dynamic contexts 

addressed in the evaluation. 

● Be participatory, engaging stakeholders in a manner where they are brought into the 

process and determine recommendations to ensure they are feasible, actionable, time-

bound, etc.  

The evaluation team, in collaboration with USAID, will finalize the evaluation methods before 

fieldwork begins and will submit a formal evaluation design document, including data collection 

instruments, for review and approval. USAID expects that, at a minimum, the evaluation team will: 



 

● Familiarize themselves with documentation about the RFS Functional Strategy as well as 

allied strategies; the Bureau’s organizational structure, portfolio, processes and products; 

performance indicator data; selected evaluations; portfolio review documentation;  

● Review and assess the existing performance and effectiveness information or data, including 

past Operational Plans and PPR data and what is available from awards to Public 

International Organizations (PIOs); 

● Interview RFS staff, Regional Bureau counterparts, and counterparts from other central 

bureaus as relevant.  

● Importantly, the team will interview “Key External Partners” and seek advice from the SE 

team on the best way to contact and ensure participation of key regional and global 

development actors as respondents through interviews and/or surveys.  

● Because interviews will comprise a large part of data collection, the design will include: 

○ Sampling framework for interviews.  

○ Interview guides - a common template will be developed to address the three 

evaluation questions but guides will be focused on what is relevant to that group of 

interviewees (e.g. the guide for USAID bureau interviewees will look different from 

external partners). 

Products from the desk review are expected to include: 

● Systems mapping to understand who RFS plans to influence in global and regional forums 

and with private sector entities;  

● Organizational analysis to understand RFS’ role in global leadership (existing policies, 
procedures and structures). 

In short, the evaluation is anticipated to have several steps: 

● Using documentation, the team will analyze the planned, formal structures, portfolio, 

processes and/or products 

● Using largely interviews, the team will evaluate the actual structures, portfolio, processes 

and or products by which USAID, and specifically RFS, provide global leadership. 

● Identification, primarily through interviews, of reported outcomes by RFS staff and clients.  

● Process tracing may be used to plausibly associate RFS staff responses to taskers with an 

increased evidence base and technical soundness of decisions, policies and positions (e.g. 

speeches) contributing to planning for global and regional events and negotiations. Process 

tracing may also be used to understand the role of RFS staff on crisis task forces and how it 

contributes to global leadership. With an assessment of outcomes and analysis of the 

processes traced, the team will analyze those processes in the context of the RFS’s 
Functional Strategy, the structures and staffing.  

In addition to the data collection methods outlined above, the evaluation team will capitalize on 

additional sources of information as they become available.  

Study limitations  

The Strategy is only two years old with an accompanying MEL plan paused in the pilot phase. There 

is limited formal data available on RFS’s role in Global Leadership, making the data collected by the 

evaluation team the centerpiece of findings on the subject. Pending review of documentation in the 

desk review, the team expects that outcome data and much of the evidence used in the process 

analysis will come from interviews. 



 

By definition, a period of crisis and/or shock will limit the number of people willing to take the time 

for interviews. With interviews as the primary source of significant portions of the analysis, sufficient 

interviews of the appropriate staff is essential. There are several ways to deal with staff’s hesitancy 
to take time for interviews. One is to have the senior bureau leadership in RFS highlight the 

importance of the evaluation; and potentially reach out to leaders in other bureaus. Another is to 

plan for sufficient elapsed time in the data collection process for interviews to be scheduled, 

postponed and rescheduled. 

The planned approach calls for interviews to elicit recall of instances of outcome. Asking the 

question can bias the response. The interview question will be carefully worded to avoid bias as 

much as possible. In order to strengthen confidence in this reported evidence, interview evidence 

will be triangulated against other interviews and, where possible, to written evidence.  

Similarly, process tracing is being used to plausibly associate RFS staff actions with outcomes. The 

team will seek competing explanations (e.g. similar advice from multiple parties) to try to clarify the 

strength of the association. 

VI.  DELIVERABLES AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Evaluation Design Document: 

Following desk review and prior to data collection the evaluation team will submit an evaluation 

design document to USAID for review, feedback, and approval. The design will be shared with 

relevant stakeholders and partners for comment before being finalized and will become an annex to 

the evaluation report. 

The evaluation design will include: 

● Proposed evaluation schedule and milestones; 

● Detailed evaluation design matrix that links the Evaluation Questions from the SOW (in their 

finalized form) to data sources, methods, and the data analysis plan;  

● Draft questionnaires and other data collection instruments or their main features;  

● List of potential interviewees and sites to be visited and proposed selection criteria and/or 

sampling plan (must include sampling methodology and methods, including a justification of 

sample size and any applicable calculations); 

● Limitations to the evaluation design; and 

● Dissemination plan (designed in collaboration with USAID) 

Interim touchpoints with RFS as needed for feedback and adaptive management: 

As part of being flexible and responsive to needs and the dynamic context of the Bureau, this 

evaluation includes touchpoints to inform any necessary and feasible adaptations to data collection 

and the analysis plan. These touchpoints include FO and OU Directors meetings requested in 

response to routine Info Memos on the evaluation’s progress and learnings; and briefing PAE/SE and 
leadership after the data collection period review to ensure data was collective as comprehensively 

as possible (e.g., address any non-response we can; validate); and reviewing the analysis plan to 

update as needed so it is relevant to the Bureau's current needs.  

Draft Evaluation Report:  

The draft evaluation report should be consistent with the guidance provided in Section IX of this 

SOW, Final Report Format. The report will address each of the questions identified in the SOW. The 

submission date for the draft evaluation report will be determined in the evaluation work plan.  



 

Note that the draft report will include findings, analysis and conclusions but not recommendations. 

Recommendations will be developed in a USAID-led Recommendations and Validation Workshop 

and included in the final report.  

Workshop to Validate Findings Validation and Prioritize Recommendations: 

The evaluation team is expected to facilitate a recommendations co-creation session where RFS 

staff, stakeholders, and the evaluation team can discuss potential recommendations based on 

findings and conclusions presented in the draft evaluation report. This approach allows USAID to 

determine the most relevant and appropriate recommendations for a post-evaluation action plan (a 

USAID requirement outlined in ADS 201.3.6.10 Use of Evaluations) while also accessing the 

evaluation team to fully understand the nuances of findings and conclusions which may not be fully 

transparent in the report itself. 

Final Evaluation Report: 

The evaluation team will be asked to take no more than 10 working days (or as agreed upon) to 

respond to and incorporate comments from RFS based on the draft evaluation report and the 

recommendations co-creation session. The evaluation team lead will then submit the final report to 

USAID for approval. 

Submission of Dataset(s) to the Development Data Library: 

Per USAID’s Open Data policy (see ADS 579, USAID Development Data) the contractor will submit to 
the AOR/COR and the Development Data Library (DDL), at www.usaid.gov/data, in a machine-

readable, non-proprietary format, a copy of any dataset created or obtained in performance of this 

award, if such a dataset is determined in the evaluation design.  

Submission of Final Evaluation Report to the Development Experience Clearinghouse:  

Per USAID policy (ADS 201.3.6.9) the contractor will submit the evaluation final report and its 

summary or summaries to the Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC) within three months of 

final approval by USAID. 

VII.  EVALUATION TEAM COMPOSITION  

RFS is seeking an external evaluation led by an external evaluation team leader. The evaluation team 

lead must be an evaluation specialist with a minimum of ten years experience designing and leading 

performance evaluations and a Master’s degree in a relevant field. This individual must hold an 
intimate knowledge of USAID evaluation practices, policies, and requirements as well as a deep 

working knowledge of evaluation theory and the inner workings of USAID in order to design and 

execute a strategy-level evaluation such as the one proposed.  

The rest of the evaluation team must include, at minimum, an Evaluation Specialist with a deep 

knowledge and experience in performance evaluation, a working knowledge of USAID, and 

preferably sector experience in resilience, food security, and/or global leadership. Additional team 

members can be proposed, as relevant. All team members should be familiar with USAID’s ADS 201, 
the USAID Evaluation Policy, and the USAID Evaluation Toolkit available on USAID’s Learning Lab. All 
team members will be required to provide a signed statement attesting that they have no conflict of 

interest or describing an existing conflict of interest. 

VIII.  EVALUATION SCHEDULE  

The LOE table and evaluation schedule Gantt Chart are illustrative and intended for use by METS in 

establishing a work order timeline and budget. These will be refined in collaboration with USAID 

prior to finalization of the Evaluation Design Document. 

Illustrative Evaluation LOE Table 



 

 
Evaluation 

Team Lead 

Sr Eval 

Specialist 

Mid-Level Eval 

Specialist 

Jr. Eval Support & 

Logistics 

Desk Review 9 7 1 1 

Eval Design 5 5 1 1 

Meetings w/RFS 3 3 1 1 

Data Collection 16 23 15 15 

Data Analysis 9 9 9 9 

Draft Report 10 8 1 1 

Final Report 5 2  1 

Knowledge Sharing 3 5  4 

Total LOE (days) 60 62 28 33 



 

Illustrative Evaluation Timeline 



 

IX.  FINAL REPORT FORMAT  

1. Abstract 

2. Executive Summary (2-5 pages) 

3. Evaluation Purpose 

4. Background on the RFS Functional Strategy in the context of global leadership and operating 

under successive crises and shocks 

5. Evaluation Questions 

6. Methodology  

7. Limitations and Risks to the Evaluation 

8. Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations (as co-developed with USAID) 

9. Annexes 

Annexes to the report must include: 

● Final Evaluation SOW; 

● Evaluation methods including limitations associated with evaluation methods; 

● All data collection and analysis tools used in conducting the evaluation, such as 

questionnaires, checklists, and discussion guides; 

● All sources of information or data, identified and listed, preferably in the form of an annotated 

bibliography; 

● Statements of difference, if applicable; 

● Signed disclosure of conflict of interest forms for all evaluation team members; and 

● Relevant evaluation data or a link to the data. 

X.  CRITERIA TO ENSURE THE QUALITY OF THE EVALUATION  

Per ADS 201maa, Criteria to Ensure the Quality of the Evaluation Report, draft and final evaluation 

reports will be evaluated against the following criteria to ensure quality. 

● Evaluations must have the required sections outlined in ADS 201, USAID Evaluation Report 

Requirements. 

● Evaluation reports should represent a thoughtful, well-researched, and well-organized effort 

to objectively evaluate the subject of the evaluation (e.g., strategy, project, activity). 

● Evaluation reports should use clear language per the USAID Style Guide. 

● Evaluation reports should adequately address all evaluation questions included in the 

statement of work, or the evaluation questions subsequently revised and documented in 

consultation and agreement with USAID. 

● According to the ADS 201.3.6.2 principle that evaluations should be based on the best 

methods of appropriate rigor, evaluations must produce well documented findings that are 

verifiable, reproducible, and on which stakeholders can confidently rely, while providing clear 

explanations of limitations. Evaluation methodology should be explained in detail and sources 

of information properly identified. Sufficient information on methodology and data collection 

should be included to allow for stakeholders to make informed judgements about the quality 

and accuracy of the findings, and to allow other evaluators to replicate the protocol. 



 

● In support of ADS 201.3.6.2 principle that evaluations should be independent, objective, and 

unbiased in measuring and reporting, limitations to the evaluation should be adequately 

disclosed in the report, with particular attention to the limitations associated with the 

evaluation methodology (selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between 

comparator groups, etc.). Evaluators should strive for objectivity in the planning and conduct 

of evaluations and in the interpretation and dissemination of findings, avoiding conflicts of 

interest, bias, and other partiality. 

● Evaluation reports should adequately capture the situations and experiences of both males 

and females. If evaluation findings or data include people-level indicators they must be 

disaggregated by sex. For more information, see How-To Note: Engendering Evaluation at 

USAID. 

● Findings, conclusions, and recommendations (if any) should be specific, concise, and 

supported by strong quantitative and/or qualitative evidence. 

○ Evaluation findings should be presented as analyzed facts, evidence, and data and 

not based on anecdotes, hearsay, or simply the compilation of people’s opinions. 

○ Conclusions should clearly be based on the evaluation findings. 

Recommendations should be supported by a specific set of referenced findings, and should be 

prioritized, action-oriented, practical, and specific. To support the ADS 201.3.6.2 evaluation principle 

that evaluations should be oriented to reinforcing local ownership, when possible, evaluators should 

include relevant local stakeholders in joint development of recommendations. See ADS 201mah, 

USAID Evaluation Report Requirements and the Evaluation Report Checklist and Review Template 

from the Evaluation Toolkit for additional guidance.



 

 

 

ANNEX 3: EVALUATION METHODS & 
LIMITATIONS 

  



 

EVALUATION METHODS AND LIMITATIONS 

The USAID/RFS Global Leadership Evaluation Design Document submitted March 15, 2023 has a 

detailed discussion of the co-design process for the evaluation, an unsuccessful exploration of the 

evaluation literature to look for methodologies used on similar global leadership evaluations, a full 

discussion of how and why evaluation methods and approaches were chosen (and analyzed a number 
of methods that were not a good fit), planned data collection approaches and limitations that were 

identified from the outset. This appendix will focus on what changes the evaluation team made and 

how they ultimately conducted the evaluation. Excerpts from the Design Document are included in 

Annex 11. 

ITERATIVE, PARTICIPATORY EVALUATION DESIGN 

The desk review revealed that global leadership is not a common evaluation topic at USAID or other 

public development organizations. It should be noted that few bureaus have functional strategies that 
would even specify global leadership objectives. The search for other evaluations of global leadership 

in the Development Experience Clearinghouse as well as the Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) evaluation repository turned up 
only evaluations of tangential relevance (See Sources of Information in Annex 5). This became a factor 

in what methods the team ultimately applied.  

In the evaluation SOW (Annex 2), the Bureau requested that this evaluation incorporate real-time 

learning and be flexible, responsive and participatory. Therefore, the team stayed in close 
communication with the evaluation manager, the Bureau MEL officer. At the time of the original 

statement of work, the focus of the evaluation was RFS support to missions during a time of multiple 

crises. Senior leadership communicated that more could be learned from an evaluation of Global 
Engagement and the focus of the evaluation changed. Bureau staff continued to be involved 

throughout the evaluation and participated in identifying the outcome cases to study. Real time 

learning events included briefings to the Strategic Engagement team on June 1, RFS Office Directors 

and Division chiefs on June 5, and RFS senior leadership also on June 5.  

DEFINITIONS 

Global leadership by agency staff has not been a common topic for evaluation at USAID or elsewhere, 

as the team found when researching evaluation methods. Therefore, defining key terms was an 
important part of building a common understanding for the Bureau for making decisions on global 

leadership functions. It should be noted that for the purposes of this evaluation, the team is using 

some terms differently from the way they are used in RFS and is noted below.  

● Global leadership is effectively influencing a set of individuals, groups, or organizations 

across the globe to align with, advance, and advocate for RFS’s and USG’s agenda and 
priorities. 

● Global engagement is participation in global events or the process of interacting with a set 
of individuals, groups or organizations across the globe. RFS generally refers to global 

engagement as strategic engagement.  

● Institutional engagement refers to influence in the global environment from RFS’s 
programmatic work. 

● Influence is used two ways in the report. As a noun, we define influence as the capacity to 

have an effect on agendas and behaviors. As a verb, influence is when actions affect change, 

i.e. the degree to which RFS actions affect change. 

● GE team is used by the evaluation team to mean those staff in the Bureau who do 

global/strategic engagement as their full-time job. This is primarily the Strategic Engagement 

Team in the Global Engagement Division in the Office of Policy Analysis and Engagement. But 



 

because it is not limited to that team, including, for example, the Director of PAE, the 

evaluation team characterizes these primary actors as the GE team.  

EVALUATION METHODS 

Outcome Harvesting (OH) was selected as the primary data collection approach for a number of 

reasons:  

● There was no universe of Global Leadership outcomes to sample from 

● Global leadership met the criteria for this approach 

○ Outcomes are emergent i.e. cannot be predicted in advance 

○ Uncertain causal links i.e. no clearly established theory of change 

○ Contested – actors have diverse perspectives in the global community 

○ Dynamic – pace of change is variable and unpredictable. 

● OH can capture outcomes in complex and knowledge scarce environments and capture 
outcomes (both planned and emergent) and work backwards to document pathways of 

contribution. It should be noted that the contributions evaluated in this study are those of 

the RFS systems, processes, capacities and resources; not the fully dynamic interplay of 

factors that influenced outcomes. 

OH is well-suited to capture rich data on 1) global leadership outcomes, that is, instances when 

bilateral and multilateral donors, non-governmental actors, regional bodies and private sector entities 

make observable changes in food security agendas, policies, and behaviors such as investments, 2) the 
contribution of RFS staff and others to those outcomes, as well as 3) the significance of the outcomes. 

Together these are the basis for the analysis that will allow RFS to improve and streamline their global 

leadership efforts. Data collection methods will include document review, interviews, and textual 
analysis comparing USAID/USG’s agenda (specifically talking points) with agreed event statements and 
communiques (described more in the section below on analysis). 

This Outcome harvesting approach was tailored to the specifics of evaluating RFS’s global leadership 
efforts and conducted through six iterative steps: 

1. Design the approach to evaluating “Influence Outcomes”: the evaluation reviewed Bureau 

Performance Plans and Reports (PPRs) for 2019-2021 and the Operating Plan (OP) for 2022 

(because the PPR had not yet been completed) to identify examples in which the Bureau 
identified outcomes they had achieved in influencing global engagements.  

2. Identify the preliminary influence outcomes to be evaluated: The team developed a list of 

outcomes and, in keeping with the participatory approach, had RFS Bureau staff vote on which 
outcomes they thought would be the best to evaluate to understand what RFS systems, 

processes, capacities and resources helped and hindered in the achievement of those outcomes. 

Because the evaluation was not trying to establish how successful the Bureau had been in Global 

Engagement, there was no bias introduced by having the Bureau staff pick the cases to evaluate.  
3. Interview influencers (i.e. change agents): The team conducted 40 interviews on the outcome 

cases to collect data on  

a. The global leadership outcomes (who and what changed), and  
b. The influencing pathways (how did RFS and key change agents contribute to the 

change) and  

c. The significance of the outcome.  

d. Identification of what RFS systems, processes, capacities and resources helped and 
hindered the achievement of those changes.  

4. Verify: The team verified changes by interviewing a knowledgeable key informants that were 

external to USAID. The team had planned to compare RFS agendas (by looking at talking points 



 

and briefers) to the outcomes of global events. As the internal documents were classified, this 
approach was dropped.  

5. Analyze and interpret: The evaluation team analyzed the evidence in several ways to be 

discussed below. 

6. Support Bureau learning and recommendation development: Originally the team was 
instructed not to develop recommendations based on the findings and conclusions. After the 

presentation of Emerging Findings in early June, the team was asked to draft findings to include 

in the report.  

DATA COLLECTION PROCESSES AND INSTRUMENTS 

In addition to the Outcome Harvesting interviews mentioned above, the evaluation team used several 

additional approaches to data collection. An additional 10 interviews were conducted to learn more 

about the perspectives of senior leaders as key players in global engagement and specific issues such 
as budgeting and staffing. Because none of the cases selected included significant private sector 

participation, the expanded evaluation team conducted a Focus Group Interview to broaden what was 

learned through the outcome cases.  

The team had planned on conducting a mini-survey with outside verifiers. Instead the team conducted 

interviews with knowledgeable external key informants.  

Interviewees were initially identified by RFS staff. Then the evaluators asked the interviewees to 

identify additional knowledgeable individuals. This was intended to avoid bias although only with the 
external interviewees. There were also several interviews within USAID but from other Bureaus; these 

interviewees were not considered verifiers. Although this process did not actually broaden the 

interviews beyond a fairly small circle of knowledgeable RFS staff, it did result in rich depth on systems, 
processes, capacities and resources that helped and hindered the achievement of performance. This 

would not, however, have worked if we were trying to establish how successful the Bureau was in 

Global Engagement. 

Interview guides for 1) outcome change agents, 2) a sample of a systems/process/capacities and 

resources interview guide and 3) the senior leadership interview guide are included in annex 4. Each 

outcome case had a specific interview guide and a sample is provided. Similarly, the guide for staffing 

questions is included as a sample for the additional systems, processes, capacities and resources 
interviews and a sample of the senior leadership interview guide as well. The interview guide for the 

Private Sector Focus Group is also included.  

ANALYSIS 

As the Design Matrix in the Design Document indicated, several types of analysis were planned, 

although some proved unworkable. These are presented below: 

● Textual analysis was planned to compare USAID/USG’s agenda (as conveyed in briefers and 
talking points) with agreed event statements and communiques. This was particularly 
planned for the G7 outcome case; but the documents were classified and this approach was 

not used.  

● Thematic analysis identified most notably the three types of leadership for the Bureau but 
also informed the types of issues that were most important for answering evaluation 

question # 2 on systems, processes, capacities and resources. Thematic analysis was used to 

analyze the findings and conclusions in sections A, B and C to determine recommendations 

in Section D. 

● Case study research led to the eight outcome cases in Annex 1. It should be noted that these 

were outcome harvesting cases and not fully developed case studies.  



 

● Interaction Web Maps – This became known as “Relationship Mapping”. Each outcome case 
interview asked what individuals and organizations the interviewee had worked with in their 

role in influencing the outcome. The analysis was based on the organizations and not the 

individuals. The biggest shortcoming was that interviewees seem to have referred to the 

staff whose primary job was supporting “global engagement” inconsistently – sometimes it 
was global engagement division, sometimes Strategic engagement team, sometimes the 

office they were in: PAE. Because Global Engagement was so complex, these provided tools 

for the team to analyze but no readable graphics to include in the report. Several that the 

team found most useful are included in Annex 4.  

LIMITATIONS 

● The outcome harvesting approach could not and did not comprehensively collect data on all 

possible outcomes. Due to the complex nature of evaluating global leadership influence, it 
was not possible to construct a complete and accurate sampling frame of global leadership 

outcomes; consequently, outcomes harvested did not answer the question of how 

successful the Bureau was in achieving its global leadership outcomes. Bureau 
“performance”, asked in EQ1, was only analyzed in the context of each case to inform the 
discussion of what systems, processes, capacities and resources helped and hindered the 

achievement of those outcomes (EQ2).  

● The Strategy is only two years old and. The selection of outcome cases was built on 
statements (one might say “claims”) from the PPRs for the years available supplemented by 
the OP for 2022 to cover the study period. Both CGIAR and GAFS were reported as outcomes 

that were still very much in progress.  

● There is limited formal data available on RFS’s role in Global Leadership. This meant that the 
centerpiece of data collected by the evaluation team was the 40 interviews on the outcome 

cases and an additional 10 interviews of other staff with specific expertise in systems 
processes capacities and resources and there was less performance reporting or evaluations 

than the evaluation team generally relied on.  

● Set against the Bureau context of working in the midst of crises and shocks, the number of 

people able to take the time for interviews was more limited than the team would have 
preferred. Although this had been raised as a risk in the Design Document. The evaluation 

team was pleased to have completed the 40 interviews for the outcome cases and 10 

additional interviews. An additional 33 candidates were included in the Contacts and 
Relationship Tracker that the team developed to capture contact information on the 

interviewees and the identify who was interviewed and when. Interestingly the biggest 

shortcoming was the non-programmatic staff in the Bureau. They clearly did not have 

experience of being interviewed for evaluations and asked the evaluation team what 
questions they would be asked. Although it is not normal practice, the evaluation team sent 

questions ahead of time in some cases to try to alleviate the concerns. The 4 additional 

interviews conducted on systems, processes, capacities and resources (that were not senior 

leadership) were very informative and the team would have liked to have learned more.  

● Because Global Leadership was so interactive, it was very difficult for the team to separate 

the RFS contribution from that of USAID and the USG more broadly in most cases.  

● The planned approach calls for interviews to elicit recall of instances of outcome. Recall was 
of course an issue, but comparing what was learned from the multiple interviews for each 

case did generally help to fill out the picture. It was very hard to limit the discussion to the 

study timeframe of 2020 to 2022; indeed it was necessary to discuss earlier actions and 
events as they informed the understanding of the outcomes that were in the study 

timeframe.  



 

● SOW and Resource limitations: Global leadership and engagement touch almost all aspects 
of the Bureau’s work. The team had indicated in the Design Document that choices would 

have to be made. This was largely around cross cutting issues. The team tried to address 

those that were reported as important to the outcome cases, but some were more fully 

explored than others.  



 

 

 

ANNEX 4: DATA COLLECTION TOOLS 
  



 

DATA COLLECTION TOOLS 

A. Change Agent Interview Guide for Outcome Cases 

 The change agent interview guides were modified for each of the cases.  Before Question 1, the 
draft outcome statement for each case is included to communicate the context of the questioning to 
the interviewee. An example from the CAADP case is included (this sample is dated March 24, 2023: 

Introduction:  

We’re interested in learning more about important changes that have taken place related to CAADP 
Biennial Reviews during [2020-2022].   The information we gather will only be used for the purposes 
of this evaluation and subsequent action planning, but no other purpose.  The evaluation report will 
be made public. 

[If consent has not been received]  On this basis, could you: 

● Consent to be interviewed? Y/N 

● Consent to be recorded?  Y/N 

First, we would like to learn a few details about you. 

1. Name 

2. Current Organization 

3. Current Position 

4. Length of time working in current role 

5. Did you occupy the same organization and position during the time you were involved in 
influencing [specific global leadership influence outcome]? If not, what organization and 
position did you occupy at that time? 

 As I mentioned, this evaluation is interested in learning more about outcomes related to CAADP 
during the 2020-2022 period, which is the evaluation period of study. 

 [Provide short definition of the OUTCOME.] 

The African Union and member states demonstrated mutual accountability using the CAADP Biennial 
Review to track, measure and report progress achieved against agreed result areas. 

1.  How familiar are you with CAADP?     

1.1.  What changes related to CAADP and the Biennial Reviews took place? 

1.2  What: What changes took place in [agendas] behavior, practices? What changes in 
policies or resources? Prompt: were resources leveraged? 

1.3 When: When did this change take place? 

1.4  Where: Where did the change take place? 

           1.4.1.  Were there specific meetings of importance?   Where? 

           When 

           Who participated 

2.  What role, if any, did you play in these changes? 

2.1  [If yes,] How did you influence these changes?  (e.g. persuading, supporting, facilitating, 
assisting, leveraging resources, exerting pressure, political positioning) 

2.2 [If no]  How and what do you know about these changes? 



 

2.3 Who else knows about these changes that we could speak to? 

3.  Who specifically (individuals and organizations) did you work with to influence these changes?  

           3.1. What other organizations/individuals did you work with that played an important role? 

           3.2.  Can you share contact details.  

4.  Is the Bienniel Review process the most significant outcome with respect to CAADP?  

4.1 Why do you consider it significant?  Prompt: In what ways? 

4.2  Is it the most significant outcome/change in the timeframe? 

4.2   If not, what was the most significant outcome? 

 5.  Was RFS influential in this change(s)?  

Prompt: Were they influential in this change coming about? 

5.1   Did RFS demonstrate leadership?  How? 

6.  Please describe any (other) ways that RFS influenced [the outcome]? 

7.  What enabled or supported you (or the Bureau) to influence these changes? 

7.1 Prompt:  What processes or systems in RFS supported your efforts to influence these 
changes? 

7.2 Prompt:  What resources or capacities in the Bureau? 

7.3 Prompt: Were there particular individuals that you worked with? 

 8.  What barriers did you encounter in RFS? 

           8.2 What processes or systems in RFS were barriers in your efforts to influences in CAADP? 

           8.2.  What resources or capacities? 

Prompt after exploring barriers and enablers fully:  These changes took place during multiple 
challenges: food crisis triggered by Putin’s war in Ukraine; droughts in the Horn of Africa, 
restructuring of the Bureau, COVID’s restrictions on RFS staff.  

9.  Based on your experience influencing this change, how can RFS strengthen its role in 

influencing similar changes? 

10.  What could RFS do to improve support to those that play influencing roles?  

  



 

B.   Systems, Processes, Capacities, and Resources Interview Guides  

Interview guides were crafted for each of the additional 10 interviewees focused on their area of 
expertise such as budget and staffing (the latter included below).  One guide used in 5 interviews 
was Senior Leaders; noting that there were other senior leaders interviewed about Outcome cases 
with those specific guides. 

Interview Guide for RFS Staffing Issues 

1. What percent of Bureau's approved positions are currently vacant?  (and what is the 
approved FTE level?) 

2. What rate of turnover has the Bureau had in 2020, 2021 and 2022?  i.e. how many staff have 
left in each of those years?  And was this higher than the preceding three years, lower, or 
about the same? (We would settle for your impression on this if it is too hard to look up all 
the earlier years) 

3.  How hard is it to recruit technical staff? And why? 
 
  



 

C. Senior Leaders Interview Guide 

Name: 

Current position: 

Position in Bureau before retirement: 

 

Can you think of an example in which (the Bureau you headed)  demonstrated global leadership by 
influencing agendas, policies or practices in the global or regional community?    

What changed (looking for more specifics)? 

When did this happen? And where did it take place? 

Was this a significant outcome? 

Did (your Bureau) demonstrate leadership? How would you characterize that leadership? 

What role did you play? 

How did you influence these changes (persuading, supporting, facilitating , assisting, leveraging 
resources, exerting pressure, political positioning etc.)? 

What individuals and organizations did you work with to influence these changes?  Within and 
outside of USAID. 

Did (this Bureau)  have systems, processes, resources or capacities that supported you to influence 
these changes?  

What barriers did you encounter? 

Did you have any training or briefing to help prepare you for this role? 

What could USAID do to improve support to those who play influencing roles?  



 

D. Private Sector Focus Group Interview Guide 

Questions: 

1. Please introduce yourself, and briefly explain how you have collaborated or interacted with 
RFS in the last couple of years? 

Prompts: 

○ Collaboration or interaction doesn’t have to be formal 

○ Have you participated in knowledge sharing, webinars, conferences, or 
otherwise used evidence generated by RFS 

○ Give specific examples 

2. How have your interactions with RFS influenced or informed your organization's strategies 
and decision-making processes in the global food security sector and related areas of 
agriculture, nutrition, WASH, and climate? 

Prompts: 

○ More or less investment in any specific approaches, technologies, or 
geographies 

○ Increased or decreased interest in more collaborations with RFS 

○ Encouraged seeking additional evidence on impactful approaches or 
technologies  

○ Encouraged stronger local relationships in the geographies where you work 

3. When reflecting upon your interactions with RFS since 2020, are there any aspects of those 
interactions that were particularly effective at helping your organization make strategic 
programming or investment decisions? 

Prompts: 

○ RFS staff knowledge and expertise 

○ Personal relationships within RFS 

○ Quality, rigor, and availability of evidence 

○ Collaborative working styles 

○ RFS’s convening power 

○ RFS’ influence over our competitors 

○ Strong intermediary to support implementation 

4. Conversely, could you describe any factors or circumstances that you feel may have 
hindered or otherwise adversely influenced the dynamics of your collaboration and 
interactions with RFS, and how these have affected your efforts towards achieving a shared 
agenda? 

Prompts: 

○ Challenges faced in establishing formal partnership mechanisms with RFS, and 
how these impact collaborative efforts 

○ Communication barriers 

○ Misalignment of expectations/not being on the same page with regards to 
understanding of roles and responsibilities 



 

○ Rigid funding mechanisms (complex rules and regulations or stringent 
compliance and reporting requirements attached to funding) 

○ Changes in administration or leadership 

5. Looking to the future, how can RFS improve the ways in which it interacts with the private 
sector and other development actors in the global arena to achieve increased food security 
for all?  

Prompts: 

○ Increased knowledge sharing 

○ More targeted communications that use private sector language more than 
development speak 

○ Easier mechanisms to formally partner and collaborate  

○ Fewer bureaucratic obstacles 

○ Invite private sector to participate more fully in global development 
conversations 
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EVALUATION TEAM MEMBERS 

Cynthia Clapp-Wincek, team leader, has over 40 years of experience with evaluation, performance 
monitoring, and learning. She has worked in the US government and as an independent consultant. 
In her 20 years of consulting, she worked with clients of all types -- public, non-profit, for profit, 
foundations; from large to small. As a former Director of the Office of Learning, Evaluation and 
Research, Ms. Clapp-Wincek led the rebuilding of USAID's evaluation program and strengthened 
evaluation, learning, and performance monitoring in USAID's Program Cycle. This integrated 
evaluation program demonstrated evidence of improvement in quality, quantity and use of 
evaluation throughout USAID in the three years of her tenure.  

Micah Frumkin is a Senior Director-level monitoring, evaluation, research, learning, and adaption 
(MERLA) expert in the field of international development. He has more than fifteen years of 
experience supporting U.S. government agencies, philanthropic organizations, and implementing 
partners on designing, maintaining, and improving MERLA approaches at policy, portfolio, and 
activity levels. His experience includes a proven track record of identifying and developing innovative 
solutions to organizational challenges for clients and their partners, incorporating client learning into 
adapting, identifying and pursuing competitive business development opportunities, and applying 
human centered designs to MERLA-related training, guidance, tools, and templates. Micah has 
extensive experience supporting MERLA initiatives virtually and in-person in a variety of countries 
including Jordan, Kenya, South Sudan, and Pakistan, among others. Mr. Frumkin’s current position as 
the Senior MEL Director for the Institute for Development Impact (I4DI) includes overseeing the 
I4DI's MEL portfolio which implements programming for prominent public and private sector clients 
including USAID, Mars Inc., and others 

Nicola Giordano has over 12 years of experience working within the humanitarian and development 
sector as a MEAL consultant. From 2018 to 2022, Nicola has coordinated and overseen over 40 MEAL 
services through Action Against Hunger UK and as independent consultant. Nicola has led 
evaluations across thematic areas like food security, advocacy, social protection, financial inclusion 
and climate change resilience for a range of organizations like UNHCR, UNICEF, DFID, USAID, SAVE, 
CARE and other agencies. In his previous role at CARE International UK, UNCDF in Rwanda, 
MicroSave in India, and for the Italian Development Cooperation in Tanzania, Nicola led on 
organizational MEAL strategies, the management of large-scale evaluations, and leadership on 
internal programme evaluations.   

John Akwetey is a professional evaluator with over 12+ years in designing, planning, leading, and 
conducting evaluations. He served on this evaluation project as the Evaluation Expert contracted by 
I4DI to work on the Evaluation of USAID Bureau for Resilience and Food Security (USAID/RFS) 
Functional Strategy, to evaluate a series of consecutive and compounding shocks and stressors 
contributing to a global food crisis, specifically the USAID response to African Swine Fever (2021, led 
by RFS), the 2021-2022 droughts in the horn of Africa (lead by AFR), and Putin’s war on Ukraine 
(2022, led by RFS/FTFCT). It will incorporate relevant findings from the evaluations and learning 
exercises on USAID’s response to COVID-19 led by the Bureau for Global Health (BGH) and the 
Bureau for Policy, Planning, and Learning (PPL). He is pursuing an Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation 
from Western Michigan University.  

Peter Simpson has over two years of experience conducting applied research, technical assistance, 
monitoring and evaluation. His primary focus areas are higher education, workforce and skills 
development, and public-private partnerships. He applies a variety of methods (qualitative, 
quantitative and mixed-methods) across the respective areas.   
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Evaluation Schedule and Milestones Proposed in the Design Document (March 
2023) 
The evaluation team recognizes that the process of evaluating outcomes for RFS global leadership is 
not a straightforward and linear one. Rather, it involves an iterative approach that requires flexibility 
and adaptability. While the team will aim to adhere to the timeline, they expect that this timeline 
may need to be modified or adjusted as new information is uncovered, or as unexpected challenges 
or opportunities arise during the evaluation process. The team plans to be flexible and adaptable in 
its approach, but is highly committed to completing the work on time.  

Table 1: Timeline and key engagements with USAID 

 
 

Table 2: Key milestones and expected dates 

Milestone Date 
Evaluation Design Document submitted to USAID February 3 
Meet with USAID on Evaluation Design February 16 
Final set of Influence Outcomes accepted by USAID February 25 
Data collection & Analysis Mid-February to May 
Draft report May 27 
Real-time Learning February, March, first week May, 

June/July 
 Evaluation Schedule and Milestones as Executed 

Table 3: Key milestones and expected dates 

Milestone Date 
Evaluation Design Document submitted to USAID March 15 
Meet with USAID on Evaluation Design March 15 
Final set of Influence Outcomes accepted by USAID March 13 
Data collection & Analysis March 24- May 22 
Draft report July 17 
Real-time Learning February 13, June 5 and August/September 
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Selected Excerpts: USAID/RFS Global Leadership Evaluation Draft Design Document (March 15, 
2023) 
 
Acronyms 

Acronym / Abbreviation 

ADS Automated Directives System 

CLA Collaborating Learning and Adapting 

COVID Coronavirus; respiratory illness 

DDI Development, Democracy, and Innovation  

EEI Environment, Energy, and Infrastructure 

EQ Evaluation Question 

G7 Group of Seven 

GFSS Global Food Security Strategy 

I4DI Institute for Development Impact  

IR Intermediate Result 

MEL Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning 

METS Monitoring and Evaluation Training Services 

MSC Most Significant Change 

N/A Not Applicable 

Obj Objective 

OECD/DAC Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Development 
Assistance Committee  

OH Outcome Harvesting 

OU Operating Units 



 

PAE/SE Office of Policy Analysis and Engagement 
Strategic Engagement Division 

PPR Past Performance Review 

RFS USAID’s Bureau for Resilience and Food Security 

SOW Statement of Work  

TA Technical Assistance 
(Because this is an evaluation of the RFS Functional Strategy, TA refers initially 
to the written and verbal advice and support provided by RFS staff) 

TOC Theory of Change 

USAID United States Agency for International Development 

USG United States Government 

Background and Purpose of the Evaluation 
This evaluation will identify and analyze how a United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID) central, technical bureau can better define and communicate its role in providing global 
leadership to influence the global food security agenda and advance food security for all. The 
evaluation will examine the role USAID’s Bureau for Resilience and Food Security (USAID/RFS) plays in 
providing global leadership at the intersection of food security for all with agriculture, water, nutrition, 
climate and resilience as well as the cross-cutting themes of inclusive development, analytics and 
learning, and policy. The evaluation will use the July 2020 RFS Functional Strategy as the primary 
reference that defines RFS’s role in global leadership (Objective 1), specifically to influence global 
agendas (IR1.1). The Strategy “outlines the Bureau’s unique role in providing technical support while 
exerting global leadership” not only through programs but through the expertise and experience of 
the staff. 

 
 
 
RFS Functional Strategy 2020 Global Leadership Results 
The evaluation will focus on whether and how RFS’ role, structure, system, processes, capacities and 
resources help and/or hinder its effectiveness in achieving global leadership outcomes that advance 
food security for all. The focus will be on the period of performance from 2020-2022.  

Summary Information  

Strategy/Project/Activity Name(s) USAID/RFS Functional Strategy 

USAID Office(s) USAID/RFS/Program Office 



 

Life of Strategy RFS’s Functional Strategy was approved in July 2020 and is currently 
active 

Functional Strategy Objective(s) and 
Intermediate Result(s) 

Objective 1 (Provide Global Leadership) and IR 1.1 (Influence and 
Investment: Key external partners are advancing and investing in 
shared development agendas)  

Required evaluation? Yes 

External or internal evaluation? External 

  
Context 
In March 2020, USAID/RFS was formally established and operationalized as part of USAID’s 
transformation effort. The Bureau then implemented an RFS Functional Strategy which details its 
mission, vision, and goals, and the approaches it takes to achieve them. It includes a Results 
Framework outlining the Bureau’s objectives to provide global leadership and country support 
through seven intermediate results (IRs). RFS developed an associated MEL Plan with performance 
metrics within the first year of launching the strategy. This Functional Strategy captures the Bureau’s 
unique role in providing technical support to USAID Missions while also exerting global leadership to 
promote proven, evidenced-based approaches. The evaluation will focus on the latter, specifically 
through the efforts of Bureau staff as opposed to the awards and interventions which are usually 
addressed in USAID evaluations. This was reflected in the Global Leadership Evaluation Statement of 
Work (SOW) (Annex A).  
This evaluation is conducted in parallel with an Agency-level reorganization that will affect the Bureau 
through the incorporation of aspects of climate and environment (expected to include the Bureau for 
Development, Democracy, and Innovation (DDI) and Bureau for Environment, Energy, and 
Infrastructure (EEI)). The RFS Functional Strategy was developed and launched before the release of 
the 2022-2026 Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) in February 2021 and the USAID Climate Strategy 
in April 2022. As a result of these important documents, climate has become a growing part of the 
Bureau’s work in food security and will continue through the forthcoming restructuring. It will also 
include the 2022 work where global food security for all intersects with climate. This reorganization 
entails significant structural changes likely to happen alongside this evaluation that will, in turn, evolve 
systems, processes, and resources. 

During the period of the Functional Strategy, there was a series of consecutive and compounding 
shocks and stressors contributing to a global food crisis in food, fuel and fertilizer. These included 
Putin’s war in Ukraine, the droughts in the Horn of Africa, African Swine Fever, and the ongoing 
coronavirus (COVID) crisis. The Global Health Bureau and the Bureau for Policy, Planning and Learning 
are concurrently conducting an evaluation of the COVID response that will inform this evaluation. 
These crises, shocks and stresses are also contextual factors driving RFS efforts in global engagement. 
Collectively, these factors, as well as the fact that the evaluation is looking at the Bureau as a whole 
while it is constantly responding to a shifting and dynamic development landscape will necessitate a 
participatory and iterative approach to ensure it remains relevant and informs RFS as it makes 
important strategic decisions. 

Audience and use of the evaluation 
The primary audience for this evaluation is RFS senior leadership, managers and staff directly 
involved in global leadership and engagement. The evaluation results are intended to provide a basis 
for decisions on strengthening and streamlining Bureau systems, processes, resources, capacities 



 

and the Strategy itself. In addition, evaluation results will be used by RFS senior leadership, 
managers, and staff to improve the reorganized Bureau’s capacity and flexibility to strengthen the 
global environment supporting food security for all, and to inform decision-making in response to 
future shocks, stressors and crises addressed by the new Bureau. 

Global leadership is dynamic and therefore evaluation results should inform current as well as future 
RFS decision making and planning. Emerging learning will be communicated to the Bureau as it 
becomes reliable for decision making.  

The evaluation results will be used to: 

● Improve the Bureau’s capacity to engage with key partners to strengthen the global 
environment supporting food security for all. 

● Inform decision-making in response to future contextual changes driven by external factors 
(shocks, stressors, crisis) or internal changes in context such as reorganization or budget 
cuts. 

● Benefit RFS in identifying ways in which the Functional Strategy, systems, processes, 
capacities, and resources have supported and need to adapt or evolve to improve the 
Bureau’s role in providing global leadership in food security for all. 

The evaluation will not provide specific recommendations but rather areas of analysis and reflection. 
These will be used in a participatory co-creation meeting with RFS staff to identify recommendations 
for key actions to improve RFS’ role in providing global leadership through engagement to influence 
the global food security agenda and advance food security for all.  

This global leadership evaluation is one of a set of studies that will help RFS meet USAID’s 
Automated Directives System (ADS) 201 evaluation requirements for Operating Units (OUs) to 
conduct at least one evaluation per IR in their strategy. The evaluation may also contribute to the 
USAID Learning Agenda 2022-2026 on Operational Effectiveness with its unusual emphasis on 
effectiveness in global leadership.  

Evaluation Questions 
The evaluation questions that bound the scope of this evaluation were developed in a co-design 
process led by the RFS Monitoring, Evaluation and Training Services activity and RFS Bureau staff. The 
evaluation is designed to answer three questions: 

1. What has been the role and performance of RFS technical assistance in global leadership to 
influence the global food security agenda and behavior of bilateral and multilateral donors, 
non-governmental actors, regional bodies and private sector entities, during the 2020-2022 
period of strategy implementation? (Technical assistance refers to staff expertise and 
experience as well as implementing mechanisms including PIOs.) 

2. During the 2020-2022 period of Functional Strategy implementation, including a set of 
successive and compounding crises, how have RFS systems, processes, capacities and 
resources either helped or hindered the Bureau’s global leadership efforts to respond quickly 
to unexpected shifts in context? 

3. Has the performance of the Bureau’s global leadership to influence the global food security 
agenda and advance food security for all revealed ways in which the RFS Functional Strategy, 
systems, processes, capacities and resources need to adapt or evolve to meet the current 
Agency and global context? 

The Glossary in Annex B defines many of the key terms in these questions. Several are terms that are 
defined quite specifically for the purposes of this evaluation and perhaps differ from their use in other 
contexts. Therefore several are included here:  



 

  

Definitions 

  
 Global leadership 

The process of influencing a set of individuals, groups, or organizations 
across the globe to align with, advance, and advocate for USAID/RFS’s 
development agenda 

Global engagement The process of interacting with a set of individuals, groups or 
organizations across the globe with the ability to set, evolve, or influence 
development agendas in order to collaborate, share knowledge, and 
mutually align and advance targeted development agendas. 

Influence  The outcome of RFS’s global leadership efforts in terms of shared 
agendas and changed behavior (including investments and evidence- 
based policies) between USAID and global partners. 

Influencing Actions taken to lead to changes in outcomes e.g. changes in agendas or 
levels of resources.  

Role The function assumed, or part played by RFS staff i.e., their technical 
actions and deliverables in support to provide technical support and 
deliverables in line with the Functional Strategy, specifically to provide 
global leadership.  

RFS staff advice or 
technical assistance 
(TA): 

Verbal or written advice and support provided by RFS staff. This does not 
include TA provided through Implementing Mechanisms except for PIOs. 
During the evaluation, this definition is expected to expand with greater 
understanding of the way RFS has influence. 

Performance:  Instances of the degree to which the outcomes show shared and 
evidence-based agendas and investment leveraged.  

Evaluation Approach and Methods 
Iterative, Participatory Evaluation Design 
The desk review completed to date has revealed that global leadership is not a common evaluation 
topic at USAID or other public development organizations. It should be noted that few bureaus have 
functional strategies that would even specify global leadership objectives. The search for other 
evaluations of global leadership in the Development Experience Clearinghouse as well as the 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Development Assistance Committee 
(OECD/DAC) evaluation repository turned up only evaluations of tangential relevance (See 
bibliography in Annex D). 
In the evaluation SOW, the Bureau requested that this evaluation incorporate real-time learning and 
be flexible, responsive and participatory. Therefore, the evaluation will apply an iterative, 
participatory design throughout its implementation. There will be key collaborative design and 
analysis touchpoints, beginning in the design phase, where RFS staff will be actively engaged to: come 



 

to agreement on key definitions, determine influence outcomes to be studied, and gather input and 
feedback on the proposed methodology, data collection instruments, and analysis plans. These inputs 
will be used to refine and improve the evaluation design, ensuring that it is responsive to the needs 
and perspectives of key stakeholders while also taking into account changes in the contextual factors 
driving RFS work and USAID priorities. 

This iterative, participatory process will continue throughout the evaluation to ensure that the 
results are meaningful and relevant to the key stakeholders and to inform and prepare them for how 
to use the evaluation results. For example, the Bureau may want to meet with the team to discuss 
what preliminary findings may inform the Bureau reorganization or a similar ongoing challenge. 
Other touchpoints could include Front Office and Office Director meetings requested in response to 
routine information memorandums on the evaluation’s progress and learning; briefing RFS Policy 
Analysis and Engagement Office/Strategic Engagement Division (PAE/SE) and leadership after the 
data collection period to ensure that there are no other resources RFS wants to be sure the team 
includes; and workshops to validate findings and co-create recommendations, as mentioned earlier.  

Challenges and Solutions for Evaluating Global Leadership 

Early data collection, including discussions with USAID staff in and outside the Bureau, review of the 
Bureau’s Functional Strategy and initial information from the desk review, confirmed that the concept 
of global leadership is complex in several ways: 

● Emergent: Outcomes, and contribution pathways, cannot be adequately predicted in 
advance; the evaluation team must be prepared to respond to new opportunities and 
challenges as they arise.  

● Uncertain causal links: The evaluation team is working with insufficient information about 
how outcomes are achieved (or fall short).  

● Contested: Major players in this space have diverse perspectives on desirable outcomes and 
ways to achieve them. Agreement with all major stakeholders is not unrealistic. Alliances are 
likely to shift across time and context.  

● Dynamic: The pace of change is variable and unpredictably so. One outcome may be achieved 
quickly and progress towards another may be slow, erratic or marked by setbacks.  

Another common challenge in evaluating influence is that those who are the target of the work, those 
whose actions we seek to change, are not a source of accurate and complete information about the 
desired changes and how they occurred. For example, some actors may not want to publicly admit 
that they had been influenced. Other actors, such as officials from other major donors or private sector 
organizations, may be unavailable to the evaluators or they may be unwilling or unable to provide 
useful information. 

The complex nature of engagement done to influence other actors means that program theory-driven 
evaluation approaches are not a good fit. Program theory-driven evaluation is a large family of 
evaluation approaches that rely on a clear, explicit, evidence-based theory of change (TOC). For 
evaluation purposes, TOCs must specify desired outcomes and corresponding causal pathways with 
sufficient detail to guide the evaluation. Agreement about the desired outcomes and certainty (based 
on evidence and/or experience) about ways to achieve them must be high, and the pace of change 
predictable. The influence of external causal factors must be minimal or well-understood.  

The SOW for this evaluation included process tracing as a possible method. Process tracing is an 
evaluation method within the family of program theory-driven evaluation approaches. It is a method 
that tests whether the theory of change held true during implementation. While we can sketch an 
implicit TOC for RFS’s global leadership engagement to influence others, that TOC sketch is not 
sufficiently detailed to be vetted through process tracing. In addition, process tracing evaluations 



 

require that the outcome has been achieved. In some cases, RFS’s outcomes of interest may be 
ongoing, rather than fully achieved. Perhaps, if this evaluation’s findings contribute to a more explicit 
and robust TOC for global engagement, a future evaluation may fruitfully use process tracking. 

Moreover, if emerging outcomes and adapting pathways are likely to comprise a sizable proportion of 
what is being evaluated, or if they have a significant influence, then it is best to look outside of the 
program-theory driven evaluation family of approaches. 

In recent years, there has been a growing recognition of the value of goal-free MEL approaches that 
can capture outcomes in complex and knowledge-scarce situations. Goal-free and complexity-aware 
approaches are a good fit for evaluations of influencing initiatives because they capture outcomes 
(both planned and emergent) and work backwards to document pathways of contribution. 

The evaluation team recommends outcome harvesting as the best (but not only) method for this 
evaluation because the approach can be quite effective at addressing the challenges with evaluating 
RFS’s global leadership, engagement and influence that were stated earlier. The following table 
demonstrates how. Definitions of key terms applied to this evaluation are found in Annex B: Glossary. 

Challenges of RFS Global Leadership Outcome Harvesting (OH) Solutions  

Outcomes are emergent and dynamic 
● Desired outcomes are broadly 

defined and/or cannot be predicted 
in advance 

● Activities are likely to contribute to 
unpredicted and unpredict-able 
outcomes 

● The evaluation is unable to obtain 
accurate information from the actors 
that RFS seeks to influence. In 
Outcome Harvesting, these people 
are called “social actors.” 

● OH captures richly detailed descriptions 
of outcomes, regardless of whether they 
were predicted in advance. 

● OH collects data from the change agents 
that influence key social actors that RFS 
does not have direct access to. In 
Outcome Harvesting, “change agents” are 
the internal or external actors that do the 
influencing and persuading.  

Pathways of change are emergent and 
dynamic 

● Uncertain: The team is working with 
insufficient information about how 
outcomes are achieved (or fall short).  

● Evolving: Successful achievement of 
outcomes requires adaptive 
management; the evaluation team 
must be prepared to adapt activities 
to respond to new opportunities and 
challenges as they arise.  

● OH collects data from change agents that 
RFS works with to reveal “behind the 
scenes” descriptions of how change 
happens and how RFS can contribute 
more effectively 

● OH captures richly detailed descriptions 
of pathways of change, regardless of 
whether they were planned in advance or 
they evolved to respond to changes in 
context. 



 

Contested 
● Major players in this space have 

diverse perspectives on desirable 
outcomes and ways to achieve them 
but agreement with all major 
stakeholders could be possible. 
Alliances are likely to shift across time 
and context.  

● OH can capture diverse perspectives on 
the significance of outcomes. 

● OH counterbalances natural bias in favor 
of the evaluation commissioner by 
verifying findings with those who are 
independent from RFS and the change 
agents that it works with directly. 

Pace of change is dynamic 
● The pace of change is variable and 

unpredictably so. One outcome may 
be achieved quickly and progress 
towards another may be slow, erratic 
or marked by setbacks.  

● OH can capture interim outcomes and 
progress towards outcomes 

Most Significant Change (MSC) is another goal-free evaluation approach that does a good job of 
capturing emergent outcomes. However, MSC does not do a good job of documenting contribution, 
nor does it offer verification options. These are what bring rigor to outcome harvesting. Also, MSC is 
a highly participatory approach that involves collaborative processes by which respondents reach 
consensus on the value, significance and worth of outcomes. This is too time consuming when 
balanced with the method’s limitations in minimizing bias.  

The majority of the methods explored were qualitative in nature due to the nature of the topic and 
the lack of quantitative data available. Although we will be quantitatively analyzing information on 
resources leveraged to the extent possible, we have prioritized the application of highly rigorous 
qualitative methods as the most effective means of providing RFS with actionable relevant findings 

Evaluation Methods 
After reviewing all of the methods and approaches mentioned above, the evaluation team determined 
that the primary method to evaluate influence outcomes will be Outcome Harvesting. OH is a 
participatory method to identify, formulate, verify, analyze and interpret outcomes to answer 
actionable questions. The approach captures outcomes – predicted/unpredicted, positive/negative – 
regardless of whether they were included in planning documents or not. This method rigorously works 
backwards to describe and verify the contribution of what is being evaluated – in this case RFS’s global 
leadership – to the achievement of specified outcomes.  
OH is well-suited to capture rich data on 1) global leadership outcomes, that is, instances when 
bilateral and multilateral donors, non-governmental actors, regional bodies and private sector entities 
make observable changes in food security agendas, policies, and behaviors such as investments, 2) the 
contribution of RFS staff and others to those outcomes, as well as 3) the significance of the outcomes. 
Together these are the basis for the analysis that will allow RFS to improve and streamline their global 
leadership efforts. Data collection methods will include document review, interviews, and textual 
analysis comparing USAID/USG’s agenda (specifically talking points) with agreed event statements and 
communiques (described more in the section below on analysis). 
This Outcome harvesting approach is being tailored to the specifics of evaluating RFS’s global 
leadership efforts and conducted through six iterative steps: 

1. Design the approach to evaluating “Influence Outcomes”: the evaluation team will focus on 
actionable information and outcome priorities for RFS. The evaluation team will continue to 
adapt the design with RFS input throughout the evaluation. 



 

2. Identify the preliminary influence outcomes to be evaluated: The team will use the material 
provided by RFS (included in the Bibliography, Annex D) and interview key bureau staff to 
identify the set of approximately eight global leadership influence outcomes that will be the 
primary basis of outcome harvesting to answer the first evaluation questions. The evaluation 
team will determine the final set of outcomes collaboratively with the Bureau.  

3. Interview influencers (or change agents): Collect data on global leadership outcomes (who 
and what changed), and influencing pathways (how did RFS and key change agents contribute 
to the change) and the significance of the outcome  

4. Verify: Analyze documents to assess alignment with RFS/USG agenda; collect data from 
knowledgeable, independent individuals 

5. Analyze and interpret: Provide evidence-based answers to evaluation questions 
6. Support Bureau learning and recommendation development 

 To identify the eight influence outcomes, the evaluation team used the 2019-2022 PPRs and the 
2022 Operational Plan. To strengthen the set of strategic engagement outcomes, the team turned to 
materials shared by the Strategic Engagement Division. From all of these resources, a set of 16 
outcomes were identified which included actors and global/regional fora. To solicit Bureau input on 
the actors/fora to be included in the evaluation, an email was sent to managers in the Bureau with a 
request that they vote for eight of the 16. This elicited further suggestions from the Bureau which 
informed the teams final selection.  

Outcome harvest findings will also inform evaluation questions 2 and 3. To supplement what the 
evaluation team learns through outcome harvesting findings, the evaluation team will conduct further 
interviews directly with RFS staff to investigate Bureau systems, processes, capacities and resources 
that have helped and hindered their global engagement efforts. The team will conduct case study 
investigation on a subset of the outcomes to deepen the understanding of whether and how internal 
Bureau systems, processes, capacities and resources enabled staff to provide written and verbal 
advice to those well-positioned to influence bilateral and multilateral donors, non-governmental 
actors, regional bodies and private sector entities.  

Evaluation Design Matrix  
Table 1: Evaluation Matrix 

Evaluation Question (EQ) Data Source Data 
Collection 
Method 

Sampling 
Method 

Analysis Method 

EQ1: What has been the role 
and performance of RFS 
technical assistance in global 
leadership to influence the 
agendas for food security for 
all and behavior of bilateral 
and multilateral donors, non-
governmental actors, regional 
bodies and private sector 
entities, during the 2020-2022 
period of strategy 
implementation?  

RFS documents to 
identify influencing 
outcomes (OH 
steps 1 and 2) 

Desk review 
of technical 
docs, press 
reports, 
financial info  

N/A Thematic analysis 
to identify 
outcomes 

Change agents (OH 
step 3) or their 
closest colleague(s) 

Interviews Purposive Thematic analysis 

Third parties 
knowledgeable and 
independent of 
outcomes (OH step 
4, verification) 

Mini-survey Purposive Confirm outcome 
descriptions, 
contribution 
stories, and 
significance 



 

Global engagement 
agendas and talking 
points for priority 
outcomes (OH step 
4, verification) 

Desk review N/A Textual analysis of 
talking points vs. 
statements/ 
communiques; 
analysis of 
resources 
leveraged 

EQ 2: During the 2020-2022 
period of Functional Strategy 
implementation, including a 
set of successive and 
compounding crises, how have 
RFS systems, processes, 
capacities, and resources 
either helped or hindered the 
Bureau’s global leadership 
efforts to respond quickly to 
unexpected shifts in context? 

RFS TA focal points 
involved in actions 
contributing to 
outcomes  

Key informant 
interviews 

Snowball Case study 
research and 
thematic analysis 
of RFS technical 
role to outcome 

Documentation on 
RFS systems, 
processes, 
capacities, and 
resources  

Desk review 
of key 
technical 
documents 

N/A Thematic analysis 
of RFS technical 
role to outcome 

EQ 3: Has the performance of 
the Bureau’s global leadership 
revealed ways in which the 
RFS Functional Strategy, 
systems, processes, capacities, 
and resources need to adapt 
or evolve to meet the current 
Agency and global context? 

RFS staff with 
knowledge of 
Bureau internal 
systems, processes, 
capacities and 
resources, 
functional to 
outcomes 

Key informant 
interviews 

Snowball Thematic analysis 
of role and 
responsiveness of 
RFS processes and 
systems in 
support of 
outcomes 

Bureau Operations 
Plans and 
performance 
reports 

Review N/A Analysis of 
relevant global 
engagement plans 
and, if possible, 
progress 

 Limitations 

● The outcome harvesting approach does not comprehensively collect data on all possible 
outcomes. Due to the complex nature of evaluating global leadership influence, it is not 
possible to construct a complete and accurate sampling frame of global leadership outcomes; 
consequently, outcomes harvested cannot be said to represent the full extent of the Bureau’s 
success in achieving its global leadership outcomes. Outcome harvesting captures significant 
examples of outcomes that can shed light on the Bureau’s contributions to those outcomes 
(both positive and negative, planned and unplanned).  

● The Strategy is only two years old and there is limited formal data available on RFS’s role in 
Global Leadership, making the data collected by the evaluation team the centerpiece of 
findings on the subject. That said, the team is using the information provided to the fullest. 

● Set against the Bureau context of working crises and shocks, the number of people able to 
take the time for interviews may be more limited than the team would prefer. With 
interviews as the primary source of significant portions of the analysis, sufficient interviews of 
the appropriate staff is essential. There are several ways to deal with staff’s hesitancy to take 
time for interviews. One is to have the senior bureau leadership in RFS highlight the 



 

importance of the evaluation; and potentially reach out to leaders in other bureaus. Another 
is to plan for sufficient elapsed time in the data collection process for interviews to be 
scheduled, postponed and rescheduled.  

● The planned approach calls for interviews to elicit recall of instances of outcome. Asking the 
question can bias the response. The interview question will be carefully worded to avoid bias 
as much as possible. In order to strengthen confidence in this reported evidence, interview 
evidence will be triangulated against other interviews and, where possible, to written 
evidence.  

● SOW and Resource limitations: Global leadership and engagement touch almost all aspects 
of the Bureau’s work. Interactions during co-design led to many interesting issues to explore 
and requests for deeper understanding. Resource and time limitations mean that this 
evaluation cannot cover all aspects of the Bureau’s work. Choices will be made that will 
necessarily put a boundary around what parts of global leadership and engagement for 
influence can be included.  
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