FOREWORD

On behalf of the Interagency Working Group, i am piessed to present our

first annual report on U.S. Government International Exchanges and Training Programs. | am proud of the progress we
have made in complying with the spirit and word of Executive Order 13055. Our assignment provided an extraordinary
opportunity to bring so many agencies together and get down to business that truly needs to be talked about. We have
much in common, and much to offer each other. We wrestled with the challenges inherent in any coordination effort. Our
response to these challenges considered past practices and successes while keeping in sight the reform-minded goals listed

in the Executive Order. The completion of the report allows time for reflection on next steps and future needs.

The formation of the Working Group marks an important milestone in an erawhen international relations must take into
account not only public opinion in the United States and abroad, but also the influence and aspirations of non-profit
organizations, schools and universities, business and state and local governments. The globalization of American society
has stimulated individuals and public and private institutions to become more involved in world affairs. As we approach
the millennium, enhanced public-private collaboration will lead to more mutually beneficial programs and help foster

additional partnerships with governments and private entities in the U.S. and overseas.

This empowerment of public and private ingtitutions at al levelsis a dramatic departure from the Cold War policy-making
process. A growing share of the real work of international relations--supporting democratic structures and civil society,
and fostering free market economies and scientific endeavor--is being done by ordinary citizens. Federal agencies
increasingly find themselves working at this juncture of public and private concerns. The government's role has become
that of afocuser aswell as provider of resources, afacilitator and catalyst as well as afunder. Our coordination efforts
must demonstrate where cooperation between governmental and non-governmental sectors can create the most efficient,

synergistic results to promote and protect U.S. national interests.

Exchange and training efforts remain fundamental in supporting our foreign policy goals. The follow-up strategy from the
recent U.S.-China Summit proposes training programs and exchanges in areas such as non-proliferation, disaster relief,
aviation safety, natural resource management, endangered species protection, textbook translation and curriculum
development, judicial education, commercial law and arbitration, and narcotics interdiction. These are the very types of
programs that appear in our current inventory--programs managed by the Department of Commerce, Agency for
International Development, Federal Aviation Administration, National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Information Agency, and the Department of Justice. Our dedication to improving global prosperity is re-affirmed by our
support of international teacher training projects which enable countries to provide essential skillsto all their citizens. At
international venues such as the Summit of the Americas, we stand out as a strong partner ready to work with others--our
strength is underscored by our development of exchanges which benefit foreign non-governmental organizations.

The U.S. Government commitment to supporting democratic transitions, curbing terrorism, and alleviating human
suffering is readily expressed in our delivery of overseas training programs that help foreign governments and private
citizens address their problems. Our provision of high-quality training enhances our capacity to lead and strengthens our
credibility at atime when some multilateral efforts have been perceived as slow or ineffective. The results-oriented
approach that characterizes our exchange and training activities reflects the experience, values, and dedication with which

these programs are built.

The Working Group began its efforts in mid-1997, according to the directives in the Executive Order. Representatives
from agencies large and small played an active role in the Working Group process. Over months of meetings, the Working
Group debated what should and should not be included in our report on exchange and training programs. We sought to



develop definitions that would assist agencies in reporting data, and help focus our own analysis and recommendations.

We formed study groups to examine the topics outlined in the Executive Order. Our examination, presented in the
following chapters, isfar from finished, but just the beginning. | anticipate this first report will spark further dialogue on
performance measures, partnerships, and coordination. We benefitted from the wide range of viewpoints expressed by
representatives of agencies holding vastly different international responsibilities. It took time for us to grasp fully the
magnitude and diversity of our program catalog. With this understanding now in place, | believe our second year holds

promise.

My deepest gratitude goes out to the Working Group members who guided this effort from the beginning. Concerns over
procedures, intent, scope, and authority seemed to come up at most meetings--members always brought sound advice and
realistic recommendations to these discussions. The foreign affairs agency representatives watchful consideration of
overseas mission priorities provided a perspective we all appreciated. Our colleagues from smaller agencies offered
valuable insights on program issues larger departments seldom have to face. The representatives listed below contributed
the background data, hard work and, most importantly, cooperative spirit that enabled us to compile a program inventory
which extends beyond the scope of previous reports. We were ably assisted by the newly created Working Group staff.

This has been an exciting first year. Our efforts will generate interest throughout the government and will attract the
attention of our private sector partners. We look forward to the tasks ahead, and supporting the Administration's effort to
ensure that our international exchange and training activities continue to pay dividends at home and abroad.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The I n’[el’ agency WOI’ki ng Group on U.S. Government-Sponsored International

Exchanges and Training (IAWG) was created through Executive Order 13055 (July 15, 1997) to recommend to the
President measures for improving the coordination, efficiency, and effectiveness of United States Government-sponsored
international exchanges and training. The IAWG includes senior representatives from the United States I nformation
Agency (Chair), the Departments of State, Defense, Education, Justice, the U.S. Agency for International Devel opment
and other interested executive departments and agencies. There are twenty-eight departments and agencies currently
participating in the Working Group. Decisions of the IAWG are made by consensus.

Executive Order 13055 tasks the IAWG with four primary responsibilities for itsfirst year of operation and mandates that
the Working Group report back on these areas at the conclusion of the first year:

. to collect, analyze and report data provided by all United States Government agencies conducting international
exchanges and training programs;

. to promote greater understanding of and cooperation on common issues and challenges faced in conducting
international exchanges and training programs, including the establishment of a Clearinghouse for information on
international exchanges and training activities,

. toidentify administrative and programmatic duplication and overlap of activities by various United States
Government agencies involved in government-sponsored international exchanges and training activities; and

. todevelop and assess annually a coordinated strategy for all United States Government-sponsored international
exchanges and training activities.

The Executive Order includes two additional areas for the IAWG to address during its second year of operation:

. to develop recommendations on performance measures for all United States Government-sponsored international
exchanges and training activities; and

. todevelop strategies for expanding public and private sector partnershipsin, and leveraging private sector support
for, United States Government-sponsored international exchanges and training activities.

The IAWG met for the first time in September 1997. The first two meetings of the IAWG were spent reviewing the
Executive Order and defining the scope of activities and the approaches that were needed to fulfill its mandate. The scope
of the Executive Order is very broad and captures the activities of awide variety of agencies. To provide a framework for
review and ease the analysis of program data, the AWG decided to address science and defense programs separately from
all other exchanges and training programs. The Working Group then analyzed previous data collection efforts and
discussed ways to improve overall reporting. Responsibilities for data collection and analysis were transferred from USIA,

where they had been housed for several years, to the IAWG staff, which was in place by the beginning of February 1998.

The IAWG faced many challenges during itsfirst year of operation. The delay in staffing and the amount of work needed
to transfer responsibilities and introduce government agencies to the new Working Group greatly limited its ability to fully
address the mandates of the Executive Order in thisfirst report. In addition to the general requirements of establishing a
new interagency cooperative body and support staff, the IAWG was faced with briefing non-member-agency
representatives on the goals and objectives of the Executive Order and the Working Group, expanding and improving the
existing data collection effort, and establishing areciprocal forum for communication, through which program data could
be reported, but also through which information on best practices and programming innovations could be shared.



Perhaps the greatest challenge faced by the IAWG was the disparity of data available for its analysis. Agencies differ
drastically in their approaches to data collection and management. In many instances the IAWG'’ s efforts to obtain reliable
financial and statistical data were hindered by the fact that information important to this effort is not collected by some
agencies or tabulated in away that enablesits incorporation into alarger statistical analysis. This was especialy true for
financial data. Many agencies do not explicitly tie financial datato their exchanges and training activities. These activities
are often small components of larger programs. Participant data was more easily obtained and is much more reliable.

Therefore, while this report includes aggregate data on program participants, it does not include aggregated financial data.
Despite these challenges, the IAWG has made important strides toward reaching many of its established goals.

Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting

« Thenumber of agencies and programs profiled and the level of detail provided in the report has increased as
compared to previous reports. The IAWG isin the process of creating a new data collection and management
system that will ease the data reporting requirements on agencies and improve data analysis. The Working Group
staff is working with individual agencies to develop ways in which reporting can be improved and previously
unavailable information can be obtained.

Promoting Understanding and Cooperation

« ThelAWG has studied common issues and challenges facing organizations implementing international exchanges
and training programs. It has developed a series of recommendations and areas for further study that will result in
improved coordination and information sharing among government agencies and that will identify areas in which
administrative efficiencies can improve operations and reduce costs. The IAWG will focus on administrative
efficiencies with regard to data management, budget transfers, visa usage and processing, and insurance in the
coming year.

« ThelAWG has begun to examine existing private/public sector partnerships and how these relationships can
enhance and expand upon existing U.S. Government programs. The report highlights two successful examples of
partnership activities that can serve as useful models for agencies implementing international activities. In the
coming year, the Working Group will study the range of partnerships and leveraging methods represented by
programsin the inventory as it develops a strategy which can benefit al agenciesinvolved in international training
activities.

. ThelAWG iscreating a Clearinghouse to provide information on international exchanges and training
programming to government agencies and to provide general information on programs to the public. The
Interagency Clearinghouse will provide on-line reference materials, reports, and information on best practices and
approaches. Eventually, an on-line forum for discussing program administration will be created. The public web
site will provide information on international exchanges and training programs and useful links to other
government and private sector web sites.

Duplication and Overlap

« ThelAWG hasidentified four programmatic areas that warrant further examination to determineif they constitute
unnecessary duplication and to identify areas of administrative overlap, that if corrected, could yield greater
efficiencies. Time constraints did not allow for afull investigation of these four areas. Further study may show
that they are complementary programs or that a certain degree of overlap is useful and needed. However, these



assessments can not be made at this time. The four program areas are: graduate-level academic programs,
international visitors programs, business/entrepreneurial development programs in Eastern Europe and the NIS,
and rule of law and administration of justice programs.

Strategy for Coordination

. Thereport provides an outline of future directions for the IAWG and desired products and outcomes that will
result over the next year. From the policy point of view, a mechanism for coordinating the international exchanges
and training activities of the United States Government already exists in the Department of State’s Mission
Performance Plan (MPP) process. The IAWG recognizes this process and has made several recommendations as
to how the process can be strengthened to provide a greater degree of inclusiveness. The Working Group will also
use its Clearinghouse to assist the Department of State in disseminating information about the MPP process. In
order not to duplicate this effort, the Working Group’s strategies for coordination focus on information sharing
and highlighting and recommending best practices in the areas of program administration, partnerships, and
performance evaluation. Because of its importance, the IAWG has begun examining the issue of partnerships one
year prior to the mandate established in the Executive Order.



Chapter |

MANDATES

The I nter agency WOI’ki ng Group on U.S. Government-sponsored International Exchanges

and Training (IAWG) was created by Executive Order 13055 signed by the President on July 15, 1997. Representatives
from more than twenty participating departments and agencies met first on September 16, 1997, and then four times
subsequently. The Executive Order makes no provision for governance of the Working Group, apart from designating the
Associate Director for Educational and Cultural Affairs of the U.S. Information Agency as Chair. To simplify oversight of
the preparation of this report, therefore, the IAWG agreed to the establishment of an Executive Committee, consisting of
the departments and agencies specifically mentioned in the Executive Order: the Departments of State, Defense, Justice
and Education, the U.S. Agency for International Development and the U.S. Information Agency. In addition, each
participating agency assigned a "sherpa’ to assist the staff in collecting data, conducting necessary analyses and preparing
thisreport. The IAWG--at the sherpa, Executive Committee and Working Group levels--carried out its work by consensus
and in a collaborative manner.

The IAWG collected and inventoried information on more than 200 international exchanges and training programs from
more than 60 U.S. Government departments and agencies. U.S. Government agencies developed, directed or supported
these programs with atotal cost to the federal government of more than $1 billion. Many departments and agencies did not
report any or all financial contributions from foreign governments, U.S. state and local governments and the private sector,
although such participation in joint programs or partnershipsis evident. Had al non-federal contributions been counted,
the total cost of these programs would be more than $1.5 billion.

Definitions and M ethodology

The Executive Order's definition of international exchanges and training programs as "...the movement of people between
countries to promote the sharing of ideas, to develop skills, and to foster mutual understanding and cooperation..." is
broad. U.S. Government-sponsored international exchanges and training programs that meet this definition cover awide
variety of national interests, from vital health issues to military preparedness to economic growth. The definition includes
traditional exchange programs, such as the academic Fulbright program managed by the U.S. Information Agency and the
Department of Education; programs to devel op free enterprise; and programs aimed at combatting illicit narcotics
production and trafficking run by the Departments of Commerce, Justice and State. It also covers the vast numbers of
exchanges and training programs that promote defense capabilities, and health, science and technol ogy research and
development. The definition even includes the training of U.S. troops abroad.

In view of the breadth of the definition, the IAWG sought methods to organize and simplify collection of data and

anaysis. The IAWG examined the legidative or other mandates for each program, and although this was not as useful as
had been hoped, it provided a means for separating out the large and important groups of science and technology programs
and military readiness exercises. The IAWG also formulated and applied some additional guidelinesto direct and defineits
work.

The Executive Order requires the IAWG to collect and analyze data provided by all U.S. Government departments and
agencies conducting international exchanges and training programs. The inventory of these programs appears in Appendix
D. The following explains the process the IAWG used to collect that data, prepare this report and direct its future analysis.

M andates



Using the broad definition of the Executive Order, the IAWG attempted to capture and inventory al the programs covered.
This opened the door to an extremely diverse collection of programs, operating under general, specific or, in some cases,
no mandates found in authorizing or enabling legislation. We provide some examples below. A full list of mandates used
by federal agencies and departments appearsin Appendix C.

DOE: The Department of Energy (DOE) was created through the Department of Energy Organization Act of 1977, on
October 1, 1977, and its mandate is 42 U.S.C. Section 7101. DOE's mission isto: (1) foster a secure and reliable energy
system that is environmentally and economically sustainable; (2) be aresponsible steward of the Nation's nuclear
weapons; (3) effectively and efficiently clean up and manage its production facilities; and (4) support continued U.S.
leadership in science and technology.

DOT/FAA: Authority for training foreign aviation officials comes from Section 4 of the International Facilities Act which
authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to "train foreign nationals directly or in conjunction with any other U.S.
Government agency, or through any U.S. public or private agency (including state or municipal educational institutions),
or through any international organization, in aeronautical and related subjects essential to the orderly and safe operation of
civil aircraft.”

FEMA: Under Public Law 93-288: The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (as amended),
and other authorities. FEMA engages in international cooperative activities to assist other countries to prepare for and
respond to natural and man-made technological disasters to reduce the loss of life and property. Building adequate local
emergency management capabilities helps to stabilize governments in the event of disaster. It also presents a constructive
means of engaging evolving governments and societies, and fosters global understanding and working relationships among
professional emergency responders. International cooperation is authorized through specific memoranda of understanding
and agreements, specific State Department mandates, Foreign Assistance Act, Section 2292; Stafford Act, Sections 612
and 621; the Defense Production Act, Sections 101 and 708; and Executive Order 12656, Section 1701.

NASA: NASA'sinternational personnel exchange programs are carried out under the authority granted by the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, as amended, (42 USC 2451 et. Seq., Sections 102, 203, and 204), specifically that
authority provided to NASA to enter international agreements that complement and enhance U.S. space policy objectives,
and under the authority of 22 USC, Section 2452, delegated to NASA by USIA (22 CFR, Section 514.

USAID: The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as amended and annual Appropriation and Authorization Acts are the
legidlative authority for all its activities and expenditures. Under FAA Sec. 102 (b) (16): "United States assistance should
focus on establishing and upgrading the institutional capabilities of developing countriesin order to promote long term
development. An important component of institution building involves training to expand the human resource potential of
people in developing countries." Under FAA Sec. 105 (b) "Education and Human Resources Development”: "...Assistance
under this section shall also be provided for advanced education and training of people of developing countriesin such
disciplines as are required for planning and implementation of public and private development activities.

U.S. military readiness training, and possibly foreign military readiness training conducted through combined exercises,
may be outside the scope of the Executive Order, but included in a strict reading of the definition. Many Department of
Defense programs that might be inventoried, when closely examined, are actually U.S. military preparedness training.
These are unique kinds of programsin the U.S. Government, carried out only by elements of the Department of Defense,
with only ancillary, if any, benefits flowing to foreign countries. The Working Group could find no possibility of
duplication or overlap with training programs of other agencies. (There are Department of Defense science exchanges and
training programs that we did not have the time to examine this year. They would better be considered together with those
international exchanges and training programs conducted by the science agencies.) Consequently, such training is not



included in the inventory. Other Department of Defense programs are included in the inventory in Appendix D. They were
reviewed for this report and will be further examined by the Working Group in the future. (A brief discussion of the scope
and scale of DOD programsisincluded in Chapter 111.)

The health, science and technology programs also stand out because their mandates are substantially different, deriving
from national research needs. These programs are major portions of overall U.S. Government expenditure on international
exchanges and training as currently defined, although many of them should be termed " collaborative research” rather than
exchanges or training programs. They are treated separately in Chapter 11, which is devoted to discussing their scope, size
and particular problems. These important programs were not reviewed for the preparation of the chapter on overlap and
duplication because their subject matter required additional expertise currently unavailable to the IAWG staff.

Guidelines

In preparing this report, the IAWG agreed upon some general guidelines regarding international exchanges and training
programs (see below). The guidelines do not encompass all types of international activity, nor do they attempt to be
complete. Rather, they provide aframework in which the IAWG could operate asit collected and analyzed the data for the
report.

Consultations--Brief, prearranged contacts of professionals for purposes of familiarization or orientation. Consultations
are not counted in the inventory.

Exchanges--Substantive contacts or mutually beneficial cooperative activities that increase understanding among
individuals without requiring reciprocity. Participants in exchanges have similar interests or commensurate levels of
expertise that are applied in different but not dissimilar environments. Exchanges are counted in the inventory.

Training--Activities during which participants representing different levels of professional expertise interact on an
unequal basisin aformalized setting (resulting in atrainer/trainee scenario). "Training" implies that trainees expect certain
tangible results such as knowledge acquisition, skills acquisition, increased capacity, etc. Training that requires
international travel by the trainer or the trainee is counted in the inventory.

In-country training--Training conducted by institutions or professionals belonging to the country where it takes place or
by U.S. officials or contractors resident in that country. Neither trainee nor trainer crosses international borders for the
purpose of the training activity. In-country training is not covered by the definition of Executive Order 13055.
Consequently, recipients of such training are not included in the inventory or in any of the IAWG's analyses. The IAWG
recognizes that many U.S. Government resources are devoted to this type of training, e.g., Peace Corps projects, Fulbright
professors and lecturers. Similarly, aforeign institution may carry out training programs based on funding from U.S.
Government sources and drawing on U.S. Government expertise, but if U.S. Government trainers, contractors, or grant
recipients do not travel for the purpose of the training activity, it is not counted.

International and other multilateral agencies and other non-gover nment or ganizations--Many of these institutions
conduct alarge number of training programs around the world drawing on direct and indirect U.S. financial support. These
programs are not counted in the inventory because we have no access to the necessary data.

Collaborative resear ch--The U.S. science agenciesjoin in collaborative research with scientists from around the world,
funded wholly or in part by the United States. Many of these exchanges are counted in the inventory by the responsible
agency. But some are not. Some foreign researchers are paid by their own governments but work in facilities wholly or
partly financed by the U.S. Government. Other foreign researchers are paid by ingtitutions that receive grants from U.S.



agencies. The total number of visiting scientists who are covered by the definition in Executive Order 13055 may be high,
but the IAWG determined that since the agencies concerned were unable to provide complete data, this report would not
focus on collaborative research. However, available information isincluded in the inventory of programs.

Duplication--Activities by different elements/agencies that direct resources at the same target audiences, using similar
methodol ogies to achieve the same goals with duplicative as opposed to complementary outcomes (i.e., the elimination of
one or more "duplicative" programs would not adversely affect the ability of the U.S. Government to achieve its
overarching objectives.)

Complementary programs--Programs implemented by different agencies/elements that while consisting of similar goals,
target audiences, and methodologies, serve to compound the benefits derived from training and exchange activities. This
may be in part due to the scope of the goals, the vastness of the target audience, and/or the importance of the goals to the
overarching foreign policy objectives of the U.S. Government. Complementary programs may be formally coordinated
among various U.S. Government entities.

Overlapping programs--Programs which overlap are not inherently duplicative. They can be conceived and carried out as
complementary efforts by various agencies/elements to address policy goals and objectives. Through information sharing
among agencies and the clear articulation of program goals and objectives, program coordination can be enhanced and
duplicative programming avoided.

Electronic training--Distance education, teleconferences and other forms of electronic training will not be included at this
time. Such programs are of growing importance to international exchanges and training programs and a means may have
to be found in the future to account for them.

Future Procedures

Executive Order 13055 names as members of the IAWG only the Departments of State, Education, Defense, and Justice,
the U.S. Agency for International Development and the U.S. Information Agency. Representatives of the Office of
Management and Budget and the National Security Council participate at their own discretion. The Executive Order
invites other "interested agencies" to participate. However, the IAWG has the responsibility "to collect, analyze and report
data provided by all United States Government agencies and departments conducting international exchanges and training
programs.” Two institutions, funded entirely or in part by current or past Congressional appropriations, made specia note
that the Executive Order did not cover them. The Smithsonian Institution and the U.S. Institute for Peace submitted |etters
from General Counsel or referred to findings from General Counsel to this effect. (These letters can be found in Appendix
B.) The U.S. Institute for Peace did submit data for the inventory. The IAWG decided not to question the determinations
made by the general counsels. The IAWG invites both institutions to join its efforts to identify and resolve common
challenges and issues facing international exchanges and training programs.

After much discussion, the IAWG chose to narrow its definition of "U.S. Government-sponsored international exchanges
and training." The intent of the Executive Order clearly isto identify those activities that have as a principal purpose the
promotion of shared ideas, improvement of skills and fostering of mutual understanding, and to eliminate unnecessary
duplication while improving coordination to enhance efficiency and effectiveness.

To make the IAWG process itself more efficient and its inventory and analyses more useful, the Working Group will
continue the policy followed this year of not including Department of Defense military exercises and other military
readiness programs.



Those health, science and technology programs in which exchanges or training are a principal, or even primary, purpose
will continue to be included in the inventory and analyses of the IAWG. Those science programs in which the exchange
function is only aresidual benefit of a collaborative research program should be included in the inventory, where possible,
though recognized as being substantively different from other exchanges and training programs. All science agencies are

invited and encouraged to participate in the efforts of the Working Group to identify and resolve common challenges and
issues and to increase efficiency and effectiveness.



Chapter Il

PROGRAMS OF SCIENCE
& TECHNOLOGY AGENCIES

The broad defl NI t| ON of international exchanges and training activities provided in Executive Order

13055 captures a significant amount of international activity that is not housed within the traditional foreign affairs
agencies of the U.S. Government. The definition of international exchanges and training as "the movement of people
between countries to promote the sharing of ideas, to develop skills, and to foster mutual understanding and cooperation..."
includes science-oriented activities that range from collaborative medical research to nuclear nonproliferation activitiesto

programs designed to positively influence trade in technical goods and services.

The international activities of many science agencies are a reflection and outgrowth of their domestic responsibilities; they
are not designed specifically astools of U.S. foreign policy. However, these activities directly support the foreign policy of
the United States as stated in the Department of State's United States Strategic Plan for International Affairs: "The purpose
of United States foreign policy isto create a more secure, prosperous, and democratic world for the benefit of the
American people... Successful U.S. international leadership is essential to security at home, better jobs and a higher

standard of living, a healthier environment and safe travel and conduct of business abroad.”

Thefirst chapter of this report indicates that the IAWG has taken a different approach to science agencies and programs
within the context of the Executive Order. The activities of the science agencies fall under the definition of exchanges and
training as provided in the Executive Order. Therefore, data on their programs have been collected and several agencies
have been involved in the IAWG process. With regard to the objectives of the Executive Order, the IAWG anticipates that
the science agencies and specific scientific and technical programs will benefit from examinations of common issues and

challenges and best practices, and enhanced information sharing among federal agencies.

However, we believe two goals raised in the Executive Order are best not pursued with science agencies and programs.
First, examination of program-specific duplication and overlap among the science agencies requires technical
understanding and expertise beyond the IAWG and would best be handled in another context. Second, these agencies
already have in place coordinating functions and fora that serve the goals of the Executive Order. Therefore, involving

them in other coordinating efforts would in itself be a duplicative effort.

Scope of Scientific/Technical Exchangesand Training



Proportion of Total Activity Asdisplayed in the chart (left), scientific and technically
By number of Participants oriented programs constitute a significant proportion of

all government international exchanges and training
activities as reported in the FY 1997 inventory of
programs. Thirteen federal agencies/organizations
reported that in FY 1997 they spent well over $130
million conducting international exchanges, training and
collaborative research projects of a scientific/technical
nature. These projects involved more than 14,000
American and amost 21,000 foreign participants.

The data (at bottom) should be viewed with the understanding that organizations differ in the way they count program
participants. Some agencies count all international travelers, including those participating in

exchanges or training, as well as those traveling for consultations,
international meetings, etc. Other agencies submit data only on
those participants who are involved in dedicated international

D exchanges and training programs. Because the exchanges and
training programs of the Department of Defense are addressed in
the following chapter, the Department's scientific/technology
oriented programs will not be addressed here.

Characteristics of Science/Technology Programs

The nature of science/technology programs makes it difficult to analyze them jointly with traditional international
exchanges and training programs run by or funded through foreign affairs agencies. The wide variety of mandates,

missions, fields of activity and types of participants also makes it difficult to compare science agencies to one another.

The magjority of the programs labeled as "scientific/technical” in the 1997 inventory share one or more of the following
goals or missions:

Toincrease U.S. access to expertise, research, unique materials and technologies;

To sharethe intellectual and financial burden of large research and development projects internationally;

To increase national and international safety and security with regard to nuclear technol ogies, the environment,
food safety, and plant and animal disease transmission;

To conserve natural resources and animal and plant life diversity;

To improve public health and welfare through international cooperation to develop new medical technol ogies and
Intervention/prevention strategies; and

To strengthen the U.S. market position.

o ok wbhrE

Activities to undertake these missions or achieve these goals fall into three broad categories. The first is cooper ative
resear ch and development. Cooperative research and development activities can take place either as part of a dedicated
international exchange program or through programs and activities not covered in this report. Most, if not all, cooperative
research and development programs have some form of activity that would fall under the parameters of Executive Order
13055. However, the extent of exchange activity that occurs in support of cooperative research and development is
impossible to discern. For example, the National Institutes of Health (NIH) has 32,000 active grantsto U.S. institutions for



research and development projects. Some of these involve foreign scientists and technicians and include international
travel by project team members. However, these aspects of the program are at the discretion of the principal investigators
and project directors at grant recipient institutions and are not factors tracked or quantified by NIH. Some programs of the
Department of Energy, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the National Science Foundation share this
trait. For other agencies, cooperative research and development programs constitute the foundation of their work. Several
science agencies indicated that the Executive Order, if interpreted in the broadest way, would encompass al of their
international activities.

Among science agencies there are also alarge number of dedicated inter national exchanges and training programs.
These programs are more easily tracked and quantified than the non-exchange oriented cooperative research and
development activities; they range from exchange visitor programs with technical foci to dedicated research fellowshipsto

scientific/professional training programs.

The third type of activity isrepresentation at international meetings or in international organizations. These
activities, by the decision of the Working Group, were not captured in the inventory of programs because the group
determined that such activities are outside the intent of the Executive Order. However, these activities provide a multitude
of opportunities to share information, develop complementary programs, and enhance partnerships on an international
level.

Participants in science and technology programs include researchers, scientists, technicians, and students. The duration of
their program activities can be relatively short, such astraveling to present research at a one-day conference or delivering
one-time training sessions, or can span years and involve the relocation of their families, such as those scientists and

researchers participating in megascience projects.

U.S. participantsin scientific and technical programs are often employees of or contractors to federal agencies. Early in the
inventory process, the IAWG decided that staff travel would not be counted in the inventory unless specifically undertaken
for atraining activity. However, many science agency staff and contractors are traveling to participate in collaborative
research projects. To the extent possible, the IAWG included this type of activity in the inventory because cooperative
research and development activities do promote sharing of ideas, develop skills, and foster mutual understanding and
cooperation, per the definition of exchanges and training in the Executive Order.

The way in which science agencies/programs track information does not facilitate isolating and reporting on individuals
participating in exchanges and training activities. Information management is largely driven by program objectives. While
some foreign affairs agencies collect information on the number of people that their appropriated funds exchange or train,
science agencies generally focus on larger research, policy or product development goals. The number of bodies
exchanged or trained is not a specific indicator as to whether their goals were attained. Also, many agencies do not track
the amount of money contributed by foreign governments to facilitate the movement of individuals. Reciprocity isan
inherently understood or agreed upon factor in some programs and U.S. ingtitutions may only track information on U.S.

participants and funding.

Based on available information, agencies do not always have the capacity to connect dollars to participants, quantify
foreign government financial contributions, or, in some instances, differentiate between individuals traveling for the
purpose of exchanges and training and those traveling for other purposes. To request that these agencies collect and
manage information to promote such reporting would impose a tremendous burden and not directly support their missions,

goals and objectives.

The decentralization of some organizations also contributes to the challenge of gathering exchange and training data. For



instance, the Department of Energy (DOE) has more than twenty government-owned, contractor-operated research

facilities that run diverse and far-reaching programs and participate in international cooperative research and development
activities. Some of these facilities also provide grants to research institutions and participate in other (non-DOE) activities
with foreign participants. While general information about programs and results is available centrally, detailed information

on individual exchange and training activitiesis not.
Coordination

A wide variety of approaches and mechanisms are in place to enhance information sharing and coordination among
science agencies and programs. One in particular provides aforum to address the needs raised in the Executive Order. The
National Science and Technology Council (NSTC) was established by President Clinton in 1993 as the principal means for
the President to coordinate science, space, technology and the diverse parts of the federal research and development
enterprise. Membership includes Cabinet Secretaries and Agency Heads with significant science and technology
responsibilities. Within the NSTC, the Committee on International Science, Engineering and Technology (CISET)
coordinates efforts to increase the overall effectiveness and productivity of federal effortsin international science,
engineering, and technology. CISET addresses significant international policy, program and budget matters that cut across
agency boundaries and provides aforma mechanism for interagency policy review, planning and coordination, as well as

exchanges of information regarding international science, engineering and technology.?!

Private sector organizations are brought to the table through the President's Committee of Advisors on Science and
Technology (PCAST). Members are drawn from industry, education and research institutions,and other nongovernmental

organizations (NGOs). PCAST serves as the highest level private sector advisory group for the President and the NSTC.

Agencies also rely on informal, ad hoc contacts to share information, coordinate activities, and prevent duplicative
programming. Program managers dealing with specific scientific projects and/or administering programs in specific
geographic regions or countries will establish and maintain dialogue with counterparts throughout the government. More
formal contacts are established on an as-needed basis.

Below is a sample of coordination bodies and mechanisms that science agencies and programs provided for this report.

Selected Organizations and M echanismsthat Promote Coordination & Information-Sharing
Among Science Agencies & Programs

U.S. Coordination
White House

National Science and Training Council (NSTC)

President's Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST)
Binational Commissions -- Egypt (Gore-Mubarak), Russia (Gore-Kiriyenko),
South Africa (Gore-Mbeki), and Ukraine (Gore-Kuchma)

Sub Group on Nuclear Export Controls
Various Science and Technology Agreements and Joint Committees



International
Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)
European Center for Nuclear Research (CERN)

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)

M egascience Forum
International Energy Agency

Ministeria-level meetings
Committee on Energy Research and Technology (CERT)
Other Committees

Nuclear Energy Agency

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

European Atomic Energy Commission (EURATOM)

Human Genome Organization (HUGO)

United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN/IPCC)
International Science and Technology Center (IMoscow)

Summit of Americas

International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor Project (Fusion)
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Petroleum Planning Committee
and Committee on Challenges of a Modern Society.

In light of the special nature of science agency programs and the scientific/technical activities of non-science agencies, we
believe it would be redundant for the IAWG to attempt to coordinate these programs and is unfeasible for the IAWG to
develop the level of expertise needed to assess duplication and overlap. Therefore, IAWG efforts with regard to science
agencies and programs should focus on sharing information, addressing common issues and challenges and identifying
administrative best practices. In this way the science agencies can participate in and glean information from the
Interagency Working Group and share experiences and lessons |earned without being subjected to duplicative coordination

efforts and unqualified attempts at program assessment.
Common Issues

Three primary areas that are addressed in alater chapter on common issues and challenges are of particular concern to
science agencies or could be useful areas in which to assess best practices:. visas, insurance and data management. The
issues of data management and insurance present the same challenges for science agencies as they do for other IAWG

members and will not be addressed separately here.

Discussions with agencies and NGO representatives have raised serious concerns regarding visa usage and science and
technology programs. Are Jvisas appropriate for foreign scientistsinvolved in international collaborative research? Isa
new category of Jvisaor an entirely new type of visa needed to meet the needs of this community? As mentioned
previously, some international scientific collaborative projects stretch over several years or require frequent trips between



research facilitiesin the United States and abroad. These programmatic requirements are at odds with Jvisa policies that
place limits on the duration of a program and make frequent trips difficult. The primary organization that has encountered
this difficulty, the Department of Energy, has indicated that most challenges have been satisfactorily addressed through
close cooperation with the U.S. Information Agency's Office of the General Counsel, which oversees the J visa program.
However, issues regarding program duration, multiple entry, taxation, insurance, and dependent status still present

problems.

M egascience projects present a good example of how such issues can receive high-level U.S. and international attention.
The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Megascience Forum is an inter-governmental
mechanism whose goal isto allow its twenty-nine member countries to capitalize on opportunities to undertake
international cooperation on large science projects and to leverage research funding. The Forum has a Working Group
dedicated to removing obstacles to international cooperation. A sub-group, focused on removing administrative and
legidlative barriers to international cooperation, has identified the mobility of scientific personnel as one of its key issues,

with visas as a sub-component of the issue.

Megascience or large science projects have extreme resource and funding requirements and long-term life cycles. As such,
international cooperation iscritical to their overall success. Therefore, the U.S. Government needs to identify and
eliminate administrative barriers to international cooperation to ensure its stature as an attractive and viable partner to

foreign governments and research institutions.

The IAWG will examine various visa issues further to identify challenges and develop recommendations on appropriate
visa usage. As a component of this effort, the IAWG will address the particular challenges faced by science organizations.

Some agencies have also indicated interest in future IAWG recommendations on performance measures for international
exchanges and training activities, including personnel assignments, that are mandated in international agreements. Several
agencies have also raised questions regarding administrative procedures for international exchanges and training activities,
such as country clearance cables, which prove burdensome. Streamlining procedures will increase efficiency, promote the
flow of information, and facilitate the movement of people between countries, which are stated objectives of the Executive

Order.

1Al information on NSTC and PCAST is cited from the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy web page:
http//www.whitehouse.gov/WH/EOP/OSTP/NSTC/html/NSTC_Home.html.



Chapter I

DEFENSE PROGRAMS

The Depar tment Of Defense (DOD) has an extensive array of international exchanges

and training programs. Its facilities include major medical research hospitals, communications network support
headquarters, staff schools for every technical and tactical specialty, administrative centers for every level of command,
and project components of interest to civilian and military leaders worldwide.

With 9.3 percent of the U.S. Government-reported expenditure on international exchanges and training, DOD hosts 23.5
percent of all foreign participants in such programs. It attracts far more foreigners to experience DOD expertise than it
sends its own personnel abroad; DOD's share of U.S. participantsis only 5.4 percent, making DOD's percentage of all
participants 17.9. Despite these impressive figures of budget and participants, DOD's direct cost for international
exchanges and training, as a percentage of the defense budget, is only .03 percent.

The executive impetus or the legislative mandate for each program runs the gamut from Congressional acts through
Secretary of Defense directives to command level decisions that certain exchanges or training options are essential to their
overall missions. An example of a Congressional mandate is the DOD-administered National Security Education Act
which established in 1983 a scholarship program for American students to focus on lesser studied countries. A recent
Secretary of Defense Directive established the Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies. Mission-essential programs
include cooperative medical research, the Olmsted Scholar Project, and the Army Corps of Engineers foreign visitors.

What isnot in the Report

The Working Group decided that military "readiness" training programs and military exercises fell outside the intent of
Executive Order 13055 for "Government-sponsored international exchanges and training." This decision eliminates many
training programs, large and small. For example, the $15,000,000 Special Operations Force program, while involving
foreign troop exposure to U.S. strategy and techniques, more resembles a military exercise. As an exercise, it primarily
enhances the U.S. military preparedness rather than fostering "mutual understanding and cooperation.” The smaller the
Specia Operations Force project the less valid this conclusion might become, but the reported data did not facilitate
distinctions.

Another active international program excluded was the LATAM Coop operations which contain elements of "shared
ideas' and aim to foster "mutual understanding and cooperation,” but again apparently in small measure compared to
overall preparedness training.

Datawere not requested from agencies on infrastructure costs except for staff involved in administering the programs.
However, the capital cost totals for ships, planes, and electronic gear involved in the DOD personnel exchange programs
are enormous. Other agencies have physical facilities and equipment costs of mgjor significance in relation to the size of
their programs, but the vastness of DOD's makes it unique in the government. And without this immense infrastructure
DOD would not be able to host the more than 19,000 personnel exchange participants that visit annually.

A caveat that applies generally throughout but perhaps with more force for DOD and its large foreign military partner
establishments is that none of the figures noted includes the staff costs of organizing and managing its exchanges and
training programs or the staff costs for participating foreign military establishments. Neither, in the cases where U.S.



military officers were the exchangees, do they include the salaries and benefits of the American officers.

Another DOD fiscal component unmatched by any other agency is the foreign government funding involved. More than
$326 million was reported. Again none of the contributory value of the foreign governments' physical facilities,
equipment, or military staff costs was included in the reported data. Since U.S. military personnel on exchange detail
overseas are working with similar complex military organizations, this exclusion is not insignificant.

Finally, this report does not include the numerous "good will" or representational projects conducted by the Services
overseas. This category includes traditional ship visitsto foreign ports which usually are part of either unilateral or joint
military exercises, ceremonial U.S. military bands (either from National Guard units or regular military commands), "fly-
overs," parachute exhibitions, or precision flying performances. There also may be qualified National Guard programs
missing. IAWG will research those activities more thoroughly for the next report.

What isin the Report

DOD provided data on personnel exchanges, academic training, technical/professional training, and visitor orientation for
more than 27,000 participants. These data detail how $88,920,309 of direct U.S. Government expenditure and
$326,759,730 of foreign government and private support were spent on U.S. international exchanges and training in FY
1997.

The Security Assistance Training Programs, managed by the Defense Security Assistance Agency, are the backbone of
personnel exchanges. As part of the overall U.S. security assistance program, the U.S. Government provides training to
students from friendly and allied nations through cash sales (foreign military sales) and grants. Training that is provided as
grant aid is done through the International Military Education and Training (IMET) Program.

IMET Program

The origins of the IMET program go back to the 1950s when it was established as alow-cost policy program to provide
training in U.S. DOD schools to predominantly military students from alied and friendly nations. It is authorized in the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and funded in the International Affairs (Function 150) budget. By statute, the
State Department is responsible for policy, and DOD administers the program.

The IMET Program exposes students to the U.S. professional military establishment and the American way of life,
including regard for democratic values, respect for human rights, and belief in the rule of law. Students are also exposed to
U.S. military procedures and the manner in which the military functions under civilian control. IMET objectives are
achieved through a variety of military education and training activities conducted by the DOD for foreign military and
civilian officials. These include: formal instruction involving over 2,000 courses taught at approximately 150 military
schools and installations; on-the-job training; observer training; orientation tours for key senior military and civilian
officials; and limited training conducted by U.S. military and civilian teamsin foreign countries.

Expanded IMET

In 1990, Congress directed State Department and DOD to establish a program within IMET focused on training foreign
civilian and military officials in three key areas: managing and administering military establishments and budgets; creating
and maintaining effective military judicia systems and military codes of conduct, including observance of internationally
recognized human rights; and fostering greater respect for the principle of civilian control of the military. Thisinitiativeis
called Expanded-IMET (E-IMET) and, whileit is part of the overal IMET program, it does not solely emphasize military-



to-military ties. In 1994, Congress broadened the E-IMET program to include participation by members of national
legislatures, who are responsible for oversight and management of the military, and individuals who are not members of a
government. E-IMET is programmed to use 30 percent of the total FY 1998 IMET account of $50 million.

Foreign Military Sales

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) is a non-appropriated program through which eligible foreign governments and international
organizations purchase defense articles, services, and training from the U.S. Government. The purchasing government
pays all costs associated with the sale, including related training.

Foreign Military Financing Program

The Foreign Military Financing (FMF) Program is both a grant and loan program. FMF is distinguished from Foreign
Military Sales (FMS). In general, FMF provides financing for FMS. By enabling selected friends and alies to purchase
needed U.S. defense goods and services, FM S has the beneficial byproduct of encouraging demand for U.S. systems,
which also contributes to astrong U.S. defense industrial base--a critical element of the national defense strategy.

Informational Program

All students attending a DOD-sponsored Security Assistance Training course are exposed to a DOD-managed
informational program (IP). The IP is a specialized outside-the-classroom activity to assist the international student in
acquiring an understanding of American society, institutions, ideals, and values, including an awareness of the importance
the United States places on the role of the military in a democratic society and respect for internationally recognized
human rights.

Professional Military Education (PM E) Exchange Program

DOD manages a PME Exchange Program which provides for the attendance of foreign military personnel at professional
military institutions on areciprocal exchange basis with aU.S. military officer attending an equivaent school in the
foreign country.

ACADEMIC TRAINING

DOD's academic training programs involve both civilian and military personnel. In FY 1997, 201 students under the
National Security Education Program (NSEP) were engaged in foreign area studies programs. Ninety-five percent of their
study is overseas; sixty percent of the students are undergraduates. The Olmsted Foundation sponsors 27 officers from all
Servicesin athree-year area studies discipline. The Service Academies host up to 120 foreign students per year, most at
U.S. Government expense.

More than half of the DOD academic funding (over $23 million) goes to the three regional studies centers: George C.
Marshall European Center for Security Studies, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, and the Center for Hemispheric
Defense Studies. These Centers host military and civilian government leaders from their constituent regions for workshops
and seminars throughout the year. Funding will be higher in FY 1998 as the Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies was
only inaugurated in September, 1997.

TECHNICAL/PROFESSIONAL TRAINING



Since World War 11, DOD and its counterparts in friendly foreign governments have engaged in the exchange of military
and civilian personnel for technical training. Included are science, engineering, intelligence, administrative, and uniformed
staff. Reciprocal assignments of staff to substantially equivalent positions are designed to foster mutual understanding and
cooperation. Most assignments are for one year. In FY 1997, 1197 people participated. The bulk of the participants came
from the uniform services (946) and were spread through all regions of the world, except Africaand Eastern Europe, with
the largest numbers among Australia, Canada, Germany and the United Kingdom.

VISITOR ORIENTATION

The Army Corps of Engineers and the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported nearly 1,200 visitors whose interests were broader
than protocol stops.

The U.S. State National Guard Command hosted 340 personnel from the New Independent States in U.S.-based events
aimed at exposing them to "citizen soldiers." Details on the events were not provided. DOD contributed $1,200,000 to the
program.



Chapter IV

COMMON ISSUES & CHALLENGES

TO addreSS the d| verse | SSUES raised by Executive Order 13055, the Interagency Working

Group (IAWG) formed four study groups to focus on particular IAWG tasks. The first of these study groupsisfocusing on
common issues and challenges facing all federal organizations involved in international exchanges and training. This
group is identifying practices common to all organizations and issues to address so that U.S. Government organizations are
more likely to achieve efficiencies, improve coordination, identify best practices and suggest improvement in
programmatic areas. Many of the common issues and challenges identified by this group will become the subject of
continued, intensive study by one of the other three study groups (Partnerships, Clearinghouse, or Duplication and
Overlap.) The "Common Issues” study group will continue its work to identify and promote best practices within the

federal government in the field of international exchanges and training. 2

Common issues and challenges can be divided into three broad categories.

Budget-related issues deal with sources of budget authority and funding. Questions may include how agencies have
responded to budget trends, which congressional committees and subcommittees control an agency's authorizations and
appropriations, to what extent agencies programs are earmarked, to what extent agencies administer their programs
directly or through contracts with private entities, and the extent to which agencies administer their programs through

interagency transfers.

Operational issuesinclude areas such as program design, implementation and evaluation. Challenges and issues include
travel logistics, insurance, passport and visa issues, tax issues and grant making. Two important issues facing all
government agencies are the development of performance indicators and developing on-line mechanismsto collect,
identify and report program results and effectiveness. The issue of performance indicatorsis of particular concernin
programs that are funded and executed by different agencies. Generally, performance indicators and measures of
effectiveness are developed by afunding agency as part of its budget process pursuant to the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA). The "executing” agency, having received atransfer of funds from the funding agency, will not
necessarily have developed performance indicators, and must therefore rely on those devel oped by the other agency or

develop its own independently.

Coordination issues are important to achieve maximum impact of U.S. Government programs and efficiencies in program
administration. Issues arise regarding agency programs that seem to address similar goals and/or constituencies. Where
that occurs, questions of overlap may be resolved by referring to legislative intent or agency mission, or through
recognition that similar programs may provide complementary approaches to achieving U.S. foreign and domestic policy

objectives.
Identifying Common Issues & Challenges

To help identify and address specific issues facing agencies conducting international exchanges and training programs, the
study group distributed a questionnaire to all members of the Interagency Working Group, consisting of twenty-five
federal agencies and organizations. Many of these organizations distributed the questionnaires to various internal elements.
The study group received twenty-two completed surveys, representing responses from fourteen different

agencies/organi zations.



While the survey results are not a definitive view of the planning and administration of international exchanges and
training, they do help identify common challenges and issues faced by organizations implementing international exchanges

and training programs.
Budgeting, Planning & Coordination

« A significant number of organizations receive transfers from other agencies to conduct international exchanges
and training programs. Nine of the twenty-two survey respondents indicated that they receive interagency
transfers. A review of the entire body of dataincluded in the 1997 inventory of international exchanges and
training programs shows that more than 30 percent of these activities are funded totally or in part through transfers

from other U.S. Government organizations.

. A majority of survey respondents plan international exchanges and training activitiesinternally. However, aimost
all of those that indicated that they receive interagency transfers also participate in some type of interagency
planning process. Day-to-day operational planning (program content, logistics, etc.) isalso largely carried out
internally and in coordination with overseas posts/missions. Eight respondents indicated that they also use NGO or
private sector and/or other U.S. Government resources when planning the operational aspects of programs.

. The specific way in which organizations arrange the operational aspects of international exchanges and training
activities, such astravel and logistics, interpreters, passports, visas, and insurance, varies greatly among agencies
and program elements.

. Ten of the twenty-two respondents indicated that they coordinate their activities to some degree with the
Department of State. Coordination activities range from simple review and approval of country clearance cablesto
more formal interactions viawritten program proposals and participation in coordinating bodies.

Cosponsor ship of Programs

. Of the twenty-two respondents, nine indicated that they cosponsor programs with other U.S. Government
organizations. Most organizations do not interpret interagency transfers and coordinated activities as constituting

cosponsorship.

. Nine respondents indicated that they cosponsor programs with private sector organizations. Some responding
organizations did not interpret contractual or grant relationships with private sector entities as cosponsorship, but
the majority did.

« Organizations use a variety of methods to resolve conflicts with cosponsors from official MOUSs to more ad hoc
informal approaches. All agencies responded that their current approaches work reasonably well.

Participant Selection

« Nineteen responding organizations indicate that they either use an internal mechanism or rely on overseas posts,
missions or foreign government partners to select program participants. Three of these organizations also use
contractors to complement their internal and overseas processes. Two organizations indicated that they use



contractors alone.
. Fifteen of the responding organizations use peer review in participant selection.
Data M anagement

« Organizations were asked to provide information on how they track their programs. Of the twenty
organizations/elements that responded to this question, seven indicated that they use an entirely manual/paper
tracking system. Seven indicated that they use a combination of manual/paper and computer-based tracking. Six
use primarily computer tracking. Several indicated that they are in the process of automating or improving the
automation of their data tracking systems.

Needs Assessments

Organizations were asked to provide information on their strengths, weaknesses and areas in which they would like the
study group to focus/provide more information.

. Twelve of the twenty-two returned surveys included self-identified areas of potential improvement including such
things as improved coordination among U.S. Government agencies in the United States and abroad, increased
understanding of visa procurement and regulations, increased awareness of the need to protect sensitive
technology, increased automation and transfer of data, more control over funding (interagency transfers),
improved selection processes and orientations overseas, improved country clearance processes, and better program
follow-up activities.

« All but two organizations provided information on what they believe to be their agencies' strengths. Answers
included, but are not limited to, automation, private sector partnerships, coordination, delivering results-oriented
training, flexibility and responsiveness, devel oping productive relationships with foreign governments, grant-
making, and participant support.

. Agencieswould like the study group to focus on coordination and information-sharing, report streamlining,
improved data collection, operational issues (visas/waivers, travel costs, insurance, logistics, clearance cables),
technology exchange, protecting sensitive or restricted technology, lobbying for increased funding for
international exchanges and training (nationally and internationally), and exchange program directions for the new
millennium.

. Agencieswould like the study group to help provide additional information on grant assistance, shipping
equipment overseas, |ogistics management / support, pricing training, alternative funding sources and strategies,
insurance, visa policies and related tax issues, visawaivers, and responding to GPRA requirements.

Priority I ssue Areas

Based on the questionnaire responses and further conversations with organizations represented in the IAWG, the Common
Issues and Challenges study group has identified the following issue areas as priorities in the coming year.

Issue 1: Interagency Planning & Coordination



Agencies are faced with multiple issues relating to planning and coordination.

« Agencies do not have a single source of basic information on U.S. Government policies, regulations, and best
practices related to international exchanges and training programs.

. Many agenciesimplement programs using funds allocated and transferred to them by other U.S. Government
agencies, yet the degree to which these "recipient” agencies are brought into the program and budget planning
process varies. Certain ad hoc requirements make longer term planning and budgeting difficult.

« The processfor transferring funds from "donor" agencies to "recipient” agencies is often slow, causing critical
shortfalls and program delays.

Coordination efforts that are field-, program- or agency-specific exist throughout the federal government. As noted in
Chapter 11, science/technology agencies have awide variety of mechanisms for sharing information and coordinating
strategies and programs. Additionally, agencies that receive funding for programsin Central and Eastern Europe through
the Support for Eastern European Democracy (SEED) Act also meet on aregular basis to plan, coordinate, and share
program information. Another interesting example of coordination and information sharing that extends to foreign
governments and the private sector is presented by the Japan-U.S. Friendship Commission (JUSFC). The JUSFC has
established a quarterly meeting of organizations that do similar work to the Commission. The group consists of other U.S.
Government agencies, non-profits and Japanese government entities. Meetings generally involve about fifteen
representatives of interested organizations who share information about current projects and priorities with the purpose of

devel oping cooperation where possible and avoiding duplication.

Despite various field-, program- and agency-specific examples of on-going planning and coordination efforts, thereisa
need for a broader, more all-encompassing approach that will benefit al interested agencies, create routine and easily
accessible channels of communication, and address issues that hinder interagency planning and coordination.

The IAWG will initialy focus on three areas to improve overall coordination and planning of international exchanges and
training programs and the transfer of funds for such programs among federal agencies.

A. Ensurethat the State Department’'s Mission Performance Plan (M PP) processincludes all relevant USG
agencies.

. Broaden distribution of draft MPP country proposals. A concerted effort to involve appropriate agencies and
elementsin the review process must be a part of the MPP. Identify appropriate agency representatives at the
Washington level to whom M PP proposals would be distributed for comprehensive coordination. (It is notable that
several key agencies/elements were not included in the State Department's communications introducing the new
and improved M PP process to overseas missions. As use of the MPP process expands, appropriate agencies,

elements, and contacts will be included).

. Devise waysto make MPP information available on awider basis for planning and other purposes. Thereal value
of the MPP as a coordination instrument will be its ready accessibility as an information-sharing and planning
tool. In this age of technology, the obvious means for ensuring that the MPP reaches its fullest potential is the
Internet. One option might be a passcode-protected intranet among participating agencies or a passcode-protected
web site on the Internet. This could be part of the Clearinghouse addressed below.



. Enhance the existing MPP clearance and feedback process to ensure that all interested agencies--including those
implementing multi-national, regional or global programs--have access. After ensuring that key agencies/elements
have been identified and that a means for sharing MPP data is established, interested agencies must be provided
with aclear, consistent, and effective mechanism for contributing to the Mission Performance Plan process and to
the implementation of the Plan.

Background: The Department of State's newly refined Mission Performance Plan process stems from the commitment of
foreign affairs agencies to improve the management of international affairs policy and resources through the application of
strategic planning and performance measurement. The MPP is the single budget-related planning process within the U.S.
Government to define U.S. national interests in foreign countries and to coordinate achieving performance goals in these
countries among U.S. Government agencies. The articulation of the fundamental national interests of the United Statesin
the MPP is not intended to limit the scope of U.S. Government agencies' activities. Indeed, some agencies, particularly
those engaging in scientific research and collaboration, may have goals that are not directly encompassed by the MPP.
However, the MPP creates a framework for al agenciesto define priorities, to articulate the goals and objectives of their
programs, and to directly relate program accomplishments to agency-specific and government-wide strategic goals.

The MPP processis designed as atruly interagency activity. At each Mission, the Plan is created by the interagency
country team under the leadership of the Chief of Mission. Guidance provided to these teams has stressed the importance
of ensuring consistency between the MPP and each Agency's strategic plan and requested resource levels. The country
team then sends the MPP to Washington for interagency review. All concerned agencies will have the opportunity either to
attend country/regional review meetings or to submit written comments on the M PP, depending on the type of review
conducted.

Insum, al MPPswill 1) fall under the framework of the national interests and goals defined in the international affairs
strategic plan; 2) be anchored to the budget cycle and inform resource allocation decisions; 3) be subject to interagency
review in Washington and form the basis of regiona plans; and 4) contain performance information that will be the basis

for reporting progress in accordance with GPRA.

The MPP isauseful tool for al foreign affairs and non-foreign affairs agencies with an overseas presence to define
country-specific goals and objectives, set priorities, align resources with policy, and measure progress. However, many
U.S. Missions have non-foreign affairs agencies (those not funded through the Function 150 Account) operating at Post or
derive benefits from non-foreign affairs agencies. (Those organizations funded under the Function 150 Account include:
African Development Foundation, Asia Foundation, Export-Import Bank of the United States, Japan-U.S. Friendship
Commission, East-West Center, Inter-American Foundation, National Endowment for Democracy, North-South Center,
Overseas Private Investment Corporation, Peace Corps, Trade and Development Agency, U.S. Department of State, U.S.
Agency for International Development, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, U.S. Information Agency, and U.S.
Institute of Peace. Several Department of Defense programs are also included in the 150 Account.) Although these
Missions are asked to provide general estimates in their MPP of costs for these programs, at times the country teams may
not have the information needed to make such estimates. In these instances, communication with the appropriate

Washington-based agency/program representativesis critical and must be enhanced.

B. The Clearinghouse: Develop the Clearinghousein the short term as a channel to provide basic information of use
to federal agenciesinvolved in inter national exchanges and training activities.

The Clearinghouse is specifically mentioned in the Executive Order as atool that will aid in the coordination of all U.S.
international exchanges and training. Top priority in shaping the Clearinghouse should be to make it provide these
agencies with planning documents, reference information and an open channel of communication with other U.S.



Government agencies through products such as bulletin boards, listservs, or e ectronic newsletters. Information could be
included on congressional activity of interest to constituent agencies. Additionally, the Clearinghouse might provide
appropriate sources of information on procedural issues of interest to agencies, such as Jvisaregulations and related tax
policies, immunization recommendations/requirements, interpreter services, and insurance. More information on

Clearinghouse issues can be found in Chapter VI1I.

C. Budget transfers: I dentify within participating agencies best practices from the per spective of budget sharing
and accounting.

The IAWG will undertake a detailed study to identify the best practices currently being used in government to transfer
funds at the departmental level to support international exchanges and training programs. This could be an "umbrella’
interagency agreement, or perhaps the transfer of funds at the country team level or something in-between. If funds are
appropriated to one agency's accounts, what role should the "recipient” agency play during congressional consideration of
the "donor" agency's budget? I's the M PP coordination process sufficient for al agencies concerned?

Many of the departments and agencies that carry out extensive international exchanges and training do so at the request of
other departments and agencies. For example, virtualy all law enforcement training is conducted to implement
authorizations provided to regional or other bureaus of the Department of State, using appropriations of the Department of
State or other agencies, such asthe U.S. Agency for International Development. Interagency planning and coordination
must therefore address the appropriate means to transfer funds from one department or agency to another and to ensure

proper oversight and accounting of program funds.

Non-foreign affairs agencies that execute programs with transferred foreign operations appropriations, because they do not
have statutory missionsto carry out such activities, likewise do not budget for them. As a consequence, they do not have
the requirement to include such activitiesin their GPRA strategies. Nevertheless, if they are to continue supporting other
agencies programs, they must devise performance measures to assess the utility of providing that support and ensure that

such measures are not inconsistent with the performance measures defined by the funding agency.

Finally, in the case of certain broad programs, such as Freedom Support Act (FSA) or SEED programs, which include
technical cooperation, rule of law programs, and other components that are executed by numerous different agencies, the

planning process should take into consideration the interests of all participating agencies.

Issue 2: Use of Appropriate Visas

The data collection worksheet distributed by the IAWG to federal agencies to gather information on international
exchanges and training programs included an inquiry about the types of visas issued to foreign program participants. This
guestion was included to determine the degree to which Jvisas are used by participants and to enable the IAWG to
examine issues involving the use of other visas. However, approximately sixty-three percent of the responses did not
identify the type of visasissued to foreign participants. Only thirty-one percent of the responses indicated that participants
receive Jvisas. The remainder of the organizations responding, approximately six percent, indicated that their participants
use only B visas or a combination of various types of visas. While not using a J visa may facilitate some exchange

activities, it is unclear to what extent thisis acceptable or desirable.

Further discussions with IAWG members have provided a host of reasons for using visas other than the Jvisa or for
dissatisfaction with the Jvisa. The stipulations that apply to Jvisa holders, such as the home residency requirement,
allowable duration of programs, and the ability to enter and exit the United States at will have all been raised as important
issues when deciding what type of visato use. Some administrators of non-traditional exchanges and training programs



express the belief that their activities do not fall under the original intent of the J visa program. However, other visas also
pose difficulties for program participants. A broader study of the challenges inherent to Jvisa usage is needed.

Another issue that presents difficulties for program administrators and participants alike is taxation. Organizations have
expressed an interest in obtaining and sharing information that clarifies the tax implications of different visa programs,
simplifies filing procedures, and keeps participants filings from leading to potentially inappropriate home-country taxation
of returnees "income and benefits' from training.

The IAWG will gather more data from federal agencies on their use of visas for foreign trainees and exchangees coming to
the United States, and evaluate thoroughly the issues surrounding the use of the Jvisa. Thisreview will include seeking a
legal interpretation from USIA's Office of the General Counsel on the legal requirements and the policy implications of J
visa usage. Specific attention will be given to the taxation implications of appropriate visa usage for U.S. Government-

sponsored exchanges and training participants.

The IAWG will address the issue of visa usage on two levels. First, the group will obtain better information on the types of
visas used for international exchanges and training programs, the challenges encountered by various agencies that have
used Jvisas, and the justifications presented by those agencies that have opted to use other types of visas. The IAWG will
pay particular attention to the problem of taxation when gathering this information. Second, the IAWG will request alegal
interpretation from USIA's Office of the General Counsel on the legal requirements and the policy implications of Jvisa
usage, and request that specific attention be given to the taxation implications of J visa usage. This interpretation will
enable the IAWG to ask USIA to issue formal guidance on when J visas must be used, when it is optimal for them to be
used, and to provide information on the advantages and disadvantages of J visa usage. In addition, it might enable USIA to
examine the procedures under which it designates programs, pursuant to its authority under the Immigration and
Nationality Act, that require the use of Jvisas. The IAWG may a so pursue consultations with other government agencies
on the issue of taxation. Finally, an analysis of the J visa policy guidance and the related challenges that this visa presents
to various U.S. Government organizations could potentially lead the IAWG to recommend an all-encompassing review of

the Jvisa program and to consider the feasibility of creating a coordinated and decentralized processing system.

Issue 3: I nsurance

While the IAWG did not query agencies/organizations about the specifics of their insurance programs, insuranceis an
issue that many agencies have expressed an interest in pursuing within the context of the study group.

On September 1, 1994, al federal agencies became subject to 22 CFR Part 514.14, the insurance requirements under

USIA's Exchange Visitor Program Regulations. These regulations apply to the use of the Jvisaand set forth standards to
which both public and private entities must adhere to be "designated” as exchange sponsor organizations. USIA set forth
minimum standards for insurance coverage required for all Jvisa holders because the rising cost of U.S. health care was
increasing the likelihood that an exchange visitor could become a public charge if faced with a serious medical situation.

Each designated program had to report itsimplementation of 22 CFR Part 514.14.

In 1995, USIA compiled information from avariety of government agencies in support of a National Performance Review
Exercise. An analysis of thisinformation showed that the amount and cost of insurance provided by U.S. Government
organizations implementing exchanges and training programs varied widely. There was no consistent approach throughout
the federal government, and there was even some inconsistency within individual agencies.

The background data and research is available to the Interagency Working Group. The 1995 data indicate that the self-
insurance program devised by the U.S. Information Agency delivered, at the time of the study, the highest coverage for the



lowest cost based on alevel of coverage that was deemed adequate.

The IAWG will re-examine the issue of standardizing health insurance coverage for all exchange and training visitors
funded directly or indirectly by U.S. Government funds who hold J visas.

The IAWG will evaluate and update the data collected by USIA in 1995, and determine if there are elements of various
approaches or an entire model that could be adopted by other agencies to increase efficiency and produce cost savings.
Additionally, the IAWG will examine the issue of standardizing benefits such as treatment of pre-existing conditions,
follow-up therapy and treatment after the coverage period. Finally, the IAWG will examine the feasibility of creating a
common system of insurance that could be accessible to all agencies.

I ssue 4: Data Management

Through the survey and the compilation of inventory statistics it has become clear that there is no consistency among
agencies as to how data is managed or the mechanisms used for data management and information reporting. Also,
agencies use awide variety of field and type categories to identify participants. This creates confusion when attempts are
made to aggregate participant information for the annual report or to respond to data requests from Congress or OMB.
Finally, in order to respond to GPRA requirements, agencies will need to examine ways in which information on program
results can be collected and distributed.

The IAWG will examine ways in which to construct compatible data collection, tracking and reporting systems throughout
the federal government that take advantage of available technology and ease compilation and/or transfer of datain

response to information requests regarding international exchanges and training programs.

As part of the effort to develop a strategy to coordinate international exchanges and training, the IAWG will clearly
articulate what information categories are needed, which are the most important to track, and why. Widely available and
agreed-upon data elements, such as codes identifying participants, will be examined for inclusion in acommon data set
that can be used to facilitate agencies responses to IAWG inquiries. For example, the IAWG will examine using Jvisa
codes, which are known and understood by all agencies implementing USIA-designated exchanges and training programs,
to categorize participants occupations and fields of activity.

Based on the information it has identified as critical, the IAWG will proceed to search out and identify best practicesin
data collection, tracking and reporting throughout the government. Many agencies have indicated that they are in the
process of creating new or enhancing existing data management systems. However, more attention needs to be given to
how these various systems can be used to ease workloads and share information that will benefit the exchanges and
training community as a whole. Agencies should also share lessons learned from the shortfalls of previous data

management systems.

2The Common Issues and Challenges study group includes representatives of the Departments of Education, Energy,
Justice, State, the Federal Trade Commission, the U.S. Agency for International Development and the U.S. Information

Agency.



Chapter V

PARTNERSHIPS

EXGCU'[I ve Ol’der 13055 callsfor the development of "strategies for expanding public and private

partnershipsin, and leveraging private sector support for, United States Government-sponsored international exchange and
training activities." This proposal reflects the Administration's desire that federal programs become more responsive to,
and work more closely with, private sector interests as they already have intra-governmental partnerships.

Few agencies have the capacity to implement their international exchanges and training activities exclusively using in-
house staff and facilities. Most programsin the FY 1997 inventory are administered in cooperation with outside "partners’--
foreign governments, other agencies, or private sector organizations. These partners are linked by memoranda of
understanding, protocols, bilateral accords, contracts and cooperative agreements, or administrative directives. For
purposes of this report, "partner” is defined as an entity which has established a formal relationship with afunded United
States Government agency to cooperate on a specific training activity, exchange, research project, or joint mission which

seeks to "promote the sharing of ideas, develop skills, and...foster mutual understanding and cooperation.”

The responsibilities we share with our partners are changing. We must consider the private sector's growing rolein foreign
policy-making and understand how this role has evolved following the Cold War. We are confronted with difficult
guestions. Are international exchanges and training activities still primarily an expression of government interests? Should
government-sponsored programs serve to amplify the voice of the private sector? Are we approaching a middle-ground

where private sector and Administration goals can both be met adequately by the types of activities we carry out?

We are confronted at the same time by equally tantalizing opportunities. The U.S. Government and the global private and
non-governmental sectors may have mixed motives but they often share common goals for exchange activities--advancing
mutual understanding and supporting democratic pluralism. The common emphasis on results, expressed by restructuring
and downsizing in the private sector and the re-invention initiative and the Results Act in the federal government, will
stimulate new thinking about our international programs, and about the role of government at all levels. Federal agencies
must focus and energize this dynamic. Increasingly, federal agencies will have to recognize that they are working at the
juncture of public and private interests in international relations--where official and "citizen" diplomacy meet--as a
provider of resources, a catalyst and facilitator, aswell as afunder. The federal government will increasingly have to focus
the efforts of public and private individuals and organizations in international exchanges in ways which promote U.S.
national interests. These new roles are of special concern for non-foreign affairs agencies newly assigned to participate "in
those aspects of international affairsthat pertain to their particular scopes of authority and expertise."3 Many agencies lack
the infrastructure for these new responsibilities and must fund capital costs as well as program costs. Thus, developing
solid partnerships and leveraging resources for international activities is a government-wide concern, not simply an issue
for the traditional U.S. Government international exchange and training providers.

Some agencies are better positioned than others to tap private sector resources. The NEA, NEH, and NED were
specifically established to complement and encourage private sector involvement within their respective spheres of
influence. The former two are able to attract support through challenge and matching grants, as well as adding sponsorsto
established projects. The National Park Service benefits from its own non-profit arm, the National Park Foundation, that
directly receives contributions from the private sector to support and expand the Park Service'swork. The Foundation
encourages corporate, philanthropic, and foundation/club support for various programs and arranges contributions of in-
kind gifts of products and services.



International exchanges and training programs, whose beneficiaries are largely outside of the United States, may have less
appeal for private sector contributors. Agencies sponsoring such programs must be able to articulate the domestic benefits
of international activitiesin order to attract essential additional partners. The U.S. Information Agency has made it a policy
to seek partnership support to promote contacts between Americans and foreign citizens in ways that serve the national
interests. Other agencies need to devel op mechanisms that can leverage resources on the scale of the Endowments,
National Park Service, and USIA. Contract organizations and overseas partners that conduct programs with U.S.

Government funding often contribute significant resources of their own--and of third parties--to international activities.

The Working Group will study the range of partnerships and leveraging methods represented by programs in the inventory
asit develops a strategy which can benefit all agenciesinvolved in international training activities. The FY 1997 inventory
reveals four principal types of partnerships. U.S. Government agencies working together (which is not dealt with in this
chapter), U.S. Government with foreign governments and international organizations, U.S. Government with non-profit
private sector, and U.S. Government with the for-profit sector. Different types of partnerships are appropriate for different
circumstances. The partnerships represented in the inventory have evolved from concerns more complex than simply

compensation for federal downsizing.

Many of the partnerships with foreign governments occurred as the result of bilateral accords such as the Department of
Commerce's U.S.-Japan Cooperative Program in Natural Resources and the Department of Transportation's TRANSPORT
Project with Saudi Arabia. Some partnershipsinvolve the U.S. Government in the role of training "vendor." Examples of
thisinclude the Office of Personnel Management's L eadership for a Democratic Society professional development

program and various training programs administered by the Departments of Commerce and Labor. Partnerships with the
non-profit private sector typically involve cost-sharing arrangements realized through grants and cooperative agreements.
In these cases, cost-sharing requirements are often written in to Requests for Proposals or may even exist in agency
regulations which govern award programs. Many programs administered by USIA, USAID, and the Department of
Education, aswell asthe State Department's Title VIII effort, fall into this category. Partnerships with the for-profit private

sector also appear in the inventory.

Partnership Examples

Successful international exchanges and training activities conceived, managed, and executed as partnerships can serve as
useful models for agencies seeking to implement international activities. The examples used in this study were built with,
and remain dependent upon, private sector involvement and input. Although these programs engage different audiences
and further different policy goals, they all achieve their results via solid partnerships with core constituents. The programs
also maintain high domestic visibility through their close connections with businesses and community organizations

throughout the United States.

Department of Commer ce

The Special American Business Internship Program (SABIT) program was conceived by Department of
Commerce officialsin the early 1990s to assist economic restructuring in the NIS and simultaneously
increase U.S. trade opportunities in the region by placing fluent English-speaking NIS scientists and
executivesin U.S. companies for three- to six-month internships. The program is managed within the
International Trade Administration and also involves the effort of Foreign Commercia Staff abroad. The
program is funded under the Freedom Support Act through a transfer from the U.S. Agency for
International Development, but bears the hallmark of a Commerce-designed effort, e.g., responsiveness to
U.S. industry needs. Compared with similar U.S. Government exchanges and training programs for
Russia/NI'S business development, American companies can tap in to SABIT with less difficulty,



paperwork, and end-of-program reporting requirements. Applications are available on Commerce's web
site. Companies have the option of naming a specific intern they would like to host (subject to final
approval of SABIT staff) or letting Commerce staff select a candidate. (This administrative detail marks a
departure from similar business training programs managed by other agencies where the government
MUST select foreign participants.) After candidates are identified and placements arranged, U.S.
companies cover all housing costs, medical insurance, and training expenses for the internship. U.S.
companies also are responsible for the interns B-1 visa sponsorship. The Department of Commerce
reimburses companies for the interns' international transportation costs, and $30/day stipends.

SABIT staff actively solicit applications from U.S. companies to host interns through a combination of advertising,
working with local business organizations, and "cold-calling" industry specialists. Since the inception of the program, the
Department of Commerce has consistently publicized the U.S. company benefits inherent in the internship arrangements.
The division of responsibilities, costs, and benefits between the U.S. Government and American industry for the SABIT
program distinguish it as a true partnership between government and the private sector. This balance has remained constant

since the inception of the program and has not been affected by budget cuts or changesin policies or priorities.

In addition to the internships, SABIT conducts specialized programs for 15-20 person groups of NIS business
professionals. Non-English speakers are eligible to participate in these training programs which include approximately four
weeks of site visits with U.S. companies. The specialized programs focus on specific industry sectors or regions. Group
training offers participants exposure to business plan development, U.S. management practices, technologies, equipment,

applications, and sources of financing for future projects.

The circumstances of businesses' first contacts with SABIT varied widely. Some businesses became familiar with the
SABIT program vialong-term relationships working with the Department of Commerce and other government agencies on
various R& D projects. Other businesses "stumbled upon" SABIT asthey considered other exchange program opportunities
and found SABIT to be more flexible and mutually beneficial compared to other U.S. Government offerings. Some
companies expressed an interest in wanting to do more as "corporate citizens' and started to utilize the SABIT program as
avehicle with which to contribute to the international community as well as create an audience overseas for company

products and services.

American businesses which have sponsored SABIT interns have suggested that the government must "convince the private
sector they are going to get something out of this" if they wish to attract additional partners for international exchanges and
training activities. The Department of Commerce has made an outstanding case for the SABIT program. SABIT has
enabled smaller U.S. companies, which lack an overseas presence, to devel op partnerships with people and organizations
they otherwise could not reach. Participating organizations indicated they welcome the influx of new expertise and
knowledge base that the SABIT interns offer, and suggested that many companies are unaware of the outstanding skill
levels of the Russian/NIS participants recruited for SABIT exchanges. Larger companies, with overseas subsidiariesin the
NIS, find that SABIT alumni make useful contactsin terms of expanding on-the-ground operations and devel oping
markets for their productsin the region. SABIT alumni, with new experience in western standards and practices, are a
positive influence on the emerging business culture in the NI'S. American host companies find that SABIT offers

"something we can get from the government" which pays direct dividends without creating a burden.

The SABIT program enjoys strong support within Congress and from a built-in American private sector constituency.
Other Department of Commerce exchange programs, such as the American Business Internship Program (AMBIT)
established as part of the White House initiative to support trade and development in Ireland, were modeled on SABIT's
sucCCess.

Environmental Protection Agency



Another international program built upon a solid tradition of partnership between the U.S. Government
and the domestic private sector is the Environmental Protection Agency's International Brownfields
Partnerships. The Clinton Administration has made brownfields redevel opment a top environmental
priority. (EPA defines brownfields as "abandoned, idled, or under-used industrial and commercial
facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived environmental
contamination.") EPA's brownfields redevel opment efforts have emphasized partnership between federal
agencies (EPA, HUD, and Commerce) and state and local governments, with community involvement.

The international component of the brownfields program is relatively new.

Recognizing that many best practices in brownfields redevel opment can be found in Western Europe, the EPA is now
fostering international partnerships between U.S. and European communities to exchange data, practitioners, and case
studies on clean-up approaches for brownfields areas. EPA awarded a cooperative agreement to the International
City/County Management Association (ICMA) to perform four case studies on model brownfields redevelopment projects
in Germany, the Netherlands, Great Britain, and Canada. The case studies are expected to be available in mid-1998. An
agreement with the Urban Affairs Division of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) will
produce case studies from member countries to identify policies that inhibit or favor brownfields redevel opment. These
studies should be available in the fall of 1998. A cooperative agreement between EPA and the Pratt Institute Center for
Community and Environmental Development led to the exchange of 17 U.S. brownfields practitioners and their
counterparts from Emscher Park, Germany in October, 1997. During 1998, more exchanges will take place through a

cooperative agreement with the Toronto Waterfront Regeneration Trust in Toronto, Canada.

Smaller exchange programs in non-foreign affairs agencies can attract significant foreign government interest and support,
aswell as U.S. private sector involvement of all types. Key to the success of the EPA program has been the participation of
local government and community organizations in the United States and Europe. The International Brownfields
Partnerships effort demonstrates how environmental concerns can provide a framework to foster additional exchanges and
training activities in areas such as urban redevel opment. The program also serves as a useful model for agencies interested
in bringing international partners to a pre-existing dialogue on domestic concerns. EPA's International Brownfields
Partnership program enables the U.S. Government to capitalize on the expertise of overseas practitionersto assist in
solving a domestic problem. The program provides U.S. communities and local governments access to international

contacts and approaches which might otherwise have been overlooked.

U.S. Information Agency

The U.S. Information Agency's Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs supports U.S. foreign,
economic, and security policy objectives and assists in the devel opment of friendly, sympathetic, and
peaceful relations between the United States and other countries by fostering mutual understanding
through international exchanges and training activities. The Bureau's programs ingtill in foreign program
participants a recognition and acceptance of the U.S. as a credible aly and partner whose public policies
reflect the dynamic democratic traditions of the American people, and in American participants a greater
understanding of the foreign societies with which the U.S. must deal. The Bureau's programs are
administered overseas in cooperation with USIS posts and Fulbright binational commissions, and U.S. and
overseas non-governmental, non-profit partner organizations. These institutional partners are essential to

fulfilling the Bureau's mission.

USIA encourages cost-sharing in al of its partner relationships. An excellent example is the nationwide network of nearly
one-hundred "Councils for International Visitors' (CIVs) throughout the United States. Organized under the umbrella
"National Council of International Visitors' (NCIV), these community-based organizations in 43 states provide the local



programming for foreign participants in USIA-organized professional and citizen exchanges. Working directly with a
contract program agency, and in response to program suggestions provided by USIA and the visitor, these ClIVs annually
assist over 6,000 select current and future foreign leaders and decision makers from every field of endeavor. Invariably,
International Visitor Program alumni advance to positions of authority and responsibility in their countries, more than 160

current and former foreign chiefs of state, in addition to over 600 cabinet-level ministers.

The Bureau relies heavily on the commitment and skills of the 800,000 local volunteer members of the CIVsto provide
expert program assistance, home hospitality and chances to network with local Americans from al walks of life. Although
USIA supports the National Council of International Visitors with arelatively modest annua grant ($1.8 million), it
receives assistance worth much more from the volunteer component of the CIVs. Without the CIV network, USIA would
have extreme difficulty arranging meaningful professional programs outside Washington for its distinguished international
visitors. More importantly, the visitors would not have the benefit of programs arranged by local residents intimately
knowledgeable of their cities and regions and local leaders.

The Working Group has found reporting on partnerships an interesting challenge. We discovered that
many agencies do not quantify private sector and foreign contributions and have not traditionally reported
such contributions on a program-by-program basis. The FY 1997 inventory therefore presents only a
partial picture of the partnership efforts realized in U.S. Government-sponsored international exchanges
and training activities. Not all activities listed in the inventory are suitable candidates for partnerships
and/or private sector support. Not al agencies represented in the Working Group can be part of this
dialogue. Legal restraints on fundraising restrict some agencies and field posts from designing and
Implementing training activities which are public/private efforts. Developing partnerships with foreign
governments is a sensitive issue often best left to individual agenciesto manage. Successful partnership-
building will depend upon the innovation and creativity of managers at different agencies, and their ability
to forge effective relationships with their constituent organizations. The Working Group will keep these
considerations in mind as it looks to formulating partnership and leveraging strategies.

Future Directions

The Working Group will continue to assess the attitudes of the private sector toward international
exchanges and training; information gained can help identify which U.S. Government programs offer the
greatest leveraging possibilities. While exchanges which emphasize peer relationships and capitalize on
the skills and knowledge of foreign professionals seem to generate the most immediate support, more
partnerships for training and development programs could be cultivated. The Working Group's reports
will continue to highlight programs which have derived significant benefits from partnerships with the
private sector and foreign governments. The Working Group will improve its data collection and reporting
methodology to reflect more accurately outside contributions to U.S. Government international exchanges
and training activities. Our goal will be to provide afull account of partnership achievementsrealized in
the United States and abroad--and to identify our strengths. Such knowledge will ensure our successin
establishing partnerships that will meet the needs of new audiences from new areas.

The outreach tools recommended in the " Clearinghouse" section of the report will be developed in away that encourages
partnerships between the private sector and the federal government. When linked to additional resources such as NED's
"Sources of Funding in International Affairs’ and the White House's "Non-profit Gateway," the Clearinghouse web site
can serve as a starting point for people seeking information on government and non-profit organizations involved in
international activities. The envisioned Clearinghouse can thus direct potential partners to appropriate government agency
programs and opportunities, and offer general information on private sector organizations with complementary interests.



Agencies should participate in the government-wide dial ogue on developing public-private partnerships now taking place
under the auspices of the National Partnership for Reinventing Government (formerly the National Performance Review).
Agenciesinvolved in this dialogue could potentially identify new approaches which can help support their partnership
activities, and could thus inform the Working Group as it develops its partnership strategy. The private sector will continue
to make its presence felt in international environments. Private organizational interaction with like counterparts abroad will
expand at unprecedented levels as numerous industry sectors forge overseas linkages. Partnership concerns promise to
become increasingly complex even as the mechanics of government shift toward greater transparency. We will work to
ensure that our international exchanges and training activities capitalize on

private sector talent and resources.

3United States Strategic Plan for International Affairs, Strategic Overview. Department of State, Office of Resources,
Plans, and Policy. September, 1997.



Chapter VI

DUPLICATION &AMP; OVERLAP

Executive Order 13055 mandateStna the working Group identify duplicative and

overlapping programs in order to increase administrative and programmatic efficiencies. Effortsin this areathis year have
been limited by both organizational and resource constraints. However, the IAWG staff has established key program

definitions and delineations that will direct its future efforts.

Several key factors that hindered the IAWG's efforts for the FY 1997 report were related to the transfer of responsibility
from USIA to the IAWG: staff was not in place until February 1998 and information from agencies was incompl ete as of
June; considerable time was spent introducing the new Working Group to agency representatives and pursuing accurate
and complete reporting; and the data collection and management system that had been in use for many years was
inadequate and ill-suited to a study of duplication and overlap.

The IAWG has tried to overcome these barriers and devel op a thorough and useful inventory that is more accurate than
previous years. The current inventory and subsequent cursory analysis has enabled the Working Group to identify broad
areas of potential duplication and overlap and provided the foundation for a more thorough investigation into this areafor

the FY 1998 report.

The IAWG will examine apparent instances of duplication to determine the degree of overlap and distinguish between
desirable complementary programming and unnecessary duplicative programming. Through this examination, the IAWG
will be able to determine whether the combination or elimination of programs or improved coordination of programs might
yield savings or efficiencies. The IAWG will aso look for administrative duplication and overlap in programs that share
fields or that are implemented in the same geographic region, looking for cost-efficiencies that can be obtained through use

of best practices or a combination of administrative services.

Possible Areas for Examination

In surveying the reported data, the IAWG staff reviewed several fieldsin which overlap and duplicationin
U.S. Government programs might exist. While the bulk of analysis on overlap and duplication is still to be

done, preliminary comments and suggestions can be made about some programs.

Several groups of programs where detailed study and analysis may offer useful results are described below. In none of
these cases are potential savings or efficiencies guaranteed to be possible or practical. Sometimes, the purpose for doing
the analysis will be to determine whether duplication isreal or only apparent. Where complementary programs or overlaps

exigt, further review will be necessary to seeif efficiencies or savings are advisable.

Graduate Education

Many observers assume that duplication exists among the education programs that the U.S. Government sponsors for
undergraduate, graduate, and post-doctoral students. While there may be similarities and possibly some duplication among

these programs, areview of the list of programs reveals a high degree of specialization.



A tiny number of U.S. Government-sponsored programs are directed at undergraduates. Those few usually are limited by
country or specialized in subject matter. Most postdoctoral programs are concentrated in the science fields. The many
academic programs aimed at graduate students, whether the studies are intended for a degree or not, offer the most likely

areafor increasing efficiencies.

Some programs are relatively small. They may be limited to particular fields of study, specific regions of the world, or to
specialized participants. The larger programs share some similarities -- a diversity of fields of study and participants from
wide geographic regions. All graduate-level academic studies sponsored by the U.S. Government should be closely

examined for possible programmatic duplication or overlap. If such exists, the IAWG should look at the reasons why and

include these factors in considering any recommendation for action.

Department of Defense programs stand out for their uniqueness. Several are designed as part of professional military
training and development. The programs at the U.S. Service Academies (approximately 100 participants annually) are
administered by the uniformed services in the Department of Defense and, for the Coast Guard Academy and the Merchant
Marine Academy, by the Department of Transportation. The Olmsted Scholar program is a unique public/private
partnership that provides members of the U.S. Armed Forces with opportunities for study abroad. In addition, U.S. civilian
graduates and undergraduates study abroad under the National Security Education Program (NSEP). NSEP participants
agreeto work for several yearsin the civilian branches of the U.S. Government in exchange for their grants. These and
other Department of Defense programs may be specialized enough to stand separately from the other education programs.
All should benefit from the IAWG work on common challenges and issues. At a minimum, the NSEP programs--graduate
and undergraduate--should be examined to see how they compare with other U.S. Government-sponsored academic

exchange programs.

Asnoted in earlier sections of this report, the IAWG decided that those exchange programs managed by U.S. Government
science departments and agencies would not be included in this portion of the report. Most science exchange and training
programs are designed for graduate students and postdoctoral researchers.

Graduate-L evel Academic Programs
Department of Defense
. National Security Education Program (NSEP)

« Olmsted Scholar Program
« Professional Military Education Program (PME)

Department of State

. Research & Training Program on Eastern Europe & the Independent States of the Former Soviet
Union (Title VIII)

Inter-American Foundation



« |AF Fellowship Program

U.S. Department of Education
« Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education

« US/EC Joint Consortia for Cooperation in Higher Education and V ocational Education
« Fulbright-Hays Doctora Dissertation Research Abroad
« Fulbright-Hays Group Projects Abroad

« Title VI American Overseas Research Centers (AORC)

U.S. Agency for International Development

« USAID sponsors graduate-level academic training in support of improved performance under its
six broad development goals.

U.S. Information Agency

« North-South & East-West Centers

« Cyprus American Scholarship Program (CASP)

« Edmund S. Muskie Fellowship Program

« Freedom Support Act Graduate Fellowship Program
« Fulbright Student Program

« Hubert H. Humphrey Fellowship Program

« lIsraeli-Arab Scholarship Program

« Near & Middle East Research & Training Act Program
. Regional Scholar Exchange Program with the NIS

« Curriculum Development Exchange Program

« Ron Brown Fellowship Program

« Tibet Scholarship Program

International Visitors Programs

Several departments and agencies provided data on activities described as "International Visitors'
programs. Closer examination shows that many of these may not be exchanges in the strict sense, but
professional consultations or courtesy and protocol visits. These are important and val uable contributions

to the work of the particular department or agency, but they should not count as exchange programs.

Those international visitors programs that are valid exchanges should be closely examined to see if
efficiencies and savings can be made by eliminating administrative duplications. Some departments and
agencies can expand and improve their small, specialized programs by taking advantage of resources
created and used by larger programs, such as the National Councils for Internationa Visitors, that have



cooperated with USIA's International Visitors program for many years to provide access to resourcesin
cities and regions across the United States.

Thelisting of programs provided below separates programs that may be consultations or courtesy visitsto
departments and agencies from those that appear to be true exchange programs.

International Visitors Programs

Short-Term Visitors Programs

Department of Defense

« Army Corps of Engineers

. Joint Chiefs of Staff (State Partnerships Program)

Department of Housing & Urban Development

Department of Transportation
« Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center (FHWA)

. Federal Railroad Administration
. Federal Aviation Administration

Department of Treasury

« Bureau of Engraving & Printing
. Officeof Thrift Supervision

Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Deposit Insurance Cor poration

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Federal Trade Commission

Library of Congress
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