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Playing Politics With Aid
The Unholy Trinity of Defense, Diplomacy and Development
in the War on Terrorism

By Anuradha Mittal,
Executive Director, The Oakland Institute

U.S. political and military agenda over the needs of the poor
around the globe. Now, the Bush administration has declared
this to be the official foreign assistance policy of the United States.

For decades U.S. foreign aid has been accused of prioritizing

Changes in the way the U.S. directs foreign aid, announced by
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice in January 2006, bring the
administration of aid under the control of the State Department and
tie foreign assistance to U.S. strategic military interests. This move
marks the Bush administration’s abandonment of any attempts at
subtlety in their efforts to undermine growing opposition to the
Washington Consensus.’

The foreign aid changes include the creation of a new post,
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L — m"—ir . : “Director of Foreign Assistance” (DFA) w_ho will report direcFIy to
the Secretary of State. The DFAs mandate is to oversee the Office of

“The fundamental the Global AIDS Coordinator and the Millennium Challenge
character of Corporation as well as head the U.S. Agency for International

regimes now
matters more than
the international

Development (USAID), bringing the agency under State Department’s control and plac-
ing a single official in charge of coordinating about $19 billion worth of U.S. foreign assis-

distribution of tance programs.” A closer look reveals the true aim behind this reorganization: align aid
power. In this world agencies with the military interests of the U.S. government.

it is impossible to

draw neat, clear Transformational Diplomacy: A Fix for Foreign Aid?

lines between our

security interests, Couched in the Bush administration’s code language of promoting “democracy” and
our development strengthening “national security,” Secretary of State, Rice introduced the overhaul of the

efforts and our

- U.S. foreign assistance programs by saying, “In today's world, America's security is linked
democratic ideals.”

to the capacity of foreign states to govern justly and effectively...\We were attacked on
9/11 by terrorists who had plotted and trained in a failed state: Afghanistan. Since then,
Condoleezza Rice, we have cycled tens of thousands of troops through the country,
January 18, 2006 spent billions of dollars, and sacrificed precious lives to eliminate the threat -- and to lib-

erate the brutally repressed people of Afghanistan. In the final analysis, we 540 50

— Secretary of State
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must now use our foreign assistance to help prevent
future Afghanistans -- and to make America and the
world safer...”

Rice also rationalized the move as an effort to remove
bureaucratic redundancies to better serve the goals of
U.S. diplomatic strategy, stating that authority to allocate
foreign assistance is too fragmented among various State
Department bureaus, and between the State Department
and USAID, thereby impeding “our efforts to integrate
our foreign assistance with our broader foreign policy
objectives.”

This centralization of foreign aid is accompanied by a
change in location of many U.S. Diplomats, or what Rice
termed as “forward deployment” of diplomats. This
movement will shift hundreds of Foreign Service
positions from Europe and Washington to the Middle
East, Asia, and elsewhere, in what Rice described as
“transformational diplomacy.™ The unstated implication
of these moves as well as the consolidation of forces is
that the pro-Bush administration policy advocates who
replace the more traditional aid experts will coordinate
closely with the U.S. military through political advisors.
The end goal being, to ease the process of aligning foreign
assistance programs with foreign policy goals.

The forward deployment is complemented by plans for
regional public diplomacy centers, American Presence
Posts outside cap-
ital cities, Virtual
Presence  Posts,
and local interac-
tive websites to
counter anti-U.S.
media and to
appeal to the
youth and provide
support to civil

Randall Tobias, Bush
administration’s pick for
director of foreign assis-
tance, is known for taking
an ideological approach
to AIDS assistance by

society  groups
supporting abstinence- sympathetic to the
only programs and avoid- U.S.y
ing the use of cheap,
generic drugs to fight To top it all,
AIDS in poor countries. Randall Tobias has
been appointed

the Director of
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Foreign Assistance, granting him vast authority over a
range of foreign assistance accounts previously managed
by separate entities. Tobias the former head of pharma-
ceutical giant Eli Lilly & Co., was head of the Bush
Administration’s global AIDS effort, where he came under
criticism for taking an ideological approach to AIDS assis-
tance by supporting abstinence-only programs and avoid-
ing the use of cheap, generic drugs to fight AIDS in poor
countries.Tobias has also been challenged on grounds of
being a major Republican campaign contributor."

The current shifts in U.S. Foreign aid policy are part of a
long history of supposedly benevolent assistance being
used strategically by the United States. The Marshall Plan,
the first major U.S. foreign aid program, was designed
largely to prevent Soviet expansion in Europe. During the
Cold War, aid went to reward anti-communist allies - the
largest recipients being countries like South Korea and
South Vietnam. But this new shift signifies a further blur-
ring of the line between military and diplomacy.

U.S. Foreign Assistance: A Murky Past

In 1961, dissatisfaction with the foreign assistance struc-
tures that had evolved from the days of the Marshall Plan
with its stated goal being of stabilizing Europe after the
World War I, resulted in reorganization of the U.S. for-
eign aid programs and the creation of the USAID.

When the Marshall Plan expired on June 30, 1951,
Congress pieced together a new foreign aid proposal
designed to unite military and economic programs with
technical assistance. In October 1951, the Mutual Security
Act was passed, creating the Mutual Security Agency. This
was followed in 1953, by the creation of the Foreign
Operations Administration, an independent government
agency created outside the Department of State to consol-
idate economic and technical assistance on a world-wide
basis. A year later, however, its responsibilities were
merged into the International Cooperation Administration
(ICA), established as part of the Department of State, with
many limitations placed upon it."

These restrictions led to growing dissatisfaction with for-
eign assistance, so much so that the Kennedy
Administration in the 1960s made reorganization of, and
recommitment to, foreign assistance a top priority, stat-
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ing, “...there is no escaping our obligations: our moral
obligations as a wise leader and good neighbor in the
interdependent community of free nations--our econom-
ic obligations as the wealthiest people in a world of large-
ly poor people, as a nhation no longer dependent upon the
loans from abroad that once helped us develop our own
economy--and our political obligations as the single
largest counter to the adversaries of freedom.”

Supposed to be free from political and military functions
that plagued its predecessor organizations like the ICA,
the Kennedy administration created USAID to support
long-range economic and social development assistance
efforts in the developing nations of the world. However,
almost since its inception, USAID has primarily promot-
ed U.S. political and military interests abroad, and it has
not enjoyed the level of autonomy it was supposed to
have maintained.

After the end of the Cold War, foreign assistance contin-
ued to be a tool to promote the U.S. interests. Foreign
assistance programs have helped create major markets for
agricultural goods, American industrial exports and
meant hundreds of thousands of jobs for Americans. In
fact USAID follows and implements the Buy American
Act, which requires that American money aid and grants
be used to purchase goods and services which are U.S.
produced and U.S. delivered.* In 1996, the U.S. estimat-
ed that 71.6% of bilateral aid commitments were tied to
the purchase of U.S. goods and services. Since then the
U.S. has no longer provided data on the tied status of
their aid.

Foreign Aid in the War on Terrorism

With the launch of the Global War on Terror (GWOT)
after September 11, 2001 U.S. foreign aid underwent
changes to become a central team member of the Bush
administrations War on Terrorism. The inclusion of
development in the 2002 National Security Strategy
(NSS), along with defense and diplomacy, enlisted USAID
as a significant contributor and a public relations tool for
the Bush administration. For example, in Afghanistan,
the volume of food aid doubled, from 277,000 tons in
2001, to 552,000 tons in 2002, after the U.S. victory over
the Taliban regime. However, this aid was cut by half to
230,000 tons, in 2003 (much below the volume of aid

CY

3

wWww.OAKLANDINSTITUTE.oORG

provided in 2001) as the priority shifted to Iraq after the
U.S. invasion. Food aid deliveries to Iraq increased from
2,100 tons in 2002 to more than 1 million tons in 2003.
It was reduced to 10,000 tons in 2004 with food aid not
being deemed necessary by the invasion forces to win
domestic and international public opinion.

Recent developments in foreign assistance make it clear
that there is a concerted effort underway to further politi-
cize U.S. foreign assistance. Plans to reposition diplomat-
ic resources from Europe and Washington to Asia, Africa,
South America and the Middle East, along with central-
ization of aid programs are all moves to ensure that
USAID's “development” workers coordinate more closely
with U.S. military and diplomats. In fact the “dual-hat-
ting” of DFA and USAID Administrator is aimed at ensur-
ing that development programs cater to political and mil-
itary strategic interest of the United States instead of
being driven by a development agenda. Carol Lancaster,
former deputy administrator of USAID, wrote in the
Financial Times that “where two agencies have different
goals and modes of operation, the mission of the bigger,
stronger agency will almost always overwhelm that of the
smaller agency and undercut its effectiveness. The day-to-
day decisions on how USAID uses its funds for develop-
ment - which countries receive the aid, how much they
get and how it is used - can be very different from the pri-
orities of the State Department.™i









