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To: To ACAS Members
From: Bill Martin, Co-Chair
Re: ASA Meeting Activities
Membership Meeting:
I hope ACAS members will set aside time at the ASA meeting in Toronto to attend
our general membership meeting and also to check in at the ACAS panel.
Particular priorities to think about before the meeting are new nominations for the
Executive and Board, and setting political action priorities for the year. You can send
messages to me via e-mail or put them in my room mailbox at the Royal York Hotel.
Because the ASA meetings have become a primary forum for discussion of ACAS
priorities and program activities the Executive would like to structure more intensive
discussion this year about how to follow up on the policy debates raised in this issue
and concerns about political action priorities. I would encourage those of you who have
time to get in touch with members of the ACAS Executive either before ASA or in the
first day of the meeting itself to let us know your concerns and ideas of priorities. Our
e-mail addresses are listed on the inside cover page of this Bulletin.

ACAS Meetings: Please check the final program for confirmation and rooms.
Membership: Saturday 5 November, 5:15-7:15pm.
ACAS Executive and Board: Friday 4 November, 5:15-7:15pm.
ACAS Executive: Saturday 5 November, 7:15-8:15pm.

Political Action via E-Mail:
The Electronic Age: In preparation for the next millennium, ACAS is trying to put
together a full list of e-mail address for all members. This will help us distribute
Action Alerts more efficiently and, in the future, may help us with networking and
more cost-efficient distribution of the bulletin. While we do have e-mail information
from some members, even this information is dated. It would be greatly appreciated
if you would send your latest e-mail your address to me:
martin@uxl.cso.uiuc.edu
If a member(s) would be willing to assist in the creation and managing of an
ACAS e-mail listing please let me know (martin@uxl.cso.uiuc.edu).

I and the other Executive members hope to see you at ASA, and
welcome additional comments and suggestions.
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Report from ACAS Co-Chairs

II

II
New challenges for ACAS and U.S. Africa
policy continued to dominate our work over the
course of the past year. In Africa, the winds of
change have finally swept away the last formal
vestiges of minority rule in South Africa -- and
we like ACAS members everywhere have much to
celebrate.
As with the heavy legacies of apartheid,
however, U.S . policy towards Africa may change
but little.
Indeed after a year of the Clinton
administration and a new Congress, the dangers
highlighted throughout last year's ACAS Bulletin
remain in front of us all: a dramatic increase in
the rhetoric about the importance of Africa, a
retreat from engagement with the continent and
its peoples, and a great difficulty in invigorating
voices for Africa across the country.
As the article by Jim Cason in this issue
illustrates, nowhere is this more evident than in
South Africa, where increased aid to South Africa
is likely to be drawn from support to other
African countries, while on the other hand the
challenge remains to rally anti-apartheid voices
towards a new policy agenda not only for South
and southern Africa, but the continent as a whole.
At the same time, Africa and its relationship
to the United States will continue to press onto
the public agenda. Even Clinton has been forced
into action, as the sorry spectacle of U.S. foreign
policy towards Somalia and Rwanda illustrate. As
has been consistently charted in the Bulletin in
the last two years, U.S. intervention may be
actually more dangerous as the search for a "new
world order" proceeds.
Our ability to face these challenges fortunately rests upon the reconstruction of ACAS in
the past two years. We offer below a brief
summary of ACAS activities and achievements in
1993 and early 1994, and pointers to our work in
the coming year. There is much to be done, and
we look forward to working with ACAS
members.
1993-1994 Activities
The past two years have been a period of significant change and advancement for ACAS. An
abbreviated list of the many activities launched
and brought to completion includes:
• new cooperative activities with African-oriented
organizations, such as the Washington Office
on Africa, the Lawyers Committee on Human
Rights, American Committee on Africa, Africa
Watch, Interaction, the Catholic Task Force on
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Africa, and the Committee for Academic
Freedom in Africa,
• a continuous series of letters and briefings to
key policy makers in Congress and the
Executive branch on Somalia, Angola, and
related issues,
• the submission of briefings and questions to
key Congresspersons and Congressional
Committees, including a successful, cooperative
effort to prevent the threatened elimination of
the House Subcommittee on Africa,
• a continuing campaign to move funding for
African studies out of the Department of
Defense and the intelligence agencies,
including liaison with African academics and a
petition against the Boren Bill published in the
Chronicle of Higher Education,
• providing lists of ACAS speakers and regional
experts on action alert issues,
• an expanded and newly formatted ACAS
Bulletin, which was mailed to over 100
organizations around the world that work on
African issues,
• a major campaign against the expulsion and
abrogation of the academic rights of scholars at
Addis Ababa University, for which ACAS was
given an Award from the Ethiopian Research
Council,
• a membership campaign, which resulted in the
recruitment of over a hundred new members,
and,
•a series of in-depth briefing packets on key
issues and conflicts, as on academic freedom in
Nigeria, Somalia, Sudan, Angola, etc.
These and related activities were made possible
by the activity of the Executive members and the
Silvia
strong backing of ACAS members.
Federici's tireless dedication to academic freedom
and the creation of the briefings packets
benefited many all across the country. She has
stepped down from the Executive to devote more
time to her work with the Committee for
Academic Freedom in Africa (CAFA), with whom
ACAS will continue to work closely.
Particular thanks are due to Lisa Alfred and
Dave Wiley. Lisa worked as our Executive
Secretary in Washington, D.C. in 1993 It was
only through her dedicated work that ACAS was
able to lay the foundations for new publication,
research, and especially political activities.
Unfortunately for ACAS , but to our collective
benefit, she has taken a new job as Staff Director
for the Senate Subcommittee on Africa. We want
to express our deep thanks for all her work and

wish her well in her new position.
Dave Wiley's dedication to ACAS is
well-known to all. As past Co-Chair he worked to
reorient and rebuild ACAS to face the challenges
of the post-Cold War, post-liberation movement
period. The success we have had in this effort -as suggested above in the partial list of 1993
activities -- represents many long hours of
dedicated work. We hope we can continue to
draw upon his knowledge and commitments in
the coming year, even if he is located on the
continent.
Looking Forward

ACAS is now in a much better position as a
result of all the work of the past two years. The
organization is much stronger, more focused in
its work, larger in membership (many thanks are
due to our Membership Chair, Ed Ferguson), and
better situated to face the continuing challenges
of collectively articulating a progressive agenda
for Africa.
Defining and acting upon a progressive
Africa agenda remains a central task. As is
apparent to readers of the Bulletin, Africa policy
in Washington D.C. remains a low priority, even
as U.S . actions in regard to the continent have
become more unilateral. We will continue in the
coming year to mobilize on key issues, such as
the Action Alert on Rwanda, Congressional
testimony, and act to keep Africa high on the
agenda inside and outside the Washington policy
making community.
In the longer run, however, the task often
remains to assess and address new realities. The
role of U.S. aid and military activities in such
areas as Angola, Rwanda, Somalia, the Sudan, and

South Africa remains highly contested and
contradictory.
In order to address these issues at length, the
ACAS Bulletin will be opened to a series of
debates on key issues such as military
intervention/support, new health agendas, foreign
aid and relief, and the funding and study of
Africa. As indicated elsewhere in this Bulletin, we
welcome contributions on these and related
issues.
In key areas major efforts will continue.
These include a continuing effort to respond to
appeals from fellow scholars in Africa,
particularly in relation to academic freedom . In a
similar vein, ACAS will continue to lead the effort
to remove African studies out of the determining
hands of the Department of Defense and the
intelligence agencies. In response to direct
solicitation of students, we will be producing, for
example, a pamphlet detailing the history of
military and intelligence links with Africa and the
implications of accepting NSEP funding. As in
the past year, greater collaborative efforts with
other U.S. organizations and African scholars will
be sought in all these areas. As is indicated
elsewhere in this issue, we are supporters or
partners of a number of collective projects.
Whatever the new prospects and dangers we
face, one constant remains: the central role of
organizations like ACAS in promoting more
effective, equitable, and collaborative relationships with and policies towards Africa. We stand
upon a rich tradition of activity and dedication,
and hope to carry this forward in the coming
year.
Al Green
Bill Martin
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The USAID Experience in Southern Africa:
Lessons for Sustainable Development and Humanitarian Assistance
Testinwny of James Cason prepared for hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
Subcommittee on Africa, March 24, 1994
Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank
you for inviting me to testify on the impact of
foreign aid reform in Africa. I returned earlier
this month from four weeks in South Africa and
Mozambique looking at the role of US
development assistance. On this trip I met with
USAID officials, embassy personnel, government
officials from the two countries, South African
development agencies and experts and grassroots
groups that are recipients of USAID. In addition,
I discussed these issues with a wide range of
political, labor and civic organizations.
This trip was part of a larger project that
seeks to examine the role of US development
assistance in southern Africa and develop
materials that will promote a broader debate,
outside of Washington, about the role of US
foreign aid in Africa. The first formal output of
this project will be a series of short briefing
papers that will be published by the Africa Fund.
Although much of my current work is as a
journalist, I am fortunate to be able to undertake
this particular project as a research and writing
fellow of the Program on Peace and International
Cooperation of the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation. I should add, however,
that the views expressed here are my own and do
not necessarily reflect the views of the
foundation .
I have been asked to discuss the sections of
the Peace, Prosperity and Democracy Act of
1994 that relate to Africa. I would like to focus
this presentation on my impressions of the impact
of US development assistance in the two countries
that I visited on this most recent trip. There are
many others more qualified than I to provide you
with specific editorial input into the bill, so I will
confine my remarks to several areas in which this
legislation and the aid process could be
strengthened.
Sustainable Development -The View from Southern Africa
In discussing the Peace, Prosperity and
Democracy Act, I'd like to begin by offering
some impressions of the foreign aid program as
seen from southern Africa. During my recent trip
I found considerable skepticism at the suggestion
that US foreign aid programs in Mozambique or
South Africa were motivated by a desire to
promote sustainable development. Many of the
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citizens and government officials in those
countries that I spoke with believe that US
foreign aid is provided to · advance specific US
foreign policy objectives, and few people I spoke
with accepted the notion that the US was
primarily interested in promoting, to use the
words of the existing DFA, "long term
development." This skepticism about the
importance of sustainable development as an
objective of US foreign assistance was also shared
by some of the American USAID contractors I
spoke with and even by some US government
officials.
I offer this experience not to discount or
diminish the work of USAID or to challenge the
existing Development Fund for Africa. But as
Congress develops new legislation focused on
sustainable development it needs to examine not
just the policy proposals in Washington but how
those policies are translated into programs in the
field.
Mozambique
The country of Mozambique, for example, is
one of the largest recipients of US assistance in
sub-Saharan Africa. US emergency relief over
the last six years has helped to feed tens of
thousands of people. According to figures
provided by the USAID mission, US assistance in
Mozambique for FY 92, FY 93 and FY 94 totaled
nearly $450 million. Today the US is providing
food aid, is assisting in mine clearing activities,
road building, demobilization of the military and
assistance in the agricultural and health sectors.
But the program has been controversial.
Critics, most prominently Joseph Hanlon in his
1991 book "Mozambique: Who Calls The Shots,"
have argued that USAID and other international
donors in pursuit of economic reforms structured
their aid programs in ways that deliberately
undermined successful government social service
delivery systems. While conceding that years of
South African destabilization had destroyed
many government delivery systems , Hanlon
argues that American non-governmental organizations in particular often set up independent
institutions such as mission hospitals which
paralleled existing government institutions and
served to undermine government health care
delivery.

The Role of NGOs
US government and American NGO officials
dispute these charges, arguing that particularly in
the period of great drought in the late 1980s and
early 1990s the emergency needs demanded the
quickest delivery of the most aid to the most
people -- and that often meant American NGOs
moving in and delivering the material themselves.
US officials note also that the Development Fund
for Africa calls for the encouragement of private
sector development to "reduce the role of central
governments in areas more appropriate for the
private sector."
These issues are not going away.
Mozambicans, NGO officials and US government
personnel I met with all agreed that a critical issue
facing development efforts in Mozambique today
is how to move from a relief program to one
based on reconstruction and development that
reduces the dependency of Mozambicans on
foreign funding and foreign NGOs . Many
particularly stressed the importance of supporting
the work of indigenous Mozambican NGOs.
USAID documents regularly discuss these issues.
Recognizing this challenge and developing donor
policies to effectively make that transition is not a
simple matter. During a short visit to the country
earlier this month, I found no one who would
argue that these programs are effectively in place
for USAID or for other international donors.
The Mozambican government, which remains
heavily dependent on foreign donor assistance, is
understandably reluctant to publicly criticize
foreign donors or NGOs. But a recent article in
Noticias (November 1993) quotes the director of
the government's Center for Refugees Support
(NAR), Fernando Fazenda, as characterizing the
lack of effective supervision and control of
foreign NGOs operating in Mozambique is an
"extremely serious" problem.
When I asked the director of a prominent
USAID funded NGO in Mozambique about the
transition from emergency relief to development,
his reply was simple: "We don't do development."
He then described the tremendous emergency,
short term needs, the lack of existing
Mozambican infrastructure and ended up by
saying "Congress and the American don't want to
fund sustainable development they want dramatic,
short term results. 'I kept 100,000 people from
dying."' In the end, he argued, one part of the
solution might be longer project lifetimes that
don't demand short term results.
But others argue that even those changes
won't transform the mind-set of foreign NGOs
which, in Mozambique, have become accustomed
to operating in some areas almost like a
government unto themselves. There isn't space
here for a full debate of these issues, but
particularly in light of the new emphasis on nongovernmental organizations I believe Congress
would be well advised to take a closer look at the

Mozambique experience.
The PL 480 Program
Several people in Mozambique also raised
questions about the PL 480 food program. Much
of the food aid provided to Mozambique has
been brought in through this program. When
there are food shortages PL 480 food can mean
the difference between life and death for tens of
thousands of people. This year Mozambican
peasant agricultural producers are reportedly
producing enough grain to feed the entire
country, but because most of transportation
difficulties the peasants may not be able to
market their grain. US officials note that it is
often cheaper to deliver American PL 480 food
aid to Maputo than to transport Mozambican
grain down from Pemba in the north for sale in
Maputo. The obvious danger with this approach
is that it sends exactly the wrong message to the
peasant producers, who next year may be less
willing to produce enough surplus grain to feed
their own population.
The PL 480 program serves two functions -removing excess US production from US markets
in order to maintain prices and providing food
for the hungry. This year US personnel have
deliberately held back shipments of PL 480 food
aid to Mozambique in an attempt to address this
issue. And in part as a result of these types of
criticisms, I understand the budget for development oriented PL 480 food aid in Africa has
been cut in half. But the experience in
Mozambique again demonstrates the complexities of these types of programs and the need for
greater Congressional oversight of there implementation.
The PL 480 programs do not fall under the
legislation before this committee, but the bill does
contain some general language on this program.
An effective sustainable development program in
Africa cannot be coordinated without resolving
the contradiction between the objectives of this
program to maintain domestic US commodity
prices by buying up excess production and the
equally important objectives of providing food
aid internationally. If the bill is going to attempt
to address these issues it must include language
that seeks to prevent the PL 480 programs from
actually undermining agricultural production
programs in the very countries the US is trying to
assist. There are several people in this country,
and many more internationally, that might be
able to comment more on this program should
you wish to receive additional information.

International Financial Institutions
US policy in Mozambique is not developed
in a vacuum, but is rather a part of a much larger
international funding program that includes
programs of the World Bank, the IMF and many
local governments. In Mozambique, as in many
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countries in Africa, experts in the local
government, in the development community and
in international organizations all suggest that any
examination of development issues must include
a focus on international financial institutions. The
World Bank emphasis on structural adjustment
programs in Mozambique in the late 1980s
forced reductions in government spending that
led to drastic cuts in education and health care
budgets. In effect, these World Bank programs
helped to undermine Mozambique's own efforts
at developing a sustainable, long term
development strategy.
United Nations officials in Mozambique
suggest that in response to rising criticism of the
social costs of current structural reform programs
in Mozambique, the World Bank embarked on a
poverty reduction crusade aimed at alleviating
some of the components of its program of
economic austerity. There is much debate within
Mozambique about the impact of these programs,
but there is little question that these international
financial institutions continue to play a critical
role in setting economic and development policy.
The practice of structural adjustment in
Mozambique has arguably worked to undermine
the establishment of sound development oriented
economic and social policies. An effective US
government program to promote democracy and
sustainable government must includes measures
to address the role of these international financial
institutions. The language in the current bill,
however, is ineffective. The committee should
look for other ways to begin to address the role
that these international financial institutions play
in Africa. In the short term, I support the
recommendations of the Development Gap which
suggest that, because this legislation can have no
substantive impact on these International
Financial Institutions, all references to their
activities should be deleted from the bill.
South Africa
The US program in South Africa has always
been a political program, motivated early on by
administration desires to find alternatives to
imposing tough international sanctions and later
by there need to reestablish ties with the
democratic movement. The stated objectives of
the program are to support the dismantling of
apartheid and help South Africa's black
population prepare for a leadership role in a
democratic, post-apartheid South Africa.
This is a program in transition and I want to
begin by re-stressing the importance of
Congressional involvement in shaping the
administration's new, multi-year South Africa
transition aid package.
There isn't space here to provide a detailed
review of the current USAID program in South
Africa, but I would like to provide some initial
impressions of issues raised by the programs in
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South Africa that might help to further clarify
some of the issues raised in the Peace, Prosperity
and Democracy Act.
The first point that must be made is that there
are many South Africans who believe that the
USAID program in South Africa through its
human rights, education and community
development programs has provided important
support for projects that have worked to empower
the black community. The legal aid clinics that
USAID supports in the rural community are
often the only source of assistance for isolated
communities trying to understand their new
rights in a changing political climate. The
substantial voter education support that the US
has provided has worked to expand participation
in the upcoming elections.
Popular Participation
There is a perception in important sectors of
the South African development community,
however, that the US program has not always
been developed with the active involvement of the
broadest range of the people it is designed to
serve. Issues of popular participation and
involvement are particularly bard to judge in
discussions of funding where inevitably decisions
are made to fund some groups and not fund
others. I was thus particularly struck by
statements from recipients of funds and from
groups not seeking funds that suggested USAID
bas not developed close working relationships
with many of its partners in South Africa or with
others in the development community.
Part of the explanation for this is particular to
the South Africa situation. There bas been
tremendous hostility to US programs in South
Africa, and for a substantial period of time many
groups associated with the United Democratic
Front refused to take any funds from the US
government. This policy was not so much a result
of the particular practices of USAID, but a more
general abhorrence of US policy in Southern
Africa. A second explanation for this problem
comes from the nature of the US program which,
in contrast to other USAID missions around the
world, bas operated entirely through nongovernmental channels involving last year more
than 300 grantees. The average USAID mission
in Africa reportedly handles between 30 and 40
grantees in any given year.
Despite
these
specific
circumstances,
Congress should encourage USAID to work more
closely with South Africans involved in
development programs. I have already mentioned
in this context the ANC's Reconstruction and
Development program. Several people I spoke
with also suggested the US should look for ways
to work more closely with other donors in South
Africa. There are several new, co-funding
arrangements being developed by South African
donors that the US could consider becoming

involved with. There are also emerging in South
Africa several fairly innovative, consultative
on
economic
policy,
housing,
forums
electrification and other issues. On electrification,
for instance, the forum includes representatives of
business, labor and the government's electricity
supply commission. If the US is considering
engaging in supporting a mass-electrification
program, US AID might consider meeting directly
with the electrification forum in addition to
whatever bi-lateral meetings it has with
government on these issues.
The US should also look at procedures that
allow South Africans more control over the use
of development funding. The contrast between
the US program and the program of the
European Community is illustrative. This year the
US will disburse $93 million with 105 staff
people working out of one central office. The
Europeans disburse $125 million with a small
central office with just 15 staff that forwards the
funds on to four South African controlled
organizations that disburse the funds throughout
the country. When inquiring about the US
program, South Africans often pointed to these
contrasting approaches as a first step in
explaining their concerns about consultation and
participation in the US program.
Ultimately, of course, the perception of US
funding is intricately tied into the perception of
US policy. For a long period of time the US was
viewed as a primary political and financial
supporter of apartheid and white minority rule.
That perception is shifting, but it has left a legacy
of suspicion and mistrust that quickly rises to the
surface any time there is a conflict between South
Africans and Americans.
I offer these examples less as a critique of the
USAID program in South Africa than as an
example of the difficulties of realizing the
language of popular participation contained in
Section 1102 of the bill. In addition to some of
the very good suggestions to strengthen that
language offered by Bread for the World and
Development Gap, I would suggest that one of
the ways to strengthen local participation would
be to require, perhaps through Section 7306, that
the administration report annually on its specific
efforts to enhance popular participation in these
programs. But Congressional involvement with
this issue must extent beyond the current
legislation. Much of this consultation is not going
to be achieved through legislation, but must
involve Congress taking a more active
consultative role with USAID as it develops these
programs. In addition, Congress should work
with USAID to develop effective, outside
evaluations that look specifically at issues of
popular participation and consultation.

Disclosure and Transparency
A second obstacle to popular, local level
participation in the South Africa program has
been the lack of information. I found that many
recipients of USAID funding lack basic
information on the overall goals and direction of
the US program in South Africa. This basic
information, publicly available in the United
States, is often not distributed widely in South
Africa. USAID has also had a policy of not
releasing full details of specific program
recipients in South Africa. This later policy may
have been appropriate during the years of
apartheid and white minority rule, but I believe it
is counterproductive in the present period. The
secrecy and lack of disclosure feeds the existing
distrust and suspicion of the US program and
serves no useful purpose at this point in time. I
would encourage this committee to begin a
discussion with USAID about the possibility of
including language in the current bill that
mandates distribution of materials and grant
information not only in the US, but also in
recipient countries.
Sustainable Development and NGOs
The US program in South Africa has up to
this point focused exclusively on the ,· nongovernmental sector. One of the issues
confronting policy makers now is how much of
the program should continue to emphasize the
NGO sector, and how much of the program
should focus on a direct, bi-lateral relationship
with the new government that will be elected in
April. While it will certainly be critically
important to support the new government, many
people even among those who are likely to be a
part of the new government, · stressed the
importance of continuing to support a part of the
non-governmental sector. This is both because
the new government will not at least initially have
the capacity to deliver all of the needed services
in the short term and because of a belief in the
fundamental importance of a vibrant civil society.
This continued emphasis on NGOs must also
include a greater emphasis on efforts to make
these organizations less dependent on US
funding. For far too many of the organizations
that receive USAID funds in South Africa, those
funds constitute more than half of their budget.
For some groups the US provides 100% of
funding. This may have been appropriate in the
previous period, but several of the groups I spoke
with in South Africa believe it is an area that
needs to be addressed in the next phase of this
program.
One of the important measures of
sustainability must be the degree to which, over
time, recipients of US funds are able to develop
alternative sources of revenues. Although it is
probably bad public policy to legislatively
mandate that USAID report on what percentage
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of each grantees budget is supported by the US, I
believe collection of such statistics and the use of
that information in the on-going dialogue
between Congress and the administration would
be an important improvement in the current
process.
Conclusions
I have tried to suggest throughout this
testimony particular ways in which the sustainable
development program outlined in the bill could
be strengthened using examples of experiences
under the current DFA. Despite the criticisms, I
believe the Development Fund for Africa was an
important step toward redefining the goals of
USAID programs in Africa and enhancing
popular participation. There are specific
improvements that can and should be made in the
language of the current legislation. I've offered
some thoughts here and I believe other more
qualified analysts will offer important additional
suggestions during testimony here today.
I want to end by expressing a dilemma I face
in analyzing this bill. I both believe and don't
believe in the emphasis on participatory,
sustainable development. The language in the bill
that makes "the promotion of sustainable
development" the first of five goals in US foreign
aid is an important advance in defining the goals
of our foreign aid program. But there will always
be a tension between programs designed to
advance the short term political interests of the
US and programs designed to promote
sustainable development. In this context,
language in the bill that gives USAID greater
autonomy and freedom to act would strengthen
the sustainable development emphasis. The
legislation would be even stronger, and USAID
programs less dependent on short term political
interests, if the language in Section 8104 defining
USAID as an agency "under the foreign policy
guidance and subject to the supervision and
direction of the Secretary of State" were removed.
At the same time, part of me doesn't believe
this is possible. USAID programs are inextricably
caught up in other US policy goals which include
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short term political and economic interests and
long
term
ideological
prejudices.
In
Mozambique, in part because of Congressional
mandates, our program (developed during the
Cold War) was tied explicitly to demands for
significant economic policy changes. Our
commodity import program in the agricultural
sector was tied to a "policy reform program."
Other programs demanded changes in health care
delivery, education systems and almost all areas
of governance. Some of these policy changes
were initiated by the Mozambican government,
many others were imposed from outside. At least
in the areas of health care and education the
Mozambican government may have to rebuild
some of the very structures that international
donor policy reforms helped to dismantle.
In South Africa, for a long period of time, the
US foreign policy of constructive engagement
meant that many of the most effective groups in
that country were unwilling to accept US
assistance. It took USAID officials many years to
begin to rebuild credibility with groups that had
become disillusioned with a policy that was
perceived to be allied with apartheid and white
minority rule.
This tension between US foreign policy priorities and participatory, long term development
is not going away. In an era of shrinking resources for international assistance the pressure
on policy makers to use the limited funds available to advance short term policy interests will be
intense. South Africans and Mozambicans are
right when they argue that USAID is not simply
altruistically designed to help long term reconstruction in development. For sustainable
development to be an emphasis in USAID policy
it must also become a greater emphasis in US
foreign policy and a greater priority at the
Department of State. For me, the fundamental
question that Congress must address is how
central is sustainable development to US foreign
policy? What priority
does
sustainable
development take over other issues in policy
discussions in this government?

Angola: Recommended Policy Framework
In late 1993, the Washington Office on Africa circulated a statement on U.S. policy in Angola together with
a call for signatories to the statement. The ACAS Executive endorsed the statement, which appears below,
together with dozens of other organizations. A brief update follows the statement.
The war raging in Angola since late 1992 is one
of the world's most serious and most neglected
humanitarian crises. As many as 1,000 are dying
each day, agricultural production is paralyzed in
many areas by ongoing combat, and thousands
of displaced people are pouring
into
government-held urban areas. Diplomatic hopes
for a renewed cease-fire have been repeatedly
disappointed. The international community has
deplored Unita's resort to war and called on all
parties to continue negotiations, finally imposing
a mandatory arms and oil embargo against Unita.
But the slow international response has failed to
bring effective pressures to bear to restore peace.
Despite
what
former
United
Nations
Representative Margaret Anstee called "a
conspiracy of silence by the international media,"
it is urgent to mobilize support for active
implementation of effective policies.

Premises:
1. Any lasting solution to the conflict in Angola
must build on the May 1991 Peace Accord and
the legitimacy of the elections carried out under
its terms in September 1992. Whatever
adjustments may be necessary to achieve future
settlements, they must be designed to reinforce
the trust that millions of Angolans put in these
guarantees of peace and democracy, rather than
to entrench the cynicism aroused by the violation
of these agreements by force .
Respect for the democratic verdict in Angola is a
test case for South Africa, Mozambique and
indeed the entire continent. And it is a measure
of the credibility of the U.S. and UN
commitments to the democratic initiatives they
endorse.
2. While no party can escape blame for incidents
reinforcing mistrust, primary responsibility for
the relapse of Angola into vicious warfare lies
with the leadership of Unita, which systematically
evaded the Peace Accord's provisions to disarm
and demobilize and used its military advantage to
reignite war after refusing to accept election
results regarded as generally free and fair by

international monitors. The United Nations and
the three countries designated as observers (the
United States, Russia and Portugal) failed to
expose and to react in a timely fashion to these
violations of the Peace Accord.
3. There can be no purely military solution to the
conflict. Total military victory by one side or the
other is neither possible nor desirable. All parties
should resist the tendency towards attitudes of
intransigence or ethnic hostility, and should take
measures to end human rights abuses by their
security forces. Despite repeated frustrations,
negotiations must continue.
4. At the same time, experience to date leads to
serious doubts about the good faith of the Unita
leadership in negotiations. Without constraints on
Unita's military power, or other concrete
demonstrations of good faith, appeals for talks
and new opportunities for talks are likely to be
empty charades. Unless international resolutions
are accompanied by practical efforts to curb
Unita's warmaking capacity, they will continue to
be seen as empty gestures to be ignored in favor
of the ebb-and-flow of the battlefield.
5. The United States, with South Africa a
principal sponsor over the years of Unita's
military capacity, holds a special responsibility to
take serious action to restrain its former client,
rather than to walk away blaming the destruction
it helped foster on the Angolan parties.

Recommendations for U.S. Policy
1. The U.S . government should take the lead in
implementing the mandatory United Nations
embargo on the supply of arms, fuel and other
war-related material to Unita.
Unita's military capacity, while dependent in part
on stockpiles and captured arms, also relies on
resupply through Zaire and by air from South
Africa. These supplies are funded partially via
sales of diamonds by Unita. The arms and oil
embargo approved by the United Nations
Security Council in September must be
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implemented urgently. It is an essential
prerequisite for any credible policy of
negotiations and a guarantee for implementation
of any new settlement that is reached. To be
effective, it requires, at minimum:
• allocation of intelligence resources to identify
states, companies and individuals involved in
delivery of supplies to Unita;
• pressure on Zaire and on diamond merchants
involved in purchasing diamonds originating
from Unita-controlled areas of Angola;
• technical assistance to Namibia, Botswana and
Zimbabwe in identifying overflights of supply
planes between South Africa and Angola;
• insistence on full cooperation by the South
African authorities in preventing flights,
including
those from
the nominally
independent homeland of Bophuthatswana.
Like all embargoes, such measures could not be
100% effective. But it is critical that symbolism
be followed up with practical measures which will
force the Unita leadership to take the alternative
of good-faith negotiation more seriously.
2. The U.S. government should reiterate, at high
levels, its warnings to Unita not to attack U.S. and
other oil installations in Cabinda and off-shore at
Soyo. It should also make clear that it will not
recognize the legitimacy of Unita's acquisition of
territory by force, nor recognize any government
that might be established on that basis.
While such statements have been made on
several occasion by U.S. representatives, Unita
may continue to doubt U.S. commitment unless
new statements are accompanied by evidence of
stepped-up contingency planning for protection
of these installations. The United States should
also initiate or expand sharing of intelligence
data relevant for defense with the Angolan
government.
3. The U.S. government should express its
willingness to support a greatly expanded United
Nations presence in the case of a renewed
settlement.
All parties are agreed on the necessity of such
an expanded presence, the lack of which is
generally agreed to have been one of the failures
in 1992. As specified in the points agreed at the
Abidjan talks of May 1993, it is necessary to
ensure genuine disarmament, full demobilization
of partisan military forces, a policy of no
reprisals and completion of the second round of
presidential elections. A clear declaration by the
U.S. pledging necessary resources would be an
incentive to a renewed settlement.
4. The U.S. government should continue and
expand active support of UN and other efforts to
deliver humanitarian aid to Angola. It should also
immediately initiate programs of development
aid in conjunction with the Angolan government

10

and non-governmental organizations, in those
country
where
security
areas of the
considerations permit. Plans for both private and
public-sector economic cooperation, through
trade and investment, should not be held hostage
by the war.
It is urgent that obstacles to the delivery of
aid to war- affected zones be removed.
Additional resources should be allocated to city
residents immediately, including large numbers
of persons displaced by the war, as well as others
in areas where security does not impede
assistance. There is urgent need for medical and
other services as well as food aid.
While any comprehensive program of
development or economic cooperation must await
abatement of conflict, there is significant scope
for programs aimed at relatively secure areas,
particularly the coastal cities as well as Lubango
and the surrounding agricultural area in Hula
province. In particular, the U.S . should play an
active role in assisting the nascent Angolan nongovernmental organization sector, and should
consider support for health, education, informal
sector development and other programs in
accessible urban areas.

5. The U.S. government should stress to both
parties the urgent imperative for respect for the
laws of war, particularly concerning attacks on
civilians, kidnapping, summary executions, and
lack of respect for humanitarian relief operations.
While responsibility for renewed conflict and
attacks on civilians lies primarily with Unita, both
sides have been guilty of serious human rights
abuses in the course of the fighting. Both the
Angolan parties and the international community
have the responsibility for establishing
mechanisms for investigating, exposing and
ending such practices.
6. The U.S. government should recognize that
stability in Angola depends on completion of the
democratic transitions under way in Zaire and
South Africa, and urgently address itself to the
obstacles threatening those transitions.
While activities in Angola set a bad precedent
for Zaire, South Africa and Mozambique, delays
in installing democratic institutions in those
countries in turn promote continued conflict in
Angola. U.S. policy on Angola must be
accompanied by effective action to promote the
departure from power of Mobutu in Zaire, and to
ensure that violence and other obstacles do not
block the transition to elected democratic
institutions in South Africa. A policy of
complacency toward threats of violence by those
threatened by democracy will enhance the
prospects of escalating region-wide conflict in
southern Africa in the future .

,,

Update
This material is provided by the Washington
Office on Africa. The Washington Office on
Africa is a not-for- profit church, trade-union
and civil-rights group supported organization
that works with Congress on Africa-related
legislation. For more information:
Washington Office on Africa
110 Maryland Ave. NE, #112
Washington, DC 20002.
Phone: 202-546-7961.
Fax : 202-546-1545.
Email : woa@igc.apc.org
Stronger Support Needed for Angolan Peace

Talks in Lusaka, Zambia on a new peace
settlement in Angola are moving into their
seventh month. Diplomatic sources say an
agreement may be near, and the gap between the
parties on the basic issue of how large a share of
power to grant election loser Unita has been
narrowed. Once that is resolved, the military
technicalities of a cease-fire will be addressed.
But talks could still stall , and implementation of
an agreement will depend on commitment of an
adequate United Nations peacekeeping force. To
increase
the chances
of signing
and
implementing all aspects of a peace accord, it is
essential that the international community take a
more proactive role now.
In particular, it is urgent that the United States
pledge adequate financial support for the 5,000
to 7,000 United Nations troops required to
supervise troop demobilization once an
agreement is signed. The U.S. is not being asked
to commit troops, and Angola has even offered to
pay a share of the costs. But a strong U.S.
commitment could easily make the difference
between success and failure.
In order to increase pressure for finalizing
and implementing an agreement, the U.S. should
also insist on compliance with the existing United
Nations arms and fuel embargo against Unita.
Once an agreement is signed, leadership will also
be necessary to ensure consistent monitoring,
with appropriate pressure against violations by
either side. Adequate advance commitment to
funding an expanded UN presence, however, is
indispensable. In 1992, the lack of such a
presence contributed to Angola's return to war.
The international community should not make
the same mistake again.
Background

The war in Angola resumed in late 1992 when
Unita leader Jonas Savimbi refused to accept hi s
election defeat by President Jos Eduardo dos

Santos of the incumbent government. The sieges
of inland cities by Unita in 1993 · produced
casualties estimated to exceed 50,000, without
counting those dying in the countryside. An
estimated 1,000 people a day were dying from
war-related causes in 1993; despite somewhat
reduced levels of conflict this year, casualties are
still high. Even in the capital Luanda, which has
not come under direct attack, the swollen
population of over two million (one-fifth the
country's population) is afflicted by water
shortages, cholera and rampant inflation leaving
hundreds of thousands on the edge of survival.
Over two million of Angola's eleven million
people are dependent on international relief for
survival. Fighting still blocks resumption of
agriculture or freedom of movement throughout
most of the countryside. Cereal production, down
by almost one-third in 1993, is projected to
decline an additional 20% this year. UN and nongovernmental relief supplies are now reaching
many sites in the interior, but delivery is
precarious , and even food supplies are barely
sufficient to avert starvation. Clothes, blankets,
medicines are all in short supply.
Angola had only a brief interlude of peace,
beginning in May 1991, when the Angolan
government and Unita signed a peace agreement
providing for demobilization of the two armies
and multi-party elections. Implementation was in
the hands of a commission of the Angolan
signatories, with participation by Portugal, the
United States and Russia, and a small UN
observer mission.
Elections held in September 1992 produced a
high turn-out of over 90% of the electorate.
International observers judged the process
generally free and fair. The MPLA won 54% of
the legislative seats, as compared with 34% for
Unita. President dos Santos fell just short of 50%
in the presidential race, compared with 40% for
Unita leader Savimbi. Savimbi refused to accept
the results, choosing instead to return to war.
Unita launched a series of offensives around the
country in October 1992, benefiting from the
fact that it had systematically violated the peace
agreement by not demobilizing its troops. It has
relied on smuggled diamonds to pay for supplies
brought in through Zaire or from South Africa.
The international community was slow to
respond. In May 1993, the United States finally
recognized the Angolan government, after Unita
refused to accept a new internationally endorsed
cease-fire agreement. In September 1993, the UN
Security Council imposed an oil and fuel
embargo on Unita. New peace talks began in
Lusaka last November, and have resulted in
agreement
on
procedures
for
troop
demobilization, a second round of presidential
elections, and other issues.
T he government has offered Unita a number
of ministries and provincial governorships. But
11

Unita still wants more power than the government
is willing to give. The government fears that
Unita will again violate any new agreement, and
that the world will fail to react, as happened in
1992.
Immediate concerns are funds for the
expanded UN presence, and for demobilization,
disarmament and removal of an estimated 8
million land mines. The U.S. is being asked for

financial support, not troops, and the Angolan
government is ready to pay its share. Without a
strong new international commitment now, the
peace process may falter even before an
agreement is finalized, or collapse from
inadequate resources before it is implemented.
Produced by the Washington Office on Africa
May 1994

Legislation on Africa Before the 103rd Congress
The 103rd Congress adjourns in mid-October, but as recorded by the Washington Office on Africa, the
legislature considered 11 separate bills relating to Africa. The "Update" by the Washington Office on
Africa that follows, although somewhat dated, still provides a useful guide to the framework within which
Africa was debated in this Congress.
Select Legislation Relating to Africa
103rd Congress
July 8, 1994
ANGOLA

S.J.RES .70
Sponsor: Sen. Simon (O-IL)
Date: 03/25/93
Cosponsors: Total=7
A joint resolution expressing the sense of the
Congress with respect to the renewed civil war in
Angola. Status: 3/25/93 Read twice and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
LIBERIA

Liberian Relief, Rehabllltation, and
Reconstruction Act of 1994.
H.R. 4238
Sponsor: Rep. Flake (D-NY)
Date: 04/18/94
Cosponsors: Total=25
A bill to authorize supplemental appropriations
for fiscal years 1994 and 1995 for relief,
rehabilitation, and reconstruction in Liberia.
Status: 4/18/94 Referred to the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs. 5/2/94 Referred to the
Subcommittee on Africa.
SUDAN

H.CON.RES.131
Sponsor: Rep. Johnston (D-FL)
Date: 11/21193
Cosponsors: Total=69
A resolution expressing the sense of the Congress
with respect to the situation in Sudan. Status:
11/21193 Agreed to in the House by a voice vote.
11123/93 Referred to Senate Committee on

12

Foreign Relations.
Condemns the human rights abuses of the
Government of Sudan and calls upon such
Government to cease such abuses. Deplores the
internecine fighting among factions of the Sudan
People's Liberation Army. Urges such factions
and Government to grant immediate and full
access to areas of needy people in Sudan to
humanitarian relief organizations. Calls upon the
President to expand relief operations to Sudan;
increase the amount and expedite delivery of
financial
assistance
to
non-governmental
organizations that supply emergency aid to
southern Sudan; urge the UN to take specified
steps; appoint a U.S. Special Negotiator;
recognizes the right of the southern Sudanese to
self-determination.
RWANDA

H.RES .453
Sponsor: Rep. Hastings (D-FL)
Date: 6/13/94
Cosponsors: None
A resolution expressing the sense of the House of
Representatives with respect to the situation in
Rwanda. Status: 6/13/94 Referred to the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs.
H.R.4317
Sponsor: Rep. Kopetski (D-OR)
Date: 4/28/94
Cosponsors: Rep. Jefferson (D-LA)
Rep. Rangel (D-NY)
A bill to designate temporary protected status
under the Immigration and Nationality Act for
Rwandan students in the U.S. Status: 4/28/94
Referred to the House Committee on Judiciary.
5/4/94 Referred to the Subcommittee on International Law, Immigration, and Refugees.

S.RES. 207
Sponsor: Sen. Simon (O-IL)
Date: 4/26/94
Cosponsors: Total=7
A resolution expressing the sense of the Senate
regarding the tragic humanitarian and political
catastrophe in Rwanda. Status: 4/26/94 Submitted
in the Senate, considered and agreed to without
amendment and with a preamble by voice vote.
GENERAL LEGISLATION
RELATED TO AFRICA
African Conflict Resolution Act
H.R.4541
Sponsor: Rep. Johnston (0-FL)
Date: 6/8/94
Cosponsors: Rep. Payne (0-NJ)
A bill to authorize assistance to promote the
peaceful resolution of conflicts in Africa. Status:
6/8/94 Referred to the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs. Referred to the Subcommittee
on Africa. Subcommittee Consideration and
Mark-up
Session
Held.
Forwarded
by
Subcommittee to Full Committee.
The bill calls for 1) $1.5 m./year assistance to
the OAU for a total of 4 years, 2) $1.5 m./year
for a total of 4 years to African sub-regional
organizations such as ECOW AS, IGADD, and
SADC, 3) $25 m./year for a total of 2 years to
fund an African Demobilization and Retraining
Program, 4) funding for training Africans in
conflict resolution and peacekeeping, 5)
$500,000/year for a total of 2 years funding for
NGOs engaged in mediation efforts.
Mickey Leland Telecommunications and
Education Act
H.R. 2703
Sponsor: Rep. Fields, (R- TX)
Date: 7/21/93
Cosponsor: Rep Markey
A
bill
to
require
the
National
Telecommunications and Information of the
Department of Commerce to conduct a study of
the feasibility of establishing a satellite-based
educational network to provide educational
programming to African children.
Status:
7/21193 Referred to the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce. 9/3/93 Referred to the
Subcommittee on Telecommunications and
Finance. The Subcommittee is currently working
on a feasibility study.
Limitation on U.S. Armed Forces
H.R.3334
Sponsor: Rep. Doolittle (R-CA)

Date: 10/21193
Cosponsors: Total=25
A bill to impose limitations on the placing of
U.S. Armed Forces under the operational control
of a foreign national acting on behalf of the
United Nations. Status: 10/21193 Referred to the
House Comm. on Foreign Affairs, on Armed
Services. 10/22/93 Executive Comment Requested
from DOD. Referred to the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigations. 11/02/93 Referred
to the Subcommittee on International Security,
International Organizations and Human Rights.
Prohibits funds appropriated or available
to the DOD from being spent to support elements
of armed forces under operational control of
foreign nation acting on behalf of UN unless the
President certifies to Congress that such control
protects U.S. national security interests.
Limitations on U.S. Development Assistance
H.R.3690
Sponsor: Rep. Santorum (R-PA)
Date: 11122/93
Cosponsors: None
A bill to require that development assistance may
be provided to certain governmental or
nongovernmental organizations only if -·those
organizations use that assistance in democratic
countries. Status: 11122/93 Referred to the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs.
Permits development assistance to be
provided to a governmental or nongovernmental
organization only if the organization provides
assurances that it will provide assistance only in
countries with open political processes and free
and fair elections. Also, such organizations must
devote no more than 10% of ·assistance to
administrative costs.
Peace, Prosperity and Democracy Act of 1994.
H.R.3765
Sponsor: Rep. Hamilton (D-IN)
Date: 2/2/94
Cosponsors: Rep Gilman (R-NY)
Rep. Williams (0-MT)
Rep. Unsoeld (0-W A)
A bill to repeal the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 and provide a policy framework and
authorities for programs to promote the
prosperity and security of the U.S. by supporting
bilateral, multilateral, and people-to-people
partnerships for the advancement of market
economies and democracy.
Status: 2/2/94
Referred to the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs. 2/3/94 Committee Hearings Held. 3/13/94
Referred to the Subcommittee on Economic
Policy, Trade and Environment.
5/25/94 The House approved by a wide
margin H.R. 4426, a $13.6 bn FY 1995 foreign
aid appropriations bill (including $790 m. for the
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Development Fund for Africa) -- $400 m. less
than the administration had requested. The
House Foreign Affairs Committee still plans to
mark up H.R. 3765 in mid to late July .
The Peace and Prosperity Act of 1994 repeals
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as well as
other specified foreign relations and assistance
acts . The bill contains language on sustainable
development, the promotion of democracy and
peace, provisions for disaster assistance, and it
further sets forth provisions for growth through
trade and investment.
S.18S6
Sponsor: Sen. Pell (by req.) (D-RI)
Date: 2/22/94
A bill entitled the "Peace, Prosperity, and
Democracy Act of 1994". Status: 2/22/94 Read
twice and referred to the Comm. on Foreign
Relations. 3/24/94 Subcomm. on African Affairs.
Hearings held. Expected to be marked up by full
committee in mid to late July.
A separate Foreign Aid Appropriations bill
has been marked up by Senate committees.
6/28/94 Full Senate began debate but the bill was
subsequently suspended. 7/12-13/94 Senate will
likely resume debate. 7/14-15/94 Senate expected
to vote on bill.
This bill approves $802 m. for the
Development Fund for Africa and $882 m. for
other development assistance. It also earmarks
funds for child survival at $285 m., basic
education at $135m., and nutrition at $25m. and
recommends higher levels for UNICEF.

Landmine Moratorium Act
S.2216
Sponsor: Sen Leahy . (D- VT)
Date: 6/21194
Cosponsors: Total=54
A bill to state the sense of Congress on the
production, possession, transfer, and use of antipersonnel landmines, to place a moratorium on
United States production of anti-personnel
Status:
landmines, and for other purposes.
6/21194. Referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.
Declares that it is U.S . policy to seek
international agreements prohibiting the sale,
transfer, or export, and terminating the
manufacture,
possession,
and
use,
of
antipersonnellandmines.
Affirms the existing moratorium on sales,
financing, transfers, the issuance of licenses or
assistance with respect to the provision of such
landmines.
Places a moratorium on U.S . production of
anti-personnellandmines.

For further information contact:
The Washington Office on Africa
110 Maryland Ave., N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone(202)546-7961
Fax (202) 546- 1545
Email: woa@igc.apc.org

Guidelines for Cooperation with Africa
Recent Discussions have pushed to the fore once again the character of relations between scholars in North
America and those in Africa. We offer below for observation, comment, and debate a recent set of
guidelines developed at Michigan State University
Guidelines for Scholarly and Professional
Cooperation between Faculty, Students, and
Administrators of the African Studies Center at
Michigan State University and their Colleagues
and Collaborators In Africa
We, the Core Faculty of the African Studies
Center at Michigan State University (MSU),
establish the
following
guidelines
for
collaboration with African colleagues. These
guidelines are offered as a guide to all those from
MSU who construct agreements for research and
cooperation or who work in Africa, including
faculty, graduate and undergraduate students, and
all persons under MSU auspices or associated
with MSU projects and programs in Africa. MSU
faculty and students are expected to respect the
laws, regulations, and customs of the African and
U.S. governments and of funding agencies
governing research and administration of projects
in Africa, including "human subjects" regulations.
These guidelines are not legally binding and
do not supersede other MSU, state, federal, or
scholarly rules and regulations guiding external
linkages and collaboration.
Rather, these
guidelines are an attempt to establish parameters
for cooperation and trust, which we want to grow
between our university, its faculty, students, and
staff, and the peoples and institutions of Africa.

In our work with each other, our African coinvestigators, and our graduate students, we are
committed to open scholarly cooperation and to
provide exemplary models of cross-disciplinary
team research in our work.
When we engage in research in Africa, we
shall notify our African colleagues of the
sponsors, funders, and potential uses intended for
the information to be collected. We shall not
engage in any research which we know or believe
is funded secretly, is likely to be used for covert
purposes,
or
has
potentially
negative
consequences for our colleagues. We shall make
every effort to keep all of our research,
instructional, and service activities free of
sponsorship, direct funding, or secret us~s by
military and intelligence agencies of all
governments. We shall not knowingly engage or
participate in projects which could be reasonably
construed as sustaining or strengthening the
powers of political leaders or states guilty of
violations of human rights. Furthermore, we are
committed to keeping in the public domain all
work completed under any government
sponsorship.
B• .ResponslblllUes to our Collaborators and to
the African Peoples In our .Research
1. To the peoples in our research: We owe

A. Character of Collaboration
We shall seek as far as possible to use our
skills and knowledge in order to enhance the
power of choice, the independence, and the
welfare of African peoples and countries. We
especially shall seek to enhance the resources and
the capacities of African universities and
institutions and African scholars to further their
scholarly work and their search for solutions to
African needs and problems. We shall seek to
ensure that our activities in no way bring harm to
Africa and African peoples. We are committed
to full and open collaboration with our African
colleagues, to full disclosure of the nature and
details of any projects which we establish with
them, and to using the projects to increase the
resources and welfare of our African
collaborators, as well as all participants in our
research, and the nations and regions being
studied.

disclosure of our research goals, methods,
sponsorship, and results. The participation of
people in our research activities shall be on a
voluntary and informed basis. Throughout our
research activities and
in
subsequent
publications,
we
shall
maintain
the
confidentiality of those we study. We shall
inform the people we study of the likely limits
of confidentiality. We shall not promise a
greater degree of confidentiality than can be
reasonably expected. Within the limits of our
knowledge, we shall disclose to those we study
any significant risk that may result from our
activities. We shall seek to extend the benefits
of our research and other projects to all
participants.
2. To the African communities ultimately
affected by our research and Its uses: We owe
respect for their individual and communal
dignity, integrity, and worth. We recognize that
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human survival is contingent upon the
continued existence of a diversity of human
communities, and we shall guide our
professional activities accordingly. We shall
seek to be conscious of the potential uses and
implications of our research data and of the
agendas of the sponsors and funders of the
research, especially when any recommendations
of our studies may affect the interests of the
peoples or communities in our research.
3 . To our African research colleaaues: We have
the responsibility to give support to their
professional activities. In addition to respecting
the needs, responsibilities, and legitimate
proprietary interests of our sponsors, we shall
increase the flow of information about both
research outcomes and professional methods
and techniques. We shall accurately report the
contributions of colleagues to our work. We
shall not condone falsification or distortion by
others. We shall not prejudice communities or
agencies against a colleague for reasons of
personal gain.
Early in any collaborative research process,
we shall discuss questions of authorship,
acknowledgments, and intellectual property
rights (including rights to inventions and
copyrights and issues of shared responsibility
and decision-making about those rights) with
African co-investigators and with cooperating
graduate students and professionals. Issues of
funding sources, project assistance, resources,
and sponsorship also shall be fully explored
with these colleagues. When the project or its
outcomes are known to be for the profit of
individuals, companies, or particular interests,
we shall seek to make these publicly known to
all involved in the project, and we shall attempt
to ensure that the personal and private gains
accrued are reasonable and fair. We agree to
share all the materials collected in the course of
the project with our collaborating colleagues in
a timely manner.
Similarly, we shall seek to notify our coinvestigators whenever we develop plans to
utilize project materials or findings for use in
papers, conference presentations, or other
published or public works. If as we publish the
works of our research in collaborative research,
we shall discuss publication plans fully and
openly among collaborators and determine the
appropriate
authorship,
citations,
and
acknowledgments . These will be discussed and
agreed to both when we initiate writing projects
and before submitting the written materials for
external review or publication.
In all
publications, we shall seek to acknowledge the
support, funding, and services of all grantors,
cooperating
African
institutions
and
individuals, and, where relevant, Michigan State
University.
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Before releasing project data or materials to
scholars or institutions outside the research
team, the principal investigators and other
affected team members will agree on the terms
of the permissions.
Where our individual choices for personal
expenditure of project funds will affect the
resources available to African scholars and
institutions, we shall seek to keep personal
expenses at a reasonable level in order to
increase funds available for research and for
our African colleagues. To the extent possible,
we shall seek to share equitably among
collaborators the equipment and other materials
purchased with project funds, in keeping with
mutually agreed work plans specified in funded
proposals.
4 . To our students, Interns, or trainees: We owe
non-discriminatory access to our training
services. We shall provide training which is
informed, accurate, and relevant to the needs of
the larger society. We recognize the need for
continuing education so as to maintain skills
and knowledge at a high level. Training should
inform students as to their ethical and legal
responsibilities. Student contributions to our
professional activities, including both research
and publication, will be adequately recognized.
5. To our employers and other sponsors: We
owe accurate reporting of our qualifications
and competent,
efficient,
and
timely
performance of the work we undertake for
them. We shall provide a clear understanding
with each employer or sponsor of the nature of
our professional responsibilities.
We shall
report our research and other activities
accurately. We have the obligation to attempt
to prevent any distortion or suppression of
research results or policy recommendations.
6 . To the African societies: We owe the benefit
of our special knowledge and skills in
interpreting the phenomena we study, while
building on the relevant indigenous knowledge
and experience.
We are willing to
communicate our understandings of the
human, natural, and physical situation in which
the African societies and nations are embedded
and within which their interests will be affected.
At the end of our projects, we shall ensure that
participating African institutions have access to
all publications and the data and materials
collected, after we have provided for the full
protection to the anonymity of any informants.

Unanimously passed by the Core Faculty of the
African Studies Center, Michigan State
University, May 1993 and amended December
1993.

U.S. Foreign Aid in Africa: What Position Should ACAS Take?
by Jim Cason
The Clinton administration's attempt to overhaul
the foreign assistance process has reinvigorated
the national debate about the impact of U.S.
foreign aid. The introduction of a special three
year, $600 million aid program for South Africa
has added to this debate for Africanists. The
South Africa program has won the Clinton
administration glowing praise from the new ANC
government while generating cries of alarm from
other African countries who fear South Africa's
gain will be at their expense.
In Washington much of the current foreign
aid debate has been focused on the language of
the administration's draft re- write of the 30 year
old legislation governing foreign assistance. At
this writing in May that legislation has very little
chance of becoming law, but the debate about
foreign aid raises some importance questions for
ACAS and has revealed significant differences
within the membership about how to approach
the foreign aid reform.
African attitudes toward aid are also
changing, as Nelson Mandela's appeal for
international assistance shortly after the ANC won
elections in South Africa vividly illustrates.
Although there are still voices in Africa
expressing opposition to foreign aid (and more
often to the role of international financial
institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank),
more often the voices from Africa appeal for aid,
but without the "strings" that have been attached
in the past.
The Debate About Foreign aid
Kwame Nkrumah, in his classic work "NeoColonialism" (International Publishers, 1966),
declared "'aid' turns out to be another means of
exploitation" and went on to describe how
foreign aid is used to benefit neo-colonialism. In
the U.S. the progressive position on foreign aid
was traditionally defined by books such as Steve
Weissman's "The Trojan Horse: A Radical Look
at Foreign Aid" (Ramparts Press, 1974) and
Frances Moore Lappe's "AID as Obstacle"
(Institute for Food and Development Policy,
1980). More recent studies, such as Joseph
Hanlon's "Mozambique: Who Calls the Shots?"
(Indiana University Press, 1991) and Carol
Thompson's "Harvests Under Fire" (Zed Press,
1991) have followed up with specific examples of
how aid is recolonizing Mozambique (Hanlon) or
how U.S. food aid undermines development
priorities in Southern Africa (Thompson) .
Nkrumah's argument that U.S . aid IS

fundamentally structured to advance U.S. control
over Third World countries, not promote
development or alleviate poverty, has tended to
define the ACAS position in the past. As such,
many people argued that it is wrong to press for
more foreign aid to Africa as it only undermines
progressive development strategies. "Ending
foreign aid to most third world governments may
be our most important contribution to
overcoming hunger and poverty abroad," argues
the jacket copy on the back of" Aid as Obstacle."
This argument is becoming more and more
difficult to sustain, particularly for anyone who
works regularly with governments and even nongovernmental groups in Africa many of whom
are calling for increased development aid to
Africa. It is perhaps expected that some such as
Benin President Nicephore Soglo would tell a
conference in 1992 "Africa today is rightfully
expecting support from the West on the,.same
scale as that given to Latin America, Asia and
eastern Europe." But governments from
Mozambique, to Angola to Tanzania have
appealed for increased U.S. aid and, in some
cases, even asked for military assistance.
There are of course still substantial African
concerns about the control of foreign aid. The
reconstruction and development program of the
new ANC government in South Africa calls
specifically for relationships with the World Bank
and the IMF to be structured "in such a way as to
protect the integrity of domestic policy
formulation and promote the interests of the
South African population and the economy." It
also calls for measures to ensure foreign
governmental and
non-governmental
aid
supports the ANC's development program.
A conference sponsored by the Dakar based
CODESRIA in 1992 included in its final
declaration the following statement:
"African people have demonstrated a strong
will and determination to democratize their
societies but ... their efforts are being eroded
by the constraints emanating from the
Structural Adjustment Programmes imposed by
Western powers and their local allies. The
conference was concerned in particular by the
transformation of the world into a unipolar
system in which the interests of Pax Americana
could become a major stumbling bloc to
democratization."
Some in Africa have also begun to express
concerns about the role that external Nongovernmental organizations play in defining
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development strategies. Several government
officials in Mozambique have expressed this
concern, while elsewhere in Africa some scholars
are suggesting that foreign NGOs are another
form of "low intensity management warfare."
While many in Africa are concerned about
the distortions caused by foreign aid, few
advocate an end to such assistance. In fact, there
are appeals from most quarters for an increase in
U.S. assistance to Africa.
In the United States, several groups that
ACAS has worked closely with in the past are
now deeply engaged in the foreign aid reform
debate. The Clinton administration's new foreign
aid legislation, some groups argue, defines six
new objectives for foreign assistance and provides
an opening for influencing the direction of
foreign aid. These six objectives are promoting
sustainable development, building democracy,
promoting peace, providing humanitarian
assistance to those in need, promoting U.S.
prosperity through trade, investment and
employment and advancing diplomacy. Many
activist groups that ACAS has worked with in the
past have made specific suggestions about
changes in language of this new legislation,
arguing for more specific references to poverty
reduction, more emphasis on human rights, more
attention to consultation with recipients and
seeking to ensure that funds for Africa are
specifically protected in any aid reforms.
But whatever the specific content of the aid
reform package, the question of what ultimately
motivates the U.S. to provide foreign aid remains.
The Clinton administration may have tipped its
hand when just two days before it submitted its
foreign aid reform bill to Congress the name was
changed from "The Peace, Development and
Democracy Act of 1994" to "The Peace,
Prosperity and Democracy Act of 1994." And of
course the foreign aid proposals for Fiscal Year
1995 allocate the lions share of all foreign aid to
Israel, Egypt and the Newly Independent States
of the Soviet Union.
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What Position Should ACAS Take?

The question we pose here is does ACAS
have a position on foreign aid? If we are looking
for voices from Africa to help us define a
position, which voices are we accepting as
legitimate? Do we support the new $600 million
aid program for South Africa? Do we want to
advocate more foreign assistance for Africa? If
we do engage in this type of advocacy, how do
we go about it? Or do we argue that ending
foreign aid is the best contribution ACAS can
make to supporting our allies in Africa?
A third option some have suggested, is that
ACAS argue foreign aid essentially undermines
development in Africa but that exposing some of
the worst examples of this policy in action may
help to build a community in this country that
can reform not just foreign aid but the foreign
policy objectives that drive foreign aid.
I suspect there are as many positions on these
questions, and as many other ways of
approaching the question of foreign aid reform
as there are members of ACAS. In this short note
I cannot hope to review the full history or the full
range of points of view. The essential question
for the Political Action Committee is should
ACAS begin to engage in the debate about
foreign aid reform? .And if so, what position
should we take?
At the December 1993 meeting several
members suggested that ACAS try to develop
policy proposals on the future of US assistance in
Africa. The Executive would like to begin this
debate in the ACAS journal, soliciting proposals
for articles that might address the different points
in the aid debate. Please send your proposals for
articles to me, and I will then try and sort out a
range of articles the different positions in this
debate.
Send your proposals to: Jim Cason, 6326
Forward Ave., Pittsburgh, PA 15217, USA.
dialogos@igc.apc.org

'

Foreign Assistance
in the Health Field
A Call for Contributions to a
Special Issue of the ACAS Bulletin
By Meredeth Turshen.

ACAS Political Action Committee Co-chair
~eredeth Turshen is putting together a special
1ssue of the Bulletin that will look at foreign
assistance to support health aid in the health field
in Africa. Person interested with proposals for
possible inclusion in this issue, or resources that
might be useful should contact Meredeth
Turshen (see inside cover for addresses).
Aid in the health field raises the same
questions as the utility of aid in general, but more
specifically, more acutely if you will. WHO's
advice to governments for the past twenty years is
to support the public sector, and reign in the
private sector as much as possible.
Some
African
socialist
governments
dispensed with the private sector altogether, at
least in biomedicine (as contrasted with
traditional medicine). But the new dogma in aid
circles is that health care should be delivered via
the private sector. The Bank and the IMF often
make this a condition of aid--part of the general
budget cutting package, with the social services
coming in for more than their fair share of cuts.
The Bank and Fund have influence far
beyond their own direct programs--they now,
instead of WHO, dictate health policy, not only to

RWANDA and US Intervention
Call for Debate by Bill Martin

The Rwanda conflict illustrates yet again the
contradictory paths in formulating progressive
policy and the diverse opinions expressed by
ACAS members. A strong historical current
continues to flow against any form of U.S. or
Western involvement. Certainly the provision of
arms and other actions by western powers to
select political groups -- most notably by France,
South Africa, and Belgium -- has contributed to
the level of violence and killing. This criticism is
often extended to material and logistic support
for UN forces and even OAU actions.
Other ACAS members quite strongly feel that
the situation in Rwanda, as elsewhere on the
conti nent, bears little resemblance to past cases
upon which the anti-involvement position is
premised. As one member has argued, Rwanda is

governments but also to other donors. The Bank's
emphasis is on aid through and to the
nongovernmental organization and private
voluntary organizations. Some, like OXFAM,
have the interests of grassroots needs at heart,
others like World Vision are pushing something
else.
Whatever their ideology or world outlook, the
NGOS are hard to coordinate and control,
resulting in waste and duplication. We need to
hear the other side of the story -- people who
defend the NGO sector. My own contribution will
argue against Aid that does not go to
governments or conform to government policies
(for example, restricting drug imports through
some central pharmaceutical agency).
Resources on this issue
Since the publication of the World Bank
1993 World Development Report, which featured
health services (for the first time), the InterChurch Coalition on Africa has been working to
expose the fallacies of Bank recommendations.
People may be interested in their publication
"Beyond Adjustment: Responding to the Health
Crisis in Africa" and their newsletter "Economic
Justice Update" 8/93, no. 7, which features an
analysis "Structural Adjustment and Heahh in
Africa". The Coalition also ran a petition
campaign which attracted hundreds of signatures
and was submitted to the Bank last July. The
Inter-Church Coalition on Africa can be reached
at 129 St. Clair Ave West, Toronto, Ont Canada
M4V 1NS. te ;" 416-927-1124; fax : 416-9277554 .

very different from a Congo Crisis scenario
there is no Lumumba (or Sankara) representing
social justice but rather essentially the serial
murder on a colossal scale of unarmed civilians.
From this point of view, intervention that would
have saved many lives could have been carried
out effectively, with minimal cost, judging by the
manner in which the government troops
crumbled before the RPF forces. Support for
reconstruction, popular participation, and human
rights only serves to emphasize the point from
this perspective.
There is no question of supporting, of course,
unilateral U.S. invasions. And we all recognize
that the conflict is not tribal warfare, but a
and military
conflict.
modern
political
Nevertheless, these divergent analyses and policy
recommendations illustrate the necessity of open
debate and careful argument as new policies are
proposed for progressive Africa policy. Once
again, we welcome contributions by ACAS
members on such issues to forthcoming Bulletins.
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Collaborative Campaigns and Resources

ACAS and _its members are currently engaged in a wide variety of collaborative projects. We list below
several of these as well as sources of materials related to our common work.

The Africa Policy Information Center (APIC)
ACAS works collaboratively with the
Washington Office on Africa Africa Policy
Information Center, which was formally the
Washington Office on Africa Educational Fund.
APIC serves as a valuable resource for scholaractivists.
APIC's primary objective is to widen the
policy debate in the United States around African
issues and the U.S. role in Africa, by
concentrating on providing accessible policyrelevant information and analysis usable by a
wide range of groups and individuals.
In particular, APIC identifies critical policy
issues in U.S ./ African relations ; brings in diverse
perspectives from African and U.S. grassroots
groups and scholars as well as governmental and
non-governmental participants in the policy
process; makes information and analysis
accessible to a broad range of U.S. public
constituencies.
By providing these resources , APIC
contributes to building a wider public
constituency on African issues, democratizing the
foreign policy process and involving a wider
range of individuals and groups in influencing
policy debates.
Beginning in late 1994, APIC publication
series will focus on short publications 2 to 8
pages long, such as "Backgrounders" with basic
factual data, "Briefing Papers" on current policy
issues, and "Resource Guides." Current and
longer publications are described below.
APIC Membership
Membership in APIC's educational network
entitles you to receive all APIC publications.
APIC Associates also receive three issues of
Washington Notes on Africa, the newsletter of the
Washington
Office
on
Africa.
APIC
organizational associates receive five copies of
each publication. Memberships are: $30 or
more for individuals, $50 or more for Associates,
and Organizational $200.
APIC Publications
• Invisible Crimes : U.S. Private Intervention in
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the War in Mozambique
This report explores the role of private U.S.
citizens and organizations in supporting
Renamo's war, calls for accountability for past
offenses, and
suggests mechanisms for
assessing such accountability in future
conflicts. Includes a legal appendix on "What
U.S. Laws Hold Private Actors Accountable for
Taking Part in Foreign Civil Wars." (64 pp .
1994. $5.50)
• Africa's Problems ...African Initiatives
Contains three key documents on Africa's crises
in the 1990s: "African Alternative Framework
to Structural Adjustment Programs for SocioEconomic Recovery and Trans-formation, 11
"African Charter for Popular Participation in
Development and Transforma-tion, 11 and "The
Kampala Document: Towards a Conference on
Security,
Stability,
Development
and
Cooperation in Africa." (47 pp. 1992. $5.00)
• U.S. Foreign Policy: An Africa Agenda
Speeches from the March 1993 conference
sponsored by the Africa Office of the National
Council of Churches and the Washington
Office on Africa, with assistance from the
African-American Institute. Speeches by Salim
Salim of the OAU, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of the
United Nations Development Program, Makau
wa Mutua of the Harvard Law School Human
Rights Program, Rep. Harry Johnston of the
House Africa Subcommittee, General Olusegun
Obasanjo of the Africa Leadership Forum, and
Sen. Paul Simon of the Senate Africa
Subcommittee. (26 pp. 1994. $5.00)
Bulk discounts for publications: 10% on orders
over $50; 20% discount on order over $200.
Add 15% for postage and handling.
Send Membership and Publication Orders to:
Africa Policy Information Center
110 Maryland Ave. Suite 112
Washington, DC 20002
Tel: (202) 546-7961
Fax: (202)546-1545
All orders must be paid in advance. Allow 4-6
weeks for delivery . Make checks payable to
API C.

r
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50 Years is Enough Campaign

II

ACAS Endorsed the U.S. "50 Years is Enough" Campaign earlier this year together with dozens of other
groups committed to fundamental, structural changes in the IMF and World Bank. We provide below the
Campaign Platform and a list of the co-signers. Further updates, information on local and national actions,
50 Years is Enough Campaign
and publications are available from:
1025 Vermont Ave. NW., Suite 300
Washington DC 20005
Phone: 202 463-2265
Fax: 202 879-3186
E-mail: wb50years@igc.apc.org
Platform
1994 marks the 50th anniversary of the
founding of the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), institutions
which have been promoting and financing
inequitable and unsustainable development
overseas that has created poverty while destroying
the environment. These organizations are also
profoundly undemocratic in that they have
consistently denied citizens information about,
and involvement in, major decisions affecting
their respective societies.
For more than a decade, citizens' groups in
the United States, in collaboration with partner
organizations in the Third World and Eastern
Europe, have lobbied the IMF and the World
Bank, as well as the U.S. government, for reforms
in the operations and policies of these
institutions.
Despite these efforts and the
growing chorus of criticism from the U.S.
Congress, governments and UN agencies, the IMF
and World Bank continue to resist fundamental
and meaningful change.
To mark the 50th anniversary of the Bretton
Woods conference at which these institutions were
founded, a diverse group of U.S. organizations
has established the "50 Years Is Enough"
Campaign. "50 Years Is Enough" was chosen as
the Campaign's slogan to express the strongly
held belief by growing numbers of people
around the globe that the type of development
that the World Bank and IMF have been
promoting cannot be allowed to continue.
Above all, the Campaign is calling for the full
participation of affected women and men in all
aspects of World Bank and IMF projects, policies,
and programs. This will require far-reaching
changes in the lending policies, internal processes
and structure of the World Bank and the IMF.
Only when these reforms are implemented will
these institutions be able to play a positive role in
support of equitable and sustainable development. This will require the following:
1. openness and full public accountability of
the Bretton Woods institutions and the systematic integration of affected women and

men in the formulation, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of World Bank and
IMF projects and policies;
2. a major reorientation of World Bank- and
IMP-financed economic-policy reforms to
promote more equitable development based
upon the perspectives, analysis and development priorities of women and men affected by
those policies;
3. an end to environmentally destructive lending and support for more self-reliant, resource-conserving development;
4. the scaling back of the financing, operations,
role and, hence, power of the World Bank and
the IMF and the rechanneling of financial resources thereby made available into a variety
of development assistance alternatives; and
5. a reduction in multilateral debt to free up
additional capital for sustainable development.
1. Institutional Reform to Make Openness, Full
Public Accountabiltiy and the Participation of
Affected Populations in Decision Making Standard Procedure at the World Bank and the IMF
While modest steps have been taken toward
greater openness at the World Bank, they have
been inadequate to allow for meaningful participation of affected populations and have had no
positive effect on project quality. Even when
consultative mechanisms are called for by current
World Bank procedure, this requirement is often
sidestepped by staff. For example, acting against
the requirements for Environmental Assessments,
the World Bank regularly fails to consult with
affected communities and continues to lend for
environmentally destructive projects. Likewise,
the secretive process through which structural
adjustment programs are designed and
implemented continues to undermine democratic
participation and the local relevance and
effectiveness of the reforms themselves.
Despite a World Bank policy that states there
is a presumption in favor of disclosure of
information, in practice the Bank has restricted
almost every type of information regarding its
projects and policy-based lending. The World
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Bank's new information policy, rather than
requiring the public availability of project and
program planning documents, has established a
system of new information documents for each
project that could potentially obscure important
facts and analysis.
The "50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is therefore
calling for:
• Full Openness and Systematic Consultation by
the World Bank and IMF with Local
Populations Potentially Affected by the Policy
Reforms, Programs, and Projects They
Support.
To be relevant to the needs of local
populations, adjustment programs must be
designed locally by all relevant sectoral
ministries with the active participation of a
broad range of representatives from civil
society. The IMF should be further required
to consult social and environmental experts at
every stage of program development to ensure
that adjustment policies do not increase
hardship on the poor or destruction of the
environment. At the World Bank, more time
must be allocated early in the project cycle to
allow for sufficient local consultations so that
affected people can participate in project
development. To ensure that women as
development actors are fully represented in
this process, and to address the historical
exclusion of women from decisionmaking
structures at local, national and international
levels, specific mechanisms will need to be
established for their full inclusion.
• Full Disclosure of Information at the World
Bank and IMF.
Citizens must have full access to all Bank
and IMF documentation required to make
informed and effective input into the
program- development process. This calls for
the revision of the institutions' respective
information policies to ensure the release of
key internal papers, including project and
program documents, from the early stages of
the planning process.
• Legal and Structural Changes at the IMF to
Permit an Increase in Its Openness and
Accountability
The IMFs Articles of Agreement must be
adjusted to allow greater participation of government ministries and civil society in program design. At the same time, an independent evaluation unit must be established at the
IMF to review, on a country-by-country basis,
the impact of the implementation of IMF-required or -recommended policy prescriptions
on poverty, economic development and the
natural environment.
2. A Shift in the Nature of Economic-Policy
Reform Programs and Policies to Support
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Equitable, Sustainable and Participatory
Development
Economic "stabilization" and "structural adjustment" programs imposed on client countries
and their citizens by the IMF and World Bank
have failed to lead to sustained and equitable
growth or, in most cases, to increased productive
investment. Instead, they have increased external
debt and caused great social, economic and environmental destruction while further impoverishing poor and working people. As wages and the
poor's access to resources have decreased and
women, in particular, continue to be excluded
from
decisionmaking
concerning macroeconomic policy, they -- and the children they
support -- have been further marginalized and
impoverished. The widening gap between the
rich and poor accelerated by adjustment policies
represents one of the greatest sources of instability in the world today. The World Bank's socalled "poverty lending" and social-investment
programs do not address the widespread and
structural problems of poverty and inequality
exacerbated by adjustment programs.

"The 50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is therefore
calling for:
• A Halt to World Bank and IMF Structural
Adjustment Programs as Currently Constituted
so as to Limit Further Damage to Poor and
Working People and the Environment
Non-project, policy-reform lending should
be more limited and must no longer be
conditioned on the adoption of policies
designed in Washington without the benefit of
informed local input. Adjustment programs
must, in fact, derive from and support the
of
local
perspectives
and
priorities
populations. Debt relief, which also should
not be conditioned on the adoption of such
programs, should replace non-project lending
as the principal means of providing countries
with desperately needed foreign exchange.
• The Reorientation of World Bank and IMF
Lending for Economic Policy Reform to
Support Development that is Equitable and
Sustainable and that Addresses the Root
Causes of Poverty.
To be effective in achieving these
objectives, lending for economic reform and
for parallel project investments must serve to:
a) strengthen a wide variety of productive
activities of the rural and urban poor; b)
increase rather than diminish local selfreliance, broad-based local demand, and
workers' rights and wages; c) promote broadbased sustainable food production by
increasing access to land, credit and other
productive resources for small farmers and
microenterprises; d) directly address women's
lack of access to resources and decisionmaking structures and promote equity in the

development process for all disadvantaged
groups ; e) ensure environmental sustainability
by decreasing the rate of natural- resource
extraction, increasing regulatory oversight and
promoting end-use efficiency in the energy
and water sectors ; and f) allow for increased
investment in much needed physical and social
infrastructure, especially in health care,
education and economic opportunities for
women and girls.
3. An End to All Environmentally Destructive
Lending and Support for More Self-Reliant,
Resource-Conserving Development that
Preserves Biodiversity
The World Bank and the IMF have been
oblivious to local conditions and the longer-term
implications of their lending for the global
environment, local ecosystems and naturalresource bases, · as well as for local social
structures. More than half of the Bank's $24
billion annual lending is directed to projects and
programs in the environmentally sensitive areas
of energy, agriculture, forestry and transport, and
the institution's record in these areas has been
characterized
by
needless
environmental
destruction and social disintegration. Billions of
dollars have been lent in support of projects that
have turned forests into wastelands, generated
energy in a highly inefficient and polluting
manner, and displaced peasants from subsistence
plots given over to cash-crop export production.
These projects have also forced the resettlement
of millions of poor men, women and children,
who now face a diminished standard of living.
Furthermore, the World Bank's environmental
lending often serves to perpetuate the
externalization of environmental costs.
The "50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is therefore
calling for:
• The Reorientation of All World Bank and IMF
Lending to Ensure Consistency with the
Agreements Reached at the 1992 United
Nations "Earth Summit"
All structural adjustment programs and
relevant World Bank-supported projects must
take into account and promote the objectives
of Agenda 21 and the Biodiversity and
Climate Conventions and should be evaluated
for consistency with the funding policies and
program priorities established under those
conventions. In addition, the World Bank and
IMF must incorporate into their planning and
decision-making processes the value of natural
resources and ecosystems to be depleted
and/or degraded by their policy prescriptions
and, in the case of the Bank, project- lending
portfolio.
• An Immediate Moratorium on the Preparation
of Any World Bank-Supported Project Involving Forced Resettlement in Countries That

Do Not Have in Place Policies and Legal
Frameworks that Will Lead to Income
Restoration for Those Who Will Be Resettled.
No project involving involuntary resettlement should be considered until there is hard
evidence that alternatives have been examined,
rehabilitation measures have been created in
consultation with local communities, and
monitoring systems are in place that will
ensure full compliance with World Bank
guidelines. Specific measures must be taken
which will hold World Bank staff accountable
for violations of the Bank's involuntary resettlement policy. In addition, the Bank should
comprehensively provide mitigation and
restitution to those people forcibly resettled by
146 projects that it has financed and that are
already underway. It is also critical that the
Bank, in cooperation with borrower governments, prepare economic rehabilitation programs for all the populations displaced by
projects it has funded since 1980 in violation
of its policy guidelines.
• A Moratorium on World Bank Funding for the
Construction of Large Dams.
This moratorium should stay in effect until
a comprehensive review is carried out of the
impact and performance of past lending for
such dams, a mechanism is established to ensure that the findings are applied to future
loan considerations, and all conditions applying to the lifting of the moratorium on
projects involving forced resettlement are met.
Furthermore, individual projects must not be
financed until a comprehensive river basin
management plan is in place that addresses
appropriate alternatives and that is developed
and implemented with local populations.
• Substantial Shifts in World Bank Lending
Towards Alternative, Cost-Effective, ResourceConserving Energy, Water-Supply, Transportation and Sanitation Projects.
Water projects must support conservation,
demand management, improved efficiency in
irrigation, the re-use of treated wastewater, the
transfer of "clean" technologies to developing
countries, and the extension of basic supply
and sanitation coverage to unserved populations. Similarly, energy lending must support
least-cost investments in end-use efficiency
and conservation.
• A Shift in World Bank Lending Away From
Agricultural Export Production and Operations Which Directly or Indirectly Accelerate
Forest Destruction.
Agricultural lending must be fundamentally redirected away from the current industrial agriculture model. Rather, it should increasingly support smallholder food production that builds on local knowledge and resources while increasing local and household
food security, local self-reliance and biophysi23

cal, social and economic sustainability. The
World Bank should extend its commitment not
to finance logging in primary moist tropical
forests to all primary forests, including temperate and boreal forests, and should not
finance activities which indirectly support
logging. The Bank must take a proactive approach to avoid adverse effects on forests
stemming from infrastructure and other development projects and the promotion of policies
that accelerate forest exploitation.
4. The Scaling Back of the Financing,
Operations, Role and, Hence, Power of the
World Bank and the IMF and the Rechanneling
of Financial Resources Thereby Made
Avallable into a Variety of Development
Assistance Alternatives
Both institutions have failed dismally in the
management of programs whose ultimate goal is
the improvement of human well-being around
the globe. The World Bank's loan portfolio has
seen only marginal improvement, and two
programs that it either fully or largely manages
and that it finances with taxpayers' money -- the
International Development Association (IDA)
and the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) -have been ineffective in achieving their mandated
purposes.
Previous capital increases have
strengthened the World Bank's capacity and
inclination to overfund ineffective implementing
institutions and to finance large-scale destructive
projects and programs void of local input and
control.
Capital and quota increases have also
strengthened the power of the IMF and the
International · Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD -- the World Bank's hardloan window) to leverage economic-policy
changes against the will of local populations,
undermining more equitable, sustainable and
democratic development. The IMF continues to
focus on narrow policy measures aimed at
correcting
short-term
balance-of-payments
problems without regard for the long-term
impact of such measures, demonstrating a total
disregard for the people and environment of
borrower countries.

The "50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is therefore
calling for :
• The Denial of Future Capital Requests for the
IBRD and the IMF's Enhanced Structural
Adjustment Facility (ESAF)
This is the first step in downsizing the two
institutions and limiting the damage that they
do. With less money available in smaller loan
packages by the World Bank, countries will be
more inclined to look inward for solutions to
their respective development problems, relying
more on local efforts, resources, skills,
knowledge, creativity and commitment. At the
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same time, ESAF -- which was established to
expand access by low-income countries to
concessional IMF resources to support
"especially vigorous adjustment programs" -has been underutilized, as its lending terms are
not attractive to the poorest countries and it
has promoted unproductive economic-reform
programs .
• A Narrowing of the Policymaking Roles of the
World Bank and the IMF
Given the IMF's disregard for the social and
environmental impact of its operations, other
institutions in the North, in conjunction with
government ministries and representatives of
civil society in client countries, should
determine appropriate programs of economic
reform that take longer- term goals into
account. The IMF's role should be restricted
to providing technical assistance on fiscal and
monetary policies and mobilizing capital and
debt relief required to support the achievement
of these programs. The World Bank's role in
leveraging economic-policy reforms must also
be limited, with its non-project lending
reduced to 10 percent of its total loan
portfolio, consistent with its original mandate.
• The Establishment of an Independent IDA,
Legally, Operationally and Financially Separated from the World Bank.
IDA suffers from all the problems of the
IBRD, but, because it receives taxpayers'
money from member governments, it need not
be under World Bank management to garner
funds to lend to its borrowers, the world's
poorest countries. It should continue as a
concessional financing mechanism with a
more democratic governing board which has a
better balance between developed and
developing countries, as well as representation
from various constituencies affected by the
institution's lending. The new IDA should
incorporate an effective, full-disclosure
information policy, an ombudsoffice and an
effective appeals mechanism. It could also
operate a second soft-loan or grant program ,
available to all World Bank borrower countries,
that would fund projects directly benefiting
the poor and requiring subsidized credit.
• The Establishment of a Fully Independent
Global Environmental Facility, Legally,
Operationally, and Financially Split Off from
the World Bank
An official evaluation of the GEF pilot
phase has found the Facility to follow a topdown, ineffective approach to dealing with
problems related
to
climate
change,
biodiversity, international waters and ozone
depletion. A majority of GEF projects are
attached to regular World Bank loans which
are often at odds with the goals of the GEF.
Full public access to information on GEF and
associated projects , guaranteed participation of

citizens' groups and affected commumtles
during the project cycle, and the establishment
of an independent secretariat are necessary
reforms . Until these reforms are achieved,
government contributions to the GEF should
be withheld.

5. A Reduction in Multilateral Debt to Free Up
Additional Capital for Sustainable Development
The international debt crisis has now dragged
on for a dozen years. The debt burden of
developing countries now stands at US$1.7
trillion, of which US$278 billion, or roughly 17
percent, is owed to the World Bank and the IMF.
The poorest countries, mostly in sub-Saharan
Africa, are simply not able to meet their debt
payments, while in many economically better-off
nations development has been stymied while
interest payments are made. Although the IMF
and the World Bank have large liquid reserves,
they refuse to reduce or reschedule the debt owed
them, taking no responsibility either for projects
that have failed or for stabilization and
adjustment programs that have led to severe
economic recession and an exacerbation of
national debt burdens.

The "50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is therefore
calling for:
• The Immediate Cancellation of 100 Percent of
the Outstanding Debt Owed the IBRD and IMF
by .the Severely Indebted Low-income
Countries and 50 percent of that Owed by
Severely Indebted Lower-Middle Income
Countries
The World Bank and IMF should use their
respective liquid and gold reserves (US$17
billion and US$35 billion, respectively) to
write off this debt without applying structural
adjustment conditionality.
• The Write-off of World Bank Loans Made for
Projects and Programs that Have Failed in
Economic Terms, Particularly Those Which
Have Had Severe Adverse Impact on Local
Populations and the Environment
The World Bank has acknowledged a
considerable number of current projects in its
portfolio as failures .
The loans already
disbursed for these projects should therefore
be scrutinized by an international tribunal
chosen by the Bank's Board of Executive
Directors to determine just measures of debt
cancellation and relative responsibility on the
part of the Bank and borrowers. This tribunal
should also establish criteria for determining
failures among completed projects, as well as
appropriate measures of debt cancellation.
Such a policy shift would go a long way
toward introducing greater accountability in
the World Bank and im prove t he quality of
lending.
• An International Agreement to Ensure that

Future Borrowing by Governments from the
IMF and World Bank is Based on the
Informed Consent of Its Citizens to Accept
and Repay the Debt
An
international
convention
should
establish standards for future debt obligations
to be legitimate and enforceable under
international law.
The convention could
require: publication of basic details of the loan
agreement; availability of documents for
public review for 60 days before signing ;
publicized, open hearings to solicit citizen
input; approval by the legislative body
responsible for appropriations ; public signing
of loan agreements by the responsible
officials; and the use of the loan for agreed
purposes . The IMF and the World Bank
would be obligated to ensure that these
standards are met, and a loan obligation found
by the relevant court of law to be out of
compliance with the standards would be
considered unenforceable.
The "50 Years Is Enough" Campaign is dedicated
to increasing the awareness of the U .S. public, the
media and policymakers of the pressing need for
far-reaching change at the Bretton Woods
institutions.
As the Campaign platform
incorporates essential reforms that the World
Bank and IMF so far have refused to consider, it
aims at the same time to limit the power of these
institutions and to promote a public exploration
of new structures that could deliver more relevant
and appropriate assistance.
As a first step in that process, the Campaign's
immediate objective is to reduce significantly the
U.S . contribution to the recapitalization of the
IBRD and to ESAF at the IMF, while, in the
longer. term, removing IDA and the GEF from
World Bank management. The Campaign will
support the immediate reallocation of foreign aid
funds toward a greater diversity of official, nongovernmental and private assistance institutions
with a better record in promoting equitable and
sustainable development.

US Campaign Members:
Africa Fund, ACAS , Center for Democratic
Education, Center for Development of International Law,
Columban Justice and Peace Office, Development Gap,
Disciples of Christ/United Church of Christ (Africa
Office), Environmental Defense Fund, Friends of the
Earth U.S., Global Exchange, Greenpeace USA, Institute
for Agriculture and Trade Policy, Institute for Food and
Development Policy, Institute for Policy Studies,
International Rivers Network, Maryknoll Fathers and
Brothers Justice and Peace Office, Missionary Society of
St. Columban Campaign on Debt and Development
Alternatives, Oxfam, America, Partners in Health,
United Methodist Church General Board of Church and
Society, Washington Office on Africa, Witness for
Peace, World Hunger Year, World Sustainable
Agriculture Association.
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The Africa Fund
American Committee on Africa

The New York-based Africa Fund provides information and campaign-centered education about human
rights violations in Africa, Labor Struggles, U.S. Foreign Assistance Policy and other related issues.
Human RJahts
The Africa Fund has been distributing education about the pro-democracy movement in
Nigeria and the American Committee on Africa
has called for support of the Congressional
action to demonstrate U.S. condemnation of the
crack down on the democracy movement. On
the 4th of July thousands of Nigerian petroleum
workers walked off the job to demand that the
corrupt military dictatorship surrender power to
the winner of last year's Presidential elections,
Moshood Abiola, and return Africa's most populous nation to democratic, civilian government.
With President-elect Abiola imprisoned and
charged with treason, the resistance spread to
students, municipal and transport workers, and
embattled human rights and democracy organizations. In addition, the Fund exposed Mobil Oil
company's role in flying in technicians to
replace Nigerian oil workers who were striking to
demand the government recognize the prodemocracy movement. The Africa Fund also
continues to be the U.S. distributor of monthly
information packets from the South African
Human Rights Commission. Write for more
information.
Responsible Investment In South Africa
Following up on an Africa Fund symposium,
this September the Calvert Group, a leader in socially responsible mutual funds in the U.S.,
announced it will
invest $800,000 in the
Community Growth Fund, South Africa's unioncontrolled social responsibility investment group.
The Africa Fund has been developing information about alternative forms of socially responsible investment in South Africa.

+++
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U.S. Foreign Aid to Africa
The Africa Fund is campaigning for more
effective U.S. economic assistance to southern
Africa. In recent months The Africa Fund has
released a series of educational alerts on U.S.
foreign aid to Africa to activists and opinion
makers throughout the country . A special Africa
Fund Perspectives on U.S. aid to the countries of
southern Africa will be available in November.
Literature Avallable from the Africa Fund
Africa Emergent - An Address by Salim Ahmed
Salim, Secretary General of the
Organization of African Unity. (Africa Fund,
1994). 4pp. Africa responds to Rwanda,
freedom in South Africa and U.S. policy in
the post Cold War era. 35c each. Over twenty,
20 cents each.
U.S. Aid To Post Apartheid South Africa:
Helping or Hindering Black Empowerment?
by James Cason. (Africa Fund, Available
November 1994) 4 pp. Analysis of U.S. aid
programs and priorities in South Africa. 35c
each. Over twenty, 20 cents each.
Bitter Inheritance: Overcoming the Legacy of
Apartheid by Michael Fleshman. (Africa Fund,
1993), 6pp. A review of the social and
economy legacy of white domination and
Black disenfranchisement. 35c each. Over
twenty, 20 cents each.
Our Political Economy- A Handbook For Shop
Stewards (Trade Union Research Project,
Economic Trends Group and COSATU,
1992), 76pp. An illustrated teaching guide to
the South African economy, originally designed for South African trade unionists. $12.00.
Send payment to The Africa Fund, 17 John
Street, New York, NY 10038.

The Committee
For Academic Freedom in Africa

The Committee for Academic Freedom in
Africa (CAFA) was formed in 1991 by teachers
and students working in North America in
response to the growing repression of academic
rights in African universities and the collapse of
Africa's higher education system in the wake of
"Structural Adjustment."
CAFA's work is built on the premise that the
defunding of the African university system is one
of the primary causes of the escalating repression
of academic rights and is itself a violation of
academic freedom. Thus, one of CAFA's main
objectives is to campaign for the abolition of
Structural Adjustment in Africa.
In addition, CAFA aims to:
• Inform our colleagues, our academic unions
and the broader public concerning the state of
academic freedom on African campuses. For
example, at the 37th Annual Meeting of the
African Studies Association in Toronto (3-6
November 1994), CAFA has organized a panel
entitled "Academic Staff Unions and Academic
Freedom in Africa." Panelists include Dennis
Brutus (on South Africa), Attahiru Jega (on
Nigeria), Alamin Mazrui (on Kenya) and Mac
Dixon-Fyle (on Sierra Leone and Nigeria) .·
• Mobilize, through our academic organizations,
pressure on African governments and
international agencies (such as the World Bank
and the International Monetary Fund), so that
they desist from polices that violate academic
freedom in Africa
• Provide moral . and material support to
colleagues and students who are persecuted.

In conformity with these aims, CAFA has
mobilized North American academics, their
unions and professional associations in support
of university students and teachers who have been
detained, tortured, or forced into exile because
they dared to exercise their academic freedom.
Our most recent intervention has been in defense
of our Kenyan colleagues who have been on
strike since last November to protest the
government refusal to recognize their union.
This year we have also joined with the "50
Years is Enough" campaign [editor: see the
campaign program elsewhere in this Bulletin] to
protest the policies of the World Bank and the
IMF on the occasion of their 50th anniversary.
As one contribution to this project, CAFA is
requesting that the African Studies Association
(ASA) cease allowing the World Bank t6 run
panels at the ASA's annual meetings.
For more information about CAFA contact:
George Caffentzis
Department of Philosophy
University of Southern Maine
Portland ME 04103-4899
United States
Tel : 207 780 4330
Silvia Federici
New College
130 Hofstra University
Hempstead NY 11550-1090
United States
Tel: 516 463 5838
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Southern Africa Educational Campaign
(SAEC)
Responding to an initiative from groups in
Zimbabwe, a coalition of U.S . and African
nongovernmental organizations, churches and
communities groups have joined to form the
Southern Africa Educational Campaign.
As SAEC reports, "Southern Africans are
for
helping themselves. Now is the time
Americans to learn more about positive African
initiatives and support them. By doing so, we can
help Southern Africans to prevent crisis and
tragedy, not wait for them to happen."
The core of this special campaign will be a
series of educational events during October and
awareness about
November 1994 to raise
Southern Africa. Local organizations in
Philadelphia, Minneapolis, Seattle, Los Angeles
and Washington, OC are already planning events
to help people make connections between their
local communities and Southern Africa.
Community activists, members of local
churches, students and faculty are organizing
educational and cultural events:
workshops,
speakers, worship services, films , essay contests
and other activities. Speakers from Southern
Africa will highlight many of these events.
The campaign will provide forums for U.S.
citizens to hear from Southern African about
their efforts for change. It will also provide
opportunities for participants to get involved in
supporting positive initiatives. In selected cities,
young people will participate in radio and TV
hookups and speak directly to young people in
Southern Africa about their concerns and issues.
For more information and a brochure contact:
Southern Africa Educational Campaign
Lisa Cannon, Coordinator
c/o Washington Office on Africa
110 Maryland Ave., NE, Suite 112
Washington, DC 20002
Phone: (301) 608-2400
Fax: (301) 608-2401
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Zanzibar Project
The following project has been organized by Ed
Ferguson, long-standing ACAS member and
Executive Board Member.
The educational . and research needs of
Zanzibar have been given high priority with the
development of a new research library for
scholars in the House of Wonders (Beit al-Ajaib)
Museum and the construction of a new National
Library for the general public. The research
library is being set up by Dr. Abdul Sheriff,
Professor of History at the University of Dar es
Salaam, and Principal Curator and Research
Advisor to the Department of Archives, Museum
and Antiquities in Zanzibar. Donations to the
Zanzibar Library Project are being sought from
members of the Association of Concerned Africa
Scholars.
Priorities for the research library include
scholarly books and journals on Africa in general
and East Africa in particular.
Works of
non-fiction in the social sciences devoted to Asia,
the Middle East and Europe are also needed.
The National Library requires reference texts,
quality fiction for the general public, and
standard works in the natural sciences and
engineering. Chiidren's books are also welcome,
especially those with a multicultural perspective.
Used computers and printers would also be
greatly appreciated by the research library.
ILWU Local 10, which has a long history of
supporting African liberation and self-help
movements, will ship all materials free of charge
from San Francisco to Zanzibar in late 1994.
All questions on donations should be directed
to:
Ed Ferguson
Associates Program
Five Colleges Inc.
Box 740
Amherst MA 01004
E-mail: edfergus@smith.smith.edu
Tel : (413) 256 8316

ACAS at the 1994 African Studies Association Meetings

ACAS meetings
Membership: Saturday 5 November, 5:15pm.-7:15pm.
ACAS Executive and Board: Friday 4 November, 5:15-7: 15pm.
ACAS Executive: Saturday 5 November, 7:15-8: 15pm.

Please check the final program for confinnation and rooms.

Panels
ACAS is sponsoring a panel directed at restructuring the debate on 'democratization,' with. a
specific focus on southern Africa:

"Rhetoric and Realities in Southern African 'Democratization'"
Chair: AI Green, Wesleyan University
Papers and Presenters:

"Lessons of the Angolan Elections: Reliable Guides or Misleading Judgments,"
Bill Minter, American University

"Democratization From Below: Grassroots Politics in Rural Mozambique,"
Merle Bowen, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

"Liberal democracy 11 vs. ''popular democracy 11 : South Africa after the Elections,"
John Saul, York University
ACAS members are also involved in many other panels and roundtables. Among those
organized by ACAS members, special note might be made of two directly related to ACAS
work in the past and forthcoming years:

Rwanda, A Roundtable
Chair: David Newbury, University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
Committee for Academic Freedom on Africa, Panel:
"Academic Staff Unions and Academic Freedom in Africa."
Panelists: Dennis Brutus (on South Africa)
Attahiru Jega (on Nigeria)
Alamin Mazrui (on Kenya)
Mac Dixon-Fyle (on Sierra Leone and Nigeria)
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National Security Education Program (Boren) Update

Overview
by Bill Martin
Since its formation in 1977, ACAS has
consistently opposed scholarship linked to or
funded by military and intelligence agencies.
With the end of the Cold War new efforts are
being made to legitimize military and intelligence
funding of academic work, and to dissolve the
barriers between the world of scholarship and the
realm of military intelligence work.
The National Security Education Program
(NSEP) -- often referred to at the "Boren Bill" -is a leading effort in this drive. As the article
below by David Wiley documents, NSEP remains
a program directly under Department of Defense
control. As the NSEP program brochure itself
states:
Program policies and direction are provided
by the Secretary of Defense in consultation
with the 13 member National Security
Education Board.
NSEPAwards
NSEP is now in full operation. In the last
year NSEP provided grants to undergraduate,
graduate and graduate Ph.D. students to study
abroad this year. Over 1800 applications for
awards were submitted, and awards included 312
undergraduate scholarships for language studies,
146
awards
to
graduate
students
to
internationalize their educational experience (32
of these were in sub-Saharan Africa), and 27
awards to doctoral candidates to study "critical"
languages.
Opposition to NSEP
As charted in previous Bulletins, ACAS has
joined with scholars around the United States to
insist that any new funding for African and area
studies be located outside the direct control of the
Department of Defense, Central Intelligence
Agency, and the National Security Agency.
These efforts have been given further
impetus, rather than lessened, by recurrent
scandals surrounding CIA/NSA funding, and
activities, including the undercover attempts to
undermine popular movements (such as the
campaign waged against President Aristide).
Debates surrounding the effort to curtail the
ability of intelligence and military agencies to
control the direction and substance of scholarship
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nevertheless continue. These take place, moreover, within the highly unequal distribution of
non-military funding for work in and on Africa;
this was most vividly illustrated at the last ACAS
general meeting, where opponents of the ACAS
position argued that it is only the rich,
historically-White universities, institutions that can
afford to take the privileged position of turning
down NSEP funds.
This argument did not sway the overall membership. It illustrates, however, the difficulties in
this area as in others highlighted in this Bulletin:
in the post-Cold War conjuncture we will
constantly face new challenges in defining our
agendas, actions, and positions -- and ACAS can
only continue to criticize intelligence agency
funding if it also addresses the larger issues of
equity in funding the study of Africa within
North American and between North America
and Africa. Contributions to the analysis of these
issues is invited for forthcoming issues of the
Bulletin.
NSEP details
We present in the following pages three items
related to the development of the NSEP program:
1. An overview by David Wiley of developments
through early 1994,
Although somewhat
dated, this overview by the director of a Title
VI Africa Center reviews the history,
objectives, and principle objections to NSEP
programs.
2. The list of current National Security Education Board members, as well as a list of
reported nominees, as of December 1993, to
the NSEP group of academic advisors.
Attempts to get a final, confirmed list of
advisors have been unsuccessful (an item we
will report upon in the next Bulletin) .
3. A position paper taken by the International
Studies Program at Michigan State University,
which illustrates that units and scholars may
indeed reject students/scholars funded by
NSEP,
We urge our membership to continue to see that
NSEP is isolated and that the monies be reallocated to a public, educational , wing of the
Federal government.

New Bearings for NSEP
(1993 to early 1994) *
by David Wiley

The National Security Education Program
(NSEP) or "Boren Program," created by the
National Security Education Act (NSEA),
Security Education Act (NSEA), is moving to
blunt criticisms of the program from scholars and
to seek applicants for $7.5 million in grant
awards in 1994. This article reviews the activities
of the program during through early 1994 and
assesses to what extent criticisms from the
scholarly community have been addressed. A
summary of the three grant programs is provided
at the end of this article.

A New Look for the NSEP ?
In response to the criticisms and reservations
of the various area studies associations nationally,
the new DOD staff of the NSEP have made a
number of alterations in the program which they
hope will answer these concerns. These include
the following.
• By legislative amendments, the NSEP Program
has been removed from the Defense Intelligence
College under the Assistant Secretary for
Command, Control, Communications, and
Intelligence and attached to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense of Democracy and
Peacekeeping. Dr. Morton Halperin was nominated by the White House to this position, but his
confirmation was opposed by some Republican
Senators, was referred back to the White House,
and Halperin now has withdrawn from candidacy,
partly because of lack of support of the proposed
unit by DOD Secretary-designate Inman. One
report suggests that the DOD "Defense of
Democracy
and
Peacekeeping"
Assistant
Secretaryship may be recombined with
intelligence and special operations functions .
The NSEP offices have been moved from the
Pentagon to an office building in nearby Roslyn.
• The NSEP is no longer headed by Martin
Hurwitz of the Defense Intelligence College but
by Charlene King, a former academic administrator and staff member for Senators Goldwater and
Boren. Her deputy director is Robert Slater,
Ph.D., a practicing political scientist. Slater,
formerly attached to the Defense Intelligence
College, is more familiar with academia, having
staffed a DOD-Association of American
Universities Task Force in the early 1980s that
*Many observations in this paper were based on a
one-day meeting of several area studies center directors
with the NSEP staff at their offices in Washington, on
November 16, 1993 .)

assessed DOD linkages with the university
community. That effort was prompted by the
controversies over the export control censorship
of scholarly meetings and the decisions by the
directors of the VI African studies centers to
decline funding from the Defense Intelligence
Agency.
• The legislative goal of the NSEP is to enable
U.S. citizens to "communicate and compete" with
other countries by increasing federal support for
language and area studies needs. The new NSEP
brochure slightly softens the emphasis on
competition. The brochure describes the mission
in somewhat broader terms, "to lead in
developing the national capacity to educate
citizens to understand foreign cultures, strengthen
U.S. economic competitiveness, and enhance
international cooperation and security."
At a recent meeting in Seattle, the NSEP staff
indicated that institutional awards initially will be
focused on the peacetime global priorities of the
environment, health, and energy. It is not clear if
or how these will be reflected in the funded
institutional programs for foreign language and
area studies.
• The NSEP staff is seeking to operationalize the
program in 1994, reportedly to counter criticisms
of the program's inactivity and, therefore, to
decrease the susceptibility of NSEP to being
folded into the Title VI Programs of the Center
for International Education of the U.S.
Department of Education (US/ED). Members of
the Advisory Panel have been nominated to the
White House. They include few foreign language
and area studies specialists. (A list of members
thought to have been nominated is appended.)
The NSEP also has countered the proposal of
combining NSEP with Title VI in the US/ED by
indicating it "will not duplicate Title VI
programs." Grant applications are expected to be
solicited in December 1993 for the student
programs and in winter 1994 for the institutional
program.
• The new NSEP administrators have consulted
more widely with individual scholars and groups
from higher education, ending much of the tone
of unilateralism found in the public statements of
the previous staff about targets of the programs
and the aims of the NSEP funding. The NSEP
staff has held a number of regional briefing
meetings across the country to discuss the
program with interested parties as well as one
meeting with representatives of six Title VI
language
and
area
studies
centers.
Simultaneously, the NSEP has asked each U.S.
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institution of higher education to designate an
"NSEP
representative"
for
disseminating
application forms to students. Already, the staff
reports, approximately 1,500 institutions have
responded.
• The NSEP staff recently indicated they are
retitling graduate student support abroad from
"research abroad" to "overseas studies" and
indicating their openness to finding a new title
for students studying abroad on NSEP funding,
replacing "National Security Education Program
Fellow" or "Boren Fellow." These changes seek
to reduce the feared danger to NSEP Fellows
abroad if they are identified as associated with or
presumed to be linked military and intelligence
agencies.
• Finally, the NSEP staff have indicated that they
are personally and institutionally flexible and that
they intend to modify the program in the years
ahead to create a more intelligent and respectable
program.

Proposal to Move the NSEP to the Center for
International Education at US/ED
While the NSEP staff have been modifying
the structure and image of their programs on the
margins, Vice President Gore has recommended
that the NSEP and its Trust Fund "should be
consolidated with the Center for International
Education in the U.S. Department of Education
(US/ED) to strengthen foreign language study
and eliminate duplication of effort."
This
Administration recommendation is part of Gore's
"reinventing government" proposals contained in
the Report of the National Performance Review,
Creating a Government that Works Better and
Costs Less (Washington, September7, 1993).
Unfortunately, this recommendation does not
have the support of most of the higher education
associations in Washington. They argue that
removing the program from the DOD will lose
the support for additional funding of the Trust
Fund by members of the House and Senate
Intelligence Committees and that the political
base of the program is too fragile to withstand
this loss. (In the mean time, the OMB has ruled
that the House and Senate Armed Services
Committees should now replace the oversight
jurisdiction of the Intelligence Committees over
NSEP.) At this time, no bill has been introduced
to implement this transfer of NSEP to US/ED.
The Responses to NSEP by the Major Area
Studies and Academic Associations
A number of area studies and other scholarly
associations have voiced criticisms of the NSEP,
including the Boards of the Social Science
Research Council (SSRC) and American Council
of Learned Societies (ACLS), the Association of
Asian Studies (AAS), African Studies Association
(ASA), Middle East Studies Association (MESA),
the Latin American Studies Association (LASA),

32

Association of African Studies Programs (AASP),
and the Association of Concerned Africa
Scholars (ACAS).
In one of the first responses, the presidents of
ASA, LASA, and MESA, wrote to Sen. Boren in
February 1992, stating that,
"... we are gravely concerned .. .at the presence
of the Director of the CIA in the oversight of the
program ... For scholars of our regions, these
provisions represent a significant problem, if not
outright risk. Linking
university based
research to U.S . national security agencies, even
indirectly, will restrict our already narrow
research opportunities; it will endanger the
physical safety of scholar and our students
studying
abroad; and it will jeopardize the
cooperation and safety of those we study
and
collaborate with in these regions."
The presidents further observed that the end
result of the NSEP will be "to restrict the flow of
information from the region to the U.S.; to erode
our basic research capacity on Africa, Latin
America, and the Middle East;
and to limit
on-site training opportunities in languages,
cultures, politics, and economics."
1. Criticisms from the Africanists
Africanist associations, including the ASA,
AASP, and ACAS, for more than a decade have
opposed the DOD and CIA being involved in the
funding, determining of priorities, and oversight
of foreign language and area studies. The NSEA
gives the Secretary of the DOD authority to
determine the target countries, languages, and
study topics of the program. The Board that
advises the Secretary includes the Director of the
CIA, along with the secretaries of Commerce,
Education, and State; Directors of the USIA and
National Endowment for the Humanities; and six
Presidential appointees. Noting that the federal
government transformed the National Defense
Education Act (NDEA Title VI) a number of
years ago into the Higher Education Act, a
number of area studies scholars have questioned
the wisdom of re-inventing a foreign language
and area studies program operated directly by the
military. (Some in the House Select Intelligence
Committee also have questioned the wisdom of
giving CIA funds to the NSEP for public
education programs during this period of
"increased threats after the Cold War" and
increased needs for intelligence.)
Most Africanists have also believed that
military and intelligence links would reduce
scholarly linkages, collegiality, and access in
Africa. ACAS has urged scholars to refrain from
seeking funds from the program,
"Specifically, we reaffirm our conviction that
scholars and their international programs and
universities should not accept research,
fellowship, travel, programmatic, and other
funding for international studies and programs

activities in the United States or abroad from
military and intelligence agencies or their
contractual representatives ."
and called on,
"universities and scholars .. .to separate foreign
language and area studies in the United States
from military, intelligence, and other security
agency programs and priorities. In this postCold War period, we believe that the broader
and longer-term interests of the peoples of the
United States are best served by this
separation. or
In spite of recent changes in the NSEP, these
convictions were reaffirmed in December (1993)
at the annual meetings of the African Studies
Association by the directors (or their
representatives) of 13 of the Title VI National
Resource Centers in African Language and Area
Studies (Boston U., Berkeley/Stanford, Columbia,
Cornell, Howard, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan State,
Pennsylvania, UCLA, Wisconsin, and Yale) and
28 program representatives who are members of
the Association of African Studies Programs.
Both groups decided that the changes in NSEP
did not address their central concerns and to
continue to support the Clinton Administration
position, with DOD Secretary Aspin concurring,
to move NSEP to US/ED.
2. The Criticisms of the Middle East Studies
Association
Other associations have focused on the fact
that this is a program of the Department of
Defense with the Director of Central Intelligence
sitting on the Board. This links foreign language
and area studies directly to the perceptions,
priorities, and oversight of U.S. military and
intelligence, it is argued, at the very moment
when military and intelligence action is less
needed to serve the longer-term and broader
national interests.
The concerns of the
associations and their members have varied.
MESA voiced a serious concern for endangering
U.S. students and scholars in the Middle East.
The MESA Board passed a resolution in October
1992 stating,
"The Board of Directors of MESA ... deplores
the location of responsibility in the U.S.
defense and intelligence community for a
major foreign area research, education, and
training program of students and specialists.
This connection can only increase the existing
difficulties of gaining foreign
governmental
permission to carry out research and to develop
overseas instructional programs. It can also
create dangers for students and scholars by
fostering the perception of involvement in
military and intelligence activities, and may
limit academic freedom . or
The MESA Board also called upon Boren and the
NSEP administrators,
" ...to ensure that the pnorities , criteria, and

funding goals of the program are developed
from within the academic community; are
consonant with the integrity of the scholarly
process; and, further, that there is separation of
Middle East studies scholars, students and their
institutions from military and intelligence
organizations and priorities."
3. The South Asian Studies Council
The South Asia Council of the Association
for Asian Studies and the Joint Committee on
South Asia of the SSRC and the ACLS has urged
that the funds be transferred to the US/ED and
calls on institutions not to accept the funds.
"Past experience, in South Asia as elsewhere,
amply demonstrates the perils of connections,
however tenuous, between scholars and U.S.
national
security
agencies.
Possible
consequences range from mistrust and lack of
cooperation to physical violence against U.S .
scholars and their colleagues abroad."
They continue by observing that the May 1992
issue of India Currents states that through NSEP:
"Now, for the first time, the CIA will be
involved directly and openly in higher
education and research on campuses. The CIA
will support students and scholars interested in
Third World languages and cultures ... a major
purpose of the bill seems to be the training and
recruitment of industrial and technological
spies for international covert operations."
The Council statement concludes, "While these
statements may not be true, they represent the
perception which we expect to spread widely in
many parts of the world if the NSEP is
implemented."
4. Responses of the Association for Asian Studies
(AAS)
Writing to Sen. Boren in March 1993, Tetsuo
Najita, AAS President, in a letter approved by the
AAS Board, also urged that the NSEP be taken
out of the DOD:
"There is no question that continued close
identification (of NSEP) with the defenseintelligence community will seriously limit the
scope of the NSEP and preclude it achieving its
full role in international education. In many of
the most critical and neglected areas of Asia,
access to field work and study, and productive
relationships with colleagues, will be seriously
curtailed by the defense-intelligence identification. In the post-Cold War world, the
problems posed by the linkages with the
defense-intelligence community will probably
increase, fostered by heightened nationalism ...
Many nations will be inaccessible to NSEP
students and scholars, often those most
important to repamng our international
knowledge and competence."
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5. Support from the Overseas Study Community
Some associations outside of foreign
language and area studies have found no
objections to the funding. For instance, there
appears to be a strong interest in the money from
most administrators of overseas studies programs,
the majority of whose programs have been
concentrated in the UK and Western Europe.
Similarly,
many
higher
education
administrators are hungry for funding to bring to
their campuses to support the new interest in
internationalizing programs and curricula and
funding overseas study. One scholar noted that
many on campuses who are not associated with
field work and studies in Africa, Asia, Latin
America, Caribbean, and the Middle East are
saying, "the only problem with tainted money is
there t'aint enough of it."
Many administrators from these programs
apparently believe that the concern for military
and intelligence linkages is over-emphasized by
the area studies scholars. However, some overseas
studies professionals are concerned for potential
liability issues if, in fact, there is danger to U.S.
undergraduates taking NSEP Scholarships for
study in countries sensitive to NSEP funding.
6. Support from the Association of American
Universities
The president of the AA U and the Chairman
of its International Studies Task Force, however,
wrote Boren in April 1992 expressing gratitude
for this initiative and stating. that the presidents
and chancellors of the AA U research universities
"stand ready to assist you in any way we can in
establishing and expanding this promising new
program." This was based on the strong belief
that "... America's position in the world will
depend increasingly on our national competence
in the languages of the world and our knowledge
of the customs and cultures of the nations with
which we both cooperate and compete."
7. Other Criticisms
Some others have criticized the "national
service requirements" of the program which
require undergraduates who receive funds to
work for an equivalent number of months in
either some branch of the federal government or
in education. Graduate students must work in
similar agencies for one to three times the
number of months they are supported.
Employment in NGOs or other voluntary
agencies is not eligible for fulfilling the service
obligation.
In addition, the associations and individual
scholars have made suggestions for amending the
NSEA to make the programs more acceptable for
~any . Several amendments to the NSE Act have
been put through Congress, but none of the
suggested alterations were incorporated. At this
time, we know of no written response from
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Senator Boren, his staff, or the NSEP staff to any
of those suggestions or criticisms .

Have the Changes in the NSEP Addressed the
Objections of Area Studies Scholars?
Many criticisms of area scholars remain
unaddressed. Among these are:
1. Military Control of the NSEP Goals, Principles,
and Administration
The NSEP continues to be operated by the
U.S. military, taking advice from six other federal
agencies, including the CIA, and six members
from outside government, not necessarily from
the scholarly community.

2. Preservation of Access Abroad for U.S.
Scholars and Students
The area studies communities for Africa,
Asia, Latin America, Caribbean, and the Middle
East have long maintained that open
collaboration and partnership with foreign
colleagues and scholars is in the national interest.
U.S. global participation and leadership - private
and public - requires the very best knowledge
and understanding of foreign nations and
societies, knowledge that has not been a priority
during the more unilateral policy period of the
Cold War. Full, candid, and uncompromising
access for U.S. scholars and experts abroad is
requisite for solid, long-term building of the
documentary and knowledge base in the U.S.
concerning those areas. Because they often are
not based on in-depth and long-term research in
the foreign field, military and intelligence
estimates often are inadequate and frequently are
imbalanced and flawed. U.S. access can be
maintained only if foreign scholars and officials
have a sense that scholarly exchange and training
is public, transparent, and not allied with narrower
military and intelligence goals. In many of the
southern hemisphere nations, there is a long
history of Western military and intelligence
activity. In Africa, for instance, over the past 30
years, U.S. and allied Western intelligence
agencies were engaged in the fingering for the
South African authorities of Nelson Mandela
while he was in hiding, installing Idi Amin as
dictator in Uganda, the assassination of the
Zairean head of state, removing Kwame Nkrumah
-the major symbol of African self-determination,
providing financial and arms support of various
military dictators, and sparking and maintaining
the continuing Angolan civil war, producing the
largest limbless population per capita in the
world. In such a context, links to U.S. military
and intelligence agencies and programs is neither
a neutral fact nor an immaterial consideration.
To our knowledge, no proponents of the
NSEP has addressed these issues or even
acknowledged their relevance to the debate.

3. Public Review and Comment on the NSEP
While the NSEP staff have consulted with and
listened to many individuals, scholars, and
organizations, they have retained command and
control of the shape of their programs; therefore,
the resultant programs do not reflect a public
determination of national needs among the three
program areas nor an apportioning of priorities
according to those needs. Unlike the US /ED Title
VI language, area, and international studies
programs which must seek public comment on
their intent in the Federal Register and Commerce
Business Daily, over the three years of its
planning, the NSEP has not sought public
comment, criticism, and revision of their goals,
priorities, or the regulations implementing those
goals for allocating NSEP funding to programs.
The previous director of NSEP indicated that
NSEP would likely focus on "where the State
Department and CIA think we'll see the hot spots
abroad in the next three to five years." The new
staff does not have so short a time span in mind,
but they also have not indicated their targets or
the criteria used to choose them. In short, the
NSEP programs are not transparent.
4. Setting Priorities for Using NSEP Funds
The NSEP staff notes that the choice of
student candidates will be peer-reviewed in
regional and national panels; however, the
strategic choices of priority countries, languages,
and study topics to be targeted in Africa, Asia,
Latin America, the CIS countries, and the Middle
East remain totally at the discretion of the DOD
staff and the Secretary of the DOD. As a result, it
is not surprising that even though the purposes of
the graduate and undergraduate student grants is
to increase student experience in language and
foreign area studies of the world outside Europe,
Scandinavia, and Canada, the NSEP staff have not
consulted the specialists on the language, area,
and overseas study programs in those priority
world areas in setting targets, goals, and the
programs .
5. Linking NSEP Programs to the Extant U.S.
Expertise on Foreign Language and Area Studies
The NSEP bias against language and area
studies scholars and directors has been reflected
in the approximately 100 persons invited to a
Seattle, Washington meeting in September,
entitled "Grants to Institutions: Building
Programs in Critical International Fields."
Apparently none of the directors of the 110
federally-designated Title VI National Resource
Centers in Foreign Language and Area Studies
were invited to the meeting, even though the
awards are to foster language and area studies
development in U. S. institutions. The meeting
was convened to discuss the program foci of
NSEP in grants to universities and programs, not

to undergraduate and graduate students. One
uninvited Title VI director listened to the
conversations there and reported he did not find
them to be informed or intelligent.
6. Building a Panel of Advisors with Foreign
Area Studies and Language Expertise
Even though the NSEP staff indicate that
language and area studies must be the foundation
of all their programs, the NSEP nominated to the
White House a 28-member panel of NSEP
Advisors most of whom have neither had careers
in overseas research nor focused on language and
area studies curriculum and program. This panel
of Advisors has long been heralded as the means
by which the scholarly language and area studies
community would have input into the process
and would help shape the NSEP programs. Of
the 28 reported nominees, half are administrators
in universities and higher education associations.
Including those focused primarily on U.S. AID
projects, less than one-third have an identifiable
language and area studies background, of which
only two have been directors of the nation's 110
National Resource Centers in Foreign Language
and International Studies. Few of the 28 are
identifiable as scholars who have spent their
careers in the field studying the NSEPdesignated "priority areas" of the states of the
former Soviet Union, East Asia, Southeast Asia,
South Asia, Inner Asia, or Africa.
Summary
In summary, while the new staff of the
NSEP are more flexible, open to conversation
with those of other perspectives, and have
consulted widely, the Program remains an
operation of the U.S. military with intelligence
agency participation on the oversight board. No
steps have been taken to open the determination
of goals, principles, setting of priorities, and
regulations to public review.
Clearly, the
Program has a "friendlier face," but its basic
structure and procedures remain that which
originally was criticized by the area studies
associations who work in the target areas of
NSEP.
Summary of the Three Programs under the
National Security Education Act

1. NSEP Undergraduate Scholarships
The Institute of International Education (liE)
has been designated by NSEP to make awards
totaling $2.5 million beginning summer 1994 to
allow U.S. citizens to pursue serious study abroad
in critical world areas," excluding Western
Europe, Scandinavia, and Canada but including
Russia and the other former states of the Soviet
Union. Awards to juniors and seniors will
support semester or academic-year abroad
programs so that they will "increase their
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knowledge of and competencies m foreign
languages and cultures." Awards to freshmen
and sophomores will seek to "foster their interest
in international education," usually for intensive
summer or semester programs.
Applications will be screened initially by
regional panels and finally nationally for awards
by liE. Awards will be made of up to $8,000 per
year to 300-350 students in this first competition.
All awards go directly to the students, and ten
percent will go to freshmen.
Scholarships may be utilized for 1) approved
and accredited study abroad programs, 2) foreign
universities or special programs they offer, and 3)
study abroad programs linked with internships.
The criteria for awards will be: U.S.
citizenship, academic record and potential in
international studies and language, students who
have not studied abroad preferred, language
aptitude and attainment to the intermediate level
for some programs, and indications of integration
of program in future academic plans. The
program will seek regional diversity, gender
balance, minority representation, and overseas
geographical distribution.
2. NSEP Graduate Fellowships
The Academy for Educational Development,
a Washington-based consulting agency with
extensive experience in the poorer nations, will
administer these fellowships, which are mandated
to develop expertise in languages, cultures, and
regions of the world "which are critical to
national security and economic competitiveness
and in which greater U.S. expertise is needed."
The two types of awards are: a) for doctoral
students seeking a specialization in foreign
language and culture for "an area of the world
that is critical to the national capacity in
international education," for up to $25,000 per
year, and b) for graduate professional and other
students seeking "to enhance their educational
experience in an area of the world that is critical
to
national
security
and
economic
competitiveness," with awards averaging $8,000
per year. Individual awards are expected to be
up to $25,000 per year maximum for these
nationally portable fellowships .
Doctoral
candidates will be funded to study foreign
languages, disciplines, or foreign areas designated
as critical by the NSEP either outside or in the

u.s.

3. NSEP Institutional Grants
Funds will be granted to U.S. colleges and
universities to increment their capacity to
establish, operate, or improve their programs in
foreign language, area studies, and other
international fields critical to the disciplines.
Applications will be peer-reviewed by "a national
panel of experts" and will be awarded and
administered directly by the NSEP staff. While
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the NSEP national conference in September in
Seattle recommended focusing these grants on
energy, health, and environment, at this time it is
not known if these themes actually will inform
these language and area studies awards.

National Security Education Board
Executive Director

We list below the known members of the NSEP
program:
National Security Education Board:
Federal Government:
Department of Defense:
Dr. Edward L. Warner III (Chair)
Asst. Secretary for Strategy and
Requirements
Department of State:
Dr. David A. Longanecker
Asst. Secretary for Post-Secondary
Education
Department of State
Mr. James B. Steinberg, Esq.
Director, Policy Planning Staff
Department of Commerce:
Mr. Robert J. Stein, Esq.
Chief of Staff
Director of Central Intelligence
Dr. JosephS. Nye, Jr.
Chairman, National Intelligence
Council
United States Information Agency
Dr. Joseph D. Duffey
Director
National Endowment for the Humanities
Dr. Juan E. Mestas
Deputy Chairmain
Non-Federal Government-Presidential Appointees with Senate
Confirmation
Dr. Roger Hitsman
Professor Emeritus
Columbia University
Dr. Eamon M. Kelly
President
Tulane University
Dr. Manuel T. Pacheco
President
University of Arizona
Hon. Robert N. Shamansky
Lawyer (former Congressman)
Columbus Ohio.
Two nominations are listed in NSEP
literature as pending.
Executive Director To The Board:
Ms. R. Charlene King.

Unconfirmed List of NSEP Nominees to the "Group of Advisors"

The following list was reportedly sent to the White House for Confirmation in late 1993. The Advisors
first met in Washington on December 6, 1993.
Dr. Patricia Barnes-McConnell, Director,
Bean/Cowpea Collaborative Research Support
Program, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, MI
Dr. Richard Brecht, Director, National Council
of Organizations of Less Commonly Taught
Languages, Washington, DC Dr. Barbara Bum,
Associate Provost for International Programs,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA
Dr. Winfrey Clarke, Director of International
Agricultural Programs, Virginia State
University, Petersburg, VA
Ms. Carol Conway, Deputy Director, Southern
Growth Policies Board, Research Triangle,
North Carolina
Dr. Alfredo G. de los Santos, Jr., Vice
Chancellor for Educational Development,
Maricopa Community College District, Tempe,
AZ

Mr. John Deupree, Associate Director, College
Board Office of International Education,
Washington, OC
Dr. J. David Edwards, Executive Director, Joint
National Committee for Languages,
Washington, OC
Dr. William R. Folks, Jr., Director, Center for
International Business Education and Research,
College of Business Administration, University
of South Carolina, Columbia, SC
Dr. Joe K. Fugate, Professor, Kalamazoo
College, Kalamazoo, MI Mr. John H. Hammer,
Director of the National Humanities Alliance,
Washington, OC
Dr. Richard Hope, Vice President and Director,
Woodrow Wilson Program in Public Policy and
International Affairs, WW National Fellowship
Foundation, Princeton, NJ
Dr. Robert Ifill, Andrew Mellon Foundation,
New York, NY
Dr. Eleanor Jordan, Academic Advisor for
Exchange, Japan Teacher Training Institute, at
Bryn Mawr, Haverford, PA
Ms. Kay King, Executive Director, Association

of Professional Schools of International Affairs,
Washington, OC
Dr. Steven Lamy, Director, Center for Public
Education in International Affairs, School of
International Relations, University of Southern
California, Los Angeles, CA
Dr. Wilbert LeMelle, President, Phelps-Stokes
Fund, New York, NY
Dr. Gilbert Merkx, Director, Latin American
Institute, University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, NM
Dr. Gwendolyn Mikell, Chairperson, Department
of Sociology, Georgetown University,
Washington, OC
Dr. Claudia Mitchell-Kernan, Dean/Vice
Chancellor, Graduate Programs, UCLA, Los
Angeles,CA
Dr. Norman Peterson, Director, Alliance fof
International Education and Cultural Exchange,
Washington, OC
Ms. Victoria Munoz Richardt, Vice President for
Academic Affairs, Los Angeles Mission
College, Sylmar, CA
Ms. Nancy Ruther, Associate Director, Center for
International and Area Studies, Yale University,
New Haven, CT
Ms. JoAnn Thrush, Executive Director, Central
Stat6s Conference on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, Madison Area Technical College,
Madison, WI
Dr. John Van de Water, Dean of International
Education, Oregon State University, Corvallis,
OR
Dr. John Vaughn, Director of Federal Relations,
Association of American Universities,
Washington, OC
Dr. John Voll, Past President, Middle East
Studies Association, University of New
Hampshire, Durham, NH
Dr. Frank Wong, Provost and Vice President for
Academic Affairs, University of Redlands,
Redlands, CA
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International Studies and Programs
Statement on Issues Concerning
The National Security Education Program (NSEP)
August 17, 1994

[Editors' Note: the following statement illustrates a response on one campus, Michigan State University,
to the problems posed by students applying to international programs with NSEP grants already in hand.
It provides, furthermore, an example of positions that are possible within university institutional and legal
constraints.]

a) The Dean of International Studies and
Programs and other concerned members of
the University will actively work at the national
level toward ensuring that NSEP is reorganized
to be independent from defense and
intelligence agencies;
b) The Office of International Studies and
Programs of Michigan State University will
counsel students interested in applying for
NSEP grants as to the concerns raised by
many scholars regarding the potential harms,
including physical danger and damage to
future careers, of accepting NSEP grants to
support studying abroad;
c) The Office of International Studies and
Programs of Michigan State University will
abstain from the rating process in the NSEP
student scholarship/fellowship program. The
Office
of
International
Education
Exchange/Division of Overseas Study and the
area studies centers of ISP have the right to
decline the participation of NSEP scholars or
·fellows in their programs if they believe this
participation is not in the interests either of the
student or of the programs of the University.
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d) Student and institutional awards from NSEP
should not be sought by students and MSU
units for studies of or activities in those world
regions for which the majority of the relevant
MSU area studies center faculty believe
utilizing these funds is detrimental to
University and center interests or the personal
safety of students or researchers ;
e) Notwithstanding the concerns reflected in
items a) through d) above, qualified
institutional units of MSU wishing to apply for
NSEP institutional grants for educational
collaboration with institutions in other
countries described in d) may seek the
approval of the Dean of ISP at the beginning
of proposal conceptualization. In reviewing
the proposal, the Dean will consider whether
the proposal contains evidence demonstrating
that institutions and the government of the
host country support and are willing to
cooperate with the MSU unit. Should the
Dean feel that additional review is needed, the
Dean will send the proposal to the ISP
Advisory/Consultative Committee, or
a
subcommittee thereof.
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