
Wio gets what, 
when and how? 

ho gets what, when and 
" W h  ow?" That, political 
scientist Harold Lasswell 
declared, is one of the most 
fundamental of political 
questions. 

It's a good one to ask now, 
as columnist E.J. Dionne, Jr., 
pointedout the other day in the 
Pod g ~ a t y  7%3). That may well 
be the question President Bush 
wants to avoid, accusing those 
who do of "class warfare." But 
it's cruclal, not least for Africa. 

Over here, it's fairly easy to 
answer. Who gets "it"? The 
wealthy. What do they gkt? 
Money. (We'll stick with that, 
though the freedom to pollute 
without scrutiny, and the 
opportunity to undermine the 
rights of labor, to threaten the 
needs of women, to disregard the 
realities of racism, those are good 
answers too.) When do they get 
it? First. How do they get it? 
Through obscene tax cuts is the 
w e n t  preferred, though not 
only, avenue of choice. 

The wealthiest 10% of 
Americans will get 60% of the 
benefits of the tax cuts Bush 
proposed in January; the lowest 
40%, shghtly over 2% (Citizens foi T U ~  

Where are we as the 10@ Congress bepns? 

The status of WOA 's 
MiUennial Campaign for M i c a  

T he Congress has adjourned. The Bush administration has named its 
priorities. Where are we, then, on the priorities we at the Washington 

Office on Africa identified for our M i l l e d  Campaign? In this issue of 
Washington Notes on Ajhca, we provide an update on each of the following: 

Economic justice 
a Debt cancellation 

See page 10. 

Peace and reconciliation 
* Just resolution of conflicts 

The Sudan The Congo 
See page 6. See page 6. 

* Codict diamonds 
See page 7. 

a Child soldiers 
See page 7. 

a Landmines 
See page 7. 

Health and human welfare 
* Funding to confront the HIV/AIDS pandemic 

See page 3. 

* Access to affordable medicines 
See page 3. 

a= Development assistance 
See page 5. 



Who gets what, when and how? 
~vnti~~(dJmnpagc one 

Justice, January lo, 2003, m the P d ) .  The chairman and chief 
executive of Citigroup alone should save about $6.9 milkon in 
taxes under Bush's plan ( w m / r ' ~ ~ t ~ l l  ~ m t ,  ~anuary 12,2003). 

This has a lot to do with us as American citizens, of 
course, but it also has a great deal to do with Africa. In 
Africa's relations to the US, we need to ask: What do 
A . L U ~ S  get, and when, and how? 
@ What they don't get is a respected place at the table. 

Wimess the President's cancellation of his mp to Africa 
in January. His enthusiasm for war cancels an 
opportunity to talk with Africans in Africa about the 
destructiveness of HIV/AIDS, the need for debt 
cancellation, the concern for basic human needs to be 
met by a society, not by a company intent on profit. 

9 What they don't get is US support to end the tragedy of 
landmines, or meamngfd controls over the trade in 
conflict diamonds, or peace taking precedence over oil, 
or public health taking precedence over pharmaceutical 
profits. 

9 What they certainly don't get is money. Consider that 
Bush's tax cut package in 2001 amounted to $1.35 
ttilhon, and his proposal now will total $674 bifhon. 
Consider that he has no qualms - barely even talks 
about - the cost of war, estimated to be at least $200 
billien. Now censider that uational debit  is  heading 
to new records, requiring legislation to raise the ceiling. 
And now.. . now.. . consider that the US cannot provide 
$2.5 billion to help the world fight HIV/AIDS. It 
seems small by comparison, doesn't it? 
Wben do they not get it? Now. If our African brothers 

and sisters do get assistance to address glaring inequities in 
the world order.. . well, it's not a priority for us, unless it 
serves our narrow self-interest. Note the Secretary of State's 
visits to African counmes after the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development last year: All oil producers. Some 
high-ranking officials at the White House are promising 
announcements of significant US support in the near future. 
Maybe. But when remains a critical question. Promising 
"meaningful" contributions a few years from now doesn't 
assuage the tragedy now. 

How? With strings. Very definite strings. And it runs 
the gamut from acceptance of US interpretations of 

intellectual property rights to unfettered access of US 
multinational companies to African markets. The agenda - 
that we control. And our government wields a heavy club. 

I was part of a faith-based discussion recently about global 
justice and US policy. Joe Volk, of the Friends 

Committee on National Legislation, was there. He had two 
thoughts which I find very helpful. The first was this: 
"Americans judge ourselves by our values," he said, "and 
judge others by their actions." For Africa this translates 
int i  a view that we care - about health, about children, 
about the tragedy of war, about hope itself. Seeing ourselves 
as generous and compassionate, we presume policies based 
upon generosity and compassion. And, we still have a 
longing to be able to trust our President and our elected 
leaders. Those are our instincts, and they are endearing. As 
a people we an, at our better moments - and they are many 
- a caring, generous, compassionate and trusting people.. .. 

We also need to admit that we grasp at stories of the 
actions of others. Uganda's admittedly poor judgment over 
purchase of a presidential jet a few years back somehow 
proved that debt cancellation was a dubious proposition. 
Examples of African mismanagement and corruption proved 
that development assistance was unjustified. Certainly those 
incidents need to be addressed, but the dominance of these 
stories in US discussions of Africa policy afhrm the wisdom 
of Joe Volk's insights: Our values, their actions. 

The second thought of Joe Volk's that I appreciated 
was this: Americans have, he argued, "a radical centef' - 
concern for justice and peace and so on - and when the 
evidence shows that our actions are out of keeping with our 
values, American civil society supports alternatives. 

That, I believe, is where hope must lie. Our finer 
instincts - our values, our principles - are stunningly at odds 
with what we as a nation do in Africa. Our task - yours and 
mine - is to provide the evidence, outline alternatives 
together, and energize that "radical center." Perhaps this 
status report on our Campaign will help. 

Leon Spencer 
Executive Director 
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H AND HUMAN 

AIDS: StiU a quest for firnds and affordable me&che 
he United States has worked intensively to hnd a 
solution that will provide life-saving drugs to those 

truly in need," US Trade Representative Robert Zoellick 
declared after negotiations over access to affordable 
medicines collapsed in December. It's quite a d b l e  
thing for him to have said If, instead, he had candidly 
stated that "the United States has worked intensively to 
protect pham~ceutical corporations while seeking to 
appear concerned about providing life-saving drugs to 
those truly in need," he would have been much closer to 
the truth. 

The World Trade Organization (WTO), meeting in 

for which there is no treatment or for which drugs are 
h d y  generic). The meeting ended without ageanent 

Negotiations resumed in mid-Deambeq where the 
US amahcd alone in blocking a Mexican-brow deal 
which the rest of the world was prepared to endorse. The 
 tall^^ 143-1. The deadline for resolution was the end of 
2002. 

We at WOA were not enthusiasts for the "solution" 
supported by the rest of the wodd, largely because, in the 
interest of coinpromise, other nations had already acceded 
to many of the US'S concerns. The process would catably 
have been cumbersome. But as the Neb Y d  Tinrb~ 

It's a mine Pbat/ so favpopb baw lmwr to tkse drygz. 
In Afica, almost 30 mlhnpeopb on king tvitb HIV/AIDS, 

but fewer tbon 30,000 an nmking anh'ntroiral dmgs. 
Tbat's onepenon who mun&for e w y  999 who &, not. 

]u@ Fuhq '~~ GwnuCsurtJI,"MayAmUh@q+ Dlyllkr2002 

Doha in 2001, had agreed that public health should take 
precedence ova  pharmaceutical patents. But whit was left 
untesohwd was how African nations lacking capacity to 
manufnm their own "generic" drugs could obtain them 
from others more cheaply. (Here gmm'c means the 
compulsory licensing of drugs still under patent) This 
problem required further negotiations under the Agreement 
on TradeRelated Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights 
F). 

While the Declaration on the TRIPS Agreement and 
Public Health (the "Doha declaration") lacked the lcgal 
force AErican nations had sought, it nevertheless 
represented a commitment to which the US subscribed: 
Public health befon patents. This commitment was 
underscored in Congress, which passed the Bipartisan 
Trade Promotion Authority A a  (HR 3009) this fd .  The 
bill s m c a l l y  indudes respect for the Doha declaration as 
one of the prinapal negotiating objectives of the US. 

At the TRIPS Council in Geneva in November, the 
US opposed a pexmanent waiver against bringbg disputes 
totheWrOincascswheregcnericsareimportsdtoleast 
developed countties. The US also sought to limit the 
numb& of countries to whom such a &er would apply, 
arguing that only the poarest developing countries should 
behclpcd. TheUSalsowantedtolimitthequllifyiog 
disease to HTV/AIDS, tubcrculd, and mahia, and 
"other infectious epidemics of comparable gravity and scale 
that may arise in the future" (imterestiugly naming diseases 

editodized, "Washurgton's position is wrong and so 
o b v i ~ ~ c c d b y t h e d f i l g c ~ e s t h a t ~ c a i s  
alienating nations whose support it needs on other trade 
~SSU~S'' (Imuary 6,2003). 

Shordy after this "&bade," the Bush administration 
pledged not to take any actions "against countries that 
export certain generic drugs to low-income [countties] to 
fight public health ctises" J- 7, ~03). But this is 
hardly satisfactorg. It certainly curries with it no legal 
foundation, which the Doha deckation sought A US 
official called this promise of a moratorium on using the 
WID dispute p f o d u m  "a good &tend solution." 
Well, it's d y  no solution, and the unh-t tendency of 
the Bush administration is h e  and well. 

Moreover, the administration's detamhtion to seme 
the intensts of diug companies remains tmqmmt Never 
mind thah as the Nw Y d  Timer observes, "the companies 
make their profits in rich nations. They will not stop work 
if poor nations, which can't buy their drugs anyway, begin 
to import generics." One US trade official said it was 
"unlikely" that the US would change its stance -1. 

m e  money isn't tbae a*rbtv 

oney, which so oftcn remains at the center of 
/AIDS debate, was not forthcoming in the last M, 

Congress at anything remotely approaching the levels 
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HEALTH AND HUMAN WELFARE 

AIDS money isn't there 
~wnt in~~~dJkpn~~d ingpage  

required. The Bush administration had a lot to say about its 
generosity, but the f w e s  just don't add up. Yes, the US 
contributed more than any other nation in terms of totals 
(though not GNP), but that is a condemnation of both the 
US and the international community, not something to 
celebrate. 

The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB and Malaria - 
the key multilateral initiative - is now up and running, has 
made grants to a number of African countries, and.. . has 
already exhausted its funds. Within three months in 2002 
its Board committed $616 million to 40 countries over two 
years, with further commitment pending program 
performance and fund availability.. 

Donor nations had quickly pledged $2.1 billion (over a 
period of years) after UN Secretary General Kofi Annan 
proposed the creation of the Global Fund in 2001. US 
appropriations eventually totalled $500 million. Decisions 
on a second round of proposals, which seek $5.2 billion, 
will be made in January 2003, and the funds aren't there. 

The AIDS and Health Care Working Group of the 
Advocacy Network for Africa (of which the Washington 
Office on Africa is an active part) had urged President 
Bush, en his new-postponed Jatnmry trip to Africa, to 
announce a bold new US initiative that would indude at 
least $2.5 billion to combat the disease in 2004, with at least 
$1.2 billion of that for the Global Fund. He had planned to 
focus on HIV/AIDS on one of his stops, and AIDS 
remains an agenda item at the US-Africa Economic Forum 
in Mauritius in January - Bush's State of the Union and the 
launch of the administration's 2004 budget are also 
occasions for announcements - but whether there will be 
substance to any US commitment remains to be seen. Dr. 
Jendayi Frazer, Bush's National Security Advisor on 
African affairs, recently suggested there will be. We shall 
see. 

The money we seek is not an arbitrary figure. We 
analyzed the figures and explained our rationale in detail in 
our fall issue of Notar @p. 4-6). What deserves emphasis here 
is that the "ask" of the US is based upon a global needs- 
based figure and the proportion the US frequently 
contributes to international endeavors (25%). There are 
other perhaps more justihble ways to calculate the 
percentage, principally basing it on US wealth in relation to 
the rest of the world (that would make it around 35%). But 
for the moment we've stuck with the 25%. 

The significance is that we are and will continue to 
seek funds based upon financial need, and tigures that we 
accept as valid will continue to climb. Thus our ongoing 
appeal is for a fair US contribution to the global need to 
confront AIDS, not a specific figure over time. We made a 

case, now widely-accepted, for $2.5 billion in 2003. Now 
the Global Fund indicates that it will need $7.9 bilkon in 
2003 and 2004, and has asked the US for $2.5 to $3 billion 
for the two years. That fits comfortably with our annual 
appeal for $2.5 billion for 2003 and at bast that for 2004. 

This point deserves emphasis: These are annual 
figures. If the US government dramatically fails to make a 
meaningful contribution in 2003 - and thus far it has come 
up with only $200 milkon for the Global Fund - then should 
we in advocacy write off that year and carry on as if this 
glaring failure to contribute meaningfully to confront global 
AIDS didn't happen? Or should we call for the US to 
make up for this failure, either in a 2003 supplemental 
appropriation or in the 2004 budget? We think the latter, 
and we are tentatively looking at $1.8 billion for the Global 
Fund, $1.2 billion in bilateral assistance, and a half billion 
for the 2003 shortfall to the Global Fund, in the 2004 
appropriation. Together with the $200 million for the Fund 
in 2003, there would thus be $2.5 billion for the Global 
Fund over the two years. This would require $3.5 billion 
total for fiscal year 2004. 

Congressional legzkslation f d s  over.. . abottlbn? 
1. 

eanwhile, the Bush administration hghlighted the M m  other-to-child transmission as its key global AIDS 
initiative. Sm. Jesse Helms (D-NC) sought $500 million 
for it in an emergency supplemental appropriations bill. 
Under pressure from the administration, that figure was 
reduced to $200 million. Bush then vetoed the bill. 

The foreign operations appropriations bill never 
passed the 107" Congress, so no additional funds have 
actually been appropriated for fiscal year 2003. That will be 
addressed by the new Congress. 

Congress did consider AIDS bills that would have 
authorized a significant increase in global AIDS funding. 
The United States Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act (S 2525) passed the Senate 
unanimously in July 2002. It called for $1 billion for the 
Global Fund and $800 million for bilateral assistance for 
AIDS in 2003, with some increase for 2004, which together 
with other funds would have brought the total dose to our 
call for $2.5 billion. 

Its companion - Global Access to HIVIAIDS 
Prevention, Awareness, Education, and Treatment Act (HR 
2069) - called for a total of $1.3 billion, including $750 
million for the Global Fund (though only for one year). It 
passed in the House in December 2001. 

Sadly - given these positive figures - Congress 
adjourned without final action. On the final day, several 
Senate Republicans placed "holds" on the bill on grounds 
quite unrelated to AIDS: "Mexico City" abortion non- 
issues. 'It 
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HEALTH AND HUMAN WELFARE 

Development assistance: Update on the 

S ince the commencement of our 
Millennia1 Campagn for Africa, 

the most substantial and significant 
change in development aid has been 
the Bush administration's 
announcement of the Millennium 
Challenge Account (MCA). Reported 
in our last issue of Notes, it called for 
an increase in development assistance 
of "$5 billton over the next three 
budget cycles" (i.e., by 2006). 

Here's what we've learned in 
recent months: 
*:* The MCA will be handled by a 

newly created agency called the 
Millennium Challenge 
Corporation, with cabinet-level 
officials as its board, and with the 
Secretary of State its chairman. 

*:* The number of countries e b b l e  
to compete for funding will 
increase over the three years 2004- 
2006, based principally upon per 
capita incomes and their ability to 
borrow from the International 
Development Association, the 
concessionary loan program for 
poorest countries within the 
international financial institutions 
structures. 

*:* Performance indicators have now 
been identified under the three 
rubrics, Governing justly, 
Investing in people, and 
Promoting economic freedom. 
For example, they will judge how 
justly a country governs in terms 
of civil liberties, using data from 
Freedom House, or how well a 
country "invests in people" by 
looking at public primary 
education spending as a 
percentage of GDP, using data 
from the World Bank. 

*:* To become an MCA country, a 
nation would have to score above 
the median on half of the sixteen 
indicators in each of the three 

policy areas. Failure to score 
above the median on corruption 
renders a country inebble. 

*:* The number of African countries 
likely to make it into the list of 
&st recipients is four. A &st 
analysis of qualifying countries 
seems to include the Gambia, 
Ghana, Malawi and Senegal. 

We give you all these details 
because there are good reasons to 
welcome this initiative, and good - 
reasons to be very wary indeed. 

The MCA should be welcomed if 
it truly addresses poverty reduction 
issues, embraces a process that 
identifies the poorest countries that 
seem most likely to use this aid 
effectively, and does not undermine 
existing development assistance. 

But there is wariness as well. As 
the Washington Po.rt writes, creating a 
new agency risks undercutting 
USAID, "creating the impression that 
[USAID7s] programs are unlikely to be 
as effective as those funded by the 
new corporation" (~ovember 26,2002). 

This new development could also 
splinter US development assistance 
and decrease USAID7s ability to 
attract good staff and develop much 
needed programs to other countries. 

Moreover, providing such large 
amounts to a small number of 
countries may well overwhelm them, 
with more aid that they can effectively 
absorb. And four countries out of the 
entire continent - how do we manage 
not to ignore the needs and hopes of 
the rest? 

But the most nagging concern to 
us at WOA, given the appalling Bush 
administration stance on a variety of 
economic justice issues - from debt 
cancellation to access to affordable 
medicines - is the rubric, "promoting 
economic freedom." This worry is 
underscored by the naming of the 

Challenge Account 
right-wing Heritage Foundation to 
provide the data about whether a 
country's trade policy meets MCA 
criteria. Will we care about the right 
of labor to organize, or about gender 
inequities in African economies, or 
about environmental destruction as an 
acceptable price to pay for economic 
growth? If Bush doesn't domestically, 
shall we count on his administration to 
care in Africa? 

The dominant view of US 
policymakers has been that "economic 
freedom" embodies African nations' 
doing what we want them to do, and 
we claim the right to demand it. The 
Bush administration reportedly 
threatened both South Africa and 
Mauritius with loss of aid in 
November 2002 when their two 
governments were taking stands on 
the likely war with Iraq that our 
government did not like. 

We've concerns, too, with the 
administration's popular phrase, 
"public-private partnerships." As 
Nancy Alexander of the Citizens' 
Network on Essential Services argues, 
"a primary goal of the MCA is to 
increase the delivery of water, health 
and education services through public- 
private partnerships." She concludes 
by saying that "the increasingly 
aggressive campaign to privatize 
essential services.. . may constitute an 
unprecedented assault on sovereignty 
and democracy." She may be right. 

In short, our detining an African 
nation's economic priorities is 
unacceptable as a criteria for MCA, 
and that just may be the MCA agenda. 

Add to this mix the current 
deteriorating fiscal situation in the US, 
and one may legitimately ask whether 
we will truly see new money for Africa. 

Washington Notes on Africa 5 



PEACE AND RECONCILIATION 

Sudan: Peace agreement raises hope, concern 
d t c d  by S+Ma Stun, M a t e  ibr Advvcacy 

As the Machakos ncgotiafzons continue, 
Suahnese wait in hope that this wi7l be the 
prvcess that f nal! b r i n g s p .  Evenfs in 
ncent months havegiven rise to bops and 
concern, whik the enactment ofthe Sudan 
Peace Act hen in the US has ofmd a 
conjlri~ting message in US policy. We 
grate@& acknowk&e anabses by Emi! 
Gish and Katby McNee!, whse adcks in 
Mayknoll NewsNotes we have a+ted 
The MatyknoN O#cefor Global Concerns is 
a pnsor ofthe Washington O#ce on 
Afira. 

s we go to press, the Sudanese 
vernment and the Sudan A g o  

People's Liberation Movement/Army 
(SPLM/A) - amidst arguments over 
agenda, military clashes, and risky 
provocations by the Khartoum 
government - are scheduled to resume 
peace negotiations in mid-January. 

The parties to the civil war met in 
the small town of Machakos, east of 
Nairobi during 2002, and in July they 

signed a Protocol establishmg a list of 
steps that must be taken to reach a 
peace in this almost 40-year old 
conflict. Many believed that this 
agreement marked the best chance for - 
peace in over a decade. However, not 
long after the signing of the protocol 
the GOS withdrew from the peace 
negotiations. Fighting increased in the 
South and humanitarian aid was 
completely cut off bringing a new 
threat of famine to the area. 

Nevertheless, negotiations 
resumed in October, and though by 
their mid-November recess they had 
not resolved major issues, they 
strengthened commitments to a cease- 
fire and humanitarian access. 

In December the US invited both 
parties to Washington for what was 
described as a "workshop," the 
principal goal apparently being to 
reduce tensions between the two prior 
to the January negotiations. They 
focused especially upon the crucial 

outstanding issues of power-sharing 
and wealth-sharing. 

The recent tensions over the 
January agenda mainly related to 
proposed negotiations over the 
administration of the contested areas 
of Abyei, the Nuba Mountains and 
Southern Blue Nile. These are regions 
currently under the control of the 
Khartoum government but are seen 
by the SPLM/A as being "southern." 

Also on the agenda are derails 
about religious keedom - essentially 
how the constitution can ensure 
Islamic law in the north without 
i n f h p g  on the rights of non- 
Muslims in north and south. 

Former Senator John Danforth, 
President Bush's special envoy to 
Sudan, is reportedly scheduled to hold 
talks with both sides in mid-January. 

The mediators are hoping for a 
settlement by May or June. 

4 b W 6 S ~ 8  

The Congo (DRC): Hope, too, forpeace 
d t c d  by fia Term, Asaod.te 16rMmcacy 

F or the first time, all warring 
factions have signing a peace 

agreement in Pretoria to end the brutal 
four-year war in the Congo (DRC). 

The "one plus four agreement" 
provides for a transitional government 
that will combine current President 
Joseph Kabila as president with four 
vice presidents, each from a 
prominent warring faction. The 
agreement is expected to go into effect 
in January and to continue for two 
years, after which multi-party elections 
will be held - the first since 1960. 

With the successful withdrawal of 
23,400 Rwandan troops in late 
October, and the earlier withdrawals 
by Uganda, Zimbabwe and Angola, 
the prospects for peace look more 
likely than with the previous Lusaka 

accord. Nonetheless, the troop 
withdrawals have left a power vacuum 
that will need to be filled quickly. 
Strikingly, development workers 
recently returned from the Congo 
stress that as the prospects for peace 
increase around the negotiating tables, 
violence escalates on the ground. 

In December the UN Security 
Council unanimously authorized the 
expansion of the UN peacekeeping 
forces in the DRC (MONUC), from 
around 4,300 to over 8,700. 

The international community has 
done little to end the war , which 
tragically has killed 2.5 million people, 
mostly through starvation and disease. 
US-based advocates, sadly, have never 
found the advocacy strategy to be as 
fully engaged as we would have liked. 

Exploitation of the Congo's 
natural nwources 

I n October the UN released a report 
de- the pdlagmg of DRC's 

natural resources since the war broke 
out in 1998. All the countries involved 
in the war - Angola, Namibia, 
Zimbabwe, Burundi, Rwanda and 
Uganda - have benefited to varying 
degrees from the DRC's enormous 
n a t d  wealth in diamonds, copper, 
cobalt, germanium and coltan. 

The UN report named 54 people, 
including military and political officials 
from the DRC, Rwanda, Uganda and 
Zimbabwe, as leaders in the network 
to exploit the DRC's wealth. 
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PEACE AND RECONCILIATION 

Bush review points 
tow& US refisal to 

support landmine neaty 
by Lh Testy Rrm* J w A d r q  

e Bush administration seems 
poised to abandon President T 

Clinton's commitment that the US 
would cease to use antipersonnel 
mines by 2003 (except those contained 
in "mixed" systems and except for 
Korea). Indeed, as we go to press, 
there are reports that the Pentagon is 
preparing to use anti-personnel 
landmines in a war with Iraq. The US 
military has already stored landmines 
in six nearby countries. 

Clinton had also committed the 
US to join the Mine Ban Treaty by 
2006, if alternatives to the weapon had 
been found. But President Bush 
authorized a review of US policy on 
landmines, and indications are that he 
may decide to remain outside the 
t lwtyau$iadc~tetPinthis  
weapon in tfie US mend. As part of 
the review, last year the Defense 
Department recommended that the 
US abandon efforts to ban the 
weapon. n e  State Department and 
National Security Council are now 
reviewing the issue, with a h a l  
presidential decision expected soon. 

Even if the review leads to a 
Bush acceptance of the Clinton policy, 
the US will still be approximately ten 
years behind its allies and most of the 
world in banning landmines. If, 
however, Bush follows the Defense 
Department's recommendations, the 
US will move even fariher away from 
NATO allies - and virtually the whole 
world - on this issue. 

Critical for malarig the landmine 
treaty acceptable to the military was to 
identify alternatives. In November 
2001, however, I n d  the Amy 
reported that the Army would be 
eliminating all funds for alternative 
landmine technology between 2003 

US ratZes child soldiers 
protocol 

by U TCJ& AJ&C JM Adtturuy 

e Senate ratified, and President 
Bush has now signed, the child T 

soldiers protocol, and it was duly 
deposited with the United Nations on 
December 23d. It marks the end of a 
long-standing campaign to enlist the 
US in the s-le @st the tragic 
use of children as soldiers, in Africa 
and elsewhere. 

The Pmtocol states that 
coutttrr'es must 'Yak alljasibb 
measures". . . 
*:* To ensun that mmbers oftheir 

amedfoms under the age of  18 
yean do not p&'c$ate in 
bostikties; 

*:* To prohibibit the cons@tion of  
q n e  u n h  thc agc of 18 into 
thc m e d  f m s ;  

@ To nqnin states to raise the age 
of  vo funtary nmtment f i m  15 
and to e o s i t  a bindng 
dechration oftbe mimmum age 
for nnuitment in its a m d  
forces; and 

4 T mhibit the nmitment or use 
in % stikties ofcbih'nn under the 
age of  18 by nbef or other non- 
gommentaf a m d p u p s ,  and 
nqkns states to makx such 
practices criminal. 

The US also identified its 
conditions and understan* of the 
protocol. These include the definition 
of "feasible measures" to mean those 
that are "practical or practically 
possible taking into account all the 
circumstances ruling at the time, 
including humanitarian and military 
considerations," the definition of 

gimberley Process on 
cona'ct dlr'amonds 

inaugurated 

B eginning on January lst ,  the US 
joined 47 other countries in 

implementing a diamond certification 
system. The effort, known as the 
Kimberley Process, involves issuing 
certificates that diamonds are "clean," 
i.e., that they did not come onto the 
market illicitly, profits from which 
have fuelled conflicts especially in 
Angola, the DRC and Sierra :Leone. 

It's a start, certainly. But there 
remain serious shortcomings to the 
Kimberley Process. We regret that it 
excludes polished diamonds and 
jewelry. But principally, it contains no 
meaningful provision for regular 
independent monitoring. 

Some governments saw in 
monitoring a threat to sovereignty; 
industry saw a threat to data 
confidentiality. Since Kimberley is a 
voluntary system to begin with, the 
absence of effective monitoring leaves 
us with little confidence that the 
diamond in our jewelry stores is, in 
fact, not a "blood diamond." 

Note this striking data: The 
difference between official rough 
diamonds exports from five West 
African countries - Sierra Leone, Cote 
d'Ivoire, Liberia, Guinea, and the 
Gambia - and imports into Belgium - 
a key diamond importer - during the 
1994-99 period averages about $663 
million per year. There are only two 
conclusions: Smuggling, or produced 
elsewhere and falsely imported. 
(Partnership Africa Canada, The K i m w  P ~ J J  by 
Ian Smillie, 2002) 

The point is that we cannot be 
asked to "trust" in a voluntary svstem - J 

with ineffective monitoring. 
The inadequate Clean Diamond 

Trade Act (HR 2722) failed to pass the 
107th Congress. We await legislation 
in the new. 
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PEACE AND RECONCILIATION 

Peace in Sudan? 
~vntinwd fropuge 6 

A voice for uQvil sm'ety 

E ven if an agreement is reached 
through the negotiations in 

Machakos, building a just and lasting 
peace, and true self-determination, will 
require the full participation of civil 
society in free and fair elections. 
Critics point out that while the 
negotiations may reduce the hostilities 
between the government of Sudan and 
the SPLM, neither of these parties 
negotiating for control of Sudan were 
freely or democratically elected. 

Rehg~ous leaders and other 
members of civil society deeply 
committed to the People-to-People 
grassroots effort welcomed the 
Machakos protocol, but t h q  
expressed some concerns - at a 
conference in Uganda facilitated by 
the Sudanese churches in October - 
about safeguards for human rrghts and 
democratic M o m .  Thcfr also d e d  
for an independent constitutional 
committee to review the Machakos 
process. 

Sudan Peace Act hallypassed 

I n October a compromise version of 
the Sudan Peace Act (HR 5531) 

passed the House (359-8), and two 
days later it passed the Senate by 
unanimous consent. 

Both the Senate and House 
versions had passed by mid-summer 
2001, but they languished in Coqress 
awaiting a conference committee to 
settle the differences. The most 
controversial provision was the House 
amendment which barred foreign 
companies that participate in oil 
operations in Sudan from raising 
capital in the US. The Bush 
administration threatened to veto the 
bill if capital market sanctions 
appeared in the final version. The 
Senate version passed without i t  

The Sudan Peace Act as enacted 
dropped the sanctions language. It 
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called for the President to determine if 
the Khartoum government is engaged 
in good faith negotiations to reach a 
peace agreement; if not, the US (1) will 
veto all new IMF and World Bank 
loans to Sudan, (2) may downgrade or 
suspend diplomatic relations; (3) will 
take steps to deny Khartoum access to 
oil revenues (although there are no 
guidelines for how to do this), and (4) 
will seek a UN Security Council 
resolution to impose an arms 
embargo. If the President determines 
that the SPLM/A also does not 
engage in good faith negotiations, the 
actions named above will not be 
applied to the Sudanese government. 

The Act draws heavily on 
previous House language, where a 
resolution condemned the 
Government of the Sudan for its 
"genocidal war in Southern Sudan." 
Since the United States is party to the 
UN convention on genocide, such 
dehnitions require actions on the part 
of the US government The Senate 
never passed Sudan legislation with 
such a direct dehnition, so its 
inclusion here, although contained in 
the non-bin- sections of the bill, is 
a significant congressional statement. - 

The law also authorizes $100 
million to be spent on assistance 
programs in SPLA-controlled areas. 

The Sudan Peace Act is a strong 
message to the Sudanese government 
that the US Congress intends to watch 
the Khartoum government's behavior 
closely as the peace negotiations 
continue, with punitive action when 
negotiations are not carried out in 
good faith. This approach seems to 
differ from that of Sen. Danforth, 
who proposed to the government of 
Sudan a number of "carrots and 
sticks" for continuing with the peace 
negotiations. Seemingly under 
Danforth's initiatives US held more 
"carrots" and fewer "sticks." The 
Sudan Peace Act makes it clear that 
US Congress wants to wave the stick 

Landinhes 
nmnkwcd fmpn~rh'ng~k~y 

and 2007. Within weeks 124 members 
of Congress, led by Reps. James 
McGovern (D-MA), Jack Quinn (R- 
NY) and Lane Evans (D-IL), 
protested the decision. The Office of 
the Secretary of Defense has ordered 
the Army to reverse itself, but at the 
same time the Secretary is trying to 
persuade President Bush to discard all 
efforts to ban antipersonnel 
landmines. 

This past September the Senate - 
but not the House - passed the 
International Disability and Victims of 
Landmines and Civil Strife and 
Warfare Assistance Act (S 1777; 
House counterpart, HR 3169). It 
authorized the US Department of 
Health and Human Services to 
conduct p r o p s  in foreign countries 
related to individuals with disabilities, 
includmg victims of landmines and 
other victims of civil strife and 
warfare; and to provide grants to 
nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs) for cmykg out programs for 
such individuals. Reportedly, the US 
cutrently spends more than $100 
million in mine action programs 
annually, but only about ten percent of 
these funds directly aid landmine 
victims. The bill, introduced by Sen. 
Htlary Clinton (D-NY), authorized 
"necessary" funds for victims without 
specifying the amount. 

The Landmines Elimination and 
Victim Assistance Act of 2001 WR 
948, introduced by Rep. Lane Evans 
(D-IL); the Senate companion, 
introduced by Sen. Patrick Leahy (D- 
VT), was S 4971 called for the US to 
join the international community in 
endorsing the treaty itself, but this biU 
never made it out of committee. 
Neither did the Roots of Peace Act 
(HR 5497), introduced by Rep. Lynn 
Woolsey (D-CA), dealing with mine 
disposal. 
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Meanwhile, the US declined to 
attend Mine Ban Treaty-related 
meetings in 2001 or 2002. The US 
also decreased its fun* of mine 
action programs by 20%. 

Despite the absence of the US, 
the treaty has already resulted in a 
significant decrease in landmine 
injuries and deaths, from 26,000 lives 
lost per year in the early nineties to 
15,000-20,000 per year now. The 
treaty has also resulted in the 
destruction of over 34 million 
stockpiled weapons, and the number 
of countries producing landmines has 
dropped from 54 to 14. 

Internationally, the 1997 treaty - 
o f f i d y  known as the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Use, Stock- 
piling, Production, and Transfer of 
Anti-Personnel Mines and on their 
Destruction - is widely accepted as the 
ody viable and comprehensive - 

A o r d ~ a ~ o ~  
world 

The Mine Ban Treaty opened for 
signature in December 1997. It 
requires that all of its signatories cease 
use of anti-personnel mines, or 

Child soIdiem 
coothueddmmpagr 7 

develop, produce, stockpile, retain or 
transfer to anyone anti-personnel 
mines. Reaching the required 
ratification of 40 states in 1998, it 
entered into force on March 1,1999. 
By July 31,2002,144 counmes have 
legally committed to the Convention's 
expressed goals and regulations. 

The landmines issue remains 
critical for Africa. Innocent civilians 
around the continent are especially 
hard hit, with Angola, finally emerging 
from decades of war, the most 
devastated by landmines. Millions of 
landmines are estimated to be under 
Angola's sod, and more than 86,000 
Angolans have been maimed or killed 
by landmines. Cultivating land, 
getting water, grazing animals, or 
trying to build a home are now life- 
threatening activities. 

Here the US needs to move from 
being part of the problem to being 
part of the solution. The Washington 
Office on Africa has joined in the US 
Campaign to Ban the Use of 
Landmines and has issued action alerts 
to urge President Bush to support the 
treaty (see our website for details). 

'T joined KabiZa 3 amy 
when I was 13," said 
Dieudonn4 age 16, 
"ecazise my home had been 

pillaged and my parents 
were gone. When I found 
myse f alone, I decided to 
become a sol die^. UsziaZb I 
was at the fiant-line. I've 
jbught a lo t... It is hard 
I'm on4 a little soldier, I 
shodd retzim to school. " 
AFP, 'Vieudonnt, 16 ans, s o k t  nbeh et 

irc'tiran", 8 October 1998 

"direct hostilities" to included actual action on the battlefield 
that is likely to cause harm, and to not include "gathering 
and transmitting of weapons, munitions, or other supplies," 
and finally, the admission of voluntary recruitment into the 
US military of 17 year old minors. 

In September Congress also passed the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, where it added child soldiers as 
a criteria for annual human rights reporting (HR 1646). 

As in the past, the US has made it clear that it has not 
signed the Convention on the w h t s  of the Child, to which 
the protocol is attached - making it one of only two 
(Somalia the other) - who have refused to do so. Even so, 
US ratification is a sign that the US is concerned. 

While we can celebrate ratification, there is more to the 
issue of child soldiers than the Optional Protocol. We need 
to look into options to rehabilitate child soldiers. 

Demobilization and unification with families members is 
beginning in some African counmes, notably Angola, 
Congo, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, and Uganda. - 

- 

Refugees International recommends that increased 
international resources be made available 
O for local organizations involved in tracing missing 

children who may have been recruited or forced into the 
army7 and 

*:* for larger reintegration programs for former child 
soldiers, including follow up to ensure that former child 
soldiers are not re-recruited. 

The Pamck J. Leahy War Victims Fund and the 
Displaced Children and Orphans Fund are major US 
avenues to assist. These funds have supported programs in 
Angola, Liberia, Ethiopia, Mozambique, and Sierra Leone, 
among others. Advocacy for US conmbutions continues to 
deserve attention. 
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ECONOMIC TUSTICE 

Debt cancellation: We're not even close to being there 

T he Debt Relief Enhancement Act 
(HR 4524 and S 2210) failed to 

pass the House as the 107h Congress 
came to an end. The legislation would 
have provided another $1 billion in 
debt relief from the World Bank, IMF 
and G-8 countries (involving $43 
million from the US) for countries 
already in the Heavily Indebted Poor 
Countries Initiative (HIPC). 

Significantly, it would have 
altered the standard by which debt is 
gauged to be "sustainable." It 
declared debt unsustainable if 
countries spent more than 10% of 
revenue on debt service or, for 
countries with a severe health crisis, 
such as AIDS, more than 5%. It 
requested the Secretary of the 
Treasury to conclude an 

The aids legislation containing 
the debt provision unanimously 
passed the Senate in July 2002 (seep. 4). 

In the House version (HR 2069), Rep. 
Doug Bereuter (R-NE) blocked 
efforts to reach agreement on deeper 
debt relief, and the sustainability 
criteria had to be cut. 

Among our congressional 
supporters it was thought that the 
debt section stood a good ch'ance of 
being revisited in the new Congress, 
and that the AIDS bill did not. 
Therefore, by sacrificing the debt 
language it appeared that the passage 
of the AIDS bill might have been 
secure. However, even with the debt 
language removed, the AIDS 
legislation failed to become law. 

mechanism for poor countries to 
resolve their debt problems. It would 
be binding on creditors and debtors, 
and it would be independent of both 
creditor and debtor. One variation on 
this theme creates a third party panel 
under UN authority. These "judges" 
would determine if debt is 
"legitimate." If so, they would 
determine if it would be cancelled or 
how it was to be repaid. If it were 
"illegitimate," it would immediately be 
annulled. Plans call for heavy 
involvement by civil society. 

There is an alternative, known as 
the Sovereign Debt Restructuring 
Mechanism, more dominated by the 
IMF. 

The advantage of an arbitration 
process is that it would make 

agreement within the Paris 
Club of Official Creditors 
and the World Bank and 
International Monetary 
Fund to that effect. 

How "sustainability" is 
measured is a critical point. 
Even by its own standards, 
the World Bank reported 
last year that 31 of the 42 
HIPC countries are not on 
track for sustainable debt. 

This language on debt 
relief was incorporated into 
the United States 

Meanwhile on the economic iEont.. . 
Nesth, the mt/itinationai corporation, 

is demanding that Ethiopia pay them $6 miikon as 
conpensation for the 7975 nationakxah'on ofa 

conpay it bozight in 7 986. The government oJend 
to p q  $7.5 milkon to settle the chim, but the 

conpay yected the ofleer: 
It was, thy  said, a 'hatter afprinczph. " 

Ethiopia has the lbweqer capia income on earth, 
and some six miZkon peoph need food aid 

Nestle made $5.5 biikon in projts in 200 7 .  

Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act (S 2525) 
because most hlghly indebted poor 
countries pay so much to debt 
servicing that they can no longer care 
for their sick Budgetary spending on 
healthcare has fallen in many of the 
world's poorest and most hlghly 
indebted countries since the 1980s. 
This cut in spending means that the 
poorest cannot afford healthcare and 
simply go without. The number of 
children who die before the age of five 
has risen in many deeply indebted 
countries, including Zimbabwe and 
Zambia. 
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Bankruptcy and arbitration 

T" ere has been considerable 
international debate about 

arbitration, and activists are not of the 
same mind about it. Essentially the 
argument is that decisions about debt 
cancellation reside solely with 
creditors. Do what they want, and 
you mq receive debt relief. Don't and 
you won't. And if you are ever truly 
bankrupt, you can't declare it. 

What is being proposed by some 
in the campaign goes under the name 
of the Fair and Transparent 
Arbitration Process. It is a bankruptcy 

Xfrican counmes see- debt 
cancellation a full participant in 
the process -which is sadly 
lacking now. The disadvantage 
is that it may well divert 
attention from the goal of 
definitive debt cancellation. 

Given the reality of debt 
and the current Western climate 
regarding debt, there is 
something appealing about 
having Africans at the table 
when decisions are made. But 
no decisions have been reached 
by the campaign, and no 

legislative vehicles presently exist to 
advance this agendum. 

T he Jubilee USA Network, of 
which the Washington Office on 

Africa is a part, has begun drafting 
alternative legislation, a "visionary" 
Jubilee bill that reflects our ideas. This 
is a longer-term - and important - 
effort for definitive debt cancellation, 
given the realities of this Congress and 
administration. (For M e r  information, visit 
the Jubilee website at www.lubileeusa.org.) 



Africa Advocacy Days 
Febmauy 2326,2003 

An Educational and Advocacy Event for People of Faith 
Committed to Worhg forJust US Policies toward M c a  

Sundy, Febmay 23"' 
US premim o f  'yudgement Day," a@ by South Afncnnjflmaker Kevin Ham> 

Monday, Febmaty 24" 
Kynootc address onjustice issues facing Ahca, by &gate Mshana 

ofthe Economic Justice Unit at the World Council o f  Churches 

Panel dismssion with Bill Fhtcher o f  TransAfnca and Yao Graham ofthe Third World W o r k  

Workshops on 
AIDS: Funding to con$bnt the pandemic, and access to afordabie medicines 

Debt: A n  unjnished agenda 
Con* nsoZution: Focus on the eqloitation o f  natural resources in timss ofcony%ct 

Sudan: After Machakos, what? 
Economic justice: African devel.ment vs. the US trade agenda 
Development assistance and the Miihnnium Challenge Account 

Terrorism and USpoiig toward the Global South 

Worship, with the Reudwn McCullough, Executive Director o f  Church WorM Semke, preaching, 
and music from the S t  Camillus Multicultural Choir 

Tuesday, Febmay 2fb  
Phnary discussion on alternative visions o f  US Afirca poky, with 
Imani Countess ofthe American Friends Service Commiftee and 

Rep. M m n e  Waters (invited) 

Briefings on the status ofAhca issues bfore Congress and in the administnation 

Capitol Hill reception 

Wednesday, Febmaty 2Gb 
Lobby uisits to Congress 

Workshops on 
Engaging the media, and 

Grassmots otganieng 
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Register now! 
Ai!i!i'ca Advocacy Days 

February 23-26,2003 

An Educational and Advocacy Event for People of Faith 
Committed to Working forJust US PoLicies toward AiZca 

You are invited to participate in an ecumenical gathering in Washington, DC, that begins Sunday evening, February 
23d, and ends Wednesday afternoon, February 26&. 

The Washington Office on Afiica, the Afiica Faith and Justice Network, and the Lutheran Stand with Africa Cam- 
paign are joining with Church World Senrice and Churches for Middle East Peace in a gathering that offers two dis- 
tinct learning and advocacy tracks, one focused on Africa, the other on the Middle East. 

Each track will provide challenging speakers, issue briefings, and advocacy training workshops. For details, see page 
10. There will be opportunities to speak with your Senators and Representatives in the US Congress, or their key 
foreign policy staff, regardmg A h .  There wili also be common times for fellowship and networhng. a keynote 
address and Capitol Hill reception, and a s p e d  ecumenical semice of worship for participants and the public. . , 

For registration and other information, 
*$ go to our website, www.woaafiica.org and click on Afica Advocacy Event, or 
*:* contact our WOA office at 202/547-7503 or at 

9868 'ON LIPIX3d 
3a 'NOI~NIHSVA 
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