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The US’ International Affairs
Budget for FY2018 decreases by
6% from FY2017 levels. While
Congress lifted discretionary
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Global health and food security
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Potential new Development
Finance Institution presents
opportunity to advocate for an
effective US development
financing tool.

USAID programs in South Africa focus on employment and job skills, promoting basic education,
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UNITED STATES
at a glance

Funding trends
•• The United States (US) is the largest donor country, with net official devel-

opment assistance (ODA) at US$34.6 billion in 2017 (in 2016 prices). Relative to economic size, ODA is low, at 0.18% of gross national income (GNI),
ranking 21st out of the 29 donor countries members of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).

•• Congress passed the fiscal year (FY) 2018 budget bill in March 2018, which

largely rejects heavy foreign assistance budget cuts proposed by President
Donald Trump. It includes about a 6% decrease from the FY2017 International Affairs Budget overall (includes development and diplomacy funding).

•• Reductions to Overseas Contingency Operations funding in the February

2018 congressional budget deal may indicate decreases in US foreign assistance for FY2019, unless more funding is allocated to the base budget.

Strategic priorities
•• The Trump administration strongly links development assistance to US

national security concerns and economic growth.

•• US food assistance is a priority for FY2018, with relevant funding receiving

a 7% increase from FY2017 levels, from US$1.8 billion to US$1.9 billion.
Global health remains a focus area, though funding is flat.

•• United States Agency for International Development (USAID)'s Adminis-

trator Mark Green has presented additional priorities: supporting countries in transitioning from development assistance and leadership in human rights and humanitarian assistance.

Key opportunities
•• Negotiations around the 2018 Farm Bill and the reauthorization of the 2016

Global Food Security Act present opportunities to advocate for improved
and increased delivery of US food assistance.

•• The president’s FY2019 budget request introduces a new Development Fi-

nance Institution, for which strong bipartisan support is expected. Engagement around this provides an opportunity to shape a new and effective development financing tool.
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

How much ODA does the US provide?
The US is by far the largest donor, providing almost
one-fourth of global ODA
The US is the largest donor country of the members of the
OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC). Its net
ODA was US$35.3 billion in 2017 (in current prices,
US$34.6 billion in 2016 prices). This represents around
one-fourth (24%) of the ODA provided by all DAC countries. However, relative to the size of its economy, US ODA
is low: In 2017, the US spent 0.18% of its GNI on ODA,
ranking 21st among DAC donors.
To date under the Trump administration, foreign assistance, which includes diplomacy and development
spending, has remained largely stable due to ongoing
budget negotiations in Congress and the passing of several continuing resolutions (CR) – emergency measures to
keep government functions running at FY2017 levels. In
February 2018, the US Congress passed a budget bill in
which total discretionary spending was raised by 12%
over two years (2018-2019), which could have implications for foreign assistance funding. In March 2018, Congress passed the final US federal FY2018 budget that will
keep the government open through September 30, 2018,
and which incorporates these increases.
The FY2018 budget largely rejects the deep cuts to US foreign assistance included in the president’s FY2018 budget
request, setting US funding for development and diplomacy (International Affairs Budget, see question four:
‘How is the US’ ODA budget structured?’) at US$55.9 billion in total, including base and Overseas Contingency
Operations (OCO) funding. When including US$2.1 billion in supplemental funding approved over the year,

US foreign assistance:
The US does not have a dedicated ODA budget.
Rather, the federal budget is divided into budget
‘functions’ that include all spending on an issue,
sourced from various appropriations bills. Most
development–related spending is within Budget
Function 150, commonly referred to as the International Affairs Budget, which includes ODA-accountable funding and non-ODA money, such as operating
embassies, military assistance, and promotion of US
exports.
this is a 6% cut from FY2017 levels. Excluding this supplemental funding, the FY2018 budget represents about a
4% (US$2.1 billion) increase to FY2017 levels.
Meanwhile, the president’s FY2019 budget request was
released in February 2018. The request again calls to
drastically cut international affairs and development
funding by 30% from FY2017 levels, from US$59.1 billion
to US$41.7 billion. The impact of this budget request on
congressional appropriations for FY2019 is unclear.
Furthermore, reductions to OCO funding contained in
the February 2018 congressional budget deal indicates
potential decreases in US foreign assistance, unless more
funding is appropriated to the base budget for FY2019
(see question four: ‘How is the US’ ODA budget structured?’).

Further information: 2016 prices
To compare ODA levels in any given year with ODA
levels provided in other years, figures need to be
adjusted to account for inflation and exchange rate
fluctuations. The OECD provides data that accounts
for these fluctuations. In this profile, and unless
indicated otherwise, figures are stated using 2016
prices.
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

What are the US’ strategic priorities for development?
Trump administration links development assistance
more strongly to US national security and economic
interests; food assistance is a main focus of Congress for FY2018
Overarching priorities for US development policy are set
by the White House. Under former President Barack Obama, global development was elevated to be a core component of US international engagement, along with diplomacy and defense, in the 2010 Presidential Policy
Directive on Global Development (PPD-6). PPD-6 outlined economic growth, democratic governance, global
health, food security, climate change, energy, and multilateralism as thematic priorities for US development cooperation.
Several Presidential Initiatives were enhanced or introduced in the PPD-6 to advance its priority areas. Presidential Initiatives are signature initiatives which leverage or consolidate existing programs and resources of US
foreign assistance to focus more effectively on a particular issue. Under Obama, for example, Congress extended
the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR)
and the President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI), launched by
former President George W. Bush. Obama also launched
the ‘Feed the Future’ initiative to improve agricultural
productivity and nutrition, and ‘Power Africa’, an initiative that seeks to increase access to energy in sub-Saharan Africa.
Development assistance funding patterns in 2016 (the
most recent year of detailed data available) mirrored the
above focus areas. According to OECD data, the largest
share of US bilateral ODA went to global health (US$8.2
billion, or 28% of bilateral ODA in 2016). Other funding
priorities included humanitarian assistance (US$6.3 billion, 22%), government and civil society (US$3.0 billion,
10%), and education (US$1.5 billion, 5%), which overtook
agriculture as the fourth-largest bilateral sector from
2015 (see figure).
Under President Trump priorities are shifting to be more
strongly linked to national interests. The US National Security Strategy, published in December 2017, and the
president’s FY2019 budget request both reinforce the
topline shift that was first presented in the president’s
FY2018 budget request: advancing national security and
economic competitiveness, and promoting economic
growth in countries of strategic importance to the US.
6

The cuts included in the president’s FY2018 budget request were not enacted by Congress in its FY2018 omnibus bill, passed on March 21, 2018. However, certain
funding decisions are in line with the president’s request,
including some decreases to multilateral assistance, diplomatic and embassy security, some economic assistance, climate change, and peace-keeping programming.
Other aspects of the FY2018 budget repudiate the president’s cuts through increasing or maintaining funding to
certain sectors. Congress, for example, protected FY2017
funding for global health, especially bilateral HIV/AIDS
programming, malaria, and international family planning — and humanitarian assistance. Funding to maternal and child health programs saw slight increases. The
FY2018 omnibus budget bill also increased funding for
US food and agricultural assistance.
Despite congressional opposition to the FY2018 budget
request reductions, the president’s FY2019 budget request, released on February 12, 2018, again asks for drastic cuts to the US’ International Affairs Budget. This includes, for example, a proposed 31% cut to the US
contribution to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, and to democracy and peace-building
programming. On the other hand, it partially restores
funding to 24 of the 37 countries whose development assistance had been eliminated in the previous year’s
budget request, and reduced – but did not eliminate –
funding to international family planning. It is unclear
how much Congress will take the president’s request up
in their appropriations process.
Further development priorities are outlined by the US
Department of State (State Department), responsible for
foreign policy, and United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the development assistance
agency. The current development assistance strategic
framework for these institutions is laid out in the 20182022 Joint Strategic Plan and is characterized by four
overarching goals: 1) Protect America’s Security at Home
and Abroad, 2) Renew America’s Competitive Advantage
for Sustained Economic Growth and Job Creation, 3) Promote American Leadership through Balanced Engagement, and 4) Ensure Effectiveness and Accountability to
the American Taxpayer. Within these goals, other dimensions of US foreign assistance are emphasized: counter-terrorism, health, economic growth, US economic security, private-sector partnership, and humanitarian
relief.
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In February 2018, in a briefing about the president’s
FY2019 budget request, Deputy-Secretary of State John
Sullivan cited the following related priorities for his department: US prosperity; economic and development assistance, including for refugees and humanitarian crises;
water; sanitation; health; and food security. At the same
time, USAID Administrator Mark Green emphasized his
agency’s main priorities as supporting countries in transitioning from development assistance, addressing conflict, preventing pandemic disease, supporting democracy, and counteracting the drivers of violence, instability,
transnational crime, and other security threats, as well
as the US’ own economic growth. (see question three:
‘Who are the main actors in the US’ development cooperation’ for more information on priority setting processes).
A funding and strategic priority of Congress moving forward will be US food assistance and reforming it to make
it more efficient. The US is the world’s largest donor to
food assistance; however, there is bipartisan consensus
that the way US food assistance is delivered could be
more effective, faster, and less expensive. The Farm Bill,
a highly politically contentious five-year piece of legislation, authorizes and shapes the largest of the US’ global
food assistance programming (for more details, see ‘Deep
Dive: Agriculture’). It includes a stipulation that at least
50% of the country’s global food assistance be transported by US flag ships (called the "cargo preference“). Concerns have been raised that this hinders the effectiveness
of US food assistance. The Farm Bill is being renegotiated
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in 2018.
Apart from changes in thematic priorities, there have
been several initiatives to reform the structure of US foreign and development assistance, including the organization of the State Department and USAID. President
Trump has sought to streamline US development efforts
through the elimination, merging, or reducing of funding and operations. In 2017, the State Department and
USAID conducted reviews aimed at modernizing US development assistance. Some initiatives, such as a joint-review and redesign of the State Department and USAID,
have stalled, while others have already led to changes in
how development assistance is delivered, including reductions in personnel at the State Department. As a response, Congress’ FY2018 budget bill includes strong language to ensure transparency and oversight by Congress
of the State Department and USAID, in particular around
reform decisions. In April 2018, USAID published an almost final organizational restructuring plan and began a
consultation process with Congress and internal and external stakeholders. One such area of reform is a proposal outlined in the president’s FY2019 budget request to
consolidate the US’ existing development finance instruments e.g., the Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(OPIC) and USAID’s Development Credit Authority
(DCA), into a new standalone Development Finance Institution (DFI). The design and level at which this DFI is
capitalized is still unclear, but the proposal counts significant bipartisan support in Congress.
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Table 1. United States Department of State and USAID, Strategic Plan 2018-2022 – Strategic goals and
objectives
Strategic Goals

Strategic Objectives
Counter the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction
(WMD) and their delivery systems
Defeat ISIS, al-Qa’ida and other transnational terrorist
organizations, and counter state- sponsored, regional, and
local terrorist groups that threaten U.S. national security
interests
Counter instability, transnational crime, and violence that
threaten US interests by strengthening citizen-responsive
governance, security, democracy, human rights, and rule of law

1. Protect America’s Security at Home and Abroad

Increase capacity and strengthen resilience of our partners
and allies to deter aggression, coercion, and align influence by
state and non-state actors
Strengthen US border security and protect U.S. citizens abroad
Promote American prosperity by advancing bilateral relationships and leveraging international institutions and agreements
to open markets, secure commercial opportunities, and foster
investment and innovation to contribute to U.S. job creation
2. Renew America’s Competitive Advantage for Sustained
Economic Growth and Job Creation

Promote healthy, educated and productive populations in
partner countries to drive inclusive and sustainable development, open new markets and support US prosperity and
security objectives
Advance US economic security by ensuring energy security,
combating corruption, and promoting market-oriented
economic and governance reforms
Transition nations from assistance recipients to enduring diplomatic, economic, and security partners

3. Promote the transition to a low-emission, climate resilient
world while expanding global access to sustainable energy

Engage international fora to further American values and
foreign policy goals while seeking more equitable burden
sharing
Increase partnerships with private sector and civil society
organizations to mobilize support and resources and shape
foreign public opinion
Project American values and leadership by preventing the
spread of disease and providing humanitarian relief.
Strengthen the effectiveness and sustainability of our diplomacy and development investments

4. Protect core US interests by advancing democracy and
human rights and strengthening civil society

Provide modern and secure infrastructure and operational
capabilities to support effective diplomacy and development
Enhance workforce performance, leadership, engagement, and
accountability to execute our mission efficiently and effectively
Strengthen security and safety of workforce and physical
assets
Source: US Department of State and USAID Joint Strategic Plan 2018-2022
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

Who are the main actors in the US' development
cooperation?
White House sets high-level direction; Congress,
the State Department, and USAID define priorities;
USAID leads on administering assistance
The president, Donald Trump (Republican), sets overarching policy orientations for US foreign assistance, including for development. The president is assisted by several White House offices. The most important for
development issues are the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) and the National Security Council (NSC).
OMB produces the president’s budget request, which outlines policy and funding priorities. The NSC is the principal forum of the president to consider matters of national
security and foreign policy; it has influence over foreign
assistance and development policy. The president chairs
the NSC; other members include the vice president, the
secretaries of state, defense, energy, and the treasury, as
well as the national security advisor. The US Agency for
International Development (USAID) administrator is
also invited to the NSC when deemed appropriate.
Approximately 27 government institutions contribute to
funding or implementing US foreign assistance and development cooperation. Key institutions include:

Government departments
The US Department of State (State Department),
headed by the secretary of state, is primarily responsible
for foreign policy, but is also an important party to development policy-setting. Mike Pompeo, former director of
the Central Intelligence Agency, is secretary of state. Under direction from the White House, it has sole- or
joint-policy authority on issues including peacekeeping,
democracy, global health, and food security. The State
Department manages or co-manages a wide range of bilateral development programs as well as funding to international organizations. In countries where the US has
strong foreign policy and national-security interests, the
State Department and its embassies play an active role in
informing overall development policy in that country.
Several offices oversee the State Department’s development-related activity:
•• Deputy Secretary of State, currently John Sullivan,

is the second ranking officer at the Department of
State.

9

•• Office of US Foreign Assistance Resources is led by

the director of US Foreign Assistance Resources. This
office assists the secretary of state in providing strategic direction to foreign assistance resources and coordinates policy and planning of the State Department
and USAID.

•• The Office of the US Global AIDS Coordinator and

Health Diplomacy (OGAC) administers the State Department’s HIV/AIDS funding and coordinates the
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR).
PEPFAR programs are implemented by other US agencies, including USAID, the National Institutes of
Health (NIH), and the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC). OGAC is currently headed by Ambassador Deborah Birx.

•• Under-Secretary for Civilian Security, Democra-

cy, and Human Rights (vacant) is responsible for US
efforts to address threats to civilian security such as
extremism, mass atrocities, and weak governance, as
well as refugee, migration, and population issues.

•• Under-Secretary for Economic Growth, Energy,

and the Environment (vacant) leads efforts on policies related to economic growth, energy, environment,
science, and technology.

•• Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration

(PRM) leads on the US’ work with refugees, migrants,
and victims of conflict. It also engages with multilateral organizations, including the United Nation's (UN)
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the UN
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the International Organization for Migration (IOM), the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and the UN Population
Fund (UNFPA). PRM is currently led by Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary Carol Thomson O’Connell.

Other key State Department stakeholders include the
special representative for Global Food Security (vacant)
and the US ambassador to the UN, Nikki Haley. To date,
many of the political positions remain unfilled at the
State Department, limiting political leadership of the department’s work.
US Department of Defense (DOD), currently led by Secretary James Mattis, manages aid-funded military assistance programs, some humanitarian assistance, and pro-
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grams on disease surveillance and health research and
development.
US Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS), currently led by Secretary Alex Azar II, implements global health programs, including a portion of
PEPFAR. HHS has four independent agencies that are especially active in global health: the National Institutes of
Health (NIH), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) (further details below), the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA), and the Health Services and Resources Administration (HRSA).
US Department of the Treasury (Treasury), currently
led by Secretary Steven Mnuchin, leads the US’ efforts to
promote economic growth and poverty reduction in developing countries through the Office of Development
Policy and Debt, which manages the US contributions to
and participation in the World Bank (along with the US
executive director to the World Bank) and other multilateral and regional development institutions.
US Department of Agriculture (USDA), currently led
by Secretary Sonny Perdue, provides food assistance and
finances the ‘Food for Peace Program’, the US’ largest
provider of food assistance (see ‘Deep Dive: Agriculture’
and ‘Deep Dive: Nutrition’).

It operates both within the US and abroad. The Center for
Global Health (CGH) was established in 2007 to drive
CDC’s work globally. CGH has four divisions: 1) Division
of Global HIV/AIDS, 2) Division of Parasitic Diseases and
Malaria, 3) Division of Global Health Protection, and 4)
Division for Global Immunization. CDC’s Office of Infectious Diseases (OID), comprising three national centers,
also participates in US global health efforts.
National Institutes of Health (NIH) are a collection of
27 research institutes under HHS that comprise one of
the world’s top global health research institutions. NIH
conducts basic research on diseases and disorders for improved diagnosis, prevention, and treatment.
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) administers the Millennium Challenge Account, an initiative to
provide development assistance for economic development to low-income countries and lower-middle-income
countries that have committed to political, economic,
and social reforms.

Other institutions are involved in foreign assistance. They include:
•• Other departments: Department of Energy, De-

partment of Homeland Security, Department of
the Interior, Department of Justice, Department
of Labor, Department of Transportation, and Department of the Treasury.

Government agencies
US Agency for International Development (USAID) is
headed by USAID Administrator Mark Green. The agency
is technically independent but operates within the parameters of the foreign policy guidance from the president, the secretary of state, and the NSC. The agency
leads the implementation of US global development programs, though it often shares responsibility for strategy
and implementation with the State Department. This is
the case with HIV/AIDS funding, where the State Department’s OGAC coordinates and USAID, CDC, NIH, and the
Department of Defense implement. USAID is organized
around programmatic as well as country programs, managed by offices in partner countries (called USAID missions), which are supported by headquarters in Washington, DC. At headquarters, key divisions of USAID include:
•• Six regional bureaus: 1) Africa, 2) Europe and Eura-

sia, 3) Asia, 4) Afghanistan and Pakistan, 5) Middle
East, and 6) Latin America and the Caribbean.

•• Four programmatic bureaus: 1) Food Security, 2)

Economic Growth, Education, and Environment, 3)
Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance,
and 4) Global Health.

USAID also includes the Development Credit Authority (DCA), which implements risk-sharing agreements
between lenders and small businesses to mobilize local
private capital for small businesses.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),
part of HHS, part of HHS, is the largest government agency worldwide working in disease control and prevention.
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•• Other institutions: Inter-American Foundation,

OPIC, Peace Corps, US African Development Foundation, Export Import Bank.

Congress is a key decision-maker on both funding and
policy for foreign assistance. With the ‘power of the
purse’, the two chambers – the House and the Senate –
have a final say on federal spending, including foreign
assistance. In particular, the House and Senate Appropriations committees and their 12 subcommittees decide on
funding to specific spending areas (e.g., foreign assistance, defense, agriculture, and public health) and therefore exercise considerable decision-making and oversight
authority over both foreign assistance spending and policy. In addition, two other congressional committees play
a role (albeit less powerful) in authorizing and overseeing
ODA-related programs:
•• House Foreign Affairs Committee (HFAC): An im-

portant subcommittee is: Africa, Global Health, Global Human Rights, and International Organizations.

•• Senate Foreign Relations Committees (SFRC):

Currently the SFRC is chaired by Senator Bob Corker
(Republican). Important subcommittees are: Africa
and Global Health Policy; Multilateral International
Development, Multilateral Institutions; and International, Economic, Energy, and Environmental Policy.
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Members of Congress often create groups called caucuses,
which are formed to pursue common legislative goals on
specific topics. These are typically bipartisan in nature.
There are several related to development issues, including the Congressional Caucus for Effective Foreign Assis-

tance, the International Basic Education Caucus, the Congressional Global Health Caucus, the Congressional HIV/
AIDS Caucus, Tuberculosis Elimination Caucus, and the
Congressional Caucus on Malaria and Neglected Tropical
Diseases (for more details see Deep Dives).

THE US' DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION SYSTEM
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

How is the US' ODA budget structured?
The US federal budget is divided into budget ‘functions’,
which include all spending on a particular issue across
departments or agencies and can include funding lines
from multiple appropriations bills. The US does not have
a dedicated ODA budget, but most development-related
spending sits in Function 150 (referred to as the International Affairs Budget). Function 150 comprises both
ODA-related and non-ODA funding, such as funding for
operating embassies, military assistance, and promotion
of US exports. In FY2018, the final budget for Function
150 was approved for US$55.9 billion.
The vast majority of funding (around 97%) included under Function 150 comes from the State-Foreign Operations (SFOPs) appropriations bill. The remainder comes
primarily from the agricultural appropriations bill for
food security and food assistance funding. In FY2017, the
SFOPs was enacted at around US$58 billion, while the
FY2018 omnibus bill reduces funding to SFOPs programs
by US$3.4 billion to US$54 billion. The SFOPs bill is divided into ‘titles’, each covering a different budget envelope (see Table 2). The money in these envelopes is mainly managed by the State Department and the US Agency
for International Development (USAID), but not exclusively. Relevant titles related to global development include:
•• Title I: State, Broadcasting & Related Agencies
largely funds the management and running of the
State Department. It also contributes to the US’ assessed contributions to 44 international organizations, including the UN’s regular budget and its specialized agencies.
•• Title III: Bilateral Economic Assistance covers

much of the US’ foreign assistance and development
activities, accounting for about half of the entire
SFOPs. By far the largest share goes to global health
(32% in FY2017). This includes most of US support to
combat HIV/AIDS and other infectious diseases, maternal and child health, and health systems strengthening, as well as the US’ contribution to the Global
Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. Programs funded under this envelope are jointly managed by the State Department and USAID. Funding
under the ‘Development Assistance (DA)’ envelope
goes broadly to foster economic progress and social
stability in partner countries. It is the most flexible account managed by USAID in terms of applying money
at the country level. The ‘Economic Support Fund
(ESF)’, generally managed by the State Department,
has a more specific function: to provide assistance to
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allies and countries in transition to democracy, support the Middle East peace process, and finance economic stabilization programs. USAID, with overall
foreign policy guidance from the State Department,
implements most ESF-funded programs. Funding for
independent agencies party to US foreign assistance
and development, like the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) or the Peace Corps, also fall under Title
III.
•• Title IV: Multilateral Assistance includes money for

US voluntary contributions for various multilateral organizations, including to the World Bank and global
environmental funds.

Beyond titles, US foreign assistance is divided into two
types: enduring funds and Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) (See Table 2). Enduring funds are meant to
cover all base functions within US development cooperation, while OCO funds were originally for emergency support to activities related to the ‘Global War on Terror’.
They are managed by the Department of Defense (DOD)
and the State Department. Recently, however, they have
been used for base budget activities of the DOD and the
State Department.
Almost one-third of the International Affairs Budget is
currently funded through OCO, including operations related to the response and prevention of crises, including
armed conflict, and man-made and natural disasters.
OCO funds are not subject to the same procedural limits
on discretionary funding in congressional budget resolutions as regular foreign assistance but are appropriated
simultaneously with it. For some budget lines, OCO funds
comprise the primary source of funding (see question
four: ‘How is the US‘ ODA budget structured?’). In FY2017,
OCO stood at US$20.8 billion, while in the February
budget deal and the FY2018 congressional appropriations, OCO are funded at US$12 billion for FY2018 – a
US$8.8 billion cut, and one reason why FY2018 Function
150 is lower than FY2017 levels. It is possible that OCO
funds will decrease even more for FY2019 since the
budget deal reduces OCO funding for international affairs in FY2019 further to US$8 billion. This means that,
to ensure adequate funding, more money will have to be
allocated to the base budget.
Table 2 features the breakdown between enduring and
OCO funding for the SFOPs for FY2017 as enacted, the latest year for which a detailed breakdown is available (as of
March 2018).
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President Trump’s SFOPs FY2019 budget request proposes around a 30% cut below FY2017 levels when including
OCO. It reduces, merges, and eliminates several budget
lines, especially under Titles III, IV, and V in the SFOPs
bill. Similar to a proposal ultimately rejected by Congress
for FY2018, the president’s FY2019 request merges economic and development assistance, streamlining four
accounts, including the Economic Support Fund (ESF)
and Development Assistance (DA), with the stated aim of
increasing efficiency and focus. Due to Congress’ decision-making power, previous strong bipartisan opposition to the president’s FY2018 proposed budget cuts, and
the increase in non-defense discretionary spending in
the February 2018 budget bill, it is likely that Congress
will not enact the president’s proposal for FY2019. With
the FY2018 budget finalized, Congress has started the

FY2019 budget and appropriations process. FY2019 hearings are already underway, and the House and Senate Appropriations committees will negotiate the spending levels for each appropriations bill, including SFOPs. Once
these allocations are determined, Congress’ relevant
committee will draft and negotiate (mark-up) their respective FY2019 spending bills. This process should end
September 30, 2018; however, due to the political realities
in the US and that 2018 is an election year, it is more likely that the Congress will pass another Continuing Resolution to extend current levels through elections in November 2018 and bundle spending bills into an omnibus
bill thereafter (see question five: ‘What are important decision-making opportunities in the US’ annual budget
process?’).

Table 2. State-Foreign Operations Appropriations overview
FY2016
(total)

US$
millions
Title I. State, Broadcasting & Related
Agencies

FY2017
(enacted)

16,458

International Organizations
Other
Title II. Admin of Foreign Assistance (USAID)
Title III. Bilateral Economic Assistance
Global Health Programs (GHP), State &
USAID

Enduring

OCO (w.
suppl.)

Total

11,218

6,869

18,087

3,907

1,816

1,451

3,267

12,551

9,402

5,418

14,820

1,517

1,447

185

1,632

24,124

16,139

10,773

26,912

8,503

8,725

-

8,725

GHP (State)

5,670

5,670

-

5,670

GHP (USAID)

2,833

3,055

-

3,055

Development Assistance

2,781

2,995

-

2,995

International Disaster Assistance (IDA)

2,794

498

3,929

4,427

Economic Support Fund

4,302

1,042

3,640

4,682

151

211

-

211

985

292

611

902

Migration & Refugee Assistance

3,066

913

2,446

3,359

Emergency Refugee & Migration

50

10

40

50

1,364

1,368

-

1,368

24

30

-

30

Democracy Fund
Assistance for Europe, Eurasia and Central
Asia

Independent agencies
Department of Treasury

104

55

107

162

Title IV. International Security Assistance

Other

8,831

6,422

2,958

9,380

Title V. Multilateral Assistance

2,629

2,110

-

2,110

168

147

-

147

-

-

-

-

1,197

1,197

-

1,197

World Bank: GEF
Green Climate Fund
World Bank IDA
World Bank IBRD

187

6

-

6

IFAD

32

30

-

30

GAFSP

43

23

-

23

International Organizations & Programs

339

339

-

339

Other

660

368

-

368

-696

-590

-

590

52,863

36,745

20,785

57,530

Title VI. Export Assistance
Total

Source: Congressional Research Service, State, Foreign Operations and Related Programs: FY2017 Budget and Appropriations
(2016) and House of Representatives, 115th Congress, 1st Session, State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs Appropriations
Bill, 2018
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

What are important decision-making opportunities in
the US' annual budget process?
ODA levels and main funding lines can be influenced
at various times during the budget process
The US’ fiscal year runs from October 1 to September 30.
The budget process begins 12 to 14 months (or more) prior
to the start of the fiscal year. The majority of federal
spending consists of ‘mandatory spending’ and ‘discretionary spending’ (see box); foreign assistance falls under
discretionary spending. The budget process for discretionary spending can be categorized into three separate
phases: 1) development of the president’s budget request,
2) congressional budgeting, and 3) congressional appropriations.

Phase 1: Development of the president’s budget request (May – February)
•• Government departments and agencies begin de-

veloping budgets in May and submit funding requests in September/October: From May to September, departments and agencies develop their budgets
and set broad parameters for spending on specific programs. The US Agency for International Development
(USAID) and the State Department, for example, negotiate major funding levels and policy decisions for
each budget line, and then share the proposal with the
White House’s Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). From September to November, OMB negotiates
funding levels with the heads of government departments and agencies. Under normal circumstances negotiations can take between two and four weeks before
the OMB officially passes back the budget request for
agency review. In recent years, this stage has taken
months rather than weeks, delaying the release of the
budget request. Funding requests for departments
and agencies, including specific budget envelopes, can
be shaped before the administration releases its
budget request (i.e., from May to January), although
the process is largely internal to the executive branch.
Engagement with OMB from August to September is
important. At this time, it can receive external input to
inform its engagement and negotiation with departments and agencies.

•• OMB works to finalize budget request in late fall

and president submits it in February: In November/December, the OMB finalizes the budget request
before the president signs off in late December/early
January. Traditionally, the president submits his
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Types of spending in the US' federal budget
•• Mandatory spending – refers to programs such as

Social Security and other social programs, for
which legislation defines criteria for participation,
and the government allocates funds for all who are
eligible regardless of annual costs to the Treasury.

•• Discretionary spending - refers to the share of the

budget that Congress decides annually in an appropriations process. This is further divided into
defense and non-defense discretionary spending
(including foreign and development assistance).

budget request to Congress the first Monday in February. This date is often delayed, particularly when a
new administration takes office.

Phase 2: Congressional budgeting (February – April)
•• Congress sets spending limits for main budget ar-

eas: Once the president’s budget request is submitted
to Congress, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
evaluates the request. Then, the House and Senate
each develop, debate, and (in theory) pass a joint congressional budget resolution before April 15. The resolution sets the overall level of discretionary funding
for the next fiscal year. This ceiling (called a “budget
cap”) is sent to the House and Senate Appropriations
Committees. Unlike the president’s budget request,
which is a detailed proposal – the budget resolution is
a short, high level document. It is not a bill that is
signed into law, but instead provides the binding
budget cap that appropriators use in allocating discretionary spending. Following the release of the president’s budget request, engagement with various stakeholders is key to participate in the discussion around
the foreign assistance budget. This includes with Congress, government agencies and departments, and the
White House, through meetings, letters, and media
outreach.

Phase 3: Congressional appropriations (April - September)
•• Congress considers appropriations bills that allo-

cate funding to government functions, including
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foreign assistance, from April 15 to September:
After the final budget resolution is agreed to, or after
April 15 (whichever comes first), Congress must draft,
debate, and pass 12 different appropriations bills,
which correspond to different government functions.
This includes the appropriations bill for State-Foreign
Operations (SFOPs), which funds most development
programs (see question 4: ‘How is the US’ ODA budget
structured?’). During the spring, each of the relevant
committees and subcommittees holds a number of
hearings on the president’s budget request. Usually,
the heads of agencies are called to testify in person;
written questions (‘Questions for the Record’ or ‘QFRs’)
are submitted by the committee members. Then the
committees debate, amend, and rewrite (‘mark-up’)
the foreign assistance appropriations bills. Prior to
this phase, there are a number of advocacy opportunities, including meetings on Capitol Hill, letters to Appropriations Committee chairs, events, and participation in hearings.

Examples of appropriations bills
Appropriations bill: Legislation that allocates
funding to federal departments, agencies, and programs in the US government. Appropriations bills
are passed by the House Committee on Appropriations and the Senate Committee on Appropriations.
Bills must originate in the House of Representatives
and be passed by both chambers of Congress before
being signed by the president. The main types are:
•• Regular appropriations bills: 12 bills covering

funding for the government for one fiscal year (October 1-September 30).

•• Omnibus bill: A single appropriations bill that

combines any number of individual appropriations bills on diverse subjects into one large bill.
Because of their size and scope, omnibus bills limit opportunities for debate and scrutiny. SFOPs is
often part of such an omnibus funding measure.

•• House and Senate negotiate final budget; presi-

dent signs: Once an appropriations bill has passed
the House and Senate, a conference committee is
formed with representatives from the Appropriations
Committees to negotiate the differences between the
House and Senate-passed bills. If the House and Senate cannot find an agreement by the end of September,
Congress needs to enact an emergency short-term
measure – usually a ‘continuing resolution’ – to provide temporary funding to ensure the government
continues to operate while the appropriations bills are
finalized. Any spending bills are then sent to the president for approval or for veto; vetoes are rare and then
would require a veto override vote by Congress.

•• Continuing resolution (CR): If Congress has not

passed a regular appropriations bill in time, it can
pass a CR, which generally continues pre-existing
funding levels set during the previous year’s
budget.

•• Supplemental appropriations: These add addi-

tional funding beyond what was originally appropriated at the beginning of the year; often used for
things like disaster relief.

THE US' ANNUAL BUDGET PROCESS
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KEY QUESTIONS
the big six

How is the US' ODA spent?
Bilateral programs receive the vast majority of US
ODA; US among largest contributors to multilateral
organizations
The US provides development assistance mainly in the
form of bilateral support to partner countries. According
to OECD data, the US channels US$29.2 billion of its ODA
bilaterally, representing around 83% of total ODA in 2016.
This is in part due to large Presidential Initiatives such as
the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), which provide significant funds bilaterally. For example, PEPFAR alone had a total budget of US$6.8 billion
in 2015 and 2016. Of this, US$5.4 billion was bilaterally
programmed for HIV/AIDs and tuberculosis (TB) programs.
Core ODA funding to multilateral organizations stood at
US$5.9 billion in 2016, up from US$4.4 billion in 2015.
This accounts for 17% of total ODA, significantly lower
than the OECD DAC average of 38%. However, in absolute
terms, the US is the second-largest provider of core contributions to multilateral organizations, after the United
Kingdom. Key recipients in 2016 were: the World Bank
(24% or US$1.4 billion), UN agencies (15% or US$894 million), and regional development banks (7% or US$423
million). Other key multilateral recipients are the Global
Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (Global
Fund; US$1.1 billion) and Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance
(Gavi; US$235 million), according to the organizations’
own financial information. In addition to core contributions, the US provided US$6.0 billion in earmarked funding to multilaterals for specific projects or regions (this is
reported as bilateral ODA), bringing the total amount of
ODA in 2016 channeled through multilateral organizations to US$11.9 billion (34% of overall ODA).
Under the Obama administration, the US announced its
first-ever multi-year pledge to the Global Fund: US$4 billion over three years (2011 to 2013). The US subsequently
hosted the fourth replenishment conference, pledging an
additional US$4 billion for 2014 to 2016. For 2017 to 2019,
the US committed another US$4.3 billion; however, the
president’s FY2019 request cuts the Global Fund contribution by US$435 million (31%), which would bring the
US contribution to around US$3.9 billion. Since its inception, the US has also been a strong supporter of Gavi,
though the FY2019 budget proposal requests US$250
million, US$25 million less than FY2017.
In the FY2018 budget passed by Congress on March 21,
2018, bilateral funding is cut slightly, in line with the
16

US$3 billion decrease to the International Affairs Budget
overall. However, there is variation within accounts. Bilateral PEPFAR funding, for example, is preserved at
FY2017 levels (US$4.3 billion) while Bilateral Economic
Assistance is cut by US$900 million, from US$18 billion
to US$17 billion. Meanwhile, in the president’s FY2019
budget request, multilateral assistance, primarily to International Financial Institutions, is reduced, including
a US$253 million (12%,) reduction, from US$1.7 billion to
US$1.5 billion. The largest cuts are to the World Bank’s
IDA (US$100 million, 8%) and the Asian Development
Fund (US$51 million, 52%). Contributions to the Green
Climate Fund through the Treasury Department are also
eliminated. Funding for voluntary contributions to UN
agencies and other international organizations through
the IO&P account, on the other hand, is maintained at
FY2017 levels, or US$339 million.
According to OECD data, US bilateral ODA is provided
100% in the form of grants. The US relies on the public
sector (US$11 billion, 37%; DAC average: 55%), and NGOs
and civil society (US$7.3 billion; 25%) to channel bilateral
ODA, followed by multilateral organizations (US$6.1 billion, 21%) and the private sector (US$4 billion, 14%). Under the Obama administration, the US shifted its policy
to work more with local partners in developing countries.
However, the OECD DAC Peer Review (2016) points out
that despite this focus on local capacity, the US’ use of
these mechanisms remains low. As part of a 2010 reform,
USAID aimed to have 30% of mission programs by 2015
implemented through local actors in partner countries;
though the share of programming implemented locally
nearly doubled to 19% by 2015, the 30% target was missed.
US private contractors, NGOs, and grantees remain the
largest implementers of US ODA.

Who are the US’ ODA recipients?
Strong focus on SSA, LICs, and fragile states
Geographically, the US focuses its bilateral ODA on
sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). Between 2014 and 2016, the US
provided US$9.8 billion in bilateral ODA to the region on
average (34% of bilateral ODA), followed by Asia (US$4.4
billion, 16%) and Middle East and North Africa (MENA
region; US$3.1 billion, 11%). Excluding funding unallocated to a specific region (30%) between 2014 and 2016,
49% of US bilateral ODA went to SSA, 22% to Asia, and
16% to the MENA region. Afghanistan was by far the largest recipient country, receiving on average US$1.7 billion
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in US ODA between 2014 and 2016, followed by Jordan,
with US$977 million over the same period.
US bilateral ODA focuses on the world’s poorest countries. 36% of bilateral ODA between 2014 and 2016 went to
low-income countries, which is significantly higher than
the DAC average (25%); 28% was allocated to middle-income countries (DAC average: 33%).

How is bilateral funding programmed?
No overarching country-based approach; different
mechanisms used depending on implementing entity and topic area
The US does not have a government-wide approach to implementing bilateral programming. USAID’s overseas
missions develop five-year Regional or Country Development Cooperation Strategies (CDCS) in cooperation with
Washington headquarters and local stakeholders. These
outline sectoral and geographic focus areas, development objectives, results frameworks, strategic objectives,
and implementation approaches. While CDCS cover five
years, funding allocations and decisions at the local level
must also take into account directives from USAID headquarters in Washington and the annual appropriations
process, which makes multi-year commitments a challenge. The Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC),
conversely, can make multi-year commitments, as it is
legally authorized to enter into five-year commitments
known as ‘compacts’ with partner countries. While different approaches and mechanisms are deployed depending on which governmental agency is implementing, the State Department has Integrated Country
Strategies (ICS) that strive to encapsulate the government’s foreign-policy objectives into one strategy. The
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ICS are informed by the priorities outlined in USAID
CDCS development objectives and those of other agencies active in the country.
Some Presidential Initiatives promote a more coordinated, longer-term approach to cooperation with partner
countries. US funding for HIV/AIDS, for example, is provided through PEPFAR, which is supervised by the Office
of the Global AIDS Coordinator (OGAC) at the State Department. Bilateral PEPFAR cooperation is implemented
by several departments and agencies at the field and
headquarters level, mainly USAID and the Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS) through the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH).
Within the framework of PEPFAR, partner countries can
request bilateral funding through two parallel processes.
First, in a process led by field offices, relevant implementing agencies jointly (through a PEPFAR coordinator)
elaborate biannual Country Operational Plans (COPs)
which outline investments and priority areas. Host country governments and other local partners are to be consulted during the elaboration of COPs, which are approved by OGAC after several rounds of review. Second,
recipient countries can also request centrally-funded assistance from headquarters. Five-year Partnership
Frameworks between the US and the host government,
introduced in 2009, establish strategic goals and areas of
intervention. These enable longer-term planning. For
countries with such a framework, COPs are the annual
work plans for US efforts to achieve framework results.
Development of the Partnership Frameworks is cross-institutional, with OGAC supervising a process led by the
US Ambassador in the country in question, with support
from the interagency PEPFAR country team.
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UNITED STATES
outlook

How will the US' ODA develop?
•• Drastic 30% cuts proposed in President Trump’ FY2019 budget for interna-

tional affairs are likely not to be supported by Congress. Exact funding levels will remain unclear until Congress approves the FY2019 budget, likely
sometime in Fall 2018.

•• With the lift in discretionary spending caps over two years in the February

2018 budget deal, there is room for increases to foreign assistance for
FY2019.

•• However, given the reduction in Overseas Contingency Operations funding

forFY2019 included in budget deal, it will be important to secure more base
funding for US foreign assistance to maintain FY2017 or even FY2018 levels.

What will the US' ODA focus on?
•• Under President Trump, US ODA more strongly takes into account US na-

tional security, trade, and economic interests.

•• Global health and food assistance remain among priorities for US foreign

assistance. While global health funding has remained flat for FY2018,
funding to the main food assistance programs received about a 7% boost
overall compared to FY2017 levels, from US$1.8 billion to US$1.9 billion.

What are key opportunities for shaping the US'
development policy?
•• It is important to monitor the ongoing FY2019 appropriations process. En-

gagement with Congress in the course of 2018 will be important to maintain development-related funding levels in FY2019 and shape priorities.

•• Ongoing discussions around the creation of a new Development Finance

Institution will be a key opportunity to help shape the way the US delivers
its foreign and development assistance.

•• Negotiations around the 2018 Farm Bill and the reauthorization of the 2016

Global Food Security Act present opportunities to advocate for improved
and increased delivery of US food assistance.
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DEEP DIVES
topics

The US's global health ODA
The US is the largest donor to global health
The United States (US) is by far the world’s largest donor
to global health, spending a total of US$9.9 billion on
health official development assistance (ODA) in 2016, according to data from the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and development (OECD). This represents
half (50%) of all health ODA provided by OECD donor
countries that year.
The US spends more of its development assistance on
global health than any other donor. In 2016, 28% of total
ODA was allocated to global health programs. While US
government funding on global health sharply increased
during the Bush and Obama administrations (see details
below), it is unclear how funding will develop under the
current administration. Due to the ongoing appropriations process, global health ODA levels have remained
largely stable to date, with some decreases to certain sectors such as family planning, and a stronger political focus on the Global Health Security Agenda.
While the president’s fiscal year (FY) 2018 budget request
(May 2017) slashed global health funding by approximately US$2.5 billion (27%), Congress rejected these cuts
in its FY2018 budget bill passed on March 21, 2018. The
omnibus bill provides US$8.7 billion for Global Health
Programs (State Department and USAID; GHP) account,
US$35 million less than FY2017 levels and US$2.2 billion
more than the president’s FY2018 request. This account
represents the majority of US global health assistance.
Notably, the congressional FY2018 budget preserves
funding levels to bilateral HIV/AIDS programs (US$4.7
billion); the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and
Malaria (Global Fund; US$1.4 billion); malaria (US$755
million); and neglected tropical diseases (US$100 million), among others. Polio funding (US$59 million) remains stable at FY2017 levels.
In addition, funding to global health efforts of the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) increased in
the FY2018 omnibus bill, from US$435 billion to US$489
million, for HIV/AIDS, immunization, parasitic diseases,
and protection. Support to the global health programming of the National Institutes of Health (NIH) is still unknown, as it is determined at agency level.

brella program for all US HIV/AIDS activities. PEPFAR is
the largest initiative undertaken by any country in history to address a single disease: Between FY2004 and
FY2017, the US provided almost US$73 billion through
PEPFAR. Its FY2017 budget alone stood at US$6.8 billion.
PEPFAR is also the cornerstone of US global health activities: About two-thirds of US funding for global health is
channeled through the initiative.
PEPFAR is particularly important to the global HIV response: According to the Kaiser Family Foundation (KFF)
and UNAIDS, the US accounted for 70% of international
assistance to HIV from donor governments in 2016. PEPFAR covers bilateral funding for HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis (TB) programs, as well as US contributions to the
Global Fund and UNAIDS. The US provided PEPFAR bilateral support for HIV/ AIDS in 41 countries in 2016, including the 15 focus countries identified in PEPFAR’s first
phase, as well as regional programs in Africa, the Americas, Asia, the Caribbean, and Europe. In 2017, the Secretary of State introduced the PEPFAR Strategy for Accelerating HIV/AIDS Epidemic Control (2017-2020). Under this
strategy, PEPFAR would continue to operate in 50 countries, but focus on epidemic control in 13 countries.
The President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI) was launched in
2005. PMI is an interagency initiative led by the USAID,
focusing on 19 countries in Africa and the Greater Mekong region. It is governed by the President’s Malaria Initiative Strategy 2015-2020 and works with PMI-supported countries and partners to reduce malaria mortality
and morbidity. Overall, the US is the largest funder of
global malaria efforts, including bilateral programs: According to KFF data, bilateral malaria funding amounted
to US$952 million in FY2017, a sharp increase from
US$198 million in 2004, the year before PMI was
launched. The US provides bilateral malaria support to
more than 30 countries through the PMI and other activities. However, the President’s FY2019 budget looks to cut
malaria funding from US$755 million in FY2017 to

PMI focus countries:
•• Angola, Benin, Democratic Republic of the Congo,

The US has several large interagency global-health initiatives under President George W. Bush, which underpin
US global health assistance. The President’s Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), set up in 2003, is the um20

Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mekong region, Mozambique,
Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda,
Zambia, Zimbabwe
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US$674 million in FY2019 (US$81 million, 11%).
ODA to health relies on bilateral programs: According to
OECD data, US$8.2 billion of the US’ health ODA in 2016
was provided bilaterally, up from US$7.6 billion in 2015
(80% of 2015’s total health ODA). This spending pattern
mirrors the PEPFAR and PMI approach to HIV/AIDS, TB,
and malaria programming. According to government
data, 80% (US$5.5 billion) of PEPFAR funding in FY2016
was implemented bilaterally for HIV and TB programming; the remainder went to the Global Fund and UNAIDS. In line with the priorities outlined above, bilateral
health ODA in 2016 focused on STD control, including
HIV/ AIDS (59%, or US$4.9 billion), followed by infectious disease control (8%, or US$629 million), malaria
control (8%, US$625 million), reproductive health care
(7%, US$570 million), and family planning (6%, US$488
million).
US support for maternal, newborn and child health
(MNCH) has increased over time as well, with a focus on
immunization and nutrition (for more information, see
‘Deep Dive: Nutrition’). In FY2017, total appropriated
funding amounted to US$1.4 billion, comprising US$1.3
billion for MNCH and US$153 million for nutrition.
MNCH funding for FY2018 totals US$1.1 billion, including US$990 million for MNCH and US$125 million for nutrition. As a comparison, MNCH funding was US$730
million in 2006. USAID has 24 priority countries for
MNCH (see box), primarily located in Africa and South
and Central Asia.

USAID’s MNCH focus countries:
•• Africa: DRC, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia,

Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria,
Rwanda, Senegal, South Sudan, Tanzania,
Uganda, Yemen, Zambia
•• Asia: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, India, Indonesia,
Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan

While the president’s FY2018 budget request eliminated
reproductive health and family planning (FP) funding,
Congress rejected these cuts, providing US$608 million,
of which US$575 million are for bilateral programs, which
matches FY2017 levels. In addition, Congress allocated
US$32.5 million to UNFPA, meeting FY2017 levels and rejecting the elimination of this funding in the president’s
FY2018 request. The FY2018 omnibus bill also does not
codify the ‘Mexico City Policy’ (also known as the ‘Global
Gag Rule’) into law, though it maintains some of the policy’s conditions. The policy, which the Trump administration reinstated in 2017 and which expands on the previous Mexico City rule, blocks federal funding for
non-government organizations (NGOs) that provide
abortion information, counselling, or referrals, or that
advocate for such services.
Other health areas which received increases in the
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FY2018 omnibus bill, in contrast to the president’s
FY2018 request are: Tuberculosis programming (US$261
million, up about US$20 million) and global health security (US$173 million, a 138% increase from the FY2017 level). This is aligned with the current US government’s emphasis on global health security.
In 2016, the US channeled 17% or US$1.7 billion of its
health ODA multilaterally. In absolute terms, this makes
the US the largest donor to global-health multilateral organizations. However, 17% is below the average share
that donor countries allocate to multilateral health programs (56% in 2016), mainly due to the US’ immense bilateral global health investments.
In 2016, the main recipient of multilateral health ODA
was the Global Fund (66% of US multilateral health ODA).
The US is the Global Fund’s single largest donor, with
contributions totaling US$13.0 billion from 2001 to 2016.
This amounts to almost a third of all contributions received for that period (US$37.3 billion), according to
Global Fund data. This is in line with US legislation: The
US law authorizing PEPFAR stipulates that the US may
not provide for more than one-third of the Global Fund’s
total contributions. For the 2017-2019 funding period, the
US pledged US$4.3 billion, an increase from the US$4.0
billion pledged for 2014 to 2016. It also committed to
match one dollar for every two dollars pledged by other
donors through September 30, 2017. For FY2018, Congress provided US$1.4 billion for the Global Fund, matching the amount allocated for the organization the previous year.
The US is the third-largest donor to Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance (Gavi), after the United Kingdom and Norway. Total contributions to Gavi amount to US$1.4 billion from
2000 to 2015. The US pledged US$800 million in direct
contributions for 2016 to 2020, according to Gavi’s own
data. The president’s FY2018 budget request proposed a
US$15-million increase to Gavi funding, which was the
only global-health funding increase in the budget request. Congress met this increase and allocated US$290
million to Gavi for FY2018. The US is also the largest public donor to the Global Polio Eradication Initiative (GPEI).
According to GPEI data, the US has contributed US$2.9
billion since 1985. Total enacted funding for polio in
FY2017 was US$233 million, primarily to support the
World Health Organization (WHO) and the UN Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) financial resource requirements in GPEI.
Before the FY2018 omnibus bill was completed, the president’s FY2019 budget request was released on February
8, 2018. It again contains drastic cuts to US global health
assistance (around 30%) and a US$2 billion (23%) decrease to the GHP account from FY2017. Reductions
would impact programs across the board, including FP
funding (50% decrease), the US contributions to the Global Fund (32% decrease) and Gavi (9%). According to KFF,
if enacted, the president’s FY2019 budget request would
bring funding to the GHP account to its lowest since
FY2007. In line with current support for global health security, the only additional funding to global health in the
president’s FY2019 budget request is an 87% increase
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(US$51 million) to the CDC’s Global Disease Detection
and Other Programs.
It remains to be seen how Congress will reconcile this
funding in its FY2019 budget and appropriations process.

Congress decides funding levels; multiple government departments and agencies are involved in the
design and implementation of US global health programs
Overall policy direction for global health comes from the
president and the White House. Several governmental
departments and agencies participate in the decision-making and implementation of the US’ global health
cooperation. These include:
State Department: According to KFF, in FY2017 the
State Department’s global health funding was US$6 billion. Most of the State Department’s global health work is
overseen by the Office of the US Global AIDS Coordinator
(OGAC), headed by Ambassador Deborah Birx. OGAC
manages the implementation HIV/AIDS-related activities. In the past, the Bureau of Population, Refugees and
Migration has provided support for RH and FP, especially
through UNFPA. The State Department provides policy
direction for USAID.
USAID: In FY2017, USAID managed US$3.2 billion in
global health funding. Global health programming is coordinated primarily by the Bureau of Global Health,
which supports the work of the five geographic bureaus:
Bureau for Africa, Bureau for Asia, Bureau for Europe and
Eurasia, Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean,
and Bureau for the Middle East. USAID leads on PMI
through the US Global Malaria Coordinator, appointed
by the president, and implements it jointly with the CDC.
Irene Koek is Acting US Global Malaria Coordinator, and
the Senior Deputy Assistant Administrator. USAID is a
main implementer of PEPFAR programs and is responsible for other global health-related programs such as
MNCH, nutrition, family planning and reproductive
health, other infectious diseases, nutrition, and water
and sanitation.
Department for Health and Human Services (HHS):
HHS mainly works domestically but does have a global
function through the Office of Global Affairs (OGA). OGA
is led by the assistant secretary of global affairs. Most of
HSS’s global health engagement is executed through four
agencies: CDC, NIH, the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA), and Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA). The two primary ones are:
•• CDC: CDC is an operating division of HHS and is the

and prevention and health promotion, with US$128
million to HIV efforts and US$296 million contributed
in FY2017 to other global health efforts. In 2007, the
Center for Global Health (CGH) was established to
drive CDC’s work globally. CGH has four divisions: 1)
Division of Global HIV/ AIDS, 2) Division of Parasitic
Diseases and Malaria, 3) Division of Global Health Protection, and 4) Division for Global Immunization.
CDC’s Office of Infectious Diseases (OID), comprising
three national centers, also participates in US global
health efforts. The CDC implements PEPFAR and PMI
programs.
•• NIH: This collection of 27 research institutes makes up

one of the world’s top global health research institutions. NIH conducts basic research on diseases and
disorders for improved diagnosis, prevention, and
treatment. It is a PEPFAR implementing agency and
leads on the US’ malaria research and development
(R&D) activities. In FY2017, NIH received US$493 million for HIV and malaria-related research activities.
Other areas of US global health engagement do not receive specific, pre-defined funding levels.

•• Department of Defense (DOD): the DOD received

US$5 million for malaria in FY2017 and US$272 million for the Global Health Security Agenda. It conducts
a wide range of US global health activities, including
HIV and other infectious diseases, humanitarian assistance, and disaster relief and care delivery. The department also plays a critical role in disease surveillance, health-systems capacity building through
military and international training, and in US global
health R&D efforts (see ‘Deep Dive: Global Health R&D’
for more information).

Congress: ultimately decides on global health funding
levels through multiple appropriations bills, which fund
several departments and agencies. Through its oversight
and authorization role, Congress also shapes policy orientation. Over 15 congressional committees oversee US
global health engagement. This includes the House and
Senate Committees on Foreign Affairs and the Health
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Energy and
Commerce, which presides over, for example, public
health, biomedical research and development, health information technology, and HHS, including CDC and NIH.
The Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions oversees measures relating to education, labor,
health and public welfare. The Appropriations Committees of both chambers are important for setting funding
levels. In addition, around ten caucuses (informal congressional groups) focus specifically on issues related to
global health. 1,2

largest government agency working in disease control

1

For a more comprehensive list of departments, agencies, and other institutions involved in US global health funding
and programming, see KFF, The US Government Engagement in Global Health: A Primer, http://files.kff.org/attachment/report-the-u-s-government-engagement-in-global-health-a-primer (2017).
2
Congressional Global Health Caucus, Congressional HIV/AIDS Caucus, Tuberculosis Elimination Caucus, Congressional Caucus on Malaria and Neglected Tropical Diseases, Senate Caucus on Malaria and Neglected Tropical Diseases, House Hunger Caucus, and Senate Hunger Caucus.
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The US' global health R&D
The US is the largest funder of global health R&D;
funding is primarily channeled through NIH
The US’ funding for research and development (R&D) on
poverty-related and neglected diseases (PRNDs), referred
to as ‘global health R&D’ in this profile, stood at US$1.5
billion in 2016, according to G-FINDER. The US is by far
the largest public funder to global health R&D, contributing 73% of all government funding and nearly half (46%)
of all funding across sectors (industry, philanthropic,
and public). US global health R&D funding peaked in
2012 at US$1.7 billion and has declined since. However,
between 2015 and 2016, funding increased again from
US$1.4 billion to US$1.5 billion. According to the Global
Health Technologies Coalition (GHTC), 89% of the US’
global health R&D budget was invested domestically in
2015.
In 2016, US global health R&D funding focused primarily
on HIV/AIDS (US$793 million), representing 53% of total
US global health R&D. Other focus areas included tuberculosis (TB; US$226 million, 15%) and malaria (US$207
million, 14%), followed by dengue fever (US$58 million,
4%), kinetoplastids (US$44 million, 3%), and diarrhoeal
diseases (US$44 million, 3%).
The US allocated its funding in 2016 to preventative vaccines (US$640 million, 43%), basic research (US$464
million, 31%), drugs (US$173 million, 12%), and microbicides (US$106 million, 7%). The focus on preventative
vaccines and basic research has been stable since 2007.
Currently, the US does not have an overarching strategy
for global health R&D. Funding comes from, and is implemented through, a variety of programs across several
agencies. The main ones are (in order of the amount of
funding provided in 2016):
National Institutes of Health (NIH), an agency comprising 27 institutes under the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) (see question three: ‘Who are the
main actors in the US’ development cooperation?’), is the
biggest funder of global health R&D in the world. It is also
the leading US agency for medical research and provided
89%, or US$1.3 billion, of total US investment for global
health R&D in 2016. Global health research has been
identified as one of five opportunities for the tenure of Dr.
Francis Collins, the current NIH director. Within NIH,
the National Institute for Allergy and Infectious Diseases
(NIAID) leads on research for infectious diseases such as
HIV/AIDS, Ebola, and Zika.
26

Department of Defense (DOD) is also a main actor in
US global heath R&D efforts, mostly to address infectious
diseases and other neglected health conditions that US
service members may encounter while stationed overseas. One of every four vaccines approved by the US Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) in the last century has
been developed with the participation of DOD. The department provided US$79 million, or 5%, of US global
health R&D funding in 2016.
US Agency for International Development (USAID),
the US’ lead development agency, provided US$72 million, or 5%, of the US’ global health R&D funding, led by
its Bureau for Global Health. USAID focuses all funding
on HIV/AIDS, malaria, and TB, in line with its role as an
implementer of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS
Relief (PEPFAR) and the President’s Malaria Initiative
(PMI). The largest share by far was spent on HIV/ AIDS
R&D in 2016 (US$476 million). Product development
partnerships (PDPs) are strongly prioritized. In 2016,
60% of USAID funding went to the International AIDS
Vaccine Initiative (IAVI; of which USAID is the largest
funder). Other PDP recipients include the TB Alliance
and Contraceptive Research and Development (CONRAD). The agency houses the Malaria Vaccine Development Program.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
make up the largest government agency worldwide working in disease surveillance, control, and prevention. CDC
operates under HHS. In 2016, CDC channeled US$4.4 billion in global health R&D funding. In 2010, the CDC established the Center for Global Health, which oversees all
of CDC’s global health operations, and focuses on topics
such as women’s health, HIV/AIDS, malaria, refugee
health, and health systems strengthening. CDC leads the
TB Trials Consortium and is an implementing partner of
the PMI, the USAID’s Neglected Tropical Diseases program, and PEPFAR.
In addition, while not a main funder of global health R&D
in the US, the Food and Drug Administration, also under
HHS, oversees the safety and efficacy of pharmaceutical
and biological products, and works with partner governments on improving regulatory capacity. The agency has
expanded its global health engagement in recent years,
helping to reduce challenges that hamper regulatory review and access to health technologies in developing
countries.
President Donald Trump’s budget request for FY2018, re-
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leased in May 2017, called for major cuts to US global
health and research funding across most of the agencies
listed above. Congress pushed back on these strongly in
the FY2018 omnibus bill and has retained – if not increased – funding to global health R&D. Congress has
funded NIH at US$37 billion, which is US$3 billion (8%)
more than FY2017. This includes US$3.5 million more for
the Fogarty International Center (FIC) at NIH, making
the total budget US$76 million; the administration proposed to eliminate FIC in the president’s FY2018 request.
FIC facilitates partnerships and trains researchers globally. Total funding to the CDC also increased, including
US$54 million more for explicit global health funding
than FY2017 levels, at US$489 million. Further, USAID
funding for HIV/AIDS research is held at US$330 million,
the same as the previous year. This account funds R&D
for microbicides and HIV vaccines. US funding to NTD
and TB also goes to research, including to TB drug facility- and multidrug-resistant financing; the FY2018 omnibus bill keeps NTD funding at US$100 million, while it
increases TB funding from US$241 million to US$261 million.

Further information: G-FINDER
G-FINDER is a data source developed by Policy Cures
Research that provides information on global
investments into R&D for neglected diseases.
Figures in this section are based on the G-FINDER
survey, which covers basic research and product-related R&D (drugs, vaccines, and diagnostics) for a
select group of diseases The G-FINDER scope has
been defined by an expert committee, in line with
three criteria: the disease disproportionally affects
people in developing countries, there is a need for
new products, and the commercial incentives are
insufficient to attract R&D from private industry.
For more information see: www.policycuresresearch.
org.

Despite congressional opposition, President Trump proposed similar cuts to the US global health budget in his
FY2019 budget request, which would have significant implications for US global health R&D. These include a proposal to eliminate USAID’s HIV/AIDS account and reduce
support for global TB and NTD programs, as well as for
malaria and maternal and child health. It also proposes a
US$2 million cut to NIH’s FIC and would slash CDC’s total
budget by 12% relative to FY2017 levels, to US$5.6 billion.
The request would also only fund the Global Health Security Agenda at US$59 million, a dramatic cut from the
US$600 million provided over five years (2014-2019),
meaning that CDC would have to cut programs currently
active in global health and global health security. Further, the president’s budget request also includes cuts to
biomedical research through the Labor, Health and Human Services (LHHS) appropriations bill, which could
impact US global health R&D. It is unclear how the
FY2019 budget will develop through Congress’ budget
and appropriations process. If FY2018 is any indication,
the cuts proposed by the president’s budget will not be
included the future FY2019 budget bill.
Policy aspects that may influence the levels and delivery
of the US’ global health R&D funding in the future include the reauthorization in 2018 of the Pandemic and
All-Hazards Preparedness Act (PAHPA). This authorizes
the US Biomedical Advanced Research and Development
Authority (BARDA), which since the Ebola outbreak has
played an increasingly important role in global health
R&D for emerging infectious diseases and antimicrobial
resistance. Also part of HHS, BARDA focuses on medical
countermeasures for public health medical emergencies.
The Authority carried out US$1.4 million in global health
R&D funding in 2016.
The US Department of Agriculture is another key actor in
US global health R&D efforts, carrying out research programs worth US$3.5 million in global health R&D funding in 2016.
27

donortracker.org
An initiative by SEEK Development

March 2018

US Donor Profile

DEEP DIVES
topics

The US’ education ODA
The US is the 2nd-largest donor country to education; funding maintained in FY2018 budget bill, while
new legislation requires design of comprehensive
education strategy
The United States (US) is the second largest donor country to education after Germany having surpassed the
United Kingdom and France from the previous year. The
US spent US$1.7 billion on education official development
assistance (ODA) in 2016, according to data from the Organisation for Economic Co operation and Development
(OECD). However, to get a full picture of a donor’s
cross-border flows of education assistance, it is important to exclude scholarships and other costs of students
from developing countries studying in donor countries;
some of these costs are reportable as ODA. If we exclude
these costs, the US is the largest donor to education due
to Germany’s high student costs. Despite this, education
is not currently a top funding priority: According to
OECD data, in 2016), the US spent 5% of its total ODA on
education, well below the average of 8% spent by OECD
donor countries. This ranks the US 20th among members
of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC).
Though education represents a small portion of US ODA,
the US has in the past demonstrated leadership on global
education, particularly in support of improving girls’ access to education. In 2015, the US government launched
the interagency initiative ‘Let Girls Learn’, which sets out
a government-wide approach to leverage public and private partnerships for new solutions to address barriers to
adolescent girls’ education. According to US government
data, Let Girls Learn has to date included more than US$1
billion in new and ongoing programming in more than
50 countries. The future of the program is currently unclear.
US education ODA was cut by President Trump’s budget
request for fiscal year (FY) 2018, which proposed deep
cuts of 52% to basic education funding, from US$800
million in FY2017 to US$378 million in FY2018. Congress
did not accept these cuts, instead maintaining funding
for basic education at US$800 million in the FY2018 State
and Foreign Operations (SFOPs) appropriations bill, included in the omnibus bill passed on March 21, 2018 (see
question four: ‘How is the US’ ODA budget structured?’).
US$87.5 million of these funds are earmarked for multilateral organizations. FY2018 appropriations relevant to
other education sub-sectors have also received backing
from Congress but were targeted for cuts in the president’s budget request. This includes US$235 million for
28

Nine focus countries of the McGovern Food for
education and Child nutrition program:
••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••

Benin,
Haiti,
Laos,
Liberia,
Madagascar,
Mauritania,
Nepal,
Nicaragua,
Republic of Congo

higher education, US$35 million of which is specified for
institutional capacity-building programs through partnerships with the US and developing countries. The president’s FY2018 budget request also proposed eliminating
the McGovern-Dole Food for Education and Child Nutrition program. This program aims to reduce hunger and
improve literacy and primary education, especially for
girls, through the provision of school meals and teacher
training. In 2017, the program focused on 9 countries.
The FY2018 omnibus bill gives this program US$208 million, slightly above FY2017 levels of US$202 million, due
to bipartisan support in Congress.
The passing of the ‘Reinforcing Education and Accountability in Development’ (READ) Act into law on September
8, 2017, demonstrates the bipartisan support for education assistance, and also provides a solid platform from
which to further advocate education ODA levels. The
READ Act, which promotes quality basic education within US foreign assistance, requires the development of a
comprehensive, integrated US strategy to improve and
address key barriers to basic education, especially for
girls, and promotes education services in emergency and
conflict settings. It also seeks to improve the transparency, accountability, and effectiveness of education assistance programs, and creates a new position at USAID:
senior coordinator of US Basic Education Assistance,
who will be responsible for the development, implementation, and coordination of US basic education programs.
Despite Congress’ pushback to cuts to education included in the president’s FY2018 budget request, the president’s FY2019 budget request, released on February 12,
2018, again asks for dramatic cuts, including a 51% reduction to basic education from FY2017 levels. In addition,

donortracker.org
An initiative by SEEK Development

March 2018

US Donor Profile

the president’s request for FY2019 again proposes eliminating the McGovern-Dole Food for Education and Child
Nutrition program.
The US currently provides US$1.5 billion of its education
ODA as bilateral funding in 2016, according to OECD
data. The biggest share of this was allocated to programs
for basic education (79%, or US$1.2 billion), making the
US by far the largest donor to this area. The focus is almost entirely on primary education (95% of funding to
basic education). Another funding focus in 2016 was
post-secondary education (15%, or US$224 million).
These funding patterns largely align with stated government priorities. The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) is the primary driver of the
US’ global education efforts and aims “to ensure equitable access to inclusive, quality education for all.”
Priorities are outlined in USAID’s 2011-2015 Education
Strategy, which was extended to 2017:
•• Improving reading skills of primary grade students to

increase school success and completion.

•• Increasing employment opportunities for youth, and

strengthening higher education systems, to enable
youth to find good jobs and contribute to economic
growth.

•• Increasing equitable access to education in crisis and

conflict environments.

The strategy also emphasizes partnerships to maximize
the impact of US educational activities.
The US directs the largest portion of its bilateral education ODA to the poorest countries. Above one-third (37%)
of bilateral funding from 2014 to 2016 was allocated to
low-income countries (LICs), slightly above the share that
OECD donor countries allocate to LICs on average (30%).
Lower middle-income countries (LMICs) received the
second largest share (31%). Sub-Saharan Africa is the
largest recipient region (31%), followed by Asia (29%). In
2016, top bilateral recipients of US education support
were Afghanistan (US$101 million, or 7% of bilateral education ODA) and Pakistan (US$116 million, 8%), followed
by Jordan (US$42 million, or 5%).
The US government channels large shares of its bilateral
assistance as earmarked funding through multilaterals
(19% in 2016), which first surpassed the public sector as
the priority channel in 2014 and has remained the largest
since. NGOs and civil society are also key implementers,
delivering 25% of US bilateral education ODA, followed
by the public (20%) and private (19%) sectors.
The US also provides education ODA through core contributions to multilateral organizations. In 2016, US$162
million or 10% of the US’ overall education ODA came
from core contributions to multilaterals. The bulk of this
funding (US$118 million, or 73%) went to the World Bank’s
International Development Association (IDA). In addition, the US supports the GPE. It is the ninth-largest do29

nor to GPE, having contributed US$199 million (as of December 2017) since joining GPE as a donor in 2009. At the
GPE’s 2014 replenishment conference, the US pledged
US$90 million for the 2015-2018 funding period. It has increased its pledge since then to US$155 million: In November 2016, the US announced an increase in its 2016
contributions from a planned US$45 million to US$70
million, further increasing to US$75 million the following year. For the organization’s 2018-2020 replenishment
period, the US has pledged US$75 million. The US reports
funding to GPE as bilateral ODA to the OECD. In addition,
the US participates on GPE’s board, sharing a constituency seat with Australia, Japan, and South Korea. USAID
participates in ‘Local Education Groups’, a forum for coordination of GPE and education-related work in 40
GPE-funded countries and is a coordinating agency for
GPE’s work in eight countries (Afghanistan, Bangladesh,
Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, and Somalia).
The US is also a founding donor to ‘Education Cannot
Wait’, an international initiative launched in 2016 that
aims to improve access to education services in humanitarian emergencies and crises. The US committed US$21
million to the fund, making it the second-largest donor
(others include the UK, the EU, Norway, and the Netherlands). However, overall, education accounts for a small
proportion of the US’ overall humanitarian assistance:
0.8%, or US$27 million, was allocated to the education
sector in 2016, according to the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. The global average was
2.7% in 2016, half of the minimum 4% target established
by the UN Global Education First Initiative (GEFI).

USAID’s Education Bureau drives global education
policies; Congress sets funding levels, influences
priorities, and authorizes programs
Several US agencies fund and implement education programs, including USAID, Peace Corps, Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), and the departments of State,
Commerce, Agriculture, and the Interior. Three entities
manage most of US education ODA (97% in 2017): USAID,
the Peace Corps, and MCC.
•• Under the guidance of the White House, USAID shapes

and implements education foreign assistance in close
coordination with the Department of State. Within the
parameters of USAID’s 2011-2015 Education Strategy,
the Bureau for Economic Growth, Education, and Environment drives global education policies and approaches. Five regional bureaus – for Africa, Asia, Europe and Eurasia, Latin America and the Caribbean,
and the Middle East – also provide sectoral technical
and strategic leadership within their geographic jurisdictions.

•• The Peace Corps is a volunteer program run by the US

government that provides technical assistance and facilitates cultural exchange through placing volunteers
in communities in developing countries. Over onethird of Peace Corps volunteers work within the education sector, helping to implement Let Girls Learn.

donortracker.org
An initiative by SEEK Development

March 2018

US Donor Profile

•• The MCC was established in 2004 and provides mul-

ti-year development compacts to countries that have
committed to political, economic, and social reforms
on economic development with the goal to reduce poverty through economic growth. MCC conducts education programs in El Salvador, Georgia, and Morocco.

Congress is a key stakeholder, as it approves funding levels for US foreign assistance. Members of Congress can
also set priorities through legislative directives and authorize new programs and initiatives with the potential
to significantly shape US development assistance. One
example of this is the READ Act (see above). Important
Congressional committees for US global education en-

gagement include: House and Senate Committees on Foreign Affairs and their subcommittees (which, among other things, cover the US’ global education policy) as well as
the Appropriations Committees of both chambers (for
funding levels, including on education). In addition, several informal Congressional groups, called ‘caucuses’,
meet to pursue common legislative goals and discuss
global education-related matters. Examples of these include the International Basic Education Caucus and the
Congressional Caucus for Effective Foreign Assistance,
which studies the impact of and the way that the US delivers foreign assistance, including for global education
programs.

Further information: ‘basic’ and ‘general’
education
In this profile, ‘basic education’ refers to the OECD
Creditor Reporting System (CRS) sector code ‘basic
education’ (112), which includes primary education,
basic skills for youths and adults, and early childhood education. ‘General education’ refers to the
OECD CRS sector code ‘education, level unspecified’, which includes education policy and administrative management, education facilities and training, teacher training, and educational research.
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The US’ agriculture ODA
Agriculture integrated into overarching food-security focus
The US is the largest donor to agriculture and rural development, disbursing US$1.7 billion in official development
assistance (ODA) to this sector in 2016, according to data
from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). This makes the US the largest donor country to this area, representing 19% of the total agriculture ODA provided by OECD donor countries in 2016.
However, relative to the size of its overall development
funding, the US spends less (5%) than the average spent
by members of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC; average: 7%).
In 2016, US$1.4 billion of US ODA to agriculture was
channeled bilaterally, according to OECD data. The top
investment area was agricultural development, which received US$906 million, or 65% of US bilateral agriculture
ODA. Other investment priorities include agricultural
policy and administrative management (US$294 million,
or 21%), agricultural alternative development (US$105
million, or 8%), and rural development (US$39 million, or
3%). The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) drives US bilateral assistance for agriculture, which is integrated into US food-security activities.
The agency has outlined seven priority areas for its work:
1) ’Feed the Future‘ (see below), 2) agricultural research,
3) development of agricultural markets, 4) helping farmers access capital, 5) offering extension services, 6) developing sustainable agricultural strategies, and 7) emergency food assistance.
In addition to its bilateral support, the US provided
US$272 million, or 16%, of its total agricultural ODA in
the form of core contributions to multilateral organizations in 2016.This share is well below the DAC average of
45%. This low share is mainly due to the US’ large bilateral portfolio on agriculture and food security. Key multilateral recipients are the World Bank, the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the African Development
Fund (AfDF), the Global Environmental Facility (GEF),
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). The US is also the largest supporter of the
Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP),
which was a G20 initiative during the US presidency in
2009 to help implement the food-security pledges made
that year. According to GAFSP, as of August 2016, the US
has contributed US$588 million. According to government data, the US appropriated US$23 million to GAFSP
in FY2017 (October 2016 to September 2017). Contributions to GAFSP are reported to the OECD as bilateral ODA
33

to agriculture.
Under former President Barack Obama, the US put food
security at the top of its foreign assistance agenda with
the introduction of the flagship Feed the Future initiative
in May 2010. US food security efforts encompass food assistance, agricultural and rural economic development,
and nutrition. US agriculture programs are thus part of
the US’ overall engagement with food security/assistance. The first-ever presidential Policy Directive on
Global Development (PPD-6), signed in September 2010,
provides an overarching vision for US development cooperation (see question two: ‘What are the US’ strategic priorities for development?’). It references Feed the Future
as a key mechanism for implementing US global development policy.
Feed the Future is the US’ largest bilateral agriculture
program and uses a ‘whole-of-government’ approach to
align and coordinate various food and agricultural programs. It was introduced in part to help meet US food-security pledges made at the G8 Summit in 2009. The US
pledged US$10 billion over three years to address hunger
in sub-Saharan Africa and South East Asia. The initiative
supports partner countries’ development of their agricultural sectors to foster economic growth, as well as reduce
hunger, poverty, and undernutrition. According to the
US Government Global Food Security Strategy FY2017
2021, Feed the Future focuses on: 1) inclusive agriculture
sector growth, 2) gender integration, 3) improved nutrition, 3) private sector, 4) research and capacity building,
and 5) resilience. It places a special emphasis on smallholder farmers, especially women, the extreme poor,
youth, other marginalized communities, and small and
medium enterprises in 19 priority countries. Much of
Feed the Future was codified into law in 2016 under the
Global Food Security Act (GFSA), along with the Emergency Food Security Program. The Global Agriculture
and Food Security Program (GAFSP), housed at the World
Bank, is the multilateral component of Feed the Future.

Priority countries for Feed the Future
•• Africa: Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi,

Mali, Mozambique, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania,
Uganda, Zambia
•• Asia: Bangladesh, Cambodia, Nepal, Tajikistan
•• Americas and the Caribbean: Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras
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A critical part of the US’ agricultural and food security
efforts is food assistance (in-kind food transfers and
cash-based programs that provide means to acquire
food). For over 60 years, the US has deployed food assistance to mitigate global hunger and malnutrition. US international food assistance was mainly distributed
through four initiatives, which are now operational components of Feed the Future. They are: 1) the Food for
Peace Act (FFPA, also known as PL 480), 2) the Food for
Progress Act, 3) the McGovern-Dole International Food
for Education and Child Nutrition Program (McGovern-Dole Program), and 4) the Emergency Food Security
Program. These are primarily implemented by USAID or
the Department of Agriculture, through its Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS). Funding for the first three initiatives comes from agricultural appropriations, mostly
through the ’Farm Bill’ 1. The Emergency Food Security
Program receives its funding through the State-Foreign
Operations appropriations bill (see Table 1 below and
question four: ‘How is the US’ ODA budget structured?’).
In both of the president’s FY2018 and FY2019 budget requests, funding to US agricultural assistance and food
security was cut. They propose eliminating funding to
the McGovern-Dole Program, stopping contributions to
GAFSP and IFAD, cutting the budgets of important agencies engaged in food-security efforts, and reducing the
US’ support of the World Bank’s IDA. The FY2019 budget
request calls for a 14% reduction to IDA from FY2017 levels. In addition, the FY2019 request also suggests eliminating the Title II, PL 480 Food for Peace Program, shifting emergency food assistance instead to one account:
International Disaster Assistance.
For FY2018, Congress has rejected the president’s cuts to
agriculture and international food assistance, including
through Food for Peace and the McGovern-Dole program.
It provides US$1.7 billion for Food for Peace, a 7% increase
from previous year’s level, and US$207.6 million to
McGovern-Dole, slightly above FY2017 levels of US$201.6
million. According to the US Global Leadership Coalition, the funding levels indicate Congressional support
for food assistance in the lead up to both House of Representatives and the Senate consideration of reforms to relevant programs in FY2018 (see below). In addition, theFY2018 budget bill gives US$30 million to IFAD
The stronger focus on food security is reflected in the updated State Department and USAID’s Joint Strategic Plan
FY2018-2022, which cites the US Global Food Security
Strategy 2017-2021 as an instrument to implement its
overall strategic objectives. Further, the president’s
FY2019 request mirrors a stronger emphasis on food security, calling for US$518 million for food security. This is
a 3.6% increase from FY2018, although still a 50% cut
from FY2017 levels. This fundingis accompanied by an

Table 1: US international food assistance programs and
implementing agencies
Program

Agency

Description

Food for Peace Act (FFPA)
Title I: Economic
Assistance and
Food Security

Title II:
Emergency and
Private
Assistance

Title III: Food for
Development

Title V:
Farmer-to-Farmer

Department
of Agriculture
(FAS)

Provides funding for
concessional sales program
and Food for Progress (see
below)

USAID

Provides agricultural
commodities for nonemergency assistance through eligible organizations,
authorizes agricultural
commodities for both
emergency and development
food assistance programs

USAID

Enhances food security and
supports long-term
economic development in
the least-developed
countries

USAID

Provides voluntary technical
assistance to farmers, farm
groups, and agribusinesses
in developing and transitional
countries

Food for Progress

Department of
Agriculture
(FAS)

Provides commodities on
credit terms or on a grant basis
to developing countries and
emerging democracies

McGovern-Dole
International Food
for Education and
Child Nutrition
Program

Department of
Agriculture
(FAS)

Aims to reduce hunger and
improve literacy and access to
primary education, especially
for girls, through the provision
of school meals and teacher
training

Emergency Food
Security Program
(EFSP)

USAID

Provides cash-based food
assistance in response to
international crises to
complement FFPA Title II

“Agency Priority Goals (APG)” for USAID explicitly referring to food security and Feed the Future: “Increase food
security and resilience in Feed the Future countries. By
September 30, 2019, Feed the Future will exhibit an average reduction in the prevalence of poverty and stunting
of 20 percent across target regions in Feed the Future’s
focus countries, since the beginning of the initiative in
FY 2010.“
Food security – both funding levels and delivery – will be
subject to intense political debate in Congress in 2018.
First, the GFSA has been introduced in the House with
bipartisan support for a three-year reauthorization. This
would ensure that Feed the Future Initiative continues
through 2021. Second, the Farm Bill will be renegotiated
in 2018. In March 2018, a bipartisan group of Congress
members introduced new legislation to this bill to reform
and modernize US food assistance, including the ’cargo
preference’, in which Congress requires a percentage of
“government-impelled” cargo, including food assistance,

1

The ‘farm bill’ is the primary agriculture and food policy tool of the US government, first passed in 1933. It is a comprehensive bill which Congress reauthorizes every five years and deals with programs under the US Department of
Agriculture, including its foreign assistance activities. The farm bill is often highly political both in terms of cost and
policy. For the foreign assistance element, one of the most contentious issues is the ‘cargo preference’ provision, in
which Congress requires a percentage of “government-impelled” cargo, including food assistance, to be carried overseas on US ships to support the US merchant marine.
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to be carried overseas on US ships to support the US merchant marine. The group includes senators Bob Corker
(Republican) and Chris Coons (Democrat), who are both
retiring at the end of the current session; this initiative
will be their last chance to reform US food assistance (see
question three: ‘Who are the main actors in US development cooperation?’).

USAID and Department of Agriculture lead food assistance and agriculture initiatives
According to government data, the US global agriculture
efforts are funded by 14 different agencies and implemented by 11 of these. Key entities involved in decision-making and implementation include 2:
USAID: Leads on strategy and implementation of the US’
food security and agriculture programming, primarily
through Feed the Future. USAID coordinates the initiative through its Administrator, who serves as the US
Global Food Security Coordinator. In this role, the Administrator is supported by two deputy coordinators to
drive a holistic, government wide approach:
1) Deputy Coordinator for Development: based at
USAID, coordinates the implementation of the program
across the government, reports on results, and engages
externally to ensure food security remains on the global
development agenda

Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC): Administers the Millennium Challenge Account, an initiative to
provide development assistance to low-income countries
and lower-middle-income countries that have committed to political, economic, and social reforms on economic development. In countries with MCC compacts, MCC
plays an essential role in funding and shaping development policy, including for agriculture cooperation. MCC’s
agricultural work includes rural infrastructure, irrigation projects, farmer training, land projects, rural finance, and nutrition.
Congress: Responsible for authorizing, overseeing, and
funding the US’ agriculture and food security programs.
There are several important Congressional committees
responsible for the authorization of programming: the
Senate’s Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee
and the House’s Agriculture Committee. The House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee also have jurisdiction over some legislation,
such as the GFSA. The Senate and House Agriculture Appropriations Committees decide on funding for programs
under their jurisdiction. As some food assistance is also
authorized in foreign-assistance legislation, the Foreign
Operations Appropriations Subcommittees in both
chambers are also responsible for making relevant funding decisions.

2) Deputy Coordinator for Diplomacy: based at the
State Department, leads on diplomatic aspects of food security and nutrition.
USAID’s Bureau for Food Security (BFS) was established to manage Feed the Future, and the Deputy Coordinator for Development for Feed the Future acts as Assistant to the Administrator of this Bureau. The Office of
Food for Peace in the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and
Humanitarian Assistance, as well as the Bureau for Global Health, also help implement US food-security cooperation. Further, the Center for Resilience; the Global Development Lab; and the Bureau for Economic Growth,
Education, and Environment are all involved in US agricultural and food security activities.
Department of Agriculture: Primarily provides international food assistance through its various programs. It
is also responsible for some training, capacity-building
programs, and research activities in the US food-security
portfolio. The department has more than 90 offices in US
embassies globally that participate in US agriculture and
nutrition initiatives. The Foreign Agricultural Service is
the department’s main international arm. It implements
Food for Progress and the McGovern-Dole International
Food for Education and Child Nutrition Program, as well
as the Agricultural Research Service (ARS).

Further information: other institutions of relevance
Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), Department of Commerce, Department of State, Department of the Treasury, Department of Defense,
Department of Homeland Security, Environmental
Protection Agency, Peace Corps, African Development Foundation, the US Geological Survey, the National Science Foundation, and the National Institutes of Health

2

Other government entities involved in funding and implementation include: USAID, Department of Agriculture, Millennium Challenge Corporation, Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), Department of Commerce, Department of State, Department of the Treasury, Department of Defense, Department of Homeland Security, Environmental
Protection Agency, Peace Corps, African Development Foundation, and the US Geological Survey.
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DEEP DIVES
topics

The US’s nutrition ODA
The US is the largest donor to nutrition globally;
funding is mainly provided through US global health
and food security programs
The US is the single largest donor to global nutrition efforts, disbursing US$2.9 billion in 2015 for both nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive interventions (see
box), according to the 2017 Global Nutrition Report. US
nutrition-specific interventions cover a wide range of
purposes, including addressing malnutrition, providing
mineral and nutrient supplements such as Vitamin A and
iodine, and promoting breast feeding, among others. US
nutrition-sensitive interventions address the underlying
causes of malnutrition. These interventions include water and sanitation programs, agricultural activities, and
programs focusing on women’s and girls’ education and
equality.
The US has been a strong advocate for nutrition interventions, particularly during the critical 1,000 day period
between the start of a woman’s pregnancy and her child’s
second birthday. In line with this approach, US nutrition
support has traditionally been part of the US’ work in maternal and child health. Under the Obama administration, nutrition efforts continued to be conducted through
global health programming, as well as through a new enhanced and integrated approach to agriculture and food
security. Major US programs such as the Feed the Future
initiative and Food for Peace, as well as the Global Food
Security Act (GFSA) of 2016, drive US efforts in food security, including nutrition.
Feed the Future was launched in May 2010 to support implementation of the US’ food security pledges made at
the G8 Summit in 2009 (see ‘Deep Dive: Agriculture’). Its
goal is to drive economic and agricultural development
and food security, focusing especially on smallholder
farmers, mostly women. Feed the Future is funded
through the State-Foreign Operations (SFOPs) appropriations bill (see question four: ‘How is the US’ ODA budget
structured?’). According to government data, the US mobilized over US$11 billion for Feed the Future between
2010 and 2014. US global nutrition efforts primarily focus
on Feed the Future’s 19 focus countries (see ‘Deep Dive:
Agriculture’).
Feed the Future’s operational strategy also applies to other programs in food security and agriculture that are
funded using sources other than SFOPs. This includes
the US’ food assistance programs such as Food for Peace,
Food for Progress, and the McGovern-Dole International
38

Food for Education and Child Nutrition program (See
‘Deep Dive: Agriculture’). These federal programs receive
funding primarily from the agricultural appropriations
bill and are managed either solely or jointly by the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID)
and the Department of Agriculture. Food for Peace is the
US’ largest food-assistance program, which is managed
by the Office of Food and Peace in USAID (see ‘Deep Dive:
Agriculture’).
Feed the Future leverages multilateralism and global
partnership. The US government has made several commitments to international nutrition initiatives over the
past years. First, the US was integral to the founding of
the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP), housed at the World Bank, during the US’ G20 presidency in 2009. GAFSP is the multilateral mechanism
designated to implement the 2009 G20 pledges. US funding to GAFSP runs through the Department of the Treasury from the SFOPs. According to GAFSP’s own records,
the US has disbursed US$588 in total to GAFSP, as of August 2016. According to the US government, US$43 million was appropriated to GAFSP in FY2016 and US$23
million in FY2017. Second, the US signed the Nutrition
for Growth (N4G) compact and pledged US$10 billion for
2012 to 2014, of which US$7.5 billion was disbursed, according to the Global Nutrition Report 2016. The US also
committed US$2.2 billion, of which US$1.3 billion was
disbursed – the largest amount of any donor – in support
of the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition, from
2012 to 2014. The Alliance was an initiative resulting
from the US’ push to consolidate more global support for
food security during its G8 presidency in 2012. Feed the
Future is the primary way the US contributes to this global effort on food security.
US funding to nutrition increased significantly between
2010 and 2017, largely due to elevated attention to nutrition through former President Barack Obama’s food-security agenda, especially through Feed the Future. Since
2009, the government has had a nutrition-specific budget
line in the SFOPs, which provides funding to basic nutrition, channelled bilaterally. According to data from the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the US provided US$139 million in basic
nutrition support in 2016, its lowest level since 2010.
However, according to the Kaiser Family Foundation
(KFF), US$153 million was allocated in FY2016 and
FY2017, including US$125 million in basic nutrition and
US$28 million from the Economic Support Fund for nutrition. This includes funding from the nutrition-specific
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budget line as well as other lines within the SFOPs which
invest in nutrition-specific interventions. Present Donald Trump’s FY2018 budget request proposed decreasing
funding for the nutrition-specific budget line by 37%,
from US$125 million to US$79 million. However, Congress rejected this, maintaining the funding at US$125
million. Despite pushback from Congress, Present
Trump’s FY2019 budget request proposed the same reductions to the nutrition-specific budget line (37%, from
US$125 million to US$79 million).

ments and agencies that implement global food-security
programs to share information with each other and Congress. GFSA identifies improving the nutritional status of
women and children as one of eight priority areas within
US global food security efforts. In February 2018, a Republican and Democratic member of the House of Representatives (Representatives Chris Smith, Republican,
and Betty McCollum, Democrat) introduced a three-year
authorization of the GFSA, which would ensure funding
for Feed the Future for three years.

In line with Feed the Future’s operational approach, USAID leads the US’ nutrition efforts. There are several key
documents that guide the US government’s work on nutrition:

USAID leads nutrition efforts, coordinating a
‘whole-of-government’ approach

•• The Joint Strategic Plan FY2018-2022 of the State

Department and USAID: This document refers to
food security, including nutrition, as a cross-sectoral,
cross-agency priority.

•• USAID’s Multi-Sectoral Nutrition Strategy 2014-

2025: This multi-sectoral approach sets goals across
US nutritional initiatives. The strategy addresses direct and underlying causes of malnutrition and highlights the importance of linking development and humanitarian assistance to increase the impact of US
global nutrition efforts. Broadly, it identifies three priorities in line with the 2025 World Health Assembly
Nutrition Targets: 1) decrease chronic malnutrition,
measured by stunting, 2) maintain the Global Acute
Malnutrition (GAM) below 15%, and 3) decrease malnutrition in women of reproductive age and children
under five, with a focus on the 1,000-day window between the beginning of pregnancy and the child’s second birthday.

•• In 2016, the government released the US Government

Global Nutrition Coordination Plan 2016-2021. It
aims to strengthen the impact of the diverse US nutrition portfolio “through better communication, collaboration, and linking research to program implementation”.

•• The 2016-2025 Food Assistance and Food Security

Strategy, from USAID’s Office of Food for Peace within the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance, outlines two key strategic objectives
for the program: 1) improving and sustaining food security and 2) embracing nutritional security. The new
strategy supports Feed the Future, the Global Food Security Act (see below), and other US-related strategies
and objectives.

In 2016, the US government enacted the Global Food Security Act (GFSA) (see ‘Deep Dive: Agriculture’). This was
the largest development-related authorizing legislation
passed by Congress in a decade. The GFSA authorized
two years of funding for America’s food-security investments, primarily going to smallholder and women farmers through Feed the Future. It also codifies Feed the Future, laying the groundwork for improved coordination
across the government by requiring different depart39

USAID leads the US’ nutrition efforts, which are largely
integrated through the agency’s work in global health,
food security and assistance, and agriculture. US global
nutrition activities primarily occur within the framework of Feed the Future, and for food assistance, through
Food for Peace. The president’s FY2019 budget request
proposes consolidating the Food for Peace program with
an account set up to provide general disaster response.
USAID coordinates Feed the Future through its administrator, currently Mark Green, who serves as the US Global
Food Security Coordinator, supported by the Deputy Coordinator for Diplomacy and the Deputy Coordinator for
Development (see ‘Deep Dive: Agriculture’). The latter
heads the Bureau for Food Security, which was established to manage Feed the Future. In addition, USAID’s
Bureaus for Global Health (which houses the Office of
Maternal and Child Health and Nutrition) and for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance (which
houses the Office of Food for Peace) also help implement
nutrition and food-security cooperation.
The Department of Agriculture funds Food for Peace,
which USAID implements, as well as the McGovern-Dole
International Food for Education and Child Nutrition
program. The Department implements the latter through
the Foreign Agricultural Service.
Other US development cooperation programs, such as
the Millennium Challenge Corporation and the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, also provide
some nutrition support both in terms of financing and
implementation.
Congress authorizes, oversees, and funds the US gov-

Further information: ‘nutrition-sensitive’ and
‘nutrition-specific’ interventions
‘Nutrition-sensitive interventions’ are those that
address underlying causes of malnutrition and take
into account cross-sector actions and impacts (i.e.,
improving access to diverse foods). ‘Nutrition-specific interventions’ address the immediate causes of
undernutrition and have the improvement of nutrition
(i.e., support for exclusive breastfeeding, supplementary feeding, etc.) as their primary objective.
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ernment’s nutrition-specific funding as well as for related programs within Feed the Future through its annual
SFOPs. It does not specify an overall funding level for
Feed the Future, but rather allocates funds separately for
related activities and accounts. This includes: nutrition,
global health programs (implemented by USAID), bilateral food security and agriculture activities (implemented
by USAID, MCC, and other agencies), and related multi-

40

lateral organizations. Funding for food assistance comes
from the annual agricultural appropriations bill. Important Congressional committees are: the House Foreign
Affairs Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, and the Appropriations Committees of both
chambers.
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END NOTES
donor tracker

About the Donor Tracker
The Donor Tracker seeks to advance and support progress in global development by providing advocates with easy
access to high-quality quantitative and qualitative strategic information to support their work. The Donor Tracker is
a free, independent website for development professionals that provides relevant information and analysis on 14
major OECD donors.
For more in-depth information on the six donor countries covered in this analysis and to find out more about strategic
priorities, funding trends, decision-making, and key opportunities, please visit: donortracker.org and follow us on
twitter @DonorTracker
The Donor Tracker is an initiative by:
SEEK Development
Strategic and Organizational Consultants GmbH
Cotheniusstraße 3
10407 Berlin
Tel: +49 (0)30-4202-5211
E-mail: donortracker@seekdevelopment.org
www.seekdevelopment.org
SEEK Development is grateful for contributions from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation in support of this work.
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