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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Daniel Ariorve Ariorve and Sally Burt

This book constitutes a second volume to Global Perspectives on US Foreign
Policy: From the Outside In. It follows the same form as the first volume,
providing a range of perspectives of American foreign policy from those
who are on the receiving end of it. In this volume, we have chosen to
focus on a very contentious aspect of US foreign policy—its efforts at
democratization around the globe. Given the existence of an extensive lit-
erature examining US democratization assistance, one might ask, is there
a need for yet another book on the subject. The answer is yes, because
this is a book that explores US assistance with democratization in specific
parts of the world, and it is written by natives of the countries under
study. This provides a unique perspective for the conduct of these analyses.
Understanding US foreign policy as it is understood by those who directly
feel its impact, rather than determine it, is an important task, and it is the
aim of this volume to assist with providing that understanding. As such, a
group of scholars on international relations from around the globe have

D.A. Anorve ()
Universidad de Guanajuato, Leon, Mexico

S. Burt
University of New South Wales, Canberra, NSW, Australia

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016 1
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2 D.A. ANORVE AND S. BURT

provided insights into US democratization efforts in their countries (or
aspects of it) by giving their perspectives of them. These form the chapters
of this book. Some of the theories and insights provided by previous stud-
ies and writings on US democratization inform these contributions. The
aim, though, is not to rehash debates about US democracy assistance that
can be found in the existing literature but rather to add a new dimension
to these debates through the addition of broader perspectives that can
only be provided by those on the outside looking in.

According to Samuel Huntington, there have been three waves of
democratization in international politics. The first wave occurred at the
beginning of the nineteenth century when demands for suffrage and rep-
resentation in government were made through revolutions in Europe and
the New World. The second wave occurred after World War II and the
defeat of the Axis dictatorships. The third wave began in the mid-1970s
in Southern Europe and continued through the 1980s and 1990s, spread-
ing to Latin America, Eastern Europe, Asia and Africa.! There is debate
about whether the “third wave” of democratization is over. As Renske
Doorenspleet points out, to determine whether a period of democratiza-
tion has come to an end scholars must first be able to measure levels of
democracy in a state and to be able to define the process, that is, be able
to determine what democratization actually is.? The desire to study the
process of democratization, quantify, explain and evaluate it has been felt
by scholars all over the world for decades and much effort has been spent
in this pursuit.

The literature on US democratization efforts has been focused to a
large extent on the former Communist states in Eastern Europe. There
are several reasons for this. Firstly, this region represented the first oppor-
tunity in the post-Cold War era for the USA to exert its influence over the
international political environment. Secondly, the post-Communist states
have also proved to be the most successful of the USA’s ventures in this
regard (again for many reasons). One such study, conducted by Valerie
Bunce and Sharon Wolchik, examined why the wave of democratization
occurred in the post-Communist states in such numbers and so quickly
as it did. Their argument was that although the institutional aspects of
democracy such as elections, and the establishment of them, is important
to the transition to this form of government, just as important is the shift
in attitude, culture and public thinking or the domestic context within the
states that seek democratization. The creation of democratic structures
and the transition to elected government is more likely to be successful
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where the society has adapted its culture and understands the nature of
democracy. US aid given to assist in this transition, and its influence over
the politics of these countries more generally, is more effective when the
local context is understood and aid and influence are used accordingly.?
The difficulty with assessing democracy and progress toward it is that a
democratic society depends on a state of mind or social attitude. A com-
mitment to liberal ideals is essential to having a functioning and effective
democracy. Jeff Haynes in the introduction to Democracy and Political
Change in the “Thivd World’ explains that states can be “facade democra-
cies,” with elections that are regular but tightly controlled and the out-
comes of which are manipulated; “electoral democracies,” or states that
have elections but very little else in the way of the establishment of demo-
cratic society and with no real “buy in” to democratic rule from the people
or leaders; and lastly, there are states that can be deemed “full democra-
cies,” in which the established democratic institutions function within a
society that has embraced the ideals and values of liberal democratic rule.*
The differences between a facade democracy and a full democracy show
the difficulty of defining and measuring democracy because it is a cultural
understanding and a commitment to democratic values by the popula-
tion that defines a full democracy. To measure the level of democracy in
a society one must measure a level of cultural maturity or an attitude and
the difficulty in this is obvious. Freedom House has attempted to measure
specific aspects of democratic development and this remains the best guide
for scholars seeking to determine the level of democracy in a society.®
There is a clear connection between the development of democracy and
respect for human rights and economic progress that allows the popula-
tion to achieve security and a reasonable standard of living. Several authors
argue that the development of a democratic political system is not neces-
sarily linked to economic development. It is political stability that provides
the foundations for economic advancement.® There are some who argue
that making efforts toward democratization is a key criterion for gaining
access to Western, and particularly US, markets and other aid. As stability
is the precondition for economic success, however, the USA and others
are likely to ignore this criterion in favor of political stability if it suits their
interests.” There is also a debate in the literature on democratization about
the effectiveness of external aid in this process. The claim is frequently
made that external assistance is not as effective as it may seem in the devel-
opment of a democratic society.® Steven Finkel and others have argued that
this conclusion is drawn from using inappropriate measures. Finkel and his
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colleagues attempted to measure the effect of US democratic assistance by
providing a very clear and narrow definition of “democracy assistance.” In
their 2007 study they found that US aid given for the specific purpose of
democracy development, as opposed to other more general societal devel-
opment, was effective and there was a clear finding that the more the
money that was given to specific democratic purposes, the better were the
outcomes in terms of democratic development.” Targeted funding, then,
spent on specific programs is the best way to provide democracy assistance.

As noted above, many scholars argue that domestic factors and the cul-
ture of a society are more important than external drivers in the develop-
ment of democracy. If this idea is combined with the notion that targeted
funding is the most effective form of US democracy assistance, then one
might argue that funding directed toward the spreading of US liberal and
democratic values and culture was well spent. The idea of “soft power,”
then, and the USA’s ability to influence different states” “mindsets” is
significant to the discourse about US democratization efforts around the
globe. The USA’s ability to utilize “soft power” and spread the values of
liberal democracy and free market economies to drive the world order so
that it operates in the USA’s favor is crucial in order for it to maintain its
influence over global politics. This book is the product of one example of
the use of US soft power and targeted funding for a specific program in its
attempts to spread its liberal democratic values—the Study of the United
States Institutes. It is on this topic that the book begins. An unforeseen
aspect of that program, though, was the ability of international scholars
to pull together their views of broader US democratization efforts around
the globe. These scholars offer their insights into the international politics
of US democratization efforts.

In Chap. 2, Anorve and Burt examine the USA’s use of soft power in its
democratization efforts. Using the Studies of the United States Institutes
(SUSI) exchange program as a case study, this chapter explores how the
USA engages with future leaders of societies around the world to spread
democratic ideals. Having experienced life in democratic societies first-
hand, participants in the SUSI program are able to develop a deep under-
standing of the values of democracy. The selection of participants and the
countries from which they are chosen is clearly important to US democ-
ratization efforts. After providing a brief explanation and definition of
soft power, this chapter explores that selection process and its relationship
to US foreign policy priorities throughout the duration of the project’s
existence. It shows there is a strong connection between the exchange
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program as a manifestation of soft power and the USA’s foreign policy
agenda, but also calls into question the claim that democratization efforts
around the globe are a key priority of US foreign policy.

In Chap. 3, Idahosa analyzes the Obama administration’s foreign pol-
icy toward Africa, particularly for strengthening democratic institutions in
countries of that region. Since early in his time in office, Obama has sought
first to strengthen democratic institutions and values in Africa with the
view that economic development would follow once the political environ-
ment was more conducive. Africans excitedly watched Obama’s first inau-
guration, hoping that the new president would provide greater focus on
USA-Africa relations. However, about midway through his second term,
expectations by Africans about his administration’s transformative poten-
tial were being doused by the relatively slow pace of change in US foreign
policy toward the region. Many observers would like to see Washington
match its words with positive deeds that assisted with building democracy
in Africa. A serious commitment by both the USA and Africa is needed
to ensure a partnership that encourages a more pragmatic approach to
instituting democratic governance in the region. Idahosa examines the
relationship as it has developed over the last few decades and comments
on possibilities for the future.

Masumbe provides an analysis of US democratization efforts in
sub-Saharan Africa in Chap. 4. Given the USA’s claims that it defends
democracy and assists with its development in states seeking this type of
governance, this chapter critically appraises the role of the USA in Africa’s
democratization processes. Masumbe attempts to address the lack of sig-
nificant studies using the human needs paradigm or structural-functional
theory as a major research method by providing this as a theoretical frame-
work to show that democratization in this region has worsened rather than
improved despite the USA’s involvement in its politics. It is argued that
the USA’s immersion into policies surrounding social mobility, inclusive-
ness of the political system, voters’ consciousness about national politics,
and the survival of democracy has resulted in little progress. The USA’s
self-interest actually leads to the grasping of political power by the regions’
political leaders and their attempts to end opposition to their rule. This
is inimical to the rhetoric espoused by US leaders claiming they embrace
free, fair and legitimate political power for leaders in the region, which
addresses the challenges of human development and security in Africa.

Chapter 5 also examines African politics, but focuses on Cameroon’s
democratization process. The difficult task of reforming the political system
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in a country already struggling with the basic functioning of governments
also had the added challenge of resistance from its ruling elite. External
pressure from the USA was felt before 1990, but a sustained campaign from
external sources was needed to ensure change could occur. In this chap-
ter, Mokam examines the US contribution to the development of democ-
racy in Cameroon through an analysis of the different actions undertaken
throughout this period. From the outset, US representatives in Cameroon
wanted quick and radical change. That not being possible, the USA was
forced to adopt a new strategy. New American representatives were sent
to utilize American soft power through training, financial assistance and
logistic assistance to the electoral process. America’s power was exercised
through official channels and nongovernment bodies such as the National
Democratic Institute. The USA’s contribution was essential to Cameroon’s
achievements in the development of its democratic politics.

Frankowski examines the USA’s involvement in the promotion of labor
standards and the protection of worker rights around the world in Chap.
6. The USA is not a signatory of most ILO conventions, and labor stan-
dards in the USA are not actually protected through international law.
Nevertheless, the USA, among others, promotes improved labor stan-
dards around the world and uses free trade agreements and other treaties
as tools to develop and further global norms relating to labor standards.
Frankowski analyzes the limits to external norm promotion by assessing
labor clauses in US FTAs and their effectiveness, as well as the relevance of
American labor standards to other states. The ways the USA tries to pro-
mote labor standards, especially with developing countries, are explored.
This chapter seeks to move beyond traditional explanations based on a
relatively negative view of the American approach to labor issues, and
argues that the USA plays a more important role than other, normatively
oriented, actors such as the EU. Finally, it argues that ethical and moral
arguments visible in the US position toward labor rights evolved over
time, and the labor standards it promoted abroad should be perceived as
part of the USA’s global democratization efforts.

Chapter 7 moves the examination of democratization efforts to the
Middle East. Omotosho argues that the end of the Cold War has gener-
ated significant momentum in the expansion of democratic governance
in the Middle East and the influence of US intervention in the region
is clear. Democracy promotion has become a focus of the USA’s post-
Cold War foreign policy toward the Middle East, using an approach that
involves putting rhetorical as well as diplomatic pressure on regimes to
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reform and also using direct American military engagement in the Middle
East when other tactics failed. Some have criticized America’s promotion
of democracy in the region deeming it ineffective, inconsistent, and even
claiming that the USA has used the spread of democracy as a justification
for military intervention in the region for its own self-interest. This chap-
ter examines the role and influence of the USA in the democratization
process in the Middle East. Omotosho also explores the channels through
which the USA influenced the transition to democratic regimes and their
consolidation in Palestine and other major countries in the Middle East.
He also examines some domestic factors that facilitated or undermined the
USA’s influence on the development of democracy in the region.

In Chap. 8, Adesola explores the dynamics of US relations with Libya
during Muammar Gaddafi’s reign. This period in Libya—USA relations was
interesting because of the inconsistency of the policies the USA adopted
toward Libya in response to Gaddafi’s changeable behavior. The relation-
ship oscillated between hostility and conciliation throughout this period and
this chapter seeks to explain why this was the case. Adesola, then, seeks to
critically interrogate the global role of a leading democracy that claims to be
the model for the protection of liberty and people’s rights, and particularly
in the context of dealing with a state such as Libya. Many of the actions and
policies undertaken by the USA seem to contradict its democratic mission.

The relationship between the Republic of Macedonia (RM) and the
USA has been based on the RM’s desire to develop a strategic partnership
with the USA. This relationship and its dynamics are the focus of Chap. 9
by Slaveski and Popovska. As an investment in this partnership, RM sup-
ported the USA in the war in Iraq and agreed to be part of the “coalition
forces.” This decision was a setback to the RM’s aim to join the EU, as the
latter was opposed to the war in Iraq. RM also signed a bilateral agreement
with the USA to surrender persons to the International Criminal Court,
contrary to the EU’s existing policy. In return for this support, the USA
said it would “oppose any attempt by any party to the use of force or threat
against the territorial integrity of Macedonia.” The USA also supported
UN missions UNPROFOR /UNPEDEP to assist Macedonia and it has
also played a significant role in resolving the Greek—Macedonian dispute
on the “name issue.” Despite this assistance when facing external threats,
democratization and domestic issues relating to political reform find the
USA very cautiously lending its support. The stability of the country is
much more important than the actual democratization of society. This
chapter analyzes this dichotomy of US foreign policy toward Macedonia.
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Liendo provides Chap. 10, which analyzes US interference in the pro-
cesses of democratization in Argentina and Brazil in the 1980s and the
1990s, after the experience of military authoritarian rule. These two coun-
tries are connected in the region and by their response to the USA’s use
of global power. Issues such as external debt, the Central American crisis,
nuclear policy, development of military projects and the links that brought
about arguments, agreements that connect them and divergences in their
interests are examined. It is not possible to exclude from this analysis the
processes of regional integration in the context of globalization and the
construction of a South American identity. In both processes, the role of
Brazil and its hegemonic ambitions in the region shaped the schedule and
specific strategies, such as those Mercosur used for economic and political
development. In order to study US policy toward Latin America, especially
Argentina and Brazil, it is necessary to stress the international economic
and political context that facilitated US involvement. Capital concentra-
tion in international financial institutions such as the IMF and World Bank
are specifically analyzed to determine how neoliberal economic policies
influenced the institutionalization of these democracies.

The final chapter explores judicial reform as the main component of
the USA’s democracy promotion programs in the Latin American region.
Improving the rule of law through the redesign of justice-sector institu-
tions was considered an important condition for democratization and the
development of a market economy. However, changing the rules of the
game in the justice-sector does not guarantee judicial reform success. In
this chapter, Aguiar and Ibarra explore the extent to which US aid affected
the way justice is delivered in this region. Aid given to justice-sector insti-
tutions, the types of changes that were introduced, and how they affected
due process are examined. Aguiar and Ibarra contend that US promo-
tion of judicial reform at the subnational level in Mexico has had positive
effects, even though several attempts were needed to achieve widespread
judicial reform success.

The disparate topics and geographical areas covered in this volume
offer a unique opportunity for people to read broadly about US democra-
tization efforts within one book. A range of theories are used and varied
empirical analyses can be found in the chapters. Many of the key debates
found in the democratization literature are covered one way or another
throughout the book. The USA uses a variety of different methods and
policies to achieve the same outcome in vastly different corners of the
globe. The effectiveness and outcomes that result are as disparate as the
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methods used. Hearing from a range of scholars on the receiving end of
these US policies fulfills a significant role in the debate. Rarely is the per-
spective of those on the “outside looking in” toward US foreign policy
provided. That is the aim of this book—to provide the less familiar and
truly global perspective on US democratization efforts.
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CHAPTER 2

US Soft Power, the Studies of the United
States Institutes Program,
and Democratization in US Foreign

Policy (1998-2014)

Daniel Anorve Anorve and Sally Burt

INTRODUCTION

The US has a long history of encouraging connections between its citizens
and institutions and other actors and institutions around the globe. It has
an extensive student exchange program for high school and college stu-
dents. It also has programs for scholars and researchers, the most famous
of which is the Fulbright program. There are, however, many other ini-
tiatives of the US government that encourage exchanges with interna-
tional citizens. Since 1998, the Department of State has run an exchange
program that includes the Study of the United States Institutes (SUSI).!
These institutes are targeted at both students and scholars from around
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the world and the aim is to bring participants to the US for six weeks
and provide them with a better understanding of the people, institutions,
and culture of the US. The SUSI for scholars cover different aspects of
scholarship including US political thought, religious pluralism in the US,
US culture and society, contemporary American literature, journalism and
media, foreign policy, and national security policy-making.

Each of these Study Institutes consists of 16—18 international partic-
ipants (one per country). The institute lasts for six weeks and involves
classroom-style instruction and seminars to assist with the development
of the scholars’ understanding of these different aspects of US society.
Beyond the classroom experiences, participants also take part in extracur-
ricular community and cultural activities designed to allow participants to
experience US society and lifestyle firsthand. Each Institute concludes with
a series of meetings and events in Washington D.C., including a debrief-
ing with the US State Department’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs, which funds the program. The aim of the Institutes is to “foster a
better understanding in academic institutions overseas of how US foreign
policy is formulated, implemented, and taught.”* The idea being that US
perspectives of foreign policy-making and international relations will be
passed on to scholars who in turn will take their understanding of that
perspective back to their home countries. Naturally, the experience will
inform and influence their teaching and this will provide the next genera-
tion of students from that country with that US perspective. The Institutes
are open to citizens of any country and the State Department’s website
about the program encourages applicants from all over the globe to apply.?

This chapter aims to find the rationality of one particular SUSI pro-
gram, the Institute on US Foreign Policy (SUSI-EP). The following
questions are used to help determine the rationality: (a) Is the SUSI-FP
open (really open) to any country or is there evidence that participants
from some countries are more likely than participants from other countries
to be chosen; also within the selection of countries, is there any evidence
of regional preference or coverage? (b) Does the selection of participant
countries match (and, if so, to what extent) the priorities of the US foreign
policy agenda? (c) Does the selection of countries depend on its endow-
ment of natural resources and/or the presence of permanent US military
bases? (d) Is the selection of participant countries influenced by the level
of democratization? What happens with failed states? It will be shown that
the SUSI-FP can be seen as part of the US’s strategy of using soft power
to encourage democratization and the spread of liberal-democratic values
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around the world, but particularly to certain countries targeted by the
State Department.

SOFT POWER AND DEMOCRACY

Joseph Nye developed the concept of soft power in the 1990s. According
to Nye, soft power is “getting others to want the outcomes that you want”
in international relations.* In other words, it is the ability to shift another
state’s priorities so that its interests are the same as yours without using
traditional military force or coercion. By spreading cultural and political
values to populations of other states it is possible to attract others to your
way of thinking and perceiving the world. In recent decades, the US has
been particularly successful at using soft power to change the interna-
tional political environment. Studies conducted on the effectiveness of
soft power have found that there are certain conditions that must exist
for this form of power to be utilized. Firstly, a state must be able to com-
municate its ideas to the population of the target country. Secondly, the
attitudes of those in the target country must be open to change. Thirdly,
the attitudes of those in the target country must be able to impact inter-
national foreign policy outcomes. When these conditions do exist, there
is evidence to show that soft power can be used effectively to achieve out-
comes in international politics that are favorable to the user of it.°
During the latter stages of the Cold War, the US was able to effec-
tively use soft power to undermine Communist regimes around the world.
Although there was a need to use hard power to fight Soviet expansion, the
US also used persuasion and spread its cultural values around the globe to
reduce the USSR’s power in international relations. Soft power is incredibly
important to the development of democratic regimes. Democratic institu-
tions can be created and democratic principles enshrined in constitutions;
however, when members of a society experience and understand what it
is to live in a democratic country, there is much greater “buy-in” to the
process of democratization.® The US has, therefore, used soft power in
democracy promotion and this has led to success in the post-Communist
states in Eastern Europe. Elites from some of those states who turned
from communism to democracy cite the US’s influence as having a very
significant impact on the outcome of power transitions in their countries.”
An important step on the path to democracy is for the society seeking this
form of government to be dedicated to the values that underpin it. The
US’s most important role in democratic assistance is to spread its culture



16 D.A. ANORVE AND S. BURT

and attitudes toward the role of government in society. Allowing oth-
ers from around the globe to share the democratic experience by visiting
the US is a good way to breed the attitudes, commitment to democratic
values, and cultural understanding that are necessary for democracy to
flourish.

In 2010, Carol Atkinson undertook a study that explored the US’s use
of soft power through student exchange programs. She argued that the
idea behind these exchanges was that experiencing democracy firsthand
was essential to really understanding democratic society and to changing
attitudes toward supporting liberal values. Her study found that as a result
of participation in student exchanges foreign nationals who were able to
experience democracy would transfer these values to their home countries.
Often exchange participants became influential members of their home
country’s government and so the experience of living with liberal values
and norms translated into national policy that was more sympathetic to
democratic values.® In this way, the US is able to spread its culture and
values around the world and create an environment in international poli-
tics that is favorable to its interests. Given that the SUSI program involves
inviting tertiary educators to the US and that they have this opportu-
nity to experience American culture and values firsthand, the findings of
Atkinson’s study are applicable to the SUSI program. Scholars and aca-
demics who participate in the program are likely to be more sympathetic
to the US’s aims and interests in the world and to pass on the perspective
and understanding they have gained while in the US to the next genera-
tion of society’s leaders in their home countries. SUSI, then, can be seen
as a manifestation of the US using soft power to aid its global democ-
ratization efforts. The analysis that follows clearly shows that the State
Department is strategic in its selection of participants of the SUSI-FP pro-
gram. One can draw the conclusion, then, that SUSI-FP is an example
of the US’s use of soft power to spread democratic and liberal values and
culture around the world.

ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPANT COUNTRIES

There are 193 member states in the United Nations. The US has a net-
work of 178 embassies and/or diplomatic missions around the globe,
not including its missions to international organizations such as the
Organization of American States (OAS), the African Union, and the
United Nations (Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1 Participant regions® and states in the SUSI-FP (1998-2014)

Region Number — Number of  Percentage Number of  Percentage of
of states  participant  of participant  participant
in the states (at participant  states (on states on
region least in one  states (at multiple multiple

SUSI-FP) least once in  occasions) occasions (as %
SUSI-FP) of participant
countries)

Africa 46 14 3043 o6 42.86

(sub-Sahara)

East 25 13 52.00 10 76.92

Asia-Pacific®

Europe 46 29 63.04 20 68.97

Eurasia

Near East 19 9 47.36 7 77.78

South & 11 7 63.63 6 85.71

Central Asia

Western 30 9 30.00 7 77.78

Hemisphere

Source: Based on information provided by the US Department of State
“The criteria for grouping regions is that of the Department of State official website

*Including Taiwan

Since 1998, there have been 16 SUSI-FPs. 69.57% of the states in Africa’
have been excluded as participants in these institutes. However, it is very
interesting to note that both Cameroon (which has participated in seven
or 43.75% SUSI-FPs) and Nigeria (which has participated in 11 SUSI-FPs
or 68.75%) have been frequent participants in the SUSI-FP. Among the
states listed under the “Western Hemisphere,” it is important to note that
no Central American state has been represented up until now (2015). In
contrast, the participation of Argentina and Brazil (each participating in
56.25% of the SUSI-EDPs) stands out. Of the states listed under “East Asia-
Pacific,” which accounts for 25 embassies and /or missions (excluding the
US mission to the Association of South-East Asian Nations [ASEAN]),
but including Taiwan (a country with only unofficial relations with the
US), the participation of China (in 50% of the SUSI-FP) and Indonesia (in
62.5%) clearly stands out. Also, the participation of Taiwan on three occa-
sions is meaningful, especially considering that the US does not hold offi-
cial diplomatic relations with Taiwan for historical reasons. In the case of
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the states listed under the category of “Europe-Eurasia,” which accounts
for 46 embassies (excluding eight US missions to international organiza-
tions) we need to have a subregional analysis of the participation, other-
wise there is a danger of combining Europe and Eurasia. It is important
to note that of the states listed in this category, ten are former republics
of the USSR. Of these ten former republics of the USSR, nine of them
(90%) have participated in at least one SUSI-FP, and eight of them (80%)
have had attendees on multiple occasions. Indeed, the only state from
this category that has never participated is Moldova. Now, if we include
former communist states the findings are even more interesting, because
19 of the 29 participating states (65.52% of the participant states of the
region) are former communist states. If we consider the states listed under
the “Near East,” which accounts for 19 diplomatic missions, excluding
that to Jerusalem, we find that seven of the nine (77.78%) participating
states (the only exceptions being Iraq and Libya) have participated on
several occasions. Particularly important is the case of Egypt, which has
been represented at 50% of the SUSI-FPs held until now. Finally, among
the states listed under “South and Central Asia,” which account for 11
embassies, six of the seven participating states (i.c., 85.71%) have partici-
pated on multiple occasions. The participation of Pakistan (in 56.25% of
the SUSI-FP) and India (93.75%) stands out.

The analysis shows that only 81 of the 178 possible participating states
(i.e., 45.51%) have been present at least once. An analysis of each coun-
try’s participation on multiple or single occasions also reveals that as many
as 64 of the 81 participating states (79.01%) have attended on more than
one occasion. Finally, it is intriguing that nine participating states (Nigeria,
Egypt, China, Indonesia, Russia, India, Pakistan, Argentina, and Brazil)
have participated in 50% or more of the SUSI-FPs. This makes it neces-
sary to explain not only why a majority of states have been excluded, but
also to make sense of why some states are recurring participants in the
SUSI-FD.

US ForeIGN Poricy PRIORITIES

As noted by several instructors during the 2010 SUSI-FP hosted by
the University of Florida, there is hardly a unitary US foreign policy
agenda. While it is true that the agenda may vary from administration
to administration, it is hard to believe that there are not some priorities
that transcend a given administration; therefore, to establish at least some
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minimum criteria for analyzing the priorities of US foreign policy, we will
evaluate some documents that provide guidelines on US priorities from
the second Bill Clinton administration (under which the first SUSI-FP
was held) to the second administration of Barack Obama. US foreign
policy priorities can be divided into geographic priorities and thematic
priorities.

THE SECOND CLINTON ADMINISTRATION (1997-2001)!°

The second Clinton administration highlighted several countries, either as
areas of opportunity or as presenting potential danger. Among the states
that primarily represented opportunities we list: China, Russia, India,
South Korea, North Korea, Taiwan, Japan, Greece, Hungary, Poland,
Czech Republic, Turkey, Cyprus, Pakistan, Ireland, Peru, Ecuador,
Ethiopia, Eritrea, Colombia, Uruguay, Mexico, and Vietnam. Two regions
were highlighted, the Middle East and the Balkans. Most of these states
were considered important because, at the time, most of them were states
in transition with populations of a relevant size. The allies of the US were
important, but they were not specified. It may be assumed that the main
aim for the allied states was to keep them as allies in the post-Cold War
world. Among the countries that represented some danger were a group
of states that rejected democratic ideals and that presented a physical dan-
ger to the US and its allies. This group included: Cuba, Poland, Algeria,
Iran, Iraq, North Korea, Syria, and Serbia. There was a second group of
states that presented a challenge for the US, but these were not considered
to be a significant threat to the security of the US and its allies; among
these countries were: several countries in sub-Saharan Africa, Somalia,
Haiti, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Cambodia.

During the Clinton administration (1997-2001), the main areas of
interest for US foreign policy were: (a) the alliances with Europe and
Asia (considered the cornerstone of US national security); (b) supporting
a united Europe; (c) the expansion of NATO to include new democra-
cies such as Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic; (d) updating the
strategic alliance with Japan; (e) reducing the North Korean threat; (f)
strengthening cooperation with South Korea, so that a trilateral approach
(US—Japan—South Korea) could be used to engage with North Korea;
(g) creating peace and security in the US through building constructive
relations with former adversaries; (h) building a good relationship with
Russia, including gaining its cooperation with NATO, the G-8, APEC,
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the removal of Russian troops from the Baltics, the reduction of nuclear
weapons, and the training of Russian entrepreneurs; (i) engaging China
through the fostering of peace in the Taiwan Strait, nonproliferation
agreements, and the accession of China to the WTO; (j) facilitating peace-
making and conflict resolution before the escalation of conflicts; (k) build-
ing a community of responsible democracies; (1) considering new threats
such as nuclear proliferation, terrorism, international crime, infectious dis-
ease, and environmental damage; (m) maintaining the economic security
of the US, including ensuring access to vital resources, specifically oil; (n)
limiting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; (o) broaden-
ing economic networks, especially with emerging economies; (p) adapting
existing alliances to face new problems such as criminal networks, fun-
damentalist groups, drug-trafficking, and paramilitary forces; (q) provid-
ing foreign assistance for HIV /AIDS; (r) supporting increased trade and
investment with Africa; and (s) normalizing the relationship with Vietnam.

TuEe First BusH ADMINISTRATION (2001-2005)"

The first Bush administration highlighted several countries such as India,
Russia, China, Taiwan, Ukraine, Isracl, Palestine, Indonesia, Mexico,
Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Nigeria, Kenya, South Africa, Ethiopia,
and Pakistan as priorities for its foreign policy. Eurasia was a major focus.
During the first George W. Bush administration, the following aspects
of US foreign policy were prioritized: (a) consolidating existing alliances in
Europe and Asia; (b) dealing with powers in transition, specifically Russia
and China; (¢) promoting a fully democratic Western Hemisphere bound
together by free trade; (d) defending US interests in the Persian Gulf and
promoting peace in the Middle East based upon a secure Israel; (e) the US
not isolating itself from the world; (f) Eurasia being the US’s greatest stra-
tegic priority; (g) seeing China as a competitor rather than a strategic part-
ner; (h) the expansion of the theater missile defenses among allies in the
Asia-Pacific; (i) defending Taiwan; (j) the promotion of human rights as a
universal value; (k) the rapid and mass dismantling of Russian weapons of
mass destruction; (1) consolidating democracy in Russia; (m) encouraging
more trade and investment with India, turning it into a force for stability
and security in Asia; (n) promoting freedom of religion and consciousness;
(o) strengthening of alliances to combat international (state and nonstate-
sponsored) terrorism; (p) the support of moderate regimes, especially in
the Middle East; (q) devoting US resources to building institutions and
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international relations for crisis management; (r) establishing a new eco-
nomic era based on free trade and free markets; (s) promoting regional
investment, especially in Central America, southern Africa, Morocco, and
Australia; (t) ensuring energy security by diversifying energy sources espe-
cially in the Western Hemisphere, Africa, Central Asia, and the Caspian
region; (u) strengthening NATO; and (v) surveilling North Korea from
South Korea.

THE SECOND BusH ADMINISTRATION (2005-2009)!2

The second Bush administration focused its foreign policy on several
countries: China, Russia, Taiwan, Iraq, Iran, Israel, Palestine, Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, and Syria, and the Middle East and Africa (while working together
closely with the African Union).

During the second George W. Bush administration, new priorities
were added to those considered important during his first administration
including: (a) preventing Iran from building weapons of mass destruction;
(b) enabling the full transition of Iraq to democracy and engaging in joint
efforts with Iraqi forces to achieve its security; (¢) emphasizing the right
to use unilateral action and preemptive strikes for the US’s self-defense;
(d) bringing an end to tyranny; (e) effectively promoting democracy; (f)
facilitating stabilization and reconstruction after conflicts; (g) negotiating
free trade agreements with Central America, Jordan, Bahrain, Morocco,
and Oman; (h) the creation of a global association for nuclear energy;
and (i) the promotion of free trade agreements with countries in South
America and the Caribbean.

THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATIONS (2009-2015)"3

The Obama administrations highlighted several countries including Kenya,
Indonesia, Republic of Congo, Zimbabwe, Cuba, Mexico, Venezuela,
Afghanistan, Palestine, Pakistan, China, Russia, Israel, Iran, Ukraine,
Georgia, Afghanistan, Japan, South Korea, North Korea, Australia, Iran,
as well as Darfur (before the division of Sudan), and Tibet as foreign policy
priorities.

During the Obama administrations, the priorities of US foreign policy
have been: (a) creating a strong, innovative, and growing economic system;
(b) promoting a sustainable international order; (¢) promoting the Global
Poverty Act; (d) rejecting isolationism while avoiding US unilateralism; (e)
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the promotion of democracy and human rights; (f) promoting the stabili-
zation of the Republic of Congo; (g) funding humanitarian aid for Darfur;
(h) loosening restrictions on Cuba; (i) investing in the relationship with
Mexico; (j) ameliorating trade relations with China; (k) opposing Russian
actions in Georgia and Ukraine; (1) urging Venezuela to reopen dissident
radio and TV stations; (m) gaining membership of NATO for Ukraine
and Georgia; (n) condemning acts of violence by the Chinese govern-
ment in Tibet; (0) championing Zimbabwe’s transition to democracy; (p)
dealing with the resurgence of Al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan
and Pakistan; (q) imposing strong sanctions on countries ignoring the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty; (r) achieving energy security through
the development of renewable energy; (s) resolving the Israel-Palestine
conflict with a two-state solution; (t) expanding its diplomatic network in
Africa; (u) strengthening US military forces; (v) empowering communities
to combat radicalization; (w) preventing genocide and mass atrocities; and
(x) combatting transnational crime.

From these lists of priorities we can see that even with changes in the
international environment and within the context of different ideological
traditions, some geographical areas and aspects of US foreign policy have
remained consistent. The spreading of liberal-democratic values, such as
valuing human rights, democracy, free trade and investment, as well as US
security have remained high on the foreign policy agenda despite changes
in leadership and time. Russia, China, and India, as well as the Middle
East have been consistent areas of interest to the US over the decades
under study. Other regions have been more transitional as a focus of US
foreign policy and their importance has been determined by significant
international events and conflicts. The consistency in the prioritization
of geographical areas comes from the focus on the principles of liberal-
democracy. The promotion of stable, democratic, economically liberal,
governments who pursue the liberal cultural agenda in international rela-
tions has largely determined which regions of the world have drawn the
US’s attention over time. The SUSI-FP program fits into this foreign pol-
icy agenda very well and the geographical origin of participants over time
reflects the priorities identified for each administration. Yet some countries
seem to participate much more often than others and sometimes this can-
not be explained simply by the US’s desire to promote democratic values
around the globe.
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ANALYSIS OF COUNTRIES’ ENDOWMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND /OR THE PRESENCE OF US MILITARY
BASEs

According to the US Energy Information Administration (2013),'*
there are 39 states that hold proven reserves of more than one billion
barrels of crude oil. Of those 39 states, 23 have been represented at
least once in the SUSI-FP, thus 58.97% of the states that contain proven
reserves of over one billion barrels. Of those 23 participant states, 19
(82.61%) have participated on more than one occasion. Also according
to the US Energy Information Administration, there are 19 countries
producing more than one million barrels of oil per day.!® Of these 19
states, 12 (63.16%) have been represented at a SUSI-FP at least once.
Moreover, ten of those 12 participating states (83.33%) have partici-
pated multiple times. The US Energy Information Administration lists
306 states holding more than ten trillion cubic feet of natural gas proved
reserves.'® Of the 36 states, 24 (66.67%) have been represented at least
once at a SUSI-FP, and of those 24 participating states, 20 (83.33%)
have participated multiple times. According to the same source, there
are 32 states producing more than 500 billion cubic feet of dry natural
gas.!'” Of those 32 states, 19 (59.37%) have been represented at least
once at a SUSI-FP. All 19 participating states (100%) have participated
multiple times.

Another element that may be considered in attempting to make sense of
the selection of countries is the presence of US military forces. There are
many possible ways of defining the presence of military forces. We could
consider the simple deployment of troops to or the presence of training
centers in a country as enough to categorize it as having a presence of US
military forces; however, in order to avoid including too many countries
with too broad a definition we will exclude countries that have nonperma-
nent bases. Using the permanent presence of US troops as a measure, it
has been found out that 31 states (Puerto Rico and Guam not included)
are home to US military, naval, or air bases.!® Of these 31 states where the
US has a significant military presence, 17 (or 54.84%) have participated in
the SUSI-FP at least once. Of these 17 participant states, which are home
to US military forces, 11 states (64.71%) have participated on multiple
occasions.
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ANALYSIS OF COUNTRIES’ PARTICIPATION BASED
ON DEMOCRATIC-NONDEMOCRATIC CRITERIA

During the 16 years since the first SUSI-FP, 81 states have been repre-
sented at least once. If we categorize those countries into their status as
free, partly free, and not free (according to data from Freedom House),?
27 participating states have been considered free states during the years
that the program has been in place; 22 have been considered partly free;
and only 15 states have been considered not free through the years that
the program has been taking place. Additionally, seven have been ranked
in two different categories (either as not free and then moving to partly
free or as partly free and then moving into the free states category); six
states have been ranked in two different categories (either as free moving
down to partly free, or as partly free moving down to not free). Finally,
there is no information for the year that they participated in the program
on the status of three states (Jamaica, Serbia, and Swaziland).

The first significant feature to note is that the number of participat-
ing states considered as free (27) is almost twice as many as the number
of states considered as not free (15). This is surprising provided that if
there was a single principle that can be found consistently in US foreign
policy through the years that the SUSI programs have been running and
across administrations, it is the promotion of democracy. According to
the Failed States Index 2013, there are 35 states that are categorized as
being on “alert” when it comes to state failure. Of these 35 states, 22 are
in sub-Saharan Africa; however, of those 22 states on “alert,” only five
states (22.72%) have been represented in the SUSI-FP. If we take into
consideration the geographic participation of states in the SUSI-FP, this
is hardly surprising because, as we noted at the beginning of this paper,
sub-Saharan Africa has been one of the least included regions in the pro-
gram. Of the five participating states considered to be on “alert,” three
of them (Sudan, Nigeria, and Uganda) appear in the above-mentioned
list of countries that have crude oil proved reserves over one billion bar-
rels. Nigeria, which has been represented at 11 SUSI-FPs, is an important
producer of both oil and natural gas. This might lead one to think that
the sheer promotion of democracy is of little relevance in the absence of
material incentives to promote democracy.

On the other hand, while the Failed States Index 2013%° only has four
states in the Near East under the category of “alert,” three (or 75%) of
them (Yemen, Iraq, and Syria) have been represented at a SUSI-FP. This is
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a clear indication that the democratic-freedom agenda may not be as cen-
tral a piece of US foreign policy as one might think. On the other hand,
sound strategic reasons for selecting participants from regions considered
vital to US interests is much more important than simply spreading free-
dom around the globe.

The East Asia-Pacific region has three states labeled as on “alert.” One
of them, Burma, was represented at the SUSI-FP in 2014. The others
(North Korea and Timor-Leste) have not been represented. The South
and Central Asian region has five states with the “alert” label. All of them,
except Sri Lanka, have been represented at a SUSI-FP. This reinforces the
suspicion that the expansion of democracy and the promotion of freedom
is one aim of the program; however, states are selected not only because
of their need for democratic assistance, but also according to geostrategic
criteria. Finally, in the Western Hemisphere, the only state that is consid-
ered on “alert” and in danger of failure is Haiti and it has never been rep-
resented at a SUSI-FP. Once again, this is hardly surprising given the low
consideration that the Western Hemisphere has received in the geographic
coverage of the program.

CONCLUSION

Although there have been 288 participants in the SUSI-FP during the
last 16 years, less than half of the states with which the US holds diplo-
matic relations have participated. The fact that out of 81 participant states
nine have participated in 50% or more of the SUSI-FP obliges us to seek
the rationality of the selection process of participants according to their
nationality. The above analysis suggests that the clear emphasis on the
participation of these nine states shows that selection of participants is not
solely based on criteria relating to the need for democracy assistance, but
it is also based on other strategic criteria. Of those nine most recurring
participant states in the SUSI-FP, seven of them are in the world’s top ten
most populated states, with huge populations (over 100 million people).
Also, the populations of Egypt and Argentina are very high in compari-
son to the rest of their respective regions, despite them not reaching the
100 million mark. It also becomes evident that two regions—sub-Saharan
Africa and the Western Hemisphere enjoy a lower priority on the US’s
foreign policy agenda. It is also important to note the strong presence
that the former Soviet states have had in the SUSI-FP. In recent years, it
is also possible to observe the shift in US foreign policy focus that Hillary
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Clinton called “America’s Pacific Century” being reflected in the selection
of participants for the SUSI-FP.2!

Among the possible explanations for the selection of certain countries,
as we noted previously, the demographic criteria seems to be crucial, at
least for those states that participate most frequently. The analysis of the
energy stocks and /or production of these countries is also revealing. Over
half of the states that contain large reserves and/or produce significant
amounts of oil and/or natural gas have participated in the SUSI-FP. The
criteria of hosting permanent US military bases (whether land, sea, or air)
is also significant in the selection of countries, as more than half of the
participant countries host one or multiple US military bases. The final cri-
terion observed in the analysis was the level of democracy. It is well known
that the US has held the promotion of democracy around the globe as a
central pillar of its foreign policy throughout its history. The analysis of the
priorities of the Clinton, Bush, and Obama administrations confirm the
long-standing priority that the promotion of democracy has been given
in the US foreign policy agenda. However, the analysis of the selection of
SUSI-FP participants shows that states that are considered either as free or
partly free are much more likely to participate in the program than those
states considered to be not free. Also, if there is a democratic mission to
try to influence those states where conditions are worst, the SUSI-FP does
not seem to do much for those states labeled as on “alert” in the Failed
States Index. Of the 35 states in clear danger of becoming failed states,
only 13 (37.14%) have been represented in the SUSI-FP. This suggests
that countries that have already achieved some measure of democracy are
more likely to be selected to participate than those who might need the
most assistance to achieve democracy.

It has been argued that states that are politically stable are more impor-
tant to the US’s agenda than those that are in the process of power trans-
fer and are, as a result, unstable.?? Political violence and state failure are
the key negative factors that inhibit the success of democratization.?® It
would make sense, then, that the more stable and democratic countries
are the target of further investment in terms of funding and soft power
programs. The problem with the US taking this view is that it sends mixed
messages to the rest of the world, as the rhetoric surrounding democracy
assistance does not seem to match the action the US takes. This inconsis-
tency undermines the goals the US is trying to achieve in that the more
credible and trusted the US is, the more likely its soft power and efforts
at democratization are to work.>* So if having a large population, being
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an important player in the global energy sector, and hosting US military
bases are used as the criteria to select participants for the SUSI-FD, it leads
people to believe that these are much more important factors for the US’s
foreign policy agenda than the promotion of democracy and the assistance
to states that most need it. This may not be the message the US is trying
to send and it may be a self-defeating policy.
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PART II

US Democratization Efforts in Africa



CHAPTER 3

Learning from the Curve: The Obama
Administration’s Promotion of Democracy
in Africa

Osaretin Igbinehimwen Idahosa

INTRODUCTION

The excitement that greeted the election of Barack Obama as the forty-
fourth president of the US (the first African—American to be so elected)
was profound. In Africa, the premise of the jubilation was that since
President Obama was of African descent, it was reasonable to expect that
the new administration might pursue Africa-friendly policies that were dif-
ferent from those of previous administrations. When President Obama
visited Africa in July 2009, expectations about a new vista in US—Africa
relations were high. They were buoyed by President Obama’s declaration
in Accra, Ghana, on July 11, 2009, that democracy promotion was central
to US foreign policy. According to the US President, “Africa doesn’t need
strongmen, it needs strong institutions.” This position, many believed,
challenged African leaders, whose actions threatened the credibility of the
democratic process, to desist from undermining the fairness and integ-
rity of democratic systems on the continent. As a safeguard, the Obama
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administration promised that “the United States will take a strong and
consistent stand against actions that undermine democratic institutions or
the legitimacy of democratic processes.”?

However, for a region with a mixed record of democratization (includ-
ing the emergence of a large number of hybrid regimes committed to effec-
tive governance and real economic development but not Western-style
democracy) the following questions seem apt in an attempt to assess the
Obama administration’s focus on strengthening democratic institutions:

(a) How far has the Obama administration been able to prioritize deepening
democracy in Africa?

(b) Has the pro-democracy rhetoric by the US provided much needed support
for governmental reforms in Africa under President Obama?

(c) Is the Obama administration’s avowed mission to evaluate elections in the
region against the highest possible standards of fairness and impartiality any
different from the positions of previous US administrations?

(d) Has the Obama administration achieved anything on the continent?

The following analysis focuses on the variables prevalent in three African
countries, namely, Nigeria, South Africa, and Egypt. These countries were
chosen based on the impact each has on its respective subregion.

The end of the Cold War brought about a sweeping reorientation of
US foreign policy and further change was made in response to the events
of September 11, 2001, with war declared on terrorism. These changes
were brought about by the impact that these two catalysts had on the
US’s global power. In the post-Cold War and 9/11 era, world scholars
have struggled to define Washington’s place in global politics. Charles
Krauthammer believed that the US would dominate a unipolar moment
before the system would give way to multipolarity.®> Samuel Huntington
argued that the current system is neither unipolar nor multipolar but a
strange hybrid of both. As such, we are in a world in which “[t]he settle-
ment of key international issues requires action by the single superpower
but always with some combination of other major states.”* Beyond the
struggle for an explanation of the US place in the new international sys-
tem, there is also a need to redefine the US global interests. Issues on
the African continent have not historically been identified as strategic
priorities to US foreign policy, and America’s engagement in the region
has been sporadic. According to Letitia Lawson, “During the Cold War,
United States foreign policy towards sub-Saharan Africa had little to do
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with Africa.”® It was used as a pawn in the Cold War struggle for influence
and power. As such, deepening democracy in Africa is of little interest to
the US and it is seen as “moralism,” which does not fit with the realist
approach to US foreign policy. There is great debate around how to create
interest in the US for the promotion of global democracy. This reflects the
fact that democracies often have conflicting priorities and democracy pro-
motion is not necessarily a panacea to international peace. One of the basic
assumptions in liberal thought on international relations is that established
democracies never go to war with one another. The realist approach to
foreign policy, however, advocates interstate relations being conducted on
the basis of interests, irrespective of the character of government, in order
to preserve stability at the international arena. Nevertheless, durable sta-
bility stems from domestic politics built on consensus and peaceful com-
petition, which, in turn, promotes a corresponding healthy international
politics.

Furthermore, there has been a long debate about whether democ-
racy enhances economic development. The meteoric growth of China in
recent years (without following the liberal democratic model) challenges
this notion. A set of African leaders believe that economic development
must precede democracy. They reject the view that democratization and
development are mutually supportive. Even in the US, critics of America’s
efforts at promoting global democracy argue that the US national interest
is not fully served when foreign policy objectives are defined in moralistic
terms, and that policy should be designed only to serve national interests.
On a closer inspection, one finds that the main US interest in Africa is
the peaceful development of the continent so that it is no longer a region
of instability and poverty that requires US assistance or intervention.
Achieving this goal depends on the collaboration between the US and
Africa to promote and deepen democratic institutions on the continent.

US—AFrICcA RELATIONS IN RETROSPECT

The US was not a party to the original scramble for Africa in the 1880s
and 1890s. This period witnessed European nations (Britain, France,
Portugal, Spain, Germany, and Belgium) turning African societies into
colonies following a formal partition at the Berlin Conference between
1884 and 1885. The Berlin Conference provided these European nations
with legitimacy to govern Africa politically, militarily, and economically
according to their spheres of control.® Apart from Liberia (a creation of
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the US for returning freed slaves from the American subcontinent), the
US has no known involvement in the colonial antiquity in Africa.

Nonetheless, the US has been engaged with Africa for over six decades,
with the establishment of State Department Bureau for African Affairs
under President Dwight Eisenhower in 1958. Throughout the Cold War
period, the US devoted less attention to the continent as compared to
other regions of perceived greater concern. Arguably, this official neglect
of Africa in US policy-making was a result of a combination of a lack
of adequate knowledge about the continent among US officials, and the
absence of any deep interest in the region because of a belief that Africa
should be the responsibility of the ex-colonial European powers.

Since September 11, 2001, US involvement in Africa has grown. 2002
saw a major shift in US—Africa relations in the post-Cold War era. In that
year, officials from both the Pentagon and the State Department defined
Africa as a significant potential threat to American national Security.” In
that same year, the US House of Representatives subcommittee on African
affairs observed that the policy of official neglect of Africa in US foreign
policy could no longer continue. In a bipartisan meeting of members of
the US Congress, some of Washington’s most experienced African policy-
makers confirmed that the continent was being seen in a new way.® Two
of the reasons given for the reevaluation of US policy toward Africa were
terrorism and oil.

The significance of Africa to US national security was articulated by Paul
Wolfowitz, former US Deputy Secretary of Defense, when he addressed
military officers and government officials from 42 African countries. He
confirmed that Africa was growing in importance and stressed that it was
imperative to build strong governing institutions (including military ones,
which in his worldview, would play a vital role) to stabilize the region and
prevent terrorist infiltration.” Africa’s importance as it related to oil was
made clear by both the former Assistant Secretary of State for Africa, Walter
Kansteiner and the former Deputy Assistant of Secretary of Defense for
African Affairs, Michael Westphal, who stated that protecting “US National
Security” included the use of the military for protecting oil production.!?
The events of September 11, 2001, and the subsequent war in Iraq, empha-
sized the US’s need for access to oil supplies beyond the Middle East. As
such, African oil and natural gas are critical elements to US national security.

The Bush administration’s policy initiative in Africa began with the
establishment of Africa Command (AFRICOM), a military command
responsible for all US military activities in Africa. AFRICOM is a US
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Department of Defense Unified Combatant Command; that is, a com-
mand composed of forces from two or more military services and a broad
and continuing mission. AFRICOM is devoted to both military and
humanitarian services for 53 African countries and combines the various
US military programs in Africa under a single organizational umbrella.
Egypt, because of its proximity and shared history with the Middle East,
falls within Central Command’s (CENTCOM) area of responsibilities and
not AFRICOM?s. Egypt is, however, part of Africa and is considered as
such for the purposes of this study.

The inauguration of President Obama created excitement in Africa
because it expected that the new administration would focus more atten-
tion on the continent than previous administrations and a new era of con-
structive engagement would ensue. President Obama raised expectations
for a progressive approach toward democracy in the continent when he
declared that “I see Africa as a fundamental part of our interconnected
world; as partners with America on behalf of the future we want for all
our children. That partnership must be grounded in mutual responsibil-
ity and mutual respect.”! Moreover, the Obama administration’s strategy
toward Africa, which is derived from a Presidential Policy Directive, built
on numerous US accomplishments in the region—strengthening demo-
cratic institutions, promoting regional peace and security, engaging with
young African leaders, and promoting development, trade and investment.
Despite the initial enthusiasm about the possibility of US involvement in
democracy promotion in the region, the Obama administration has been
confronted by a series of urgent and highly visible issues and failed to act.
Political upheaval in Egypt, unexpected political events in South Africa
and the possibility of a dubious electoral outcome in Nigeria have all chal-
lenged the US’s ability to promote democracy in the region.

BEYOND THE VEIL

True democracies are expected to put the interests of the citizens above
those of their leaders. Democracy goes beyond fair elections; rule of law;
accountability; freedom of association, assembly, opinion, and expression;
equality; and responsiveness. It is the people’s will determining society’s
direction. Multiparty democracy swept across Africa in the early 1990s
as single-party states and authoritarian leaders bowed to both national
and external pressure to democratize. During this period, the continent
exhibited the same general pattern of rapid democratization as the rest
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of the world. Academics and observers alike hoped greater political free-
dom and strong institutions would pave the way for more government
accountability and more effective development. Decades on, democracy in
the region has not improved regional development as the privileged elites
exercise their political power without full regard for the public interest.
Self-interested leadership and unresponsive governments have conspired
to reverse the democratic gains made on the continent since the end of
the Cold War.

A critical canvassing of the achievements of democracy across the con-
tinent reveals what Thorvaldur Gylfason calls “anocratic rule” (or oli-
garchic rule), which is a system of government where power is vested
in largely self-appointed political elites rather than in public institutions.
It is a hybrid between democracy and autocracy.!? Gylfason, outlines a
spectrum of governing authority that spans from fully institutionalized
autocracies through mixed or incoherent authoritarian regimes (termed
anocracies) to fully institutionalized democracies. According to Gylfason,
between 1960 and 1989 the number of democracies in Africa stayed rela-
tively stable at four, but the number of autocracies rose from 17 to 40.13
After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, there was a radical change
in governance in the region. Thus, by 2011 the number of democracies
had risen from four to 17, while within the same period, the number of
autocracies fell to single digits. Part of the reason for this development was
the removal of support for command regimes that were used as ideological
proxies by the great powers during the Cold War. During this period there
was also an explosion of anocracies (30 existed in 2012).

Since the emergence of the US as a major global power, it has claimed
to champion the cause of universal democracy. During the Cold War, each
succeeding administration in Washington recited pro-democracy rhetoric
in its engagement with international community. The Obama adminis-
tration’s key statements about its relations with Africa have been based
on strengthening democratic institutions on the continent. Washington’s
position runs the risk of “extraversion.” Extraversion is a concept used to
refer to external influence. Peiffer and Englebert claim that there were
rapid improvements in democracy in Africa from 1989 to 1995, which
were followed by overall stagnation in progress toward democracy and so
regimes merely consolidated the level of democratization they had attained
by 1995. They imply that sustained external support for political trans-
formation in Africa is necessary for the deepening of democratic devel-
opment. This study uses the three case studies mentioned above, Egypt,
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South Africa, and Nigeria, to measure the impact of Obama’s Africa policy
on the promotion of democracy in the region.!*

EGyrT

Since the military coup d’etat that ousted King Farouk on July 23, 1952,
Egypt has been ruled by successive authoritarian governments. Of all
the past leaders (Mohammed Naguib, Gamal Abdel Nasser, Mohammed
Anwar Sadat, Hosni Mubarak, and Mohammed Morsi), only Mohammed
Morsi had a civilian background. Even the current president, Abdel Fattah
Al-Sisi, holds a rank within the military. As a result, the Egyptian military
has always played an important role in the political, social, and economic
life of the country. The military, as a subsector of the Egyptian state, is
deeply respected by the citizens of Egypt. It is not surprising, therefore,
that after the overthrow of Mubarak’s regime, army Generals assumed
responsibility for the management of the transition process and became
the custodians of the 2011 “revolution.”

The Egyptian revolution enjoyed support from civilians and the military
alike. Soldiers joined demonstrations and the protesters were convinced
that the military would protect the revolution and move the country
toward democracy. In fact, the day after the fall of Mubarak, the Supreme
Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF), the military body that managed the
affairs of Egypt through the transition period, vowed to “ensure a peace-
ful transition of authority within a free and democratic system that allows
an elected civilian authority to take charge of governing the country.”'®
Since then, Egypt has played host to three successive governments in its
march toward democracy. Each of these governments tried to impose a
political system that favored its allies and contained or excluded its ene-
mies. None succeeded. The Mubarak dictatorship failed when the army
(initially its ally) refused to be used as a tool to put down protests with
force. Mubarak’s successor, Field Marshall Mohammed Hussein Tantawi,
bowed to public pressure for parliamentary elections in 2011, followed
by presidential elections in June 2012, bringing to power an Islamist-
controlled parliament headed by President Mohammed Morsi and the
Muslim Brotherhood. President Morsi soon declared that his actions were
above judicial review and forced a constitution written almost exclusively
by members of his party through the parliament. The threat of civil strife
between secular and Islamist groups that followed seemed to convince the
army that the political class had botched the transition. The army removed
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President Morsi from power in a popularly backed coup d’etat on July 3,
2013. They also arrested senior members of his party and supporters of
the former president.

Initially, the army enjoyed support from citizens who were tired of
instability, economic hardship, and marginalization caused by incompetent
civilian leadership. However, as time went on the crackdown against the
Muslim Brotherhood and its supporters became more and more brutal.
Well over 1000 Egyptians have been killed and at least 22,000 people have
been jailed (including foreign journalists) since the July 2013 military-
backed ousting of the democratically elected President Mohammed
Morsi.'® Many people who were peacefully expressing political opposition
to Morsi’s overthrow and to the Al-Sisi government have been caught up
in the mass arrests. As a result, the military’s support is slipping away.

In Egypt, both mainstream Islamists and their secular opponents gener-
ally agree that the country should be governed by free and fair elections.
Unlike Tunisia, where a similar uprising against a long-standing dictator-
ship resulted in a coalition of Islamist and secular parties, Egyptian political
parties could not find a middle ground, making politics a violent, zero-sum
game. Two overlapping forces make this possible in the political life of the
country: (a) the deep state (the military) and (b) Islamic fundamentalist
movement. The mutual inclusiveness of these two opposing forces and the
sheer enormousness of the challenges they pose to Egypt, partly explains
why the country was adrift when Morsi was president. Consequently,
Egypt’s economic and political problems continued unchecked and
expanded so that the country became impossible to govern.

Since the emergence of the US as a global superpower, it has worked
with Egypt to protect a stable regional order in the Middle East. After
the fall of President Mubarak, Washington’s approach has been to remain
engaged with Cairo and work with whoever is in power. The success of
this policy hinges on the fact that the US has strong interests in Egypt,
no matter who is in charge of the country. Beyond the strategic relevance
of Arab oil to the US economy, Egypt’s Suez Canal is a vital lifeline for
international trade. The US-Egyptian security partnership is important
in the fight against violent extremists on the Arabian Peninsula. Equally
important is US—Israeli cooperation, which is necessary for subregional
security in the Arab world.

The Obama administration’s emphasis on stability in Egypt was espoused
in his 2009 Cairo speech. In that address, Obama spoke to the Arab and
Muslim world about the principles of justice, progress, tolerance, and dignity,
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while at the same time highlighting US interests in the region.!” However,
midway through his second term in office, the administration has had a dif-
ficult task of balancing US strategic and national security interests with the
promotion of democracy in the region, especially in Egypt. While it is true
that the Obama administration’s handling of the crisis that led to the oust-
ing of President Mubarak was fair, the same cannot be said of the adminis-
tration’s record of affirming human rights and democracy in Egypt. Both
the construction and execution of Egypt’s political transition lacked the
much needed transparency for genuine democratic reform. The top-down
nature of the constitutional reform, coupled with the haste of the elec-
tions reflected the military’s guidance of the situation. It was reminiscent
of Mubarak’s performance in the previous electoral cycle, when the Muslim
Brotherhood appeared to be heading for victory in the parliamentary elec-
tions in November 2005.

The reaction of the Obama administration to these challenges shows
elements of continuity not only with traditional US policy in the entire
Middle Eastern region but also with the policies of the latter stages of the
Bush administration; pursuing regional stability at the cost of democratic
reform. Thus, the pursuit of economic liberalization has always gone
hand in hand with traditional US efforts toward political liberalization
and more often than not, the former has obscured the latter, as in Egypt.
The Obama administration’s agenda is strongly influenced by the idea
that democracy and the free market overlap. This has been the prevail-
ing understanding since the 1970s. The Obama administration might be
willing to settle for an autocratic regime (regardless of its human rights
record) in order to protect the US’s national interests. American support
is crucial to the survival of democracy in Egypt but challenging the convo-
luted version of democratic ideals espoused by President Al-Sisi’s regime
will likely lead to regional instability. The challenge facing the Obama
administration is to support democratic reform in Egypt while maintain-
ing some political stability.

SouTH AFRICA

In terms of regime stability, South Africa ranks above most African coun-
tries. Since the fall of apartheid in 1994, giant strides have been made by
the African National Congress (ANC)-led governments to move forward
from South Africa’s monstrous past. Evidence of newfound freedoms
abound as citizens (regardless of race) go about their daily lives. South
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Africans are fully integrated citizens of the world, ruled by democratic
institutions and with a constitution to be proud of. The rule of ANC gov-
ernments has provided some economic transformation, access to health
and education, and movement toward relatively harmonious race relations.

Nonetheless, South Africa is one of the top five most unequal societies
on earth. As Thabo Mbeki, South Africa’s second democratically elected
president once put it:

A major component part of the issue of reconciliation and nation building
is defined by and derives from the material conditions in our society which
have divided our country into two nations, the one black and the other
white ... the relatively rich, who, as a result of an apartheid definition, are
white, prepared to help underwrite the upliftment of the poor, who as a
result of an apartheid definition, are black.'®

South Africa’s average economic growth rate of 1.9% for 2013 lagged
well behind the sub-Saharan average of 4.9%."” Unemployment, which
stands at a national average of 30%, provides a launching pad for protests
with a regularity that undermines future economic development in the
country. This is complicated by the parlous state of social facilities. The
educational sector serves as a constant reference point. This is the cost of
corruption and poor leadership that has crept into the political system of
South Africa.

After the initially smooth and enthusiastic movement into the post-
apartheid period, the ANC government’s activities have betrayed its ideal-
istic principles. There is a real threat that tighter control over the judiciary
and the government’s critics (especially the independent media) will be
instituted. Intolerance for the judicial checks on executive power associ-
ated with the government’s aversion to any criticism of executive policies
and actions raises questions about the future of democracy in South Africa.
The Mo Ibrahim index of African Governance showed that although in
2014 South Africa ranked fourth overall among African governments, its
score has been on a downward trend with significant reduction in scores for
safety and rule of law, accountability, and political participation.?® President
Obama in a speech delivered in Cape Town on June 30, 2013 said:

...if the dignity of the individual is upheld across Africa, then I believe
Americans will be more free as well, because I believe that none of us are
fully free when others in the human family remain shackled by poverty or
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disease or oppression ... Governments that respect the rights of their citizens
and abide by the rule of law do better, grow faster, draw more investment
than those who don’t.?!

The Obama administration’s mission to help African countries strengthen
their political institutions, address the challenge of installing democratic
governance, promote an active and empowered civil society, and uphold
human rights has so far yielded mixed dividends in South Africa. This
is partly due to the rather fractious relations between the two countries
over the years. At the heart of this relationship is the long-held attitude
of South Africans that democracy really means the “strong” prevailing
against the “weak.” South Africa’s external relations (particularly with
the West) are guided by this ethos and it continues to determine South
African foreign relations. The result is a duality in the country’s rela-
tions with Western liberal democracies. In the apartheid era, Pretoria saw
some countries providing basic support to the ANC as antagonistic to its
core values. On the other hand, the ANC came to associate democratic
transitions with overcoming Western neo-imperialism. This legacy fed
into the reluctance by post-apartheid governments to fully accept sup-
port from interventionist foreign governments. Since 1994, South Africa
arguably has elevated itself into the role of a guarantor and promoter of
democratic norms and values in Africa. As the ANC sees it, this messianic
role does not require external assistance. Unfortunately, in the last two
decades, democracy and democratic values have been on the decline in
South African civil society. How well the Obama administration handles
the issue of confidence building in its relations with South Africa will set
the tone for the reinvigoration of democracy in that country.

NIGERIA

Full political independence was achieved in Nigeria in 1960. The depart-
ing colonial administration left behind a parliamentary system based on
regionalism. Most academics agree that regardless of the frail areas where
tensions spring from ethnic rivalry and mutual suspicion, inexperience of
some key political actors and immature democratic institutions, the parlia-
mentary system that existed between 1960 and 1966 was relatively success-
tul. This period (commonly referred to as the First Republic) was followed
by a devastating Civil War fought between 1967 and 1970. Consequently,
Nigeria’s political history became tainted by successive military conflicts.?
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On October 1, 1979, civilian rule was restored in Nigeria when the
Obasanjo-led military regime handed over power to the democratically
elected president, Shehu Shagari. The defining achievement of the newly
installed civil administration was the introduction of a Constitution that
established a government modeled on the American presidential system.
Although the overall performance of the Shagari administration is debat-
able, there is a convergence of opinion that it did not meet the needs of
the citizenry; hence a coup ousted it from office. From 1985 until 1999,
the military controlled Nigeria politics.

Democratic rule returned to Nigeria in 1999 and expectations were high
among Nigerians at home and in diaspora communities. The Obasanjo
administration (the first civilian administration since the Fourth Republic)
inherited numerous governance challenges brought about by decades of
incompetent leadership. Attempts to tackle these challenges through pol-
icy intervention became the focus of the administration. One of the great-
est achievements of the administration was establishing the Economic
and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC) and the Independent Corrupt
Practices Commission (ICPC). The EFCC was so effective that despite
the criticism that the agency was an instrument for persecuting enemies of
the administration, mere mention of it caused fear in corrupt Nigerians.
The Yar’Adua administration was too short-lived to warrant any meaning-
ful assessment in this study.

The Goodluck administration was plagued by a combination of the
tenacious and pervasive grip of corruption and the security threat posed by
Boko Haram’s insurgency in the north-east of Nigeria. Security is the most
important measure of an effective state. The territorial integrity of a state
must be protected against external aggression and national insurrection.
It is the foundation on which the viability of governance is constructed.
In Nigeria, the Goodluck administration has witnessed a heightened
deterioration of national security since its inception. Intermittent extrem-
ist religious uprisings have exploded into a full-scale war. Not only have
hundreds of innocent lives been lost, the Nigerian military was deployed
to reclaim seized territory from the violent Islamic sect known as Boko
Haram.

In terms of corruption and electoral fraud, Nigeria has had a mixed
record since the beginning of the Fourth Republic in 1999. The very defi-
nition of democracy hinges on elections that offer the people the oppor-
tunity to exercise their right to determine their government. Nigeria has
conducted many elections in the past. The April 2007 election offers an
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opportunity to assess the behavior of the ruling elite and, perhaps, gauge
the future of democracy in the country. The entire process, according to
different reports, fell far short of the required standard.?® The 2007 elec-
tion was not credible because it lacked transparency and there was wide-
spread fraud. Many polling booths were controlled by opponents of the
ruling party (The People’s Democratic Party) and were denied materials
to conduct the election. In some cases, these materials were eventually
supplied when voters had returned home after waiting at the booth in
vain. Furthermore, at many polling stations, thugs were used to steal the
election materials and to thumbprint ballot papers in favor of their can-
didates. In some places, law enforcement agents like the police were used
to rig the election for the ruling party’s candidates. The power of incum-
bency was also used to intimidate opponents and their voters at the state
level. Where the incumbent Governor was challenged by other candidates,
every available means was used to rig the election against the opponents.
According to the European Union (EU) Elections Observation Report
of 2007:

...[The elections] were marred by very poor organization, lack of essential
transparency, widespread procedural irregularities, substantial evidence of
fraud, widespread voter disenfranchisement at different stages of the pro-
cess, lack of equal conditions for political parties and candidates, and numer-
ous incidents of violence.**

The conditions outlined above show that democracy faces grievous chal-
lenges in Nigeria. This is where the commitment of the Obama administra-
tion’s self-declared goal to work to strengthen democratic institutions in
sub-Saharan Africa through high-level diplomatic engagement and institu-
tion building is most sorely tested. Nigeria is a powerhouse in Africa. As
such, a stable and democratic Nigeria would positively affect the fortunes
of democracy on the continent.

LOOKING AHEAD

The joy that greeted the election of Barack Obama as the US president
was premised on the fact that he would advance America’s engagement
with Africa. When President Obama visited the continent in July 2009, his
major address on Africa policy, delivered in Accra, Ghana, was generally well
received, with African leaders broadly reassured by its themes of self-reliance
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and good governance. Since then, President Obama has tried to convince
Africa of his sincere attempts to improve US—Africa relations. The Obama
administration has taken some bold steps to effect the changes that are nec-
essary to improve US diplomacy in the region. Notably, the US govern-
ment has worked to restore democracy to Cote d’Ivoire after the crisis that
followed the 2010 presidential election in the country; it helped to lead an
international effort to advance reforms in Kenya in the wake of the 2007-
2008 postelection violence; it launched the Open Government Partnership
(OGP) in 2011 and built on the Comprehensive Peace Agreement’s (CPA)
implementation that culminated in the peaceful referendum for the inde-
pendence of South Sudan in 2011.

Nonetheless, many African countries believe that the Obama adminis-
tration’s foreign policy toward the continent has failed to meet the expec-
tations created by his early rhetoric. Africa leaders do not fully agree with
the Obama administration’s recipe for democracy building and creating
strong national governance. The sentiment in Egypt is that the US, under
President Obama’s leadership, has not kept pace with the drastically altered
political landscape in the country. Most Egyptians believe that the US has
not sufficiently matched its professed commitment to support political
transition with the allocation of resources and support that would ensure
the process is successful. For example, the US faltered in its efforts to help
the first democratically elected government (the Morsi administration) in
Egypt to consolidate its democratic gains. Rather, the Obama administra-
tion appeared to establish cordial relations with the Al-Sisi administration
who seemed to align better with US interests. This hindered Egyptian
progress toward democracy. Notably, human rights (a key component of
democracy) abuses, which are widespread and grave in Egypt, are often
downplayed or ignored.

Elsewhere in Africa, many believe that the West’s suggestions for solu-
tions to the continent’s problems (like corruption and poor governance)
are based on prejudice and stereotypes. Others are of the view that since
African problems are basically domestically generated, they cannot be
solved by foreign intervention. In line with this thinking, South African
President Jacob Zuma made it clear that Western companies must change
their old “colonial” approach to Africa.?® It should be noted, however,
that many Africans are still hopeful for the future of the Obama adminis-
tration’s policy for Africa. To achieve a more discerning US—Africa policy,
the Obama administration should integrate the following recommenda-
tions into the conduct of relations with the region:
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(a) Move beyond the rhetoric of democracy promotion to reinforce the impor-
tance of democratic governance in Africa through developing public support
for civil society groups. This should be accompanied by increased funding and
monitoring that would empower these groups to be effective agents of politi-
cal socialization. This will send an important message to governments in the
region that the US stands firmly behind and expansion of civil and political
rights.

(b) Promote, support, and improve security cooperation with Africa. The conti-
nent provides fertile ground for state fragility. This tendency reverses the for-
tunes of democratic development, and good governance cannot thrive in the
absence of state security. The Obama administration should, therefore,
increase funding and logistical support for training and increased profession-
alism of African militaries to better enable them to provide regional security.
Providing more resources for the US Africa Command (AFRICOM) to help
allied African forces deal with regional crises (from terrorist attacks to peace-
keeping support and other emergencies) would help.

(c) US—Africa relations need to be thoroughly reevaluated to take into account
ongoing upheavals and demands for change in Africa. America’s support, in
whatever form, should be used to advance the genuine quest for democracy
as well as civil and political liberties.

(d) While President Obama believes in the advancement of democracy in Africa
through strengthening institutions, Africans are of the view that this can only
be meaningful when there is a corresponding advancement of the economy of
the continent. A reassessment of US—Africa economic relations to accommo-
date this development is required.

CONCLUSION

From President Reagan to President Obama, US presidents have adopted
pro-democracy rhetoric when referring to US interests in Africa. This
rhetoric has not reflected the reality of US—Africa relations over the years.
While it could be argued that the Obama administration has improved on
the records of his predecessors, specifically in terms of democracy promo-
tion in Africa, there is still a long way to go to elevate the continent to
a position of priority in American foreign policy. In the three case stud-
ies examined in this study (Egypt, South Africa, and Nigeria), President
Obama’s score card for deepening democracy is mixed. Although certain
policy actions indicate that democracy and human rights are an important
priority to the Obama Administration, there are few indications (midway
into the second term) that his policy toward democracy promotion in
these important strategic partners of the US in the region will change
significantly. In relation to President Al-Sisi’s dictatorship in Egypt (an
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important ally to the US in the subregion), it is unlikely that the Obama
administration will drastically change US policy. President Obama has
publicly declared that “...our security interests will sometimes necessitate
that we work with regimes with which we have fundamental disagree-
ments.”? The US must know that the removal of an old dictator and the
subsequent replacement with a new dictator is not the way to develop
democracy in the volatile political environment of Egypt.

South Africa and Nigeria present similar challenges to the Obama
administration’s foreign policy and its effectiveness. The complexity of
these challenges, as well as the multitude of issues they generate, mean
that they have been put into the “too hard basket” of the Obama admin-
istration. For example, the efficacy of President Obama’s democracy
promotion in Africa will be put to the test by the outcome of the March
28, 2015 presidential election in Nigeria. The US response will be the
barometer used to gauge President Obama’s legacy of democracy promo-
tion in Africa.
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CHAPTER 4

The US, Democratization,
and the Postcolonial States in Sub-Saharan
Africa: Development or Distortion?

A Critical Appraisal

Peter Sakwe Masumbe

INTRODUCTION

Any keen observer of politics in postcolonial sub-Saharan Africa would be
dismayed at the prevailing “state capture” and “political power monger-
ing” of the dictatorship-inclined rulers of these states, most of whom enjoy
outstanding relations with the harbinger of liberal democracy—the US.!
This chapter argues that, despite the US’s claim to liberal democracy and
its longstanding involvement in the region’s democratization processes,
sub-Saharan African states are in decline because democratic institutions
and culture are missing. Thus, noting the insufficient study in this domain,
this chapter engages with relevant theoretical and empirical analysis to
demonstrate that there is institutionalization of state capture and political
power mongering sustained by the region’s rulers who loathe democracy
as it diminishes their power and control over the people and resources of
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their countries. Using the human needs and structural-functional theories,
this chapter refutes statements of this type and reveals that the people of
this region prefer democracy to tyranny, but the entrenchment of democ-
racy is impeded by the resurgence of dominant political parties operating
within centralized political systems with the tacit approval of the US.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE ANALYSIS: THE HUMAN
NEEDS AND THE STRUCTURAL-FUNCTIONAL THEORIES

Human Needs Theory

This theory implies that people really only define their place in society
based on the satisfaction of their needs. Human needs, in their diverse
forms, are the root of all human conflicts. Although conflict resolution is
not the focus of this work, this premise provides an understanding of the
US’s involvement in the democratization processes in sub-Saharan Africa.?
It is argued here that the US’s behavior is confrontational, that s, it tends
to revolve around covert, sometimes overt, nonconciliatory actions based
on a one-sided relationship. It is essentially the proclivity to acquire spe-
cific human needs that impels the US to interfere in the economic, politi-
cal, social, and cultural affairs of sub-Saharan Africa. Indeed, it would be
foolhardy to believe that US involvement is based on care for the well-
being of sub-Saharan Africans. Essentially, the US is in sub-Saharan Africa
because of its interest in gaining access to the economic resources found
there. Claude Ake argues that over the years, Africans have fooled them-
selves into believing that the US has an agenda to democratize African
countries. Despite professing the democratic peace theory, the US does
not intend to direct significant resources into democratization efforts in
Africa.?

If human needs dictate human behavior, on an individual and interna-
tional level, this theory explains how the US is able to deceive sub-Saharan
Africans into believing that it is satistying their human needs by providing
liberal democracy and economic growth.* Irrefutably, the US faces numer-
ous accUStions about its shying away from working for liberal democracy
and economic growth in this region. However, by denying the people of
this region these needs, John Mueller asserted that the US is behaving
in a manner that is counterproductive to fighting the war against terror-
ism, as by its actions it undermines its own rhetoric and turns friends into
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enemies.® Sub-Saharan Africans want to believe that the US supports the
region and so they will support the US in return, but without clear dem-
onstration of the US’s friendly intent there is little evidence to preserve
that belief. For the purposes of this work, the needs that sub-Saharan
Africans are seeking to fulfill are: the dissuasion of tyrannical rulers, the
ability to voice dissent against bad governments, and the entrenchment of
liberal democracy, with its freedom, economic growth, human happiness,
progress, and prosperity. Thus, according to Dennis J. D. Sandole, «...
the human needs theory as an academic tool for analysis has proved to be
lucidly scholarly in explaining when, why, how, for what and who goes
into conflict over needs in their respective diverse nature and character
worldwide.”¢ Similarly, Christopher Mitchell posits, “...the human needs
theory amply provides concrete responses to the necessitous man and his
quest for conflict resolution...; and more importantly to provide answers
to more basic questions about human needs in society...””

Structurval-Functional Theory

Structural-functional theory, a social sciences thesis with origins in biol-
ogy, focuses on the character and structure of organizations and how this
structure determines the functions or outputs of such structures.® Simply
put, the structural character of organizations determines the character of
output and the degree of positive or negative functions performed by such
organizations. The majority of people in sub-Saharan Africa believe that
the structural organization of their states (overbearing, centralized, with
immense power at the disposal of one person—the Head of State, with
little accountability) largely inhibits the functionality of liberal democracy
in them. On the contrary, they believe that when the structure of the state
is such that state power is fully devolved into various units of the state,
within constitutionally guaranteed frameworks, the various structures will
perform functions that will not be antagonistic to democracy and eco-
nomic growth.

Thus, this theory provides the theoretical underpinning that explains
how the character of state organization in postcolonial sub-Saharan
African states do not allow democratic rule. There are four functional
imperatives of all action systems, and these illuminate the present work.
These activities are (a) Adaptation; (b) Goal attainment; (c¢) Integration;
(d) Latency or pattern maintenance.” Each of these four activities is aimed
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at meeting a need or multiple needs of a social system and is imperative
to the survival of the system. Adaptation refers to a situation whereby a
system must adjust to its environment and fine-tune the environment to
meet its needs, especially those of majority of the people. More specifically,
a system must cope with external situational dangers and contingencies.!?
Thus, a system cannot remain long at odds with its environment. This
mismatch of system and environment describes postcolonial sub-Saharan
Africa, ruled by dictators yet craving to be democratic. Jean-Germain Gros
argues that the social conditions that existed under President Ahmadou
Ahidjo, who was in power from 1960 to 1982, favored tyranny because
a leader was required that could unite the French- and English-speaking
sides of Cameroonian society. Under a dictatorship they were forcibly
brought together.!! Today, Cameroonians need change; hence, as Ritzer
posits, “...if the systems continue to rebuff changes (as in the case of sev-
eral other post-colonial sub-Saharan African states), such systems will be in
grave danger of perishing.”!? Goal attainment involves a system being able
to define and redefine its primary goals, which ultimately must not only be
surviving into the future, but also growth and expansion to accommodate
new ideas and methods of human progress and happiness.

Integration demands that a system regulates the interrelationship of its
component parts.!* Thus, where a state succeeds in establishing a democ-
racy, it must also create a viable liberal economic system, and then seek to
integrate personal freedom, free and fair elections within multiparty politics,
periodic peaceful transfers of political power, and an accountable bureau-
cracy. Ritzer observed that Parsons called the fourth functional imperative
Latency, or pattern maintenance.'* Latency refers to the need for a system
to furnish, maintain, and renew the cultural patterns that create and sus-
tain individual and group motivation. Accordingly, latency is embedded
in the functional theory of social stratification, which gives individuals the
opportunity to self-actualize based on each individual’s capacity to attain
educational and economic credentials to climb the society’s social ladder.!
Latency squarely explains the current feelings of the people of sub-Saha-
ran Africa, “...whose educational and economic opportunities have been
thwarted by the character and degrees of state capturers and political power
mongers, whose stock-in-trade has been to facilitate only their self-mainte-
nance culture to the detriment of the majority’s progress and happiness.”!¢

Liberalism and democracy are used deceptively by the US in sub-Saharan
Africa by engaging into sins of commission, rather than of omission. One
such sin of commission is the conscious and direct impoverishment of the
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populations of sub-Saharan Africa, through deceptive economic partner-
ships with the US. Another sin is found in the promotion of the resurgence
of tyranny for the narrow economic self-interest of the US. The US is also
complicit in the leeway provided to Communist China to move into the
economic and social vacuum created by the absence of liberal democracy
in the region. In this analysis, I refer to the sheer refusal of the US to reject
the re-emerging dictatorial regimes in sub-Saharan Africa as an unforgiv-
able sin of commission. Certainly, the US has placed concern for its eco-
nomic interests above value for human life and happiness in the region.!”
The US’s neglectful posture toward the woes confronting the people of
this region, who trust in the US’s ability to rescue them, could be trans-
lated as a sin of omission. This is so, because the US foreign policy-makers
and their local constituencies are deeply ill-informed; and do not care to be
so informed of the actual political, economic, and social challenges facing
the people of this region. After the jubilant embrace of multiparty politics
in the early 1990s by sub-Saharan Africans, it was expected that by 2015,
multiparty politics would have facilitated the institutionalization of demo-
cratic principles and economic growth.!®

TRUTH-SEEKING LIBERALISM AND DEMOCRACY

According to George Sabine and Thomas Thorson, the concept of liberal-
ism is clear: politics aims to preserve individual rights and maximize freedom
of choice. Liberalism as a political movement can ill-afford to part ways with
humanitarianism, for the good of humanity is a powerful motive for liberals
to pursue their agenda.’ The US, which was founded on a liberal economic
movement, as well as a liberal political philosophy, has, in the case of the
peoples of sub-Saharan Africa, decided to separate humanitarianism from
US foreign policy. Liberalism, as a political and an economic philosophy,
was born some four centuries ago, at the beginning of the English Civil
War.?® Liberalism emerged as a major doctrine in response to the religious
wars that gripped Europe throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies.?! However, the scholarly foundations of liberalism were established
by the English philosopher John Locke, and drew added impetus from the
Enlightenment, which questioned old traditions of societies and govern-
ments in the eighteenth century. Thus, the truth-seeking character of liberal
democracy calls for enlightened understanding of human relations and the
provision of a free and level playing field in both politics and economics.
And this is what the US is failing to create in Africa.
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The concept of liberalism eventually coalesced into powerful revolu-
tionary movements that toppled archaic regimes all the over the world,
especially in Europe and the Americas.?? Locke had espoused the belief
that all people are created equal in the eyes of the law, and this impor-
tant political and legal principle eventually became the cornerstone of the
new government developed by the colonists in the US. Locke developed
a radical political notion that “...government acquires consent from the
governed, and without which such a government is illegitimate.”?® This
philosophy is completely absent from politics in sub-Saharan African states,
yet, these states claim to be practicing liberal democracy. In fact, majority
of governments in sub-Saharan Africa do not obtain their mandates from
their peoples’ consent, but enjoy the acquiescence of the US, so they act
with impunity over matters of governance. In many African countries, the
US supports electoral results, irrespective of the lack of accountability,
transparency, or legitimacy of such results. The US’s vital interest is in
Africa’s natural resources, and not the manipulation of elections or achiev-
ing liberal democracy.*

In his leading Two Treatises of Government (1690), the foundational
text of liberal ideology, Locke outlined his major ideas comprising of
coherently described principles of the liberal movement; the right to pri-
vate property, the freedom to speak and be heard, and the obligation to
acquire consent and to obtain political power from the governed.?®

Men being, as has been said, by nature, all free, equal, and independent,
no one can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power of
another, without his own consent. The only way whereby any one divests
himself of his natural liberty, and puts on the bonds of civil society, is by
agreeing with other men to join and unite into a community for their com-
fortable, safe, and peaceable living one amongst another, in a secure enjoy-
ment of their properties, and a greater security against any, that are not of it.
This any number of men may do, because it injures not the freedom of the
rest; they are left as they were in the liberty of the state of nature. When any
number of men has so consented to make one community or government,
they are thereby presently incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein
the majority has a right to act and conclude the rest.?

Locke laid the foundation stone of democratic governance, now sim-
ply referred to as liberal democracy. This new thinking became more
widespread and it became a more common belief that no citizen within
the regime can claim to rule by natural right, jettisoning the consent
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of the governed. In postcolonial sub-Saharan Africa this obligation to
obtain the peoples’ consent in order to govern has not been found to
be necessary, keeping those yearning for democratic rule in a state of
despair. Ironically, governments in the region are said to emanate from
the people.

Theorizing about liberalism went beyond Locke, and people began to
question the legitimacy of monarchies. This led to a period of revolutions
in Europe—a period of profound intellectual vitality that questioned old
traditions and influenced several European monarchies throughout the
eighteenth century. Therefore, besides the Enlightenment, a rising tide
of industrialization and urbanization in Western Europe during the eigh-
teenth century also greatly contributed to the growth of liberal societies
by spurring individual and group commercial and entrepreneurial activi-
ties. Thus, liberal ideas gained worldwide momentum, with the US at the
forefront. When it came time to spread these ideas to sub-Saharan Africa,
the US was blinded by self-interest and economic greed.

To African political leaders, democracy is seen simply as the conduct
of elections. This has been the case with Egypt, Cameroon, Gabon,
Equatorial Guinea, Madagascar, Angola, Ivory Coast, Sudan, Togo,
Guinea Bissau, Guinea Conakry, and several other sub-Saharan African
states. In its deeper principles, democracy represents the true expression
of the people’s sovereign will to periodically select the representatives that
provide for their welfare. It is this sense that Abraham Lincoln simply but
sophisticatedly described democracy as “...government of the people, for
the people and by the people.”?” In contemporary times, democracy has
become a most cherished value that has attained near-universal admira-
tion. This holds true even to those oppressed by dictatorial political sys-
tems. The US’s Constitution provided the world’s first formal blueprint
for modern democracy,?® yet the US continues to undermine the efforts
of sub-Saharan Africans to adopt similar constitutions for themselves.
Definitely, it is the US’s support for the regimes of people such as Mobutu
and Bokassa that calls into question the US’s claims to support the spread
of democratic values around the globe.

THE CASE AGAINST SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN STATES

The objective insights gleaned from close study of the politics of sub-
Saharan Africa show that to lay blame on the US for the colossal failure of
liberal democratic politics and economic growth in the region is completely



58 PS. MASUMBE

misleading. Certainly, the US may be ascribed some blame, but a greater
extent of the responsibility must ultimately be accepted as a result of the
limitations of the people of the region. These limitations accrue from the
docile and unassertive character of the people of the region who do not
fight to ensure democratic societies are developed for themselves, using
their sovereignty to entrench such democracies. Sub-Saharan Africans
should not expect the US to chew and swallow their food for them. Of
course, in a rare but commendable use of such sovereignty, in late 2014,
the people of Burkina Faso worked with civil society organizations to rid
themselves of their ruler, Blaise Compaore, an oppressive dictator. Other
two examples worthy of note are the refusal to allow Frederick Chiluba to
continue in power in Zambia and Olusegun Obasanjo in Nigeria, who each
attempted to exploit their countries’ constitutions to provide mandates for
third terms for themselves. Many political analysts believe that these acts
by civil society organizations in Burkina Faso, Zambia, and Nigeria are
isolated, because several other dictators, such as Chiluba, Obasanjo, and
Compaore still rule in Africa.

Pertinent to this analysis is the fact that Africans are hyper-consumers
of goods they do not produce and so this materialism makes the peo-
ple vulnerable to deceit. The propensity to consume rather than to pro-
duce means that the average African shies away from politics and liberal
democracy, human rights, freedom, representative governments, free and
fair elections, periodic peaceful transfers of political power, responsible
opposition political parties, and economic growth. An average African
political leader is thought to be focused on ephemeral and unproductive
social development and transient social capital, as opposed to the perma-
nently productive sectors leading to genuine industrialization. Leadership
is assured by political patronage and self-serving scheming and cheating.
African governance is defined by the absence of hard work, a high degree
of consumption with very low or no productivity, unsophisticated politi-
cal and economic thoughts, simplified state organization, a lack of tech-
nological ingenuity, agricultural backwardness, and the absence of social
interaction to provide equal opportunities for the community’s members.
Indeed this is a true description of present day sub-Saharan Africa, which
docilely depends on others to democratize his society.

Sub-Saharan African states fit well into Niccolo Machiavelli’s descrip-
tions of principalities rather than republics. In principalities all the traits
outlined above are present. Only people with higher virtues can form
and live in republics.?® Sub-Saharan African states are not yet qualified
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to become republics; thus, rather than blame the US for democratic fail-
ures in the region, self-examination would be a much more worthwhile
pursuit if they really wish to become liberal democracies and find eco-
nomic growth. Nevertheless, Stanley Hoffmann believes that the US has
overreached itself as a superpower and liberator of peoples worldwide.
Hoffmann succinctly points out that:

It wasn’t its innocence that the United States lost on September 11, 2001.
It was its naiveté. Americans have tended to believe that in the eyes of others
the United States has lived up to the boastful clichés propagated during the
Cold War (especially under Ronald Reagan) and during the Clinton admin-
istration. We were seen, we are thought of, as the champions of freedom
against fascism and communism, as the advocates of decolonization, eco-
nomic development, and social progress, as the technical innovators whose
mastery of technology, science, and advanced education was going to unify
the world.®

Thus, according to Hoftmann, the US actually left itself vulnerable to
even unsubstantiated accUStions made against it. Hoffmann continues:

Some officials [in US foreign policy-making circles] and academics explained
that US hegemony was the best thing for a troubled world and unlike past
hegemonies it would last—not only because there were no challengers
strong enough to steal the crown but, above all, because we were benign rul-
ers who threatened no one. But we have avoided looking at the hegemon’s
clay feet, at what might neutralize our vaunted soft power and undermine
our hard power. Like swarming insects exposed when a fallen tree is lifted,
millions who dislike or distrust the hegemon have suddenly appeared after
September 11, much to [Americans’] horror and disbelief. America became
a great power after World War II, when we faced a rival that seemed to stand
for everything we had been fighting against—tyranny, terror, brainwash-
ing—and we thought that our international reputation would benefit from
our standing for liberty, and stability ... We were not sufficiently marinated
in history to know that, through the ages, nobody—or almost nobody—has
ever loved a hegemon.?!

One can examine the Roman Empire and find a comparable set of
resources, which are now enjoyed by the US. Accordingly, Hoffmann
claims that “Britain, France, and Spain had to operate in multipolar sys-
tems [when at the height of their power]; the United States is the only
superpower...”3? Sub-Saharan Africans fail to see that the US is, unlike
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Rome, unable to completely impose its will by the use of force. What the
US fails to fully appreciate is that it can enforce its will through soft diplo-
macy, by using the sub-Saharan Africans to entrench liberal democracy
and economic growth for themselves.

EMERGENT MULTIPARTY POLITICS AND THE DECLINE
OF LIBERAL DEMOCRACY IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

Most international relations and public administration scholars believe
that the emergence of multiparty politicking in the early 1990s has not
enhanced the production or re-production of democracies in sub-Saharan
Africa. Rather, the introduction of multiparty politics has been based on
rhetoric about democratization, not action. The impoverished peoples of
the region still wallow in despotism, leading to the dislocated and those
with unfulfilled aspirations flowing out of sub-Saharan Africa into the over-
stretched polities and economies of the US, Europe, and Asia in search
of greener pastures. It is the people’s apathy toward good governance,
typified by arrogant and dishonest electoral victories and stage-managed
modifications of national constitutions, with rubber-stamp parliaments,
politicized and corrupt judiciaries, and the public and private bureaucra-
cies that pilfer the resources of their states, prevailing in the region, which
thwarts the emergence of liberal democracy through multiparty politics.
For instance, the region’s bureaucracies, which ought to be politically
neutral to serve any political party in power, are heavily connected to the
individuals in power. The second African Governance Report produced by
the UN Economic Commission of Africa in 2009 found that:

Democratic culture has yet to be institutionalized, as vestiges of authoritari-
anism threaten the democratic process and the politics of consociationalism
and political accommodation are not yet rooted in the polity... many rul-
ing parties in Africa continue to suppress opposition parties with different
degrees of severity. And access to the media, state funds and logistical facili-
ties are skewed in favour of the ruling parties in most countries.*

Consequently, Jean-Francois Bayart’s “politics of the belly syndrome,”
and dreadful state capture and political power mongering with the repu-
diation of dissenting voices leave most people in constant trepidation that
democratic aspirations will be extinguished from the region in the near
future.?* In all this, the US and China are predator partners in subjugating
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sub-Saharan Africans. No doubt, the US Government Accountability
Office’s (GAO) report to Congress titled: “Sub-Saharan Africa: Trends
in US and Chinese Economic Engagement,” of February 2013, gives the
erroneous impression that all is well between the US and China and sub-
Saharan African states.®® In fact, contrary to that report, China, with its
soft loans policies, appears to greatly threaten the US’s interests. America’s
IMF-inspired policies appear to be ineffective in sub-Saharan Africa. Thus,
if the US must be relied upon as a true promoter of liberal democracy and
a reliable partner for economic growth, it must quickly readdress its policies
toward sub-Saharan Africa.

More importantly, if the US does not advance a liberal democratic cul-
ture in the region, the people of sub-Saharan Africa are likely to begin
to think of America as a predator and this will create strategic enemies
rather than strategic allies in the face of heightened Chinese competition
in the region. To avoid this, Garry Wasserman advised the US to borrow
John O’Sullivan’s proposal regarding an element of the US’s Manifest
Destiny published in the New York Democratic Review in 1845, “...the
US has virtuous obligations to extend urbane human behaviors compris-
ing full human freedoms and liberties, which must allow mankind to form
and associate in democratic institutions across the Western hemisphere
and the globe at large.”?¢ China, though, with its discreet connections
with totalitarian regimes and communist elements, poses great challenges
to liberal democracy. The US appears to see it as a necessity to restrain
China’s covert, sometimes overt, communist agenda, which is slowly lay-
ing the foundation for long-term insecurity in sub-Saharan Africa. The
US’s neglect of this region opens the door for other players to intervene.
Although the illegitimate elections and political corruption that can be
seen in much of the democratic process claiming to be undertaken in
Africa,?” should raise the ire of the US and its professed goals for spreading
political and economic liberalism, it does not. The US neglects the region
to the determent of its own interests.

Baka Lolingo argues, “...their lives would have been thrilling had they
learned more unto Communist China than unto the US, which merely pro-
fesses without actualizing liberal democracy beyond its frontiers, as China
appears a more progressive, prosperous and happiness attracting partner to
the region than the US.”®8 Biota Adeline, a Yaoundé resident stated, “...
as a competitive and comparatively newcomer, China has widely improved
the region’s social infrastructure—hospitals, roads, bridges, public build-
ings, education, water and agriculture.”?®” Thus, grievances against the US
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grow and the defects of US—sub-Saharan African relations are caused by
US foreign policy-makers who incessantly adopt a skewed approach to
the challenges the region faces. In other regions, the US acts positively.
For instance, on October 19, 1939, the American Ambassador to Japan,
Joseph C. Grew, in a formal address to the America—Japan Society stated:

...the new order in East Asia has appeared to include, among other things,
depriving Americans of their long established rights in China, and to this
the American people are opposed ... American rights and interests in China
are being impaired or destroyed by the policies and actions of the Japanese
authorities in China.*

In international relations, the persons, contexts, times, and places of for-
eign policy-making change. However, as Christopher Hill observes, “...
national interests remain constant in persons, contexts, places and times,
which might shift only in terms of magnitude and actors.”*!' Thus, if the
US stood against Japan’s violation of its rights and interests in China in
1939, why should it not stand against China or others threatening its
interests in sub-Saharan Africa in 2015? Perhaps, the answer is that the US
has no meaningful interests in sub-Saharan Africa to threaten.

This argument has been espoused in several quarters, as the US tends to
ignore the Chinese incursions into sub-Saharan Africa. Robert O. Keohane
and Joseph S. Nye contend that the US ought to have evolved adequate
interdependent relations rather than encouraging dependent relations,
while furthering its self-interest in such a strategic region. The presence
of AFRICOM provides a positive message for the continent, but it is not
enough.*? Olusola Ojo and Amadu Sassy believe that certain states dictate
the actions and set the pace for other actors around the globe. The Gulf
of Guinea, the Persian Gulf, the Strait of Gibraltar, the Strait of Magellan,
have all attracted significant foreign policy attention of states at different
points of time in world history.** Now, it should be Africa’s turn to attract
the attention of the US. This thesis, though, seems to be undermined by
US foreign policy scholars. US—sub-Saharan African relations are typified
by conceptual difficulties. Accordingly, Dudley explains:

...carly studies of African politics [ particularly those emanating from the US
scholars | —mostly written in the mid-fifties and early sixties—were largely
descriptive and institutional with either an historical or a constitutional ori-
entation. Classical examples of these [are]...James S. Coleman’s study of
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Nationalism in Nigeria, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960),
Ruth Schechter’s Political Parties in French Speaking West Africa, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1964).4

Perhaps, it is this academic orientation that produced the existing mis-
understanding of US—sub-Saharan African relations that narrows it to be
thought of as a zero-sum game. Perhaps, this also explains why China’s
win-win attitude to relations with the region is penetrating with ease and
great magnitude. China’s increasing penetration into, and acceptance by
the people of, this region should be understood in terms of China’s efforts
to address the deficits of US policy, especially in terms of proliferating
socioeconomic infrastructure in the region.*®

THE US AND DEMOCRACY IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA:
GROWTH OR DISTORTION?

Since the 1990s, the US reaction to political events, especially the out-
comes of multiparty elections and the entire democratization process in
the African region, does not cast the US as a champion of liberal demo-
cratic tenets and economic progress in sub-Saharan Africa. Rather than
develop this region democratically and economically, the US appears to
ignore this region. The US has expressed its desire to strengthen demo-
cratic institutions, support human rights, use development assistance to
improve health and education, and help sub-Saharan African countries
increase its trade with the rest of the world, especially with the US through
the African Growth Opportunities Act (AGOA). While these goals do not
appear impractical or unachievable, they have not been realized in the
region to date.

It appears that the US advances democratic rhetoric to simply cajole
the unsuspecting impoverished people of the postcolonial sub-Saharan
Africa into aggressively revolting in the manner of the Arabs and their
Arab Spring, who stood against the oppression inflicted upon them by the
ruling oligarchies and despots, whose political power was maintained by
the US’s political and economic establishments. As Ake observes:

It is quite good to emphasize trade for a people, but it is illogical to talk
of trade without democratically involving those who produce the bulk of
the products to be traded upon, which in the case of sub-Saharan Africa is
the peasant farmers who form the majority of the population in the region.
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How can the US claim to advance trade in a region where the people’s free
choices at electoral consultations have since the re-introduction of multiparty
politics in the early 1990s been covertly muzzled, denied and ditched?*¢

The US has stood by while electoral manipulations in the region have
produced a spate of leaders with a strong penchant to confiscate political
power. Thus, the US’s tacit complicity in one-party or dictatorship rule
in the region has imposed unbearable political oppression on the people
of sub-Saharan Africa. Democracy must have a human face that funda-
mentally connects itself to sovereignty and produces a government of the
people, by the people, and for the people. Thus, when democracy has
become merely a charade used by corrupt twenty-first-century oligarchs
and despots, it becomes an instrument used for the deception of the very
people it should serve. The proliferation of political parties might appear
to be synonymous with increasing democracy, just as periodic elections
appear to amount to democracy. However, when the transfer of political
power is predetermined this is not the case. Thus, in sub-Saharan African
politics, the development of political parties could be a sound democratic
act, but the assistance of the US and other powers is needed to ensure that
democratic change is real and lasting.*” The people of sub-Saharan Africa
want their politics to be guided by liberal democratic principles, but they
must be supported by the US, and not China, if the character of liberal
democracy is to be imbued. The presence of the pervasive political vices
facilitates the devastating disharmony that exists between the sub-Saharan
African states and the sustainable growth and development of the impov-
erished peoples of this region.

CONCLUSION

This chapter shows that in sub-Saharan African states democracy has
become a fagade that leaders hide behind, rather than a true tenet guiding
the political life of the region. The leaders retain despotic rules, while the
people docilely accept their plight. The moves made toward democratic
reform, the development of multiparty politics and the holding of elec-
tions, are not truly reflective of the principles enunciated by the theorists
that first espoused the ideas of liberalism and democracy. Since the sort
of democracy the theorists originally envisaged is not seen in sub-Saha-
ran Africa, people of the region will continue to long for the fulfillment
of the promise that the US provided in relation to the spreading of the
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principles of government by the people, of the people, for the people.
The faceless majority is ruled by a deceptive elite, characteristic of dictato-
rial oppression, which negates democracy and processes toward liberty.
Nevertheless, in the long run, democracy will prevail with the eventual
downfall of dictators.

Thus, the self-interests of the US that lead to its contradictory policies
toward sub-Saharan Africa, such as ignoring the oppressive and dictato-
rial behavior of leaders in the region and even active support of these
rulers, will give way to the realization that unless the US takes up its role
as champion of democracy, China will fill the void. If that happens, US
interests will not be served and so the most rational policy open to US
policy-makers is to take a keen interest in politics in sub-Saharan Africa
and to do all it can to promote the development of democratic principles
and institutions there. Sub-Saharan Africans must take some responsibility
for their current plight, as their lack of assertiveness and docility allowed
local leaders to protect their self-interests by retaining power and ingrain-
ing the culture of oppression and dictatorship. So far, given the acclaimed
historical culture of egalitarianism in the US produced by its attachment
to the idea that democracy is the optimum state for human development,
it is expected that the US will become involved in assisting its longtime
partners in sub-Saharan Africa to eventually enjoy that same culture of
egalitarianism.

For it is pathetic noting that when in the early 1990s multiparty poli-
ticking re-emerged in the postcolonial sub-Saharan African states, after
decades of demeaning dictatorship, the region’s inhabitants jubilated
widely. By then, tyranny, they opined, would become history, relying on
the harbinger of liberal democracy and their longtime partner—the US,
to assist in ensconcing liberalism and democracy in their respective states.
But by 2015, rather than concretize liberalism and democracy, multiparty
politicking is fraught with cajoling phrases of democratization. Now, most
sub-Saharan Africans wallow in despair and couched dictatorships, epito-
mized by resurging dominant political parties. Thus, in spite of the US’s
claims to spread democracy, its involvement in the region’s democrati-
zation processes is contradictory and predatory; and given this the US
should embrace the yearnings for liberalism and democracy of the masses
rather than the self-seeking interests and egos of rulers in sub-Saharan
African countries. Such a U-turn would obviously facilitate efforts by the
US to create friends rather than enemies in postcolonial states in sub-
Saharan Africa.
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CHAPTER 5

US and the Democratic Process
in Cameroon from 1990 to 2013

David Mokawm

INTRODUCTION

In the early 1990s, Africa in general, and Cameroon in particular, was
swept with what Samuel P. Huntington called “democracy’s third wave.”
Cameroon embarked on a democratization process that took an impor-
tant step in 2013 when parliamentary elections were held. Much has been
written about the democratization process in Cameroon. Scholars pro-
vided conflicting views of the external influence on Cameroon’s decision
to follow the course of Western liberal democracy. Now there is no more
debate on the issue. It has become quite clear that Cameroon democra-
tized as a result of external influence. Frangois Mitterrand’s speech in La
Baule in June 1990 is evidence of that fact. The US was another major
influence on the process and that influence is the focus of this chapter.!
Martin Dieudonné Ebolo analyzes the interference of France and the
US in the democratization process in Cameroon from 1989 to 1997. He
concludes that these Western countries intervened in Cameroon’s democ-
ratization in order to spread Western cultural values and at the same time
defend their own national interests. Jean Marcel Ilunga Katamba also
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examines the real motivations behind the intervention of Western powers
in the democratization of Cameroon. He submits that legal, cultural, and
political reasons accounted for this intervention. Both authors provide data
related to American action in the democratization process of Cameroon
up to 2000, but there is little data provided on activities beyond 2000.
The September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the US, however, changed
the orientation of US foreign policy, and this had strong implications for
the democratization process in the world in general, and in Cameroon in
particular. From 2001, the US relied more heavily on soft power for the
protection of the US national security to preempt the development of new
sources of terrorism, including in sub-Saharan Africa.

This chapter focuses on the period 1990-2013 and seeks to address the
questions: How did the US involve itself in the democratization process
in Cameroon and how did the events of September 11, 2001, influence
this involvement? It does this by scrutinizing the actions of the diplomats,
US institutions, and organizations acting in Cameroon. This chapter will
describe the advent of the “Eastern wind” in Cameroon with the reac-
tion of Cameroonian authorities and people. The views of two opposing
camps, those who wanted the status quo to remain and those who wanted
immediate change, will be examined. It will be argued that the regime
at the time was pushed into the democratization process and showed its
reluctance by attempting to stall the process. The actions undertaken by
the US in response were motivated by cultural and political factors. The
US denounced gross abuse of democratic rules, assisted with training to
build political capacity in Cameroon, and acted as an observer for elec-
tions. After 2001, however, US intervention was less aggressive than it had
been, as the US adopted a new attitude vis-a-vis Cameroon.

THE ADVENT OF THE “EASTERN WIND” IN CAMEROON

The democratization process began in Cameroon following the “Eastern
wind” movement in Africa. This third wave of democracy began in Benin.
From this West African country, it spread to the rest of the continent,
notably in the sub-Sahara, which was dominated by one-party political
systems and which was stricken by an economic crisis. The “Eastern wind”
circulated like a contagious disease and reached Cameroon in 1990.
Benin, like other African countries stricken by economic crises in the
1980s, was bankrupt and needed the structural adjustment plan imposed
by the Bretton Woods institutions. The financial assistance offered by
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these institutions was conditional on implementation of democratization.
Benin accepted this condition and in 1990 organized a national confer-
ence, the goal of which was to set new foundations for the country’s
political system. This conference, held from February 19 to 28, framed
the trajectory for Beninese democratization.? New transitory institutions
were established, the president was stripped of some powers and they
were transferred to the transitional prime minister, the former National
Assembly was replaced by the Haut Conseil de la République, the members
of which were elected by the national conference. The transition term was
one year, from March 1, 1990, to March 1, 1991. During this period,
the transitional institutions were to implement the decisions taken by the
national conference, notably the drafting of a new constitution by an ad
hoc committee appointed by the national conference, the organization of
the constitutional referendum, and the holding of various elections. There
was a spillover from these events that spread from Benin to many countries
in Africa, including Cameroon.

At the same time, the media in Cameroon was made up of a radio
channel and a television channel, both sponsored by the state. The media
did not report what was unfolding in Benin. The only owner, the state,
dictated this blackout. There were methods for Cameroonians to get
uncensored news. Western media were broadcasting through satellite.
The ability to tune into them was a privilege only given to well-to-do
Cameroonians. Those that were able to access foreign broadcasts keenly
followed the events in Benin and gained inspiration from them to press
for multiparty politics to be instituted in Cameroon. In aid of this, they
provided the information about Benin to the public that could not afford
to view Western television.

One of those at the forefront of this movement in Cameroon was Yondo
Black, a former president of the Cameroon Bar Council. Yondo Black
and his supporters made the first move against the one-party system in
Cameroon in early 1990. He and nine other Cameroonians held a meet-
ing in Douala to form a political party. This was not unconstitutional but
taboo in the political setting that existed in Cameroon. On February 19,
1990, they were arrested on charges of subversive activities and for con-
tempt against the Head of State.? These charges were, of course, baseless
and were brought only because there were no legal grounds to challenge
the creation of a new political party. These Cameroonians were arrested
and tried because they wanted the political system to change so that
Cameroon, like Benin, would have a multiparty political system. Though
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some of them were sentenced to prison, the movement had already taken
root and apparently nothing would stop it. This situation sparked a debate
in Cameroon about the necessity of introducing multiparty politics to
the country. The debate was continued under pressure from the Social
Democratic Front (SDF).

On March 16, 1990, a group of Cameroonians, headed by Ni John
Fru Ndi, held a constitutive assembly for a political party, the SDF. All
the documents pertaining to the creation of this party were submitted
to the administration for authorization. As the political system was a de
facto one-party system, this attempt could have failed. The founders of the
party said that if within two months’ time, as provided by the legislation
on associations, the administrative authorities did not react, they would
consider their party legal.* The ruling party, the Cameroon Peoples’
Democratic Movement (CPDM), organized nationwide rallies in order
to support the stance of the president against multiparty politics. In an
address to the nation on April 9, 1990, Paul Biya declared that the main
battle was against the economic crisis. Actions toward any other political
objective were tantamount to maneuvers of diversion and destabilization.
In order to avoid this, he announced that there would be elections within
his party. Moreover, he said his party would organize a convention. The
announced elections took place. The winners were nearly all against politi-
cal reform, a clear sign that the regime opposed change, but the opposi-
tion was determined to bring democracy to Cameroon.

After CPDM’s elections and the celebration of the National Day on
May 20, 1990, the chairman of the SDF announced that his party would
launch its activities in Bamenda on May 26, 1990. The administrative
authorities deployed massive numbers of troops to the town after fail-
ing to dissuade the SDF leaders from launching their party. Troops were
instructed to intimidate the population and deter them from turning out
in order to nip the new party’s creation in the bud. Despite the massive
deployment of troops, the party launched its activities, but at a cost as six
people were shot dead by law enforcement officers. The official media
reported six deaths by stampede, which was not true. In his speech, Ni
John Fru Ndi declared that: “You can’t afford to be ignored. You must
yell because even if you are ignored, your children and your children’s
children will not be ignored tomorrow ... You have nothing to lose but the
straight jacket in which you, as free born citizens have been cast.”® On the
same day, in Yaoundé, a march organized by students of the University of
Yaoundé was quelled. An editorial on state radio said that students were
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singing the national anthem of Nigeria during their march. The reaction
of the government was violent. Its determination not to allow multiparty
politics was matched by the determination of the opposition to institute
a new system. There was a political clash between the opposing sides.
At this point, external intervention occurred and influenced the CPDM’s
convention.

The first external intervention came from France’s president, Frangois
Mitterrand. On June 20, 1990, on the occasion of the sixteenth confer-
ence of the Heads of State of France and Africa held in La Baule in France,
Francois Mitterrand told the African Heads of State that democracy was
universal and that the wind of change was to blow everywhere on the
planet, even in Africa.® During the press conference held at the end of
the summit, Fran¢ois Mitterrand added that France’s aid to the conti-
nent would be conditional upon democratic progress being made. He
said there was no development without democracy. President Paul Biya of
Cameroon was present at La Baule. He certainly understood the message
and it influenced his stance on democracy in Cameroon. His country was
abiding by a structural adjustment plan and France was his great ally in
fighting against the economic crisis. Biya’s stance toward the institution of
democratic principles in the Cameroonian political system changed during
the CPDM convention.

The belated first ordinary convention of the CPDM took place on
June 28-30 in Yaoundé. During this convention, Paul Biya, chairman of
the party, told his fellow party members to prepare for competition. This
announcement came as a surprise, since the party’s chairman, who was
also the Head of State, was known to oppose multiparty politics. After the
convention, he took some measures toward political reform. A committee
was created to draft new legislation on public freedom. This resulted, at
the end of 1990, in the National Assembly’s adoption of laws regulat-
ing associations, political parties, the press, and public rallies. As a con-
sequence, the first new political parties were legalized in February, 1991.
These political parties wanted speedy political reform. This contrasted
with the attitude of the ruling CPDM that was in favor of slow evolu-
tion. Actually, having been forced to open the door to multiparty poli-
tics, the regime’s goal was to institute a model of democracy that favored
the domination of its own party, and this has been well demonstrated
by David Mokam.” Evidence is found in the way the first elections were
carried out in Cameroon. Mbapndah Ajong Laurean shares this point of
view: “Cameroon’s leadership yielded to democratic pressures in the early
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1990s more out of convenience than of conviction.”® The Cameroonian
democratization process did not satisty great Western democracies, nota-
bly the US.

Basis oF US INTERVENTION IN THE DEMOCRATIZATION
ProcEess IN CAMEROON

According to Marcel Merle and Maurice Duverger, quoted by Jean Marcel
Tlunga Katamba, interest is central to actions taken by an individual, a
group of persons, a state, or a group of states. Western idealism is nothing
but a means of hiding self-interest. This applies to the US and its inter-
vention in the democratization process in Cameroon, and in this case, its
interests are related to culture and the defense of national security.’

Sustaining Democvacy in Africa as o Cultural Value

In La Baule in 1990, Fran¢ois Mitterrand said that democracy was a uni-
versal value, but Liberal democracy is a value that is rooted in Western
culture, and exemplified the US. Democracy is one of the US’s foun-
dation stones, but it is promoted by myth. According to the idea of
Manifest Destiny, the US is destined to defend liberty in the world and
it is supported by the divine in this undertaking.!® With inspiration from
this myth, President Woodrow Wilson said that the US had a particular
responsibility to the international community to defend democracy. In
the context of the Cold War, Harry S. Truman believed that the US must
help countries to preserve their freedom. President Bill Clinton followed
Truman’s outlook and espoused that it was the US’s mission to promote
democracy. This was the theme of his 1996 State of the Union address.
Democracy is a cultural value of the West. According to a former ambas-
sador of the US to Cameroon, Robert P. Jackson, this value, although
taking different shapes in different regions of the world, is based on a
common characteristic of large-scale public participation in the political
process.!! This Western value, it seems, is to be disseminated worldwide
as a homogenous model. The United Nations’ system has been a tool
for that dissemination process. On December 18, 1990, the UN General
Assembly adopted resolution number 45 /150 titled “The reinforcement
of the principle of Free and fair elections.”'? This resolution used some of
the language of the Universal declaration of Human Rights to show that
democracy is a universal principle and that all members of the UN should
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adopt it. The US is the chief patron of democracy and, therefore, has to
promote this Western cultural value across the world. In doing so, the US
also defends its national interests.

Sustaining Democracy as a Means of Defending the National
Interests of the US

US foreign policy has long included a dimension of promoting democ-
racy in order to protect its national interests. Theorists call it democratic
realism. It has evolved over time and appeared clearly in the 1990s with
the fall of communism and the end of the Cold War. In 2002, Henry
Hydes, the chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the US House
of Representatives, stated it clearly. He said that the progress of liberty
had been a fundamental element of US foreign policy since the nation was
created and that it would continue to be so. Moreover, he said, beyond
pure altruism, the promotion of liberty would also be an element of the
US’s geopolitical strategy.!® US interests, both economic and security, are
protected through the promotion of democracy.

Liberal democracy embodies free trade. By promoting democ-
racy worldwide, free trade will be guaranteed and that will be good for
American enterprises and entrepreneurs, who will, through their activities
abroad, create jobs at home for Americans and will sell American products
for the good of American economy. This idea was espoused by George
H. W. Bush in a speech in May 1989, about the creation of the American
Free Trade Area. He said that the US’s commitment to this free trade area
was aimed at ensuring the prosperity of the market economy.'* What holds
true for the American continent also holds true for Africa. By promoting
democracy in Africa, in Cameroon in particular, US investments will be
promoted and American companies can access their share of its markets.
In Africa also, there is the need for the US to secure oil sources in an era
of turbulence in the Middle East. Oil is vital for the US economy. As a
consequence, it is considered as an element of national security that has to
be preserved, even through the promotion of democracy.

After the 2001 terrorist attacks in the US, there was a renewed focus
on its national security. The promotion of democracy was an impor-
tant means for the preservation of US national security. According to
analysts in the US, terrorism resulted from poverty and a lack of good
governance. Terrorists are recruited from among the poor in coun-
tries with poor democratic records. By implication, recruitment can be
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prevented by promoting democracy and prosperity. Once a country is
democratic, there is less possibility that it will breed terrorists. Hence,
the promotion of democracy in Cameroon contributes to the preserva-
tion of American security interests. As a matter of fact, Cameroon is in
the heart of the Gulf of Guinea, which is very rich in oil. The Gulf of
Guinea, then, is of obvious interest to the US.' It is for these reasons
that the US involved itself in the democratization process in Cameroon.

US’s INTERVENTION IN THE DEMOCRATIZATION PROCESS
IN CAMEROON

US involvement in Cameroon’s democratization process included press
releases from the State Department, providing assistance to political
parties, training influential democratic actors, and various other actions
carried out by the US diplomats in Cameroon. In the early years of the
democratization process in Cameroon, US intervention was very heavy.
The trend changed after 2001, however, when its stance softened.

US Involvement Before 2001

As mentioned above, the early years of the democratization process in
Cameroon were characterized by a clash between the opposition and
the regime in power over control and the speed of the democratization
process. For the opposition, it was necessary to organize a national con-
vention to establish the rules for the new political system. The regime,
however, believed that Cameroon already had institutions capable of
carrying out this task. The opposition, therefore, moved to compel the
regime to organize a national convention. The activities they undertook
ranged from civil disobedience to creating “ghost towns” that nearly par-
alyzed the economy. These actions did not achieve the expected goals,
as the regime took harsh measures to restore order and discourage the
population from supporting the opposition. Eventually, though, legisla-
tion to allow other parties to organize and compete at elections, including
presidential elections, was passed by a parliament made up of representa-
tives of the former state party. As expected, these laws were framed in a
way that favored the former state party. The ruling party was unwilling to
allow genuine democracy in Cameroon and, as in most African counties
that democratized in the early 1990s, prospects were not bright.!® The
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US understood the situation, and so, as the guarantor of democracy, US
officials started mounting pressure on the regime in Cameroon.

Actions of the Department of State

The Department of State website makes it clear that “Promoting freedom
and democracy and human rights around the world are central to US for-
eign policy.”!” True to this commitment, the Department of State began
warning the ruling elite in Cameroon. In 1990, Herman Cohen, the
Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, said that democracy would
be a precondition of US development aid.'® The Biya regime did not heed
these initial warnings. It followed its own agenda and rejected all opposi-
tion proposals. It persistently rejected the calls for a national convention
saying that it was irrelevant. As operation “ghost towns” and the opposi-
tion’s civil disobedience were occurring, the regime responded by banning
the large gatherings. The regime was encouraged by the alleged support
of the US. As a matter of fact, in May 1991, President Paul Biya paid a
private visit to the US and received an audience with President George
W. H. Bush. He was also awarded an honorary doctorate by the University
of Maryland. Moreover, the US had forgiven Cameroon’s bilateral debt,
despite the country’s middle-income status. The regime interpreted all
these actions as supportive of the way the democratization process was
being carried out, but it was not the case. The Assistant Secretary of State
for African Affairs, Herman Cohen, canceled a scheduled trip to Yaoundé,
and other comments and statements were reported by the press, in order
to show the Department’s displeasure.'

In 1974, Congress had asked the State Department to produce annual
reports on the human rights situation in every country around the world.
As Martin Dieudonné Ebolo observes, the accuracy and detail of the
annual reports varied over time and reflected realpolitik.?® After the Cold
War, however, the reports were more keenly produced and had a great
impact on US foreign policy. Concerning Cameroon, the reports for the
years 1993-1996 depicted a negative perception of the democratiza-
tion process there. The introductions of these reports always stated that
Cameroon was a multiparty republic in name only and that it was actually
ruled by President Paul Biya and a circle of advisers hailing mainly from his
ethnic group and his party, the CPDM.

On October 11, 1992, Cameroon organized its first pluralistic presi-
dential election. The results published by the Supreme Court proclaimed
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President Biya the winner. The Supreme Court observed that the election
had many irregularities. This corroborated opposition accounts. On the
grounds of these irregularities, the opposition called for nullification of the
election result. The regime did not heed to the call and President Biya was
sworn in. The opposition alleged that the winner was Ni john Fru Ndi and
proclaimed him the new Head of State. This act was unconstitutional, so
Ndi was put under house arrest and a state of emergency was declared in
the North West Province. The State Department’s reaction to these events
was a declaration on November 13, 1992, by its spokesman, Richard
Boucher. Boucher accused the Cameroonian government of using intimi-
dation to silence the opposition that was right to cry foul after the presi-
dential election.?! After the 1992 presidential election, the Cameroonian
government continued to intimidate the opposition. The Department of
State issued a press release in November, 1994 urging the Cameroon gov-
ernment to initiate a transparent election process and to stop harassing
and detaining journalists. In another press release, issued on August 31,
1995, the spokesman for the State Department called on the government
to promote democracy in Cameroon. In January, 1995, the US suspended
the activities of the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) in Cameroon.

Imposition of Economic Sanctions

The US, through the National Democratic Institute for International
Affairs (NDI), was an observer to the first pluralistic presidential election
in Cameroon on October 11, 1992. As already noted, this election was
marred by many irregularities and led to the declaration of a state of emer-
gency in the North West Province that aimed to silence the opposition.
The US expressed its concern and protested against this injustice by sanc-
tioning Cameroon for its very poor democratic performance and abuses
of human rights. On November 19, 1993, Brian Atwood, the director
of USAID in Cameroon, announced that USAID would cease aiding
Cameroon as of the 1995 fiscal year.”> Many reasons were given for this
closure, including budgetary, political, and efficiency considerations. The
decision, though, was politically motivated. On January 26, 1995, John
Shattack, in an interview on WorldNet, said that the decision was taken in
response to violations of human rights in Cameroon. He added that the
economic and political reforms that were a condition of the aid had not
been carried out in Cameroon.?® The ceasing of operations by USAID in
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Cameroon was a big blow for the regime. It was believed that this harsh
measure would put more pressure on Cameroon to restart the democ-
ratization process. With the same aim in mind, the Secretary of State,
Warren Christopher, suspended the sale of military vehicles and materiel
to Cameroon, saying that the US could no longer waste time and money
supporting countries that do not want to develop.?* These harsh actions
were carried out alongside softer ones, notably the observation of elec-
tions and the provision of training for civil society.

Observing Elections: A Case Study of the NDI

The National Democratic Institute for International Affairs is an American-
based nongovernmental organization that was established in 1983 with
its headquarters in Washington D.C.?® Its main goal is to promote and
support democracy all over the world. Before coming to Cameroon, the
NDI had already conducted democratic development programs in Africa,
Asia, Eastern Europe, and the former Soviet Union. These programs
focused on six major areas: political party training, electoral processes, leg-
islative training, local government development, civil-military relations,
and civic education.?® The NDI first came to Cameroon in September,
1991, invited by the then prime minister, Sadou Hayatou. It was invited
to “examine the draft electoral law specifically and the democratization
process generally.”?” The NDI delegation worked in Cameroon from
September 6 to 17, 1991. It reviewed legal and political issues related to
the democratization process, including the drafting of an electoral law,
media access, and constitutional issues like decentralization, guarantees
of political freedoms, and the separation of powers. In its final report, the
NDI proposed two alternative solutions for the problems with control of
the election processes. The first was the control of the electoral process by
a multiparty national commission, including representatives of the oppo-
sition. The second suggestion was that the elections be controlled by an
independent national commission made up of citizens recognized to be
politically neutral.?® The NDI was invited by the Cameroonian govern-
ment to try to build confidence in election process as the transition from
a one-party state to multiparty elections. The government also invited the
NDI to observe the legislative elections scheduled for March 1992. The
NDI turned down the invitation given that the notice it had been given
was not sufficient for it to be effective. The NDI did observe the 1992
presidential election.
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After the 1992 presidential election, the NDI published a report.
The report stated that the presidential election had many shortcomings
and irregularities. The competing political parties had not agreed on the
rules for the election and administrative officers influenced voting in their
respective constituencies so that the incumbent president would be the
winner.?’ The report concluded that the government and President Paul
Biya were most at fault. The report questioned the legitimacy of the 1992
presidential election and offered proposals for the creation of an inde-
pendent electoral commission to manage elections in Cameroon. These
proposals represented another dimension of US intervention in the demo-
cratic process in Cameroon.

Intevvention by US Ambassadors in Cameroon

The US embassy in Cameroon was instrumental in the US’s interven-
tion in the Cameroonian democratization process. The embassy provides
firsthand information to the US government and is the main channel of
communication with the Cameroonian government. The “Eastern wind”
reached Cameroon during the ambassadorship of Frances D. Cook. She
was a very enthusiastic and active ambassador and a sincere advocate for
democracy in Cameroon. She ignored diplomatic parlance when express-
ing her feelings about the Cameroonian democratic process. In October,
1992, prior to the presidential election, she personally supervised the
election monitoring seminar that the NDI organized at the Hilton Hotel
in Yaoundé, in collaboration with GERDES Africa. This seminar trained
more than 170 Cameroonian political activists and civic leaders. The par-
ticipants became trainers for other Cameroonians in matters related to
elections: the organization of domestic election observation preparations,
pre-election day activities and preparations, observation on election day,
monitoring vote counting, and evaluating the transparency and legitimacy
of the election.®® Participants at the seminar were drawn from the civil
society and political parties, namely, the CPDM, the SDF, the NUDP
(National Union for Democracy and Progress), the UPC (Union of the
Population of Cameroon), and the CDU (Cameroon Democratic Union).
During the seminar, Ambassador Cook interacted with participants and
took pictures with some of them. As in some pictures she appeared with
members of the opposition, these were later used by the government to
discredit her. Martin Dieudonné Ebolo argues that she openly campaigned
for the election of the SDF, assisted by other American advisers.3!
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She strongly contested the final result of the 1992 presidential election
and as a consequence, she was summoned by the Minister of External
Relations who expressed the displeasure of the Cameroonian government
about her political activism.?? She condemned human rights abuses in
Cameroon from 1990 to 1992. Following Ambassador Cook’s example,
between 1990 and 2000, other US diplomats in Cameroon were critical
of the government, as concerns about human rights, democracy, and good
governance increased. It was in this context that on November 22, 1994,
the US embassy in Yaoundé issued a press release expressing US concerns
about government interference in opposition meetings and rallies.*® The
opposition also had difficulty accessing state-sponsored radio and televi-
sion. Moreover, the press release condemned the detention of members
of the opposition occurring in some regions of Cameroon. The US also
reminded the Cameroonian government that, in a democracy, security
forces are not used to silence the opposition, but rather for the security of
the citizens.

In general, prior to 2001, US involvement in the Cameroonian democ-
ratization process was limited to mounting pressure on the regime in
power. This pressure ranged from suspension of some bilateral relations to
calls to heed to democratic principles. The US embassy in Yaoundé played
a significant role in US intervention. They were critical of the government.
The US continued its intervention after 2001, but its approach was differ-
ent and it reflected changes in the US’s foreign policy around the globe.

US Intervention After 2001

After 2001, the State Department itself was less involved and it was left
to the US embassy in Cameroon to handle the situation. In addition, the
attitude of US diplomats in Cameroon was less harsh as compared to prior
to 2001.

MOTIVATIONS FOR THE CHANGE OF STRATEGY

It is difficult to say what motivated the change of strategy. It appears that
the regime’s resistance to change was so strong that the US could not
help but alter its strategy. The regime in Yaoundé resisted US pressure by
applying what Martin Dieudonné Ebolo called “governmental national-
ism.”3* An illustration of this concept was provided by the Cameroonian
government’s response to the US embassy’s press release of November
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22, 1994, stating that it was unacceptable in its tone and content. The
Cameroonian government reminded the US that Cameroon’s democra-
tization process was not brought about by external pressure; it was the
achievement of the Cameroonian people who are proud and protective of
their sovereignty.®

It also appears that the September 11 terrorist attacks influenced the
way the US promoted democracy, in that it was necessary to focus on
poorer societies. Evidence seemed to show that extreme poverty could
be a source of terrorist fighters. The promotion of democracy was seen
as an effective way of defeating terrorism.*® Democracy promotion was
best accomplished by encouraging governments to implement democratic
reform rather than trying to force them. The suspension of aid for devel-
opment, a common tactic used to pressure governments into reform, does
not help societies but rather exposes them to greater poverty and conse-
quently they can become a threat to the US. This is certainly what US
Ambassador Robert P. Jackson, had in mind when, on April 12, 2012, he
announced that USAID would reopen its doors in Cameroon. He said
the US had realized after 18 years that the removal of USAID support in
Cameroon was a mistake.?” So, after 2001, the US embassy in Yaoundé
focused its democracy promotion on observing elections and supporting
the growth of civil society.

PrOMOTING DEMOCRACY THROUGH OBSERVING
E1LECTIONS

In 2002, the National Elections Observatory (NEQO), or its French acro-
nym ONEL, started monitoring elections in Cameroon. The municipal
and legislative elections that took place had so many irregularities for
which NEO could not do anything that the US embassy started working
in partnership with the government of Cameroon in order to strengthen
NEO as an independent body. The embassy also worked with the gov-
ernment for electoral reform that computerized voter registries to make
municipal, legislative, and presidential elections more transparent.®

In 2006, NEO was replaced by Elections Cameroon (ELECAM), a
new body designed to be more evenhanded. When its first members were
appointed, the US embassy was disappointed, as most of them were mem-
bers of the ruling CPDM. The US ambassador in Yaoundé strongly criti-
cized ELECAM, saying it did not represent Cameroonian society at large.
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She first expressed her disappointment to the government before mak-
ing more public statements and boycotting the oath-taking ceremony of
ELECAM board members.*

After the observation of the 2011 presidential election, US observers
noted “inconsistencies and irregularities in and between almost all poll-
ing stations as well as technical difficulties on the part of ELECAM in
administering the election.”*® One of the biggest criticisms related to the
way that the voter registry was managed, as it created opportunities for
duplicate votes. The lack of training of election officials and the lack of
voter education were also apparent. The ink that was intended to pre-
vent repeat voting was not indelible, and election officials did not check
people’s thumb to see if they had ink on them. The US embassy made 18
recommendations concerning all aspects of the electoral process. A major
proposal was that polling stations should be closed earlier so that count-
ing can be carried out in daylight. The embassy also recommended that
poll workers should have more training and that voters should be better
educated to understand the voting process.

ProMOTING DEMOCRACY THROUGH THE EMPOWERMENT
oF C1viL SOCIETY

The idea of promoting democracy by supporting civil society develop-
ment stems from the American example. The political history of the US
is full of great people who have left their mark on politics without hold-
ing an elected office. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. is a legendary illustra-
tion, as he deeply changed the concept of human rights in the US with
his civil society activism.*! The US embassy in Cameroon, in order to
perpetuate that legacy, decided to support democracy in Cameroon by
forging partnerships with the civil society. It is believed that by partnering
with civil society, there is an opportunity for all voices in a democracy to
be heard. In addition, as Hillary Clinton stated when she launched the
strategic dialogue with civil society in February 16, 2011, “civil society
holds governments accountable, keeps them honest, and helps them be
more effective.”*? Ambassador Robert P. Jackson, underscoring the role
of civil society, stated that when politicians reach out to voters, it is to
increase electoral results and when members of the civil society do so it is
to increase electoral turnout.*?
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In order to empower civil society, the US embassy in Cameroon has
a fund for democracy and human rights, which is allocated annually to
democratic institutions. Subsidies of up to US$25,000 are allocated from
this fund, which is directly managed by the US ambassador.** This fund
provides subsidies to a cross section of Cameroonian associations, includ-
ing human rights groups, trade unions, and students’ associations. In
2006, the students’ association, known by its French acronym ADDEC
(Association pour la Défense des Droits des Etudiants du Cameroun),
received around US$13,975 for the promotion of democracy and human
rights in students’ circles.* This funding allowed ADDEC to launch a
project to train students’ leaders in lobbying.

In order to have transparent elections, the public must have broad and
accurate information about political affairs. The media, therefore, is a sig-
nificant factor in any democracy. Consequently, ahead of the 2004 presi-
dential election, the US embassy decided to train some media personnel.
It sponsored training for six Cameroonian journalists in the US.*¢ The US
embassy also organized a series of seminars to empower other civil society
actors in Cameroon. As can be seen, the US provided great support to
the development of civil society in Cameroon. This was a major step for
democracy promotion as civil society’s role is to awaken people to their
civic responsibilities, make political entities accountable, and to facilitate
the citizenry’s participation in the political process.

CONCLUSION

This chapter explored US intervention in the Cameroonian democratiza-
tion process and how it was shaped by the 2001 terrorist attacks. The
above analysis has shown that the US was involved in the democratization
process in Cameroon for two major reasons: the dissemination of a cultural
value and the defense of the US national interests. US intervention in the
Cameroonian democratization process was initiated by the Department
of State and the US embassy in Yaoundé. The State Department issued
appeals to move toward democratic practices. It also issued threats to the
government of Cameroon to suspend development aid if the country did
not institute democratic reform. The Department of State denounced
human rights abuses and had to suspend some bilateral relations and
impose economic sanctions on Cameroon.

The US embassy in Yaoundé was also instrumental in the democratiza-
tion process in Cameroon. The embassy issued press releases condemn-
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ing undemocratic practices and human rights abuses. US Ambassador
Frances D. Cook was noted for being too biased against the government
of Cameroon after the US acted as an observer to the 1992 presiden-
tial election. After 2001, the US changed its strategy toward encourag-
ing the democratization process in Cameroon. This change of strategy
was caused by the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. These attacks
ensured the US paid more attention to poorer parts of the world, includ-
ing Cameroon. It was believed that in order to protect the US from fur-
ther terrorist attacks, it was necessary to help fight extreme poverty that
could be a source of terrorism. According to this perspective, it was better
to persuade Cameroon to promote democracy. After 2001, then, the US’s
attitude toward Cameroon softened and was mostly characterized by the
empowerment of civil society and talks with the government about the
improvement of the democratization process. This new strategy achieved
some good results for the electoral process, notably, the computerization
of the voters’ registration, the adoption of an electoral code, the creation
of ELECAM, and the subsequent enlargement of its board members,
and the institution of a biometric voter identification system. It is not
overstating to say that US intervention in the democratization process
in Cameroon resulted in success, as the 2013 elections were managed by
ELECAM, and the results were not contentious.
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CHAPTER 6

Labor Standards in Trade Preference Laws
Between the US and Africa

Pawel Frankowski

The US is not a signatory to most ILO conventions, so labor standards
are not protected in the US under international law. Nevertheless, the US
promotes the protection of workers and modernization of social protec-
tion for labor around the world. Norms relating to the use of labor have
been promoted using different methods and different actors have been
involved. One example is the use of provisions in free trade agreements
(FTAs) signed between the US and African countries.

This chapter analyzes the limits of external norm promotion by assessing
labor clauses in US FTAs and their effectiveness, as well as the relevance of
American labor standards to those found in other states. It identifies core
American methods for promoting labor standards with an emphasis on
relations with developed and developing countries. This chapter seeks to
move beyond the traditional explanations and generally negative view of
the American approach to labor issues and argues that the US plays a more
important and effective role than other actors, such as the EU. Finally, it
argues that ethical and moral arguments framing the US’s position toward
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labor rights, particularly labor standards promoted abroad, should be per-
ceived as part of the US’s efforts to influence developing nations toward
democratization.

ROLE OF LABOR STANDARDS IN THE WORLD

Workers’ rights in global economic relations are underemphasized, con-
tested, and attract much less public attention than general human rights.!
Arguments about the universal nature of human rights have not necessar-
ily translated into recognized labor standards. The right to work in the
midst of global economic crises means less for the already developed and
rich North than for the growing economies of the South. Human rights
issues, especially the need for freedom and safety, attract global attention,
yet the labor rights of workers in mining companies, textile industries,
or agriculture, who form the basis of the global economy, seem to be
seen as an obsolete problem of the nineteenth century. The new century
demands a more focused approach on individual worker rights. Moreover,
challenges to labor standards should be analyzed over a long time span as
responses to changes in international and domestic law are gradual and
take a long time to be seen in the broader global economy. The achieve-
ment of progress for labor standards in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries were important for Western democracies, but were not seen in
developing countries. Implementing the improved standards was seen as
inappropriate given the level of economic development in these countries.
However, one of the roles of the more advanced trading partners of devel-
oping nations, such as the US, the EU, or Canada, should have been the
promotion of good practices and standards for workers in these poorer
states. The social elements of trade must not be ignored by the World
Trade Organization (WTO) or in agreements made by other preferential
schemes. Labor standards constitute an important part of this approach.?

Labor standards are part of human rights and this is reflected in the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Art. 4, 5, 7, 22, and 23), but
it is only part of the story.? Labor rights also represent an important fac-
tor in determining global economic relations. Labor is, in most cases, the
main component of the price of products or services, and their availability
depends directly on the availability of labor. Labor rights and standards,
and environmental standards, play an important role in the competitive-
ness of both developing countries and those that can be assessed as highly
developed countries. The competitive advantage of poorer countries, in
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the absence of the ability to affect exchange rates and the lack of innovative
economies, is based on the two aforementioned factors: underregulated
labor and low levels of environmental protection. Therefore, the com-
petitiveness of poorer countries relies partly on maintaining low levels of
protection for fundamental workers’ rights.

As of March 2015, 58 trade agreements included labor provisions,
compared to 21 in 2005, and four in 1995.* Some authors suggest that
this development is particularly visible in the US, where, since NAFTA
and due to strong partisanship, ratification of any FTA is dependent on
widespread public support.® Thus, bargaining between the Republicans
and Democrats generally leads to a strong emphasis on labor standards
being written into the agreement in order to obtain sufficient support
for it. This does not reflect altruism on behalf of members of Congress in
support of workers’ rights. The US and other developed economies gener-
ally have an advantage in this area over less developed economies and so
agreements that include high labor standards as a condition of trade work
in their favor. A similar phenomenon can be seen in agreements made by
the European Union as well. Improved labor standards are, thus, a side
effect of global trade agreements.

Labor standards are not an area of competence for the WTO. At the
first WTO Ministerial Conference in 1996 held in Singapore, the question
of linking labor standards to international trade was rejected as a matter
of interest to the meeting (as were the so-called Singapore issues).® In the
Ministerial Declaration adopted at the meeting, WT'O members reaffirmed
their commitment to respect core labor standards recognized at the interna-
tional level, while stating that responsibility for labor standards really rested
in the International Labor Organization (ILO). The ministers expressed
the belief that the development of trade and trade liberalization would nat-
urally enhance the promotion of labor standards. However, they also stated
that labor standards should not be used for protectionist purposes.

Adopted in 1998, the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and
Rights at Work requires members of the organization to respect and pro-
mote workers’ rights and to realize the four principles concerning the fun-
damental rights, which are the subject of ILO conventions: the freedom of
association and collective bargaining, the elimination of all forms of forced
or compulsory labor, the abolition of child labor, and the elimination of
discrimination in employment. Compliance with these four categories of
rights is compulsory for members of the ILO, regardless of whether they
have ratified the relevant individual conventions or not.
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US AND LABOR STANDARDS

Moonhawk Kim suggests that labor standards in US trade agreements
have been largely effective in increasing workers’ rights among US trade
partners. He also argues that most countries decide to improve labor
rights before signing agreements with the US in order to become a more
attractive trade partner.” In the long run, then, global trade improves the
situation of workers in developing countries. However, the enthusiasm of
developing countries to improve labor standards does not translate into
diluted regulations on labor standards in the agreements. On the contrary,
all US PTAs are constructed with very detailed and legalistic labor regula-
tions.® Sanctions, in the form of withholding of trade preferences, when
labor standards are violated, are normal and accepted practice and are
an instrument for enforcing obligations in these agreements. It is worth
adding, however, that some other developed countries use even more
restrictive instruments toward their trading partners. Canada, for example,
in its agreement with Colombia included a section on labor standards
(Articles 1601-1605). Noncompliance with the agreement is subject to
the judgment of an independent review panel and can result in financial
penalties. Rulings of the panel can include “monetary assessment” of up
to 15 million USD annually. Provisions such as these allow institutional
mechanisms to ensure effective implementation of the agreements. In this
case, the monetary penalty “shall be paid into an interest-bearing fund
designated by the Council and expended at the direction of the Council
for appropriate labour initiatives in the territory of the Party that was the
object of the review,” which means that workers’ rights are supported in
two ways.’

The US’s approach to workers’ rights and labor standards in multilat-
eral arrangements differs in many respects from the EU’s approach. These
differences are the result of a number of factors related to the economic
development model of the two regions and also different approaches to
international law and the adoption of international legal obligations. The
US strives to reduce its international legal obligations and so it is not a
party to most of the conventions of the ILO, yet it actively promotes
labor standards in bilateral agreements. US politicians and the American
public lack trust in multilateral solutions to disputes, so US officials pre-
fer to promote international labor law through free trade agreements. In
some cases, for example NAFTA, regulation of labor laws occurs in the
accompanying documents (the North American Agreement on Labor
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Cooperation, NAALC). The US agreement with Peru was an excep-
tional case where the principles of the ILO were written into the bilateral
agreement itself. In 2002, the US Congress passed a law on trade (the
Trade Promotion Act, TPA), authorizing the President to negotiate trade
arrangements with other countries and limiting the powers of Congress to
vote on the adoption or rejection of the agreement, without the possibil-
ity of amendments. Treaties made under this arrangement are known as
“fast-track” agreements. Because fast-track legislation allows very limited
opportunity for consultation with civil society organizations (e.g. repre-
sentatives of employees and environmentalists), the Act contained a com-
mitment to establish rules relating to workers’ rights in the content of
negotiated trade agreements.

Bart Kerremans and Myriam Gistelnick point out that debate on labor
standards in trade agreements started in 1994, but a partisan approach to
this issue meant that Democrat efforts were largely unsuccessful. However,
changes in the American political attitudes resulted in growing support for
labor standards both from Republicans and Democrats. As Republicans
tried to preserve high levels of support from key constituencies—rural
areas, textile, and steel districts—labor standards played a significant role
in the strategy of protectionism. By using labor rights, Republicans were
able to attract moderate Democrats to support trade agreements at a time
when disagreements between the parties about other issues meant they
could rarely find compromise.!®

The Trade Act, which expired on June 30, 2007, was replaced with the
bipartisan Agreement on Trade Policy (BATP). Its adoption was a result
of'a rising US trade deficit and the Democrats taking control of Congress.
It should be noted that the legislative leader in this area, Charles Rangel
(D. NY), was also a strong supporter of free trade and provisions hav-
ing the least restriction on the freedom of movement of goods and ser-
vices. The new US trade policy provided that labor provisions should be
included in every new FTA. In particular, they were to include a commit-
ment from the signatories to adopt and maintain national legislation to
protect core labor rights as defined in the ILO Declaration of 1998. This
required an effective implementation of these rights and acceptable work-
ing conditions that include a minimum wage, regulated working hours,
and health and safety regulations.

Obligations relating to workers’ rights are subject to the same dispute
settlement procedures and subject to the same remedies as trade tariffs. A
complaint about a breach of the agreements in the area of labor regulation
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can only be lodged by one state against another. The arbitrators’ deci-
sions cannot change national laws, but if their recommendations are not
implemented or no compensation is proposed, other remedies may apply
in the form of loss of commercial advantage or a fine, in proportion to the
damage to trade.

In agreements with Peru, Panama, and South Korea, concluded after
2007, key aspects of the bipartisan Agreement on Trade Policy were taken
into account. Thus, in the agreements establishing a free trade zone the
need for respect and the application of the basic principles of the ILO
was recognized. Free trade agreements negotiated by the US after 2007
include very specific regulations, and these go far beyond the model
adopted by the European Union. This is primarily due to the fact that
the US, although a member of the ILO, is not bound by a majority of
the organization’s provisions. To date, the US has ratified only 14 of the
189 ILO Conventions, including two of the eight core conventions (the
Convention on the Abolition of Forced Labor and the Convention on the
Worst Forms of Child Labor) and one of the four priority Conventions
(on tripartite consultation). However, it is not only less developed coun-
tries that have been affected by the US approach to labor standards in
PTAs/FTAs. For example, Article 18 of the FTA between the US and
Australia, in addition to clauses encountered in other contracts, states
that it is wrong to stimulate trade or investment by weakening or reduc-
ing the protection of existing labor law of the contracting parties (Article
18, paragraph 2, point 2). This article also defines international rules and
workers’ rights such as the right of association, the right to collective bar-
gaining, prohibition of forced labor, child labor, and acceptable conditions
of work (Article 18, paragraph 7).!! Australia had already adopted these
rules before ratifying the ILO core conventions. Thus, although the US is
not a party to most of the conventions of the ILO, it includes provisions
consistent with the ILO’s principles in its trade agreements.

The US’s agreement with Australia also provides the ability to create a
working subcommittee, composed of government representatives respon-
sible for matters of work and employment (Article 18, paragraph 4, point
2). This provides the opportunity to effectively resolve disputes relating
to labor and employment issues. Concepts such as labor law obligations,
the parties, and others are defined in Article 18, paragraph 7, point 2b. By
clearly defining these terms, the ability for interpretation that is incompat-
ible with the objectives and spirit of international agreements is reduced.
In another of the recently concluded free trade agreements, the agreement
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between the US and Korea (KORUS) in 2011, terms and concepts were
also clearly articulated. The KORUS agreement agreed to the appoint-
ment of the Labor Affairs Council that is responsible for ensuring that the
regulations agreed to in the contract are observed (Article 19, paragraph
5). Unlike the agreement between the US and Australia, the convening of
the Labor Council is mandatory.!? This is due to the fact that South Korea
has a very weak and flawed system for the regulation of labor standards.
According to the Congressional Research Service, the Korean labor mar-
ket has serious shortcomings and more than 200 unionists are imprisoned
for “exercising labor rights.”'® Moreover, the labor market in Korea is
divided into two groups: one-third of the labor force is well paid and
represented by strong and effective unions while two-thirds consists of
temporary and day workers without basic labor rights.

The American approach to labor standards, as some authors suggest,
results from two-level game theory being a prominent phenomenon in
American politics.!* Since trade agreements contain both economic and
normative elements, constituents are allured by “fair trade,” which in fact
serves protectionist and normative interests. Control over the negotia-
tion phase of agreements is in the hands of the US Congress; therefore,
ordinary citizens and loosely organized promoters of human rights and
labor standards can, and do, influence members of Congress and their
choices. Accordingly, prospective trading partners of the US, aware of the
two-level game and the role of domestic politics in the formulation of
trade agreements, decide to improve their labor standards to get an access
to American market. However, to build on this seemingly voluntary pro-
cess of improving labor standards, the US tends to build into agreements
various mechanisms of coordination and control. This ensures that labor
standards continue to improve in the longer term, but also strengthen the
US’s global trading position.

AFRICAN GROWTH AND OPPORTUNITY ACT (AGOA)

The African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA), a US trade agreement
with sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), was passed in May 2000. The main aim
of AGOA is to help SSA countries open their economies to be guided by
more competition- and market-oriented principles, but that Act also seeks
to assist in the development of improved human rights and labor standards.
Another important goal of AGOA is to deepen American trade and invest-
ment ties with SSA countries and open these markets to American goods.
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According to ILO estimates, almost one in three children in sub-Saharan
Africa between the age of five and 14 are active participants in the labor
market.’® Recent economic growth in African countries has not translated
into an improvement of the situation for child workers. Child labor in SSA
stems from the extreme poverty of its people and many African societies
are in the very early stages of economic development. Therefore, children
have little opportunity for meaningful education and become adults with-
out qualifications that cannot compete on the global or regional labor
market. Children are commonly exploited and undervalued as workers.
The most prevalent rates of child labor are found in fragile or failed states,
such as Burkina Faso and Mali.!® Children work as street sellers, on rural
properties and in agricultural labor, or in small-scale mines, where children
workers comprise 30-50 % of the workforce. The ILO considers mining as
one of the worst forms of child labor, as the risk of injury or death is very
high and negative long-term health consequences result from constant
exposure to toxic chemicals, especially mercury.!” AGOA’s aim of improv-
ing this situation in SSA, then, is very important.

Since 2000, Congress has amended AGOA five times, but most of the
changes have been technical in nature. AGOA was drafted during Bill
Clinton’s Administration, but most of achievements of AGOA were scen
during George W. Bush’s time in office. The US vision of trade relations
with Africa from 2000 onward was developed in the aftermath of good
economic conditions in the US in the 1990s and the growing need for
Africa’s abundant natural resources. AGOA provides preferential trade
status for eligible SSA countries by reducing tariff and nontariff barriers.
Sub-Saharan African countries are also supported in instituting economic
reforms, eradicating poverty, facilitating development of civil societies,
and implementing political reforms. Countries must meet specific eligibil-
ity requirements to have an access to American support of this kind and
these provisions give an impression of inequality between the US and its
trading partners. However, AGOA is nonreciprocal and unilateral, thus
when preferences are granted, they apply to US imports and not to US
exports. Although Congress supports negotiating reciprocal and mutu-
ally beneficial trade agreements, including the possibility of establishing
free trade areas that serve the interests of both the US and the countries
of sub-Saharan Africa, it is not essential for negotiating these kinds of
agreements. The eligibility requirements allow the President to establish
particular sub-Saharan countries as trading partners. AGOA distinguishes
between established and developing countries in Africa and rewards prog-
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ress toward establishing a market-based economy that protects private
property rights, incorporates an open rules-based trading system, and min-
imizes government interference in the economy through measures such as
price controls, subsidies, and government ownership of economic assets.
The distinction between established and developing countries means that
reversal of previously achieved goals toward economic development can
result in change of American policy and the withdrawal of trade prefer-
ences. Preferential treatment for AGOA countries is not unconditional
and also depends on national security issues. AGOA countries must coop-
erate with the US and not engage in activities that undermine US national
security or foreign policy interests.!®

AGOA, in general, has been constructed around three sets of rules
regarding governance, the economy, and widely adopted concepts of
human rights and justice. These three concepts are related and economic
development, with American support and preferential treatment, should
allow the fostering of improved conditions for society more generally.
AGOA encompasses the elimination of barriers to US trade and investment
and the creation of an environment conducive to domestic and foreign
investment. In addition, the question of barriers to trade and investment
are linked to the protection of intellectual property and the resolution of
bilateral trade and investor—state disputes. Therefore, AGOA countries are
encouraged to introduce and maintain the rule of law, political pluralism,
and the right to due process, a fair trial, and equal protection under the
law. There are also requirements to develop economic policies to reduce
poverty, increase the availability of health care and educational opportuni-
ties, expand physical infrastructure, promote the development of private
enterprise, and encourage the formation of capital markets through micro-
credit or other programs. AGOA trading partners should develop working
and credible systems to combat corruption and bribery and one of the
suggested courses of action is to sign and implement the Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business
Transactions. Yet further AGOA regulations encompass human rights and
prohibit engaging in gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights or providing support for acts of international terrorism. The last ele-
ment of AGOA’s goals is to improve labor standards and AGOA countries
are required to be actively involved in the protection of internationally rec-
ognized worker rights, including the right of association, and the right to
organize and bargain collectively. Other labor standards referred in AGOA
are very broad. For example, SSA countries are required to provide accept-
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able conditions of work with respect to minimum wages, hours of work,
and occupational safety and health.!” How is it that these labor standards
improve democracy?

First and foremost, it must be noted that strong democratic standards
should involve an appropriate model of economic and social relations in
society. In countries where forced labor or child labor exists, any improve-
ment of living standards and societal development is unlikely. Therefore,
US trade and development assistance forces poorer countries to develop
because access to the American market is dependent on improvements and
is incentive enough to encourage them. Even though the US has the power
to enforce standards,?® most of the requirements are noncompulsory. The
US focuses on promoting improvements as the challenging demands written
into AGOA are very difficult for developing countries to meet. A detailed
analysis of models of enforcement of labor provisions used by the US in other
free trade and preferential trade agreements shows that only some labor stan-
dards are enforceable. This is due to the fact that the administrative resources
of the Office of the United States Trade Representative (USTR) are limited.
Any wide-scale action toward an AGOA country regarding a breach of labor
standards demands both resources and personnel on the spot. Accusation of
breaking bilateral obligations must be supported by evidence and occasional
contraventions of AGOA regulations do not necessarily result in a formal
dispute. Usually, a case must be clear and violations of labor standards must
be obvious to the USTR officials.?! American officials also realize that any
formal action that is taken will be time consuming. Moreover, the reality of
support provided by trade preferences cannot be narrowed to a straight con-
nection between labor standards, development, and democracy. It takes time
to improve labor rights in very poor and still developing countries.

In July 2014, the US did take action against Swaziland, showing that
the Obama Administration takes workers’ rights seriously. Swaziland is
a small country in Southern Africa that is deeply affected by problems
prevailing in African countries. Is not only poorly governed, as most sub-
Saharan Africa countries are, but it also has serious societal problems in
the fields of unemployment, poverty, and health. The rates of prevalence
of HIV /AIDS are the highest in the world and the Swaziland government
faces tremendous challenges for the future of its population, where one
of four adults is infected. Therefore, any support for its economy, such as
AGOA, is an important part of its development program. AGOA allowed
improvements in the textile and clothing economic sector in Swaziland
and 15,000 Swazi citizens have been employed in this industry since 2000,
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thanks to American trade preferences.?? However, the economic require-
ments of AGOA were largely ignored by the Swaziland government and
the labor clauses were not implemented. As mentioned above, one of the
criteria for eligibility of sub-Saharan countries to join the AGOA scheme
is “established” or “continual progress toward establishing” protection of
internationally recognized worker rights, including the right to organize
and bargain collectively. In Swaziland, workers’ rights to assembly and
association and to form trade unions are nonexistent. Moreover, Swazi
security forces seek to punish labor leaders for activities aimed at creating
workers’ unions.

After more than a decade of modest and slow improvement of labor
standards, the Swazi government decided to change its existing law, and
in 2012 deregistered the Trade Union Congress of the Swaziland Labor
Federation. The excuse given for this action was the very dubious claim
that the Swazi Industrial Relations Act only permitted registration of
“organizations,” but not “federations.”*? This legal move was followed by
police action against union leaders. Aware of the fragile economic condi-
tions of Swaziland, the US offered to provide the Swazi government with
assistance to implement necessary changes, such as the Amendment of the
Swazi Industrial Relations Act to allow for the registration of worker and
employer federations, and other changes in Swazi law, to protect the rights
of freedom of association, assembly, and free speech. Unfortunately, despite
being sympathetic to the Swazi people, the American government could
not find a common language with its Swazi counterpart. Frequent visits of
USTR representatives, meetings with Swazi officials, and constant persua-
sion did not bring any result. In June 2014, President Obama decided to
withdraw the benefits Swaziland received under AGOA, taking effect from
January 1,2015. A lack of political will on behalf of the Swaziland govern-
ment forced the President into undesirable action. However, democratic
pressure did bring some results in Swaziland. At the beginning of 2015,
the Swazi government amended the Industrial Relations Act and allowed
the registration of union federations. Moreover, the Swaziland govern-
ment also allowed labor leaders to conduct peaceful demonstrations.?*

CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to determine the scope and character of US pro-
visions on labor standards in trade agreements with developing countries,
especially in sub-Saharan Africa. Drawing on the AGOA example, the
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study revealed that mechanisms used by the US to encourage improve-
ments in labor standards cope with reality in these developing states in
a more nuanced way than some scholars of international labor studies
have claimed. Labor clauses in AGOA have first and foremost helped to
develop poor economies by introducing democratic principles and work-
ers’ rights. American officials, when it comes to implementation, rarely
use the US’s position of power in these relationships and instead tend to
support and assist fragile states and then immediately punish when any
misconduct occurs. Thousands of workers benefit from AGOA on a daily
basis and there has been advancement (albeit slow) of democratic prin-
ciples, which should, first and foremost, serve citizens of developing coun-
tries. Therefore, US trade policy seems consistent with American interests
and values, by protecting human dignity through democratic standards
and it moves beyond a zero-sum game of economic gains. Growth and
development must be inclusive and workers’ rights are an important part
of US democracy promotion all over the world. Difficult actions, like
those taken against Swaziland, are sometimes necessary when the obliga-
tions of receiving that assistance are ignored. These actions, though, may
also produce democratic development and continual support of workers’
rights may bear important fruit. The most successful labor movement,
Solidarnosc in Poland, spurred massive change in Central Eastern Europe.
Pressure on developing countries in Africa to further improve labor stan-
dards will assist African societies to unlock their potential and help con-
solidate moves toward democratic regimes and better living standards for
all in their societies.
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CHAPTER 7

The US and Democratization in Nigeria:
Issues, Strategies, and Impacts

Mashood Olaniyi Omotosho

INTRODUCTION

When the Berlin Wall fell, signaling the end of the Cold War, the third wave
of democratization swept over several Third World Countries (TWCs),
impelling African leaders to start making concessions relating to their
level of political control. The campaign for democracy in Africa triggered
revolts against autocratic regimes around the continent. The US assisted
with dismantling the neo-patrimonial political structures in Africa and
promoted the establishment of accountable democratic structures. The
US and other major European powers, that is, Britain and France, have
had an inevitable influence on the democratization process in Nigeria.!
The enunciation of the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) was another positive measure aimed at democracy promotion,
especially as it provided rewards for the consolidation of democratic values
and institutions.?

America began intervening in Nigeria’s political process with the inten-
tion of spreading democracy and to remove the undemocratic regime in
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Nigeria. Larry Diamond contends that US policies toward Africa since
1990 have been increasingly driven by a “concern for democracy, account-
ability and human rights.”® On the other hand, Britain, which enjoyed
a privileged position in Nigeria from 1960s onward, has also provided
support for democratic progress in materially challenged societies, such
as Nigeria. The European Union (EU) is one of the largest donors of
external assistance in the world.* Despite a lack of conceptual clarity in
its democracy promotion strategies, the EU has often declared that the
aim of supporting democracy throughout the world must be understood
within the general framework of also ensuring social and economic devel-
opment, referring to the indivisibility of human rights enshrined in the
Vienna Convention of 1993.°

Over the last decade, Nigeria’s democratization experience has been
varied. After decades of military dictatorship, the country has shifted
sharply toward representative government. Efforts toward democratiza-
tion have been accompanied by an upsurge in the number of civil soci-
ety organizations and mass media outlets. For over 30 years, the military
remained firmly in power, using oppression and exploitation to keep the
people under their control. Under military dictatorship Nigeria has wit-
nessed little socioeconomic change. There is no doubt that the involve-
ment of the military in Nigerian politics has, more often than not, been
defined by bad governance and corruption among postcolonial politicians,
the suppression of opposition, neo-patrimonialism, and, above all, the
absence of a free press and the preponderance of economic stagnation.

Political transition programs and democratic processes in Nigeria, espe-
cially under the leadership of the military junta, have been greatly influenced
by external players. There is no doubt that some aspects of socioeconomic
and political development depend on its donors or “developmental part-
ners,” including the US and major European countries. Since 1990, the
West has provided financial support to Nigeria’s democratic institutions.®
Nigeria is the US’s leading African trading partner. Not only is Nigeria a
major power in West Africa, but it remains a major influence on economic
and political power throughout the continent. Given the increased atten-
tion on Africa given by politicians in the US, it is vital that American policy
provides as much support as possible to the consolidation of Nigeria’s
democratization process. Given the strategic position of the US in the
democratization process in Nigeria and its symbolic importance and the
prominent role of the United Nations and its Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) in Africa, this study is highly relevant in the current politi-
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cal climate. Nigeria provides a “test-case” for US democracy promotion
policies in Africa. This paper examines the engagement of the US in the
process of democratization in Nigeria, especially in the wake of the third
wave of democratization in the international system and how it has shaped
the recent drive toward democracy and democratic consolidations.

DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE IN NIGERIA: A BACKGROUND
ANALYSIS

Nigeria gained independence more than 50 years ago, yet political stability
remains an aspiration, not a reality. When Nigeria gained independence on
October 1, 1960, it did not immediately translate into sociopolitical and
economic growth, but it did lead to the first successful attempt at estab-
lishing Western-style democratic processes. In the first republic, Nigeria
adopted fundamental laws that were “carbon-copied” from the constitu-
tions of the former colonial powers.” That is, the country experimented
with a parliamentary system of government modeled on the British
Westminster system, consisting of an executive cabinet headed by a prime
minister and a bicameral national assembly elected largely by universal suf-
frage, and an independent judiciary. It is, therefore, a fair assumption that
the aim was to create entities that would mimic the models of the West,
in form and in action.® In October 1963, Nigeria altered its relationship
with the UK by proclaiming itself a federal republic and writing a new
constitution.

From the outset, Nigeria’s ethnic, regional, and religious tensions were
magnified by the significant disparities in economic and educational devel-
opment between the south and the north of the country. As a result of the
socioeconomic and political mismanagement on the part of the first repub-
lic politicians, the military struck in January 1966; a small group of army
officers, mostly south-eastern Igbos, overthrew the government and assas-
sinated the federal prime minister, Sir Abubakar Tafawa Belewa, and Alhaji
Sir Ahmadu Bello and Sir Ladoke Akintola (the premiers of the northern
and western regions, respectively). On its assumption of government, the
military, under the leadership of General Aguyi Ironsi, promised to correct
all the socioeconomic and political anomalies created by the overthrown
civilian government. Instead, a barrage of despotic and authoritarian lead-
ers emerged, and the incessant retrogressive ideologies and methods of
rule emerged, changing the atmosphere of politics in Nigeria. The “Khaki
Boys” set up their autocratic structures and between 1966 and 1979
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the country was ruled by perpetual military dictatorship and struggled
through a series of military coups, assassinations, civil war, and several
other forms of political and religious strife. The federal military govern-
ment was unable to alleviate tensions between ethnic groups and failed to
produce a constitution acceptable to vast sections of the population. In
fact, its efforts to abolish the federal structure greatly increased tensions
within the country. On July 29, 1975, General Murtala Muhammed and
a group of fellow officers staged a bloodless coup, accusing the military
government of General Yakubu Gowon of delaying the promised return
to civilian rule and becoming corrupt and ineffective. On assumption of
office, the new military administration of General Murtala Mohammed
announced a timetable for the resumption of civilian rule with a deadline
of October 1, 1979.

On February 13, 1976, General Murtala Muhammed was assassinated
in an abortive military coup d’état. In 1978, the military regime of General
Olusegun Obasanjo lifted the ban on political activities, resuscitating
political activities in the country that had been absent since the demise
of the first republic in 1966. Political parties were formed, and candidates
were nominated for the offices of the president and the vice president, the
two houses of the National Assembly, governorships, and state houses of
assembly. In the 1979 general elections, five political parties competed in
a series of runoft elections in which a northerner, Alhaji Shehu Shagari of
the National Party of Nigeria (NPN), was finally elected president. All five
parties won representation in the National Assembly. On October 1, 1979,
the military handed over the mantle of leadership to the first democrati-
cally elected executive president. These actions appeared to those on the
outside to have all the trademarks of a Western democracy, constitutions,
elections, parliaments, and parliamentary opposition. General Olusegun
Obasanjo’s transition to a civil rule program produced, for the first time,
an Executive President for the Federal Republic of Nigeria.

The main features of the 1979 Constitution that prescribed these dem-
ocratic processes were that there would be elected:

(1) An Executive President who was both head of state and head of gov-
ernment as well as Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces

(ii) A bicameral National Assembly comprising a Senate whose members
were elected on the basis of equality of states (five from each of the
then 19 states) and a House of Representatives with 450 members
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There were also provisions for fundamental human rights, duties and
rights of citizenship, maintaining the independence of the judiciary, and
the powers and functions of the federal, state, and local tiers of govern-
ment were also outlined.’

In August 1983, the first transition between elected civilian govern-
ments returned Alhaji Shehu Shagari and the NPN to power in a landslide
victory, with a majority of seats in the National Assembly and control of
12 out of the 19 state governments. The elections, though, were marred
by violence and allegations of widespread vote rigging. The political
pandemonium that followed the reelection of the incumbent president
prompted the military to stage another coup. On December 31, 1983,
the military overthrew the civilian administration of Alhaji Shehu Shagari
and Major General Muhammadu Buhari emerged as the leader of the
Supreme Military Council (SMC). The army argued that these ousted
civilian governments were corrupt and lacked foresight regarding devel-
opmental issues. The politicians did not lead their country in terms of
people-oriented policies, as civil and political turmoil was the hallmark
of the country. Neo-patrimonialism, nepotism, and inclinations toward
ethno-regional politics were championed by the first democratic govern-
ments of the Nigerian state.

The rationale for military intervention was not only the reorganiza-
tion of the economy, but also the setting of the stage for a return to true
democratic practices, including securing basic freedoms such as open elec-
tions. Though the military promised to set the country back on the path
to democratic and development and then return to the barracks, as the
saying goes: “power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.”
The military elite found that holding on to power had great advantages,
hence the trend of coups and counter-coups in the country. By the 1990s,
the military junta in Nigeria started working toward returning to its foun-
dational democratic ethos, moving away from authoritarianism toward a
purposeful transition program. In 1993, after a long transition program
and many years driving a society broken by perpetual economic hardship,
General Ibrahim Babangida held a comparatively free and fair election,
which he, however, quickly annulled because he did not like the result.
General Babangida was forced to hand power to Chief Ernest Shonekan
under the cloud of controversy generated by the annulment of the presi-
dential election. General Babangida left office on August 27, 1993, leaving
power in the hands of an interim government.!® Chief Earnest Shonekan,
however, presided over the interim government for only three months.
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On November 17, 1993, General Sanni Abacha unceremoniously dis-
missed Chief Earnest Shonekan and all the democratic institutions created
under the interim regime were disbanded. With the pronouncement of his
takeover in January 1994, there was no schedule for a return to civilian
rule and all debate about Nigeria’s political future was suspended. General
Abacha, therefore, returned Nigeria to military dictatorship. In June
1998, Abacha died in office and General Abdusalami Abubakar assumed
leadership of the country.

After General Abubakar’s consolidation of support from within
the Provisional Ruling Council (PRC), the Abubakar government
took several important steps toward restoring democratic gover-
nance in the country. In August 1998, General Abubakar appointed
the Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC) to conduct
elections for local government councils, the state legislatures and state
governors, the national assembly, and the president. The Independent
National Electoral Commission (INEC) successfully held the Local
Government Council elections on December 5, 1998. Elections for 36
state legislatures and governorships were held on January 9, 1998, on
February 20, 1999, elections to the national assembly were conducted
and the presidential election was held on February 27, 1999. A former
military head of state, General Olusegun Obasanjo, freed from prison
by General Abdulsalami Abubakar, ran as a civilian candidate and won
the presidential election.

On May 29, 1999, General Abubakar handed over power to a
democratically elected government under the leadership of President
Olusegun Obasanjo. Since then, the country has embarked on a series of
reforms geared toward the consolidation of democracy. Nigeria has had
a tainted political history and its effect continued to hamper the coun-
try’s drive toward socioeconomic growth. The recent waves of democra-
tization have led to the establishment of democratic institutions and the
emergence of civilian rule in the country. The fact remains, though, that
democratic consolidation and political stability hang in the balance after
more than a decade of democratic governance in the country. The legacy
of long periods of military rule is that Nigerian politics has an atmo-
sphere of militarization, violence, and bitterness. Despite democratic
politics slowly being achieved, the country remains little more than a
failing state, a dictatorship on the brink of economic collapse marred by
blatant violations of human rights and the carnage inflicted by merciless
religious insurgencies.
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FOREIGN INFLUENCE AND DEMOCRATIZATION IN NIGERIA

With respect to competitive party systems, democratic aid exhibits a direct
influence, particularly through party assistance provided through the US
government and other intergovernmental agencies, such as the United
Nations Development Program (UNDP), and NGOs such as the National
Endowment for Democracy. In the realm of democratic aid, the aim of the
US and these other agencies is to promote more responsive, responsible, and
representative political governance in the developing nations of the world.!!
The US has orchestrated its own self-promotion and perpetual dominance in
Africa and of Africa’s economic and social transformation. After the Cold War,
the US and major European powers pumped millions of dollars of monetary
aid trying to assist impoverished African countries in conducting free and fair
clections.!> The US efforts toward development and democracy assistance,
the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action, aimed to harmonize
development assistance to Africa, especially through budget support, and to
view developing country governments as partners with “ownership” rather
than just recipients. A critical gap on the aid agenda is how to align policies
both across and within donor agencies to achieve the approach that is best for
development and supporting fledgling democracies.!?

By the turn of the twenty-first century, global politics was dominated
by the US. There was also rapid dispersion of manufacturing activity
across the globe, aided by technological advances and increased capital
mobility in the global system.!* The material improvements resulting from
these structural changes led to demands for democratic governments in
many parts of the world. The growing wealth of industrializing societies
created an expanding middle class eager for political recognition and civil
liberties from authoritarian regimes.'® It is clearly in the interest of the
US and other intergovernmental agencies to demonstrate their commit-
ment to the development of stable and prosperous democratic processes
in Nigeria and Africa more generally. A well-functioning democracy in the
most populous black nation will make a positive contribution to global
conditions in multiple ways. The democratization experience in Africa also
shows that external influences matter. The end of the Cold War created
a more hospitable environment for democratization to take root on the
continent. The US is no longer undermining democratic reformers who
challenge the status quo of dictator rule. Moreover, the winds of change
that drifted into the region convinced the US to readdress its conception
of the building of democratic institutions in Nigeria.
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Development and democracy assistance from the US to Nigeria has had
disparate effects on key elements of democratic consolidation, including
the avoidance of democratic erosion, the enhancement of accountability,
promotion of competitive party systems and election monitoring. With
respect to the militarization of the Nigerian political terrain and demo-
cratic erosion, the US has used threats of withdrawing financial aid to
the Nigerian government in a number of instances, especially when the
incumbent attempted to abrogate the conduct of free and fair elections.
It should be emphasized that the failure to install the presumptive winner
of the 1993 election, Chief M.K.O. Abiola, has become a focal point for
opponents of the regime. Apparently, even those who express little sup-
port for Abiola personally see the denial of the election result as a symbol
of the oppression of the military regime. The junta has dismantled civilian
institutions and has jailed or harassed critics of the military. Furthermore,
the execution of the “Ogoni Nine” in 1995, which created tension in dip-
lomatic relations with the US and a deepening of sanctions first imposed
after the June 1993 clections were declared null and void. The US has an
array of sanctions in place against Nigeria, including the ban on the sale
and repair of military goods and services to Nigeria, and a visa ban on all
officials involved in planning or implementing policies believed to hin-
der Nigeria’s return to civilian rule. Since the reemergence of democratic
governance in Nigeria, however, the US has restrategized its democratic
initiatives in Nigeria, which has helped to strengthen democratic insti-
tutions, boosting broad-based economic growth, trade, and investment,
creating strong, accountable, and democratic institutions, sustained by a
deep commitment to democratic governance in the country.

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) in
Nigeria set out specific objectives related to development of democratic
institutions, which brings together opposition parties, civil society groups,
business leaders, and the media. The political opposition has the deep-
est interest in fair elections, rooting out corruption, and providing the
public with responsive policy alternatives. In addition, it also provided
clites with opportunities to pursue their own political ambitions.’® One
of the major cornerstones of USAID democratic assistance to Nigeria was
the Consortium for Electoral and Political Processes (CEPPS), which is
made up of three American NGOs: the National Democratic Institution
for International Affairs (NDI), the International Republican Institute
(IRI), and the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES).
USAID’s support to the national legislature is implemented by NDI. These
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organizations assist selected civil society organizations to construct viable
linkages with community groups representing community-level input. The
purpose of this component of the aid package is to provide communities
with alternative means to engage in the political process, especially in help-
ing to build grassroots democracy. By increasing the grassroots member-
ship of specific civil society organizations (CSOs) their legitimacy among
diverse communities in enhanced.”” USAID’s current program further
strengthens the foundation of democratic governance in Nigeria and also
supports both government and civil society efforts to respond to the prob-
lems of ethnic, religious, and resource-based conflicts.

USAID is the largest bilateral donor of democracy aid to Nigeria. In
2009, USAID provided an estimated US$17.552 million for various forms
of democracy assistance in Nigeria. In 2011, it spent about US$32 million.
USAID’s work in the country supports Nigerian civil society in demand-
ing openness and accountability from the government, as well as help-
ing certain government institutions including the National Assembly and
anticorruption agencies to respond to these demands. The main aim is to
enhance the “efficiency, effectiveness, and responsiveness” of the National
Assembly by forging progressive partnerships that integrate support, skills
transfer, and technical assistance to all members, key committees, National
Assembly administrators, staff, executive officials, CSOs, and citizens.'®
The set of activities corresponds to two aspects in the Foreign Assistance
Framework, firstly increasing citizen participation and oversight, and sec-
ondly, initiating crosscutting civil society programs. The impact of these
and various other programs increased the representational capacity of civil
society at the local level and it further assisted the government to become
more responsive to citizens’ needs and demands.

In the 1990s, the US placed greater emphasis on democracy assistance
and this approach was very effective at promoting democratic transitions.
For instance, after many years of military dictatorship, Nigeria was under-
taking a democratization process and working toward becoming a genuine
multiparty democracy. Following the successful inauguration of President
Olusegun Obasanjo in May 1999, the US government reconsidered all
its political sanctions on Nigeria. As a result, the two countries began to
talk about how to reinforce their diplomatic relations and how best to
move Nigeria toward more stable democratization. The US, along with
other intergovernmental agencies, began to attach political conditionality
to development aid during this period. In its efforts toward promoting
democracy in Nigeria, the Clinton administration supported independent
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media outlets, augmenting the capacities of civil society, reinforcing elec-
toral commissions and the judiciary in Nigeria. Democracy assistance from
the US aimed to reinforce relationships of responsibility between citizens
and their government, as well as between different government institu-
tions. Without this aid, many of the key institutions and actors important
for democratic consolidation would be much weaker.

The US’s democratic principles emphasize the importance of the rule
of law, respect for human rights, and good governance. Nonetheless, this
“extraordinary investment” in regional stability arguably contributed to
the American goal of making the world safe for democracy. As former US
Secretary of State Madeline Albright noted: Nigeria is “potentially a very
valuable partner for us in promoting peace, democracy, and the rule of law
throughout West Africa.”’® The US is no doubt committed to supporting
strong, open, and accountable governments and sustainable development
in Nigeria. Strengthening democratic institutions is one of the four pillars
of US policy toward Africa. Others include supporting African economic
growth and development, advancing peace and security, and promoting
opportunity and development. President Barak Obama asserts that Africa
is a fundamental part of the US’s interconnectivity with the rest of the
world, and called for a partnership with Africa that is “based on mutual
interests and mutual respect.” The National Security Strategy, released in
May 2010, reinforces this vision, and calls for partnership with African
nations as they grow their economies and strengthen their democratic
institutions and governance.?® The US government supports Nigerian
democratic process, which is based on strengthening the democratic
institutions and creating democratic processes that benefit the people.
Democratic governance that is based on transparent processes, a reliance
on the rule of law, and steady progress toward eliminating corruption and
strengthening institutional capacity will address many of the challenges
currently facing Nigeria.

As has been argued above, the US and nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) continue to influence in the democratization process in Nigeria.
For instance, the US has, for many years, been consolidating its democracy
assistance to the country in the form of financial aid. After successive gen-
eral elections, the new US Ambassador to Nigeria declared that American
development and democracy aid will not be undermined and that aid to
civil society was not to be overlooked in carrying out democracy assistance
to Nigeria.?! Though most of the assistance was designed to favor political
participation, much of the aid directed to civil society groups goes to spe-
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cialized think-tanks, often urban-based, with scarce membership and little
capability to represent the needs of the poor. The US and the EU, in col-
laboration, followed a multitiered approach to democratization assistance,
which included monitoring the election process, the negotiation of new
bilateral economic frameworks, and a commitment to long-term involve-
ment with the Special Program of development assistance.?? The Special
Program, which was the foundation of the new policy, was more explicitly
oriented toward the consolidation of the new democracy in Nigeria. The
US, for its part, established a bilateral relationship with the civilian regime.
A new emphasis was placed on support for democracy, the rule of law,
social justice, and the promotion of human rights as core themes in the
effort to sustain the new democratic regime in the country.

Over the last 15 years, Nigeria’s democratization experience has ben-
efited from these external influences. Global trends such as the end of the
Cold War, the collapse of the Berlin Wall and heightened expectations for
democratic governance have clearly shaped political reform in the inter-
national system. Foreign aid and funding under the present democratic
dispensation represents a tangible manifestation of a democratic dividend,
sending a clear signal to the populace that democracy is rewarded, while
encouraging further consolidation of existing democratic institutions in
Nigeria, as in other developing nations. Recognizing that democratic con-
solidation takes time, such developmental aid should be sustained to pro-
mote greater political liberalization.?®* While development aid encourages
democracy through social and economic transformation, democratic assis-
tance focuses more on providing domestic agents with the means to foster
change. The US’s democratic assistance to Nigeria has helped in building
the ethos, capacity, and the structure of democratic institutions.?* The
direct involvement of the US and its aid has strengthened the technical,
managerial, and financial capacity of independent electoral commissions,
and assisted with building the technical expertise of legislators so that they
can effectively oversee the executive branch, stimulating the emergence of
independent think-tanks.?®

The value of the US’s role as democracy promoter goes beyond num-
bers and figures. The more extensive approach to democracy promotion
and the historical linkages with Nigeria makes the US a favored actor
in Nigerian politics. US-Nigerian relations, though, have had a bumpy
ride. The relationship reached its lowest point in November 1995 when
General Sanni Abacha executed environmental campaigner Ken Saro-Wira
and other Ogoni leaders. This led to the US introducing sanctions, which
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included banning of arms sales, the suspension of developmental coopera-
tion, visa restrictions for high-level visits, and the suspension of all cooper-
ation with the military regime. These sanctions were repeatedly extended
until 1998 when there was a change of government in Nigeria and a
timetable for democratic elections was announced. The US responded by
adopting a new position, easing the sanctions and also by making a sup-
port package available for the elections. To some extent, it can be argued
that foreign aid for development and democratization has helped encour-
age the creation of institutional checks and balances, and served to provide
more effective participatory mechanisms in the political system. US inter-
vention and assistance has increased public engagement with the politi-
cal process and the development of a democratic ethos in the country.
The increased proficiency of the independent media in Nigeria, which is
a prerequisite for the airing of alternative political views, fosters transpar-
ency among government officials, mobilizes government action to address
emerging humanitarian crises, and enforces the rule of law. External sup-
port for civil society groups has also strengthened public participation and
led to more effective democratic processes.

It should be noted that democracy assistance from the US has also
had some negative effects. Critics have argued that “externally assisted
democratization cannot be reconciled with the doctrine of sovereignty,
which asserts that every country, regardless of its size, is the unquestioned
master of its internal affairs and forbids other countries from interfering
with those affairs.”?® The impact that development and democracy aid
has on a state’s sovereignty is currently debated by social science scholars
around the globe. As the rate of foreign and democratic aid being given
by Western states increases, there is arguably a threat to the sovereignty
of non-Western states presented by the level of interference in domestic
policy matters that is demanded in return for the aid. The role of the
domestic government in all policy decisions, including those regarding
democracy assistance is important, especially in relation to a state’s sov-
ereignty. Given that democracy is unfamiliar to the governments in some
of these countries, they may be punished for policies they see as necessary
for effective rule, such as important actors who are not welcomed by the
government being excluded from receiving finance or having their activi-
ties hindered. Questions of democracy and human rights have been voiced
with rising intensity by the US, the EU, and by individual European
countries. However, when it came to resourcing the implementation of
the ambitious democratic principles these countries demanded, the US,
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some nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and other bilateral donors
lacked a “serious” commitment.?” The policies of the US toward Nigeria
in the 1990s were primarily influenced by its own security concerns, and
thus by its narrowly defined national interests and those of other indi-
vidual donors.

Another major negative effect of US democracy assistance in Nigeria
is the lack of wide-ranging evaluations of the impact of programs and
projects. Although development projects are better monitored, pro-
democracy initiatives are often assumed to have a positive effect with-
out any kind of impact assessment. This system could negatively affect
the process of regional economic and political integration that the
US claims to support in Nigeria, with the aim of consolidating peace
and promoting democracy. Furthermore, there is no measure of the
extent to which Western donors have been intolerant in promoting
true democracy in Nigeria through their democratic aid. If Western
actors are truly concerned about consolidating democracy, rather than
what Joseph Schumpeter called “objectless self-propagation,” should
Nigeria’s economic transformation not become the foremost prior-
ity??® To put it differently, is the cart not being put before the horse,
by racing ahead with establishing democratic processes without first
tackling the deep poverty of the population? Moreover, the technically
oriented assistance to political institutions seems to be often incapable
of responding to concrete problems facing local politicians.?” In short,
it seems the US’s pro-democracy programs leave it vulnerable to the
common charge of making “cynical calculations,” advancing its own
national interest under the guise of promoting democracy. The most
recent independent evaluation has shown that programs devoted to
human rights and democratization reflect a scattered portfolio of poli-
cies without strategic linkages, revealing the absence of a clear overall
strategy. This assessment only further opens the US to the criticism
outlined above.

CONCLUSION

The US and some nongovernmental organizations have devoted finan-
cial aid and resources to foster Nigeria’s democracy. Before and after the
1999 general elections, the major Western powers demonstrated a com-
mitment toward the democratization process. Prior to the emergence of
democratic governance in Nigeria, Western donors took a very negative
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approach to the military administration, including the implementation of
sanctions. After 1999, the new strategy for consolidating democracy has
shown several key features, namely, strict dialogue and cooperation with
the new democratic government and the more extensive employment of
positive measures.

The West and the Nigerian government, under the present dem-
ocratic dispensation, could be said to be in a “partnership for the
consolidation of democracy,” with many programs co-funded by the
US and Nigerian governments. Although understandable in the new
political environment, the US’s strategy has not always achieved valu-
able results. A first weakness was signaled in the general framework of
democratic promotion and capacity building, sometimes too vague in
defining clear results to achieve. During 1999-2003, the first evalua-
tion of the US and EU democracy assistance strategies in the country
underlined that the scope of action was too broad to be effective. This
led to duplications, especially in the context of decentralized coopera-
tion, and to relatively small support from important social actors, such
as trade unions, that were particularly crucial to South Africa’s social
development. The US and nongovernmental organizations can further
contribute to the spread of democratic norms in Nigeria by reward-
ing major agencies that promote democratic reforms while facilitat-
ing the exchange of lessons learned within the country. Civil Society
Organizations and pro-democracy bodies are important forums for
conveying these lessons. All these bodies have advocated expanded
democratic practices and have introduced progress toward these prac-
tices. These innovative, indigenous national accountability strategies
have considerable merit and potential. Increased national engagement
with these bodies can elevate awareness of how other parts of the world
have pursued democratic reforms, enhance the exposure and exchange
of ideas in the country, and boost the capacity of organizational struc-
tures. The analysis above found that there is a need for the Nigerian
government to look inwardly and restrategize its way forward instead
of relying on foreign assistance to consolidate its democracy. There is
a need to undergo economic, social, and institutional transformation
in order to consolidate a well-functioning democracy. The Nigerian
government should recalibrate its steps toward launching economic
reform to promote growth and build the foundation for more stable
democracy in the country.
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CHAPTER 8

The Fight for Libya: The Strength of Force,
Not of Oil

Funso Adesola

INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the US’s checkered relations with Libya during
the Muammar Gaddafi years. Integral points raised in this study are the
country’s strategic location, its oil wealth, and its controversial leadership
in relations with the US. We shall focus on the country’s enigmatic leader
(Gaddafi) and his activism in the Middle East, the Sahara, and North Africa,
his anti-Western and anti-Zionists postures as well as his anti-Communist,
pro-Islamic, and pro-Arabian views. This chapter explores how his territorial
ambition, rashness, and nonconformist attitude earned him names such as
“an irritant,” “a terrorist,” and “a lout.” These labels provide an indication
of the reason for his downfall. Attention will be given to how the change in
the international power configuration and the practical economic realities of
his country at a given historical moment “pruned” Gaddafi’s international
relations. This study also discusses the elasticity of the phrase “protection of
the civilian population” and how the use of force overwhelmed the conven-
tional use of oil sanctions in tensions Libyan. This chapter will also focus on
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the distinction between the Libyan crisis and other revolutions in the “Arab
spring.”

The study is divided into ten parts. Background is provided to the
development of Gaddafi’s persona, Libyan foreign policy initiatives
under Gaddafi, the oil and arms trades, and Libya’s relations with the
US. Following this comes a discussion of the US’s oil sanctions on Libya,
constitutional and regional issues surrounding the 2011 US intervention
in Libya, Gaddafi’s last days in power, and the differentials between the
Libyan revolution and those of Tunisia and Egypt.

GADDAFI’S PERSONA

On September 1, 1969, a group of junior Libyan army officers took con-
trol of the Libyan government in a bloodless coup d’état. After the coup,
the group formed the Revolutionary Command Council (RCC), chaired by
Muammar al-Qadhafi. In four decades following, Libya faced numerous for-
eign policy challenges. The Qadhafi regime took on a distinctly anticolonial
flavor that mirrored the revolutionary political trends in Egypt under Gamal
Abdul Nasser. This change in foreign policy posture shook Libya’s relations
with the United States and the United Kingdom and initiated the degrada-
tion of Libyan-Western ties.!

The above quotation summarizes Gaddafi’s reign, foreign relations, and
personality. His ascension to power and growing popularity was predi-
cated on the promotion of popular participation in a society that had a
culture of elite-domination of politics. His nomadic roots and gregarious
lifestyle coupled with his personal charm, modest appearance, and charis-
matic qualities aided his popularity and social acceptance.> Drawing from
local tradition, Gaddafi forged an alliance with the #/amas (Islamic cler-
ics). He was also fond of speaking in mosques and consulted the clerics
on public policy—with the view to legitimizing his own rule.* His main
sources of strength were charisma and rhetoric facilitated by a supportive
government structure and the media. The “Green Book” that was pub-
lished in 1975 gave a broad outline of his political philosophy.*

Gaddafi also had notions about regional organization. In 1999, he
proposed the replacement of the Organization of African Unity (OAU)
with a United States of Africa. He had no faith in the principles of non-
interference in the internal affairs of other states governing the global
community—irrespective of grave human rights abuses.® In fact, when he
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became the President of the Union in 2009, Gaddafi’s tenure was marked
by shameful repeated public arguments with other African leaders.® Worse
still, Gaddafi did not respect protocol and due process—an attitude he
had adopted much earlier in his life and that was shown in his rebellious
school days.” Gaddafi, for reasons attributed more to his person than the
circumstances of national history, his country’s wealth and geography, has
been a “dramatis personae” in the Middle Eastern politics.

He championed the attack on the Zionists, their accomplices, and those
seen or perceived by him to be aiding them. For instance, he organized
a heroic welcome for Palestinian guerrillas and assassins that had slain
11 Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics in 1972.% He not only took
action, but also whipped-up Arab sentiment against Cote d’Ivoire because
it restored diplomatic relations with Israel after more than a decade of
ruptured relations. He was also intent on dealing with any African country
that was keen on reconciling with the Zionists. These actions were taken
before he lost hope in Arab solidarity. Indeed, for his truculence, cavalier
arrogance, and major anti-Western positions, Gaddafi has been portrayed
by the West variously as an irritant, a terrorist, a nonconformist, or a lout.’

GADDAFI FOREIGN PoLICY INITIATIVES

Gaddafi’s foreign policy initiatives hinged mainly on his anti-imperialist,
anti-Israeli, anti-Communist, and pro-Islam and Arab unity views. He was
also committed to African affairs as shown by his activism in the defunct
Organization of African Unity (OAU), which has now become the African
Union (AU). The Libyan petrodollars earned during the Gaddafi years
“bought” him great clout in the international system. He established
Islamic centers and sent missionaries across the African continent. His
populism, from which Jamahiriyya (state of the masses) emerged as part
of the country’s name (Libya Arab Jamahiriyya), he claimed was rooted in
the “socialism of Islam.” He espoused rhetoric that strongly appealed to
his people by condemning Zionism, imperialism, graft, blackmail, and the
rich.!® He strove to maintain friendly relations with Libya’s neighbors by
acquiescing to the Tripoli Charter that sought to unite Libya, Egypt, and
Sudan. He also made spirited efforts to extend Libya’s influence to Chad
and Uganda. Gaddafi was also keen to maintain and promote relations
that diminished Israel’s influence, not just among its immediate neigh-
bors but also outside the Arab world. He was thus pleased to promote
understanding of, and support for, countries in sub-Saharan Africa and
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elsewhere in order to disrupt Israel’s overtures toward developing coun-
tries in the region secking benefactors.!!

Gaddafi had so much wealth generated from petrodollars that he was
able to strongly support rebel groups in Chad and Uganda and became
more intrusive in the international relations of many unstable regimes that
were former dependencies of France. To him, Israel was a European col-
ony in Palestine and as such, he believed it should be obliterated. He also
reveled in supporting rebels or liberation movements in Eritrea, South
Africa, and Northern Ireland. In the tradition of Gamal Abdul Nasser
of Egypt, Gaddafi supported insurgent groups that challenged Western-
supported regimes.!> At the peak of Gaddafi’s defiance, the then US
President, Ronald Reagan, called Gaddafi the “mad dog of the Middle
East.”!® Gaddafi could act as a good international citizen. For instance, he
did not challenge either the International Court of Justice’s (ICJ’s) ruling
in favor of Chad against Libya in their dispute over the ownership of the
uranium-rich Aouzou Strip and nor the ICJ’s verdict in favor of Malta in
the dispute over the territorial waters between Malta and Libya.*

The eccentricity and inconsistency that defined Gaddafi’s foreign rela-
tions could be seen in Libya’s unilateral withdrawal from Chad in 1988,
despite France’s unrelenting involvement in the war there. This was par-
ticularly inconsistent with his anti-imperialist claims. In the same way, his
four-day war with Egypt in 1977, after the demise of Gamal Abdul Nasser,
undermined the Egyptian aspects of his vision for the continent. The
extradition of two Libyans accused of the December 21, 1988, bombing
of Pan American Flight 103 at Lockerbie, Scotland, to Western authori-
ties occurred after years of outcry by the West on the issue, but seemed
inconsistent with Gaddafi’s principles. Also the jettisoning of weapon of
mass destruction programs in the midst of the US-led war in Iraq was not
in keeping with his strong-willed anti-imperial foreign policy posture.'®

BACKGROUND TO GADDAFI’S OI1L AND ARMS TRADE

Part of Gaddafi’s foreign policy was based on his country’s oil and arms
trade. His activism in the world was facilitated by petrodollars. He not
only confronted the West in his bid to end colonialism, but he also stoked
the embers of rebellion in West Africa. He started by promoting terrorist
groups that targeted the US. Libyan terrorists planted a bomb in April
5, 1986, at La Belle discotheque in Berlin killing as many US servicemen
as possible, as so many patronized the venue. The US undertook reprisal
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attacks on two Libyan cites, Benghazi and Tripoli, in April 1986. This did
not, however, deter Gaddafi’s Libyan terrorists from bombing the Pan Am
Airliner at Lockerbie, Scotland, killing 270 people, mainly Britons and
Americans.'® Libyan terrorists also brought down French UTA airliner
over the Nigerian and Chad regions of the Sahara causing 171 deaths.!”
Gaddafi also trained and supplied arms to many insurgents across Africa.
The brutality and carnage caused by Charles Taylor’s National Patriotic
Front of Liberia (NPFL) and the Sierra Leonean Revolutionary United
Front (RUF) is recalled by many. The civil war that created the deepen-
ing chasm between the Muslim north and African south of the Chadian
population was also a result of Gaddafi’s intervention. Gaddafi was also
a major backer of President Blaise Compaore of Burkina Faso. All these
and the Jamjaweed insurgents that committed horrific acts in Darfur
(now Southern Sudan) were Gaddafi’s handy work. He had mercenaries
and rebels from a range of African countries from Eritrea to Mauritania,
Somalia, and Mali. He used military adventurism to intrude into the poli-
tics of many countries in Africa.!®

The US, Britain, Germany, Belarus, France, Russia, and South Africa
directly or indirectly enhanced Gaddafi’s ability to manipulate politics in
the African region. This is because the arms trade between those coun-
tries and Libya ran to several thoUSnds of millions of dollars and pounds
sterling. It is from the above-listed countries that he was able to amass
riot-control gear, small arms and ammunition, electronic equipment used
to block the opposition’s mobile phones and internet access, and also mili-
tary planes. Between 2005 and 2009 alone Libya imported military air-
craft worth £278m, just under £100m worth of small guns, and £85m in
electronic equipment from the European Union (EU).?

BACKGROUND ON LiByA’s RELATIONS WITH THE US

Libyan relations with the US were good when Muammar Gaddafi over-
threw the feeble 79-year-old King Idris I in a bloodless coup. He assumed
power as an army Captain at age 27 and later promoted himself to the rank
of Colonel.?° ESSO, an American oil firm, like many others, made stagger-
ing profits between 1959 and 1986. However, the relationship between
it and Libya deteriorated when Gaddafi expelled Americans from Wheelus
Air Force base. That base was used as a vital headquarters for bombers,
tanker-refueling planes, and reconnaissance fighters.?! It was also consid-
ered the most important military base outside the US, apart from Weis
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Baden in what was then West Germany.?? Gaddafi’s partial nationalization
of Libyan oil companies was a further source of his country’s sour relations
with the US, as were Libya’s support for Palestinian terrorist groups and its
eventual closeness to the Soviet Union. The bitterness of Libyan—US rela-
tions climaxed in the 1980s during the Reagan Administration, which not
only led to the latter’s attempt to overthrow Gaddafi but also provoked an
attempt on his life.?* The US banned its citizens from traveling to Libya
and Libyans from entering the US. This prevented the elites from send-
ing their children to American universities as was the usual practice. The
encumbrances of Western oil and other economic sanctions also bruised
Gaddafi’s ego and ambition of statesmanship of Africa and the Arab world.
He was thus denied the recognition and prestige that he yearned for.?* In
the end, these moves proved effective and Gaddafi began to “back-pedal”
on his policies. By April 5, 1999, he had surrendered Abdel Basset ali al-
Meghrahi and Lamen Khalifa Fhima (the suspected Lockerbie bombers)
to the United Nations to face trial in the Netherlands.?

US O1L SANCTIONS

Under the Clinton Administration, the US was alleged to be “sanction
happy.” Many of its Western allies became weary of imposing further sanc-
tions, especially oil sanctions on Libya. In fact, Great Britain, France, Italy,
Germany, and other European countries undermined the US’s Iran and
Libya Sanctions Act (ILSA).?¢ Yet Gaddafi’s government continued to
antagonize Washington policy-makers with his inflammatory rhetoric and
penchant for developing weapons of mass destruction and missiles that the
US considered inimical to its interests.”” However, US oil companies and
elements within the US Congress began to make a case for normalization
of the country’s relations with Libya. These moves intensified when the
Clinton Administration was not willing to reconcile with Gaddafi’s gov-
ernment even after January 31, 2002, when the Scottish Judges ruled on
the case of the alleged “Lockerbie bombers.” Abdel Basset ali Meghrahi
was found guilty and Lamen Khalifa Fhima was acquitted. The pro-Israeli
lobby and its allies within the US Congress, though, wanted the sanctions
to continue.”®

Determined to obtain rapprochement with the US, Gaddafi’s govern-
ment cooperated with the US in the “war-on-terror,” especially in fighting
against the a/-Qaeda Movement. He not only extradited Islamist terrorist
groups but also refused to provide shelter for those that were hitherto
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harbored and trained in Libya. Gaddafi also provided Libyan underground
agents to aid the US’s war-on-terror.?? Gaddafi’s actions were guided by
his perception that the US might attack any country providing safe haven
to terrorist groups. He also avoided making any criticism of US policies,
even those that directly related to the Palestinian—Israeli conflict. He was
ready to pay compensation to the families of the victims of the Lockerbie
bombing and by May 2002 he proposed paying $10 million to each family
(a total sum of $2.7 billion). Yet the US rejected the offer until such time
as Libyan officials were willing to accept responsibility for the bombing.3°

It is striking that Gaddafi leveraged on his country’s considerable oil
wealth and its strategic location to make both enviable and unenviable
marks in international relations. The collapse of the Soviet Union, rec-
ognition of US hegemonic power, international isolation of his country,
a sanction-induced economic downturn, and the rise of anti-Gaddafi
Islamist opposition, all eventually led to Gaddafi changing his policies.
He made his officials take responsibility for the Lockerbie bombing, com-
pensated the families of the victims of the bombing, ended support for
terrorism and terrorists, and dismantled his program to develop weapons
of mass destruction.?! The above tale of events provides an understanding
of the issues that preceded the battle for Libya and Gaddafi’s loss of power
and eventually his life.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND REGIONAL Issurs IN THE 2011 US
INTERVENTION IN LIBYA

During the 2007 election campaign, Barack Obama pledged not to com-
mit the US’s military to any new operations in another country. His
Administration instead tried to exorcise the US army from its military
engagements in Afghanistan and Iraq. Little did Obama know that there
would be a need to begin a fresh conflict in Libya in March 2011. A
conflict for which he did not seek or obtain permission from Congress,
instead relying on the United Nations’ Security Council and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) allies to provide legitimacy for
the action.®? As anticipated, the war was not limited in nature, time,
and scope but extended beyond the 90-day limit of the War Powers
Resolution (WPR) that gave the President the power to deploy troops
to engage in foreign operations without recourse to the Congress for
60 days, after which he was required to prepare to withdraw them within
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the next 30 days. This action was taken against the historical records
that show that US military actions in foreign lands are most successful
when they occur with the informed consent and authorization of the
Congress.*

It could be argued that once Libya did not present an imminent or
actual threat to the US, the invocation of the principle of self-defense for
military action against Libya was not tenable. It is interesting to note that
UN Security Council Resolution 1973 of March 2011 was meant to pro-
tect the civilian population in the embattled Libya; however, it provided
leeway for the US to become involved in the battle. For instance, while
the Resolution established a ban on “all flights” in the airspace, in reality
it only applied to the Libyan government’s forces, not the military flights
of the coalition force. Russia and China had once been prepared to veto
the resolution, but they abstained from the vote and once the consent
of the 22-member Arab League had been obtained there was sufficient
support for a no-fly zone over Libya to be declared. Indeed, it was also
the protection of the civilian population that informed the Arab League’s
action.®*

It is important to examine the place of the African Union in the Libyan
conflict to understand the regional dynamics. The Libyan conflict was
seen as an “African Civil War” in that it had implications not only for
Libyans but also the entire Sahara, and its repercussions destabilized the
region.?® Some have argued that the African Union was not given a free
hand to bring its initiatives to bear on the outcome of the Libyan conflict.
This argument is predicated on the selective implementation (by the US,
France, and Britain) of the UN Security Council’s Resolution 1973 that
was adopted on March 17,2011.%¢ The resolution permitted UN member
states to take:

‘All necessary measures’ to protect civilians and civilian populated areas
under threat of attack’, provided only that they act in cooperation with the
UN Secretary General and keep him and the Security Council informed.?”

The resolution was allegedly perverted by the ‘powerful-three’ (mentioned
above) in the Security Council in that they went beyond the ‘protection
of civilians’ directly to ‘forcible regime change.” This action was taken far
in advance of the AU’s initial road map of ‘ceasefire and negotiations.’
Cautious of weak international support for outright military action, the
AU made its priority the ‘protection of the civilian population.”®® The US
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cautiously chose to act in concert with its allies in the conflict—as clearly
stated below:

In this effort, the United States has not acted alone. Instead, we have been
joined by a strong and growing coalition. This includes our closest allies—
nations like the United Kingdom, France, Canada, Denmark, Norway, Italy,
Spain, Greece and Turkey—all of whom have fought by our sides for decades.
And it includes Arab partners like Qatar and the United Arab Emirates, who
have chosen to meet their responsibilities to defend the Libyan people.?

GADDAFI’S LATTER DAYS IN POWER

It could be argued that Gaddafi dragged his feet in normalizing Libyan’s
relations with the US. He did not hand over, early enough, the two
Libyans alleged to be involved in the Lockerbie bombing. Neither did he
accept responsibility for the incident or pay compensation to the victims of
the bombing, soon enough. He was also dilatory to renounce his weapon
development program. His change of attitude was a result of the events of
September 11 and the US—Afghanistan and Iraq wars. Gaddafi was quoted
as saying to Hosni Mubarak, the former Egyptian President, that “we
must comply with international legality even though it’s been falsified and
imposed by the United States, or we will be slaughtered,” and to Silvio
Berlusconi, the Italian Prime Minister at the time, that “I will do what-
ever the Americans want, because I saw what happened in Iraq and I was
afraid.”*® Indeed, Libyan opposition groups in the US were also keenly
and persuasively lobbying the Bush administration to invigorate regime-
change activities against Gaddafi’s government.*! Interestingly, the ease of
NATO’s intervention in Libya in 2011 was attributed to Libya’s renuncia-
tion of its WMD programs. It was believed that the intervention would
have been difficult, or not contemplated at all, had Libya developed and
sustained its WMD program rather than renouncing it as it did.*?

In spite of the public renunciation of Libya’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion program in December 19,2003, a huge cache of mustard gas (a chem-
ical weapon) and associated artillery shells were discovered in the country.
The discovery was confirmed by the Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons (OPCW). The revelation came in the wake of the Arab
Spring—a wave of revolutionary protests and popular revolts across the
Middle East and North Africa.*? Part of the problem was that the Libyan
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government gave “full and transparent cooperation” to the verification and
monitoring agencies (i.e., OPCW and the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA)) as well as the US and British Officials. For instance,
unlike Iraq and South Korea, Libyan officials revealed sites that were not
previously disclosed, turned over substantial equipment and stockpiles,
and allowed inspectors access to multiple facilities. Therefore, the standard
demanded of reporting was apparently eased once it appeared that Libya
was cooperating. Added to this was the anxiety of undermining Libya’s
cooperation if US officials insisted on exerting too much pressure on the
country. Rather than stating that coercion prevailed over subtle appeal,
diplomacy or confidence-building in the outcome of Libya’s nuclear rever-
sal in 2003, it is argued that responsibility for the Libyan “turn-around”
resulted from a combination of all these instruments.**

The groundswell of opposition against Gaddafi arose among disenfran-
chised segments of the middle class in Libya, as well as from disaffected
revolutionaries and, most importantly, a new generation of Libyans, born
after the revolution, who questioned the efficiency of Gaddafi’s policies.*
Part of Gaddafi’s undoing was the bogus and overly ambitious projects
that he embarked upon. For instance, most Libyan cities lacked potable
water on account of very expensive irrigation projects that did not pro-
duce the promised result. His unguided subsidization of unprofitable state
farms also led to skyrocketing prices on basic food items.* The prospect of
development of the industrial sector was also compromised by Gaddafi’s
ambition for the sector. No doubt, the regime had stupendous petro-
dollars to spend on developing capital-intensive heavy industry, but the
project was bereft of the requisite indigenous work force required for a
successful scheme of its nature. It also lacked the maintenance require-
ments and local-contents restrictions needed for the smooth running of a
heavy industrialization project.*” Rather than address all these challenges,
the regime relished distributing petrodollars and dispensing generous wel-
fare projects in order to appease the population that was already caving-in
under the pressure of economic hardship. To be sure, the hardship was
stoked by falling oil prices on the world market that began at the latter
part of the 1980s.*® At some point, almost all Libyan citizens expected the
state to provide for their needs—given the regime’s unbridled dispensa-
tion of populist welfare policies. However, as the size and resources of
the state shrank, its outreach to the citizenry diminished accordingly. The
regime then turned to coercion to preserve and perpetuate its power.*
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THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE LIBYAN
AND THE TUNISIAN AND EGYPTIAN REVOLUTIONS

Many characteristics specific to Libya accounted for the fall of Gaddafi.
First and foremost, and in contrast to what occurred in the Tunisian and
Egyptian Arab uprisings that preceded Libya’s, the revolt was not driven
by well-educated members of an expanding middle class. It was the huge
number of unemployed and largely illiterate young men that first ignited
the anti-Gaddafi uprising in the country.®® Secondly, trade unions and
labor movements that pressured Presidents Ben Ali and Hosni Mubarak of
Tunisia and Egypt, respectively, were nonexistent in Libya. This is because
Gaddafi did not allow trade or labor unions to thrive.*! Thirdly, the Libyan
army disintegrated rapidly because of the loyalties of the rank and file of
the army to their tribes rather than to Gaddafi himself. What appeared, in
the main was senior officers and entire army units disbanding and reorga-
nizing in their various community and tribal groups to protect themselves
against the regime’s brutal repression. This meant that there was a lack of
institutional pressure on the leadership (Gaddafi) to resign and initiate a
transition scheme for the government, which is what occurred in Tunisia
and Egypt.®? Gaddafi deliberately weakened the regular army and he also
centralized power and made the command structure of the military an
incestuous affair. His bias was skewed toward the informal networks of
his extended family and tribe (the Qadhafa and the two sister tribes of
Warfalla and Magarha).>® The Berbers, a minority Toubou tribe, and many
other tribes, were excluded or sidelined in the political process. The justifi-
cation given for this was that Libya did not produce strong political parties
or national institutions in the post-World War II years due to the incursion
of Western imperialism. What it had instead was fragmented tribal societ-
ies kept intact by the grip and bond of Islam.>*

It is striking to note that disgruntled elites who detached themselves
from Gaddafi during the revolution played a leading role in the anti-
Gaddafi National Transitional Council (NTC) that eventually confronted
the leader during the uprising and took his place after he was deposed.®®

CONCLUSION

The seed of discontent and treachery between the US and Gaddafi’s Libya
has a deep historical context. In February 1981, high-level French offi-
cials visited Washington to discuss the coordination of actions against
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Libya. Some of the actions suggested included: the possible assassina-
tion of Gaddafi; organizing Libyan exiles to form a “Libyan Liberation
Front” in Somalia and Egypt; mounting an Africa-wide anti-Gaddafi pro-
paganda campaign (similar to that used against Fidel Castro in Cuba in the
1960s) portraying Libya as a source of terrorism and subversion; falsely
attributing to Libya incidents in Nigeria, Tunisia, Ghana, Somalia, the
Gambia, and Sudan; increasing the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA)
and Pentagon’s presence in North Africa; destabilizing Libya’s economi-
cally, namely, through disrupting its oil sales; and attempting to provoke
a coup in Libya.%¢

By December 1981, most of these suggestions began to find expression
in practical terms. The US started with oil embargos and advised Americans
living in Libya to leave the country for their own safety. Ronald Reagan,
the then American President, wanted to humiliate the radical Gaddafi.
US foreign policy encouraged anti-Gaddafi policies throughout Africa.?”
Furthermore, it could be said that the United Nations Security Council’s
measures imposed when Gaddafi refused to hand over two Libyan suspects
alleged to have bombed the Pan American Flight 103 were pungent and
far-reaching. Some of these measures were: the denial of permission for
Libyan aircraft to take off from, land in, or overfly their territory if it had
taken off in Libyan territory (excluding in cases of humanitarian need);
the prohibition of the supply of aircraft or aircraft components or the ser-
vicing of aircraft or aircraft components from Libya; bans on the provision
of weapons, ammunition, or other military equipment, technical advice
or training to Libyan forces; the withdrawal of officials from Libya that
advised the Libyan authorities on military matters; a significant reduction
in diplomatic and consular personnel in Libya; and the prevention of the
operation of all Libyan airlines offices in foreign countries.>®

This chapter, therefore, argues that oil sanctions are incredibly effec-
tive when used against an oil-bearing country that relies almost solely
on returns from that commodity. As has been shown in this study, the
US and Western countries’ oil sanctions on Libya crippled its economy.
However, the rebellion that brought down Gaddafi was not a result of
United Nations’ actions or oil sanctions but a Western (US)-orchestrated
armed intervention purportedly to “protect civilian population.” One of
the main motives for the US’s involvement in the Libyan war was that, in
President Obama’s words, “it is U.S. policy that Gaddafi needs to go.”*
It is appropriate to dwell on this quotation that demonstrates Obama’s
inconsistent reaction to the Libyan debacle when compared with similar
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situations and events that occurred in the region. The citation also veri-
fies the thesis that this chapter espouses, namely that it was peculiar that
the US called for military action in Libya and eventually brought down
its leadership but not in other parts of North Africa and the Middle East
where public resistance movements arose against centralized and estab-
lished dictatorial authorities.

... Obama was in the process of forcing regime change in Libya to drive
Colonel Qaddafi out of power. Moreover, he supported the Syrian people
in urging a transition to democracy and advised President Assad to either
“lead that transition, or get out of the way ... Having temporized on the
fate of President Mubarak of Egypt, he finally supported his removal. As for
President Saleh in Yemen, he urged that he “follow through on his commit-
ment to transfer power ...%

It could, therefore, be surmised that Gaddafi, having had imprudent
dealings with several US administrations, chiefly Reagan’s, Clinton’s,
Bush’s, and Obama’s, eventually had to pay the supreme price for his
enduring ‘wrongdoings,” cavalier attitude, and nonconformist behavior.
Be that as it may, it is imperative for the new Libyan government to work
concertedly with the US and the international community to destroy its
remaining chemical weapons in order to maintain adequate security for
the people and property of Libya, especially as its politics and economics
have become even more turbulent in the post-Gaddafi years.
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CHAPTER 9

Effects of US Foreign Policy on Democratic
Processes in the Republic of Macedonia:
Between Liberalism and Realism

Stojan Slaveski and Biljana Popovska

INTRODUCTION

From the earliest days of its independence, the Republic of Macedonia
expressed an interest in building a strategic partnership with the US. As
an investment in this partnership the Republic of Macedonia supported
the US in war in Iraq, signed a bilateral accord with the US agreeing
not to hand over American citizens to the International Criminal Court
(ICC), and it has become part of the international antiterrorist coalition.
For its part, the US has supported the territorial integrity of the Republic
of Macedonia, has helped broker the Interim Agreement with Greece and
the Ohrid Framework Agreement with ethnic Albanians, has recognized
Macedonia under its constitutional name, and has actively supported the
nation-state in its Euro-Atlantic aspirations. Overall, the US has taken
an interest in the security and stability of the country when it has faced
external threats or problems in interethnic relations. However, when it
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comes to the democratization of Macedonian society and the problems
the society faces, the US is much more circumspect about lending its sup-
port. The US, therefore, has shown that it is much more interested in the
stability of the country than in its democratization. This paper analyzes
this dichotomy of US foreign policy toward the Republic of Macedonia
through the liberal and the realist paradigm to show that although democ-
ratization and liberal aims are provided as the basis for determining US
policies in the region, it is realist motivations that actually dictate the US’s
interactions.

Applying the liberal and realist standpoint on security and international
relations, the paper reviews US recognition of the independence of the
Republic of Macedonia (RM) as a precondition for the democratization of
the state, mitigating the potential for conflict both within the country and
elsewhere in the Balkans. The paper argues that the search for greater influ-
ence and stabilization of the states that emerged from the collapse of the
former Yugoslavia, motivated the decisions made about recognizing newly
independent states, including Macedonia. The process of international
recognition of the Republic of Macedonia proceeded slowly. The answer
to this “controversial question” was sought from 1991, when the country
declared independence, until 2004, when the Republic of Macedonia was
finally recognized by the US under its constitutional name.

THE US AND REGIONAL STABILITY IN THE BALKANS

For the duration of the “Macedonian story,” different US administrations
have been guided by the US’s interest in gaining greater influence and a
more visible presence in the Balkans. During the Cold War, the US’s pres-
ence in the Balkans was not particularly significant. The Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) was part of the Non-Aligned Movement,
seeking a balance between involvement with the East and West; Albania
was a closed state and rejected any kind of cooperation; Bulgaria and
Romania were part of the Eastern Bloc. The only US ally in the Balkans
was Greece. However, Washington could not always rely on Greek loyalty.
The US wanted to exploit the geostrategic changes that occurred with
the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the former Yugoslavia, as it hoped
to acquire greater influence over the Balkan states. In parallel with this
process, the US, as the world’s leading superpower, wanted to stabilize
the region as a whole! and specifically Macedonia, a country located in
the heart of the Balkans. This was confirmed in the memoirs of the first
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president of independent Macedonia, Kiro Gligorov, who wrote that “the
United States, in accordance with its national interests, as a great power
had been interested in regional stability in the Balkans, particularly the
RM, since the very beginning of the country’s independence.”?

To streamline the procedure for recognizing newly declared post-
Yugoslav states, the US, in keeping with the principles of liberal democracy,
drew up an appropriate set of guidelines.® These listed six criteria to guide
the executive branch in its decision to recognize or refuse recognition of
any former Yugoslav states after their secession.* The criteria suggested
the acts of the state seeking independence that should be measured to
assess its suitability for recognition. Therefore, to be recognized by the US
the new government should: (a) achieve their country’s independence in
a peaceful and democratic manner; (b) respect internal and external bor-
ders; (c) respect democracy and the rule of law; (d) promote democratic
processes; () protect human rights, including providing equal treatment
for minorities; and (f) respect international law and obligations, in particu-
lar the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris. In creating this man-
ual, the State Department sought to avoid spillover of the ethnic tensions
seen in the former Yugoslavia into their emerging countries. These criteria
were designed to ensure the emerging countries would observe certain
standards for internal organization and administration, thus maintaining
regional stability.®

Minimizing security threats was one of the policies of the US for increas-
ing the stability of the region and it was intended to reduce or eliminate
the economic, military, and political benefits accruing to those countries
in the region that were likely to be hostile to the US.® For example, after
the breakup of the former Yugoslavia, Washington quickly recognized
Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina as sovereign states, to deter
the territorial ambitions of Serbia. Although Croatia, and to a lesser extent
Bosnia and Herzegovina, initially suffered from internally instability, which
might have rendered them ineligible for recognition according to the State
Department’s guidelines, the US decided to recognize them anyway. Thus,
the US tried to minimize any security threats that might be of benefit to
Serbian expansionism. On the other hand, recognition of the Republic of
Macedonia was delayed, even though the country was under an external
security threat from Serbia and Greece. According to Risto Nikovski,? in
the period following the declaration of independence by the Republic of
Macedonia, Serbian President Slobodan Milo$evié had suggested to Greek
Prime Minister Konstantinos Mitsotakis that they divide up Macedonia
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between them.” Washington’s decision to withhold recognition from the
Republic of Macedonia was not based on notions of liberal achievement,
but rather was motivated by a realist agenda.

RECOGNITION OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE REPUBLIC
OF MACEDONIA: A PRECONDITION
FOR THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE STATE

American recognition of the Republic of Macedonia provides an interest-
ing example of a decision-making process in US foreign policy that did not
follow the usual process for recognition of new states.!’ The process took
more than 12 years and was considered by three successive US administra-
tions, finally culminating in the full diplomatic recognition of the Republic
of Macedonia in November 2004. The story began in the spring of 1992,
when the administration of George W. Bush, Sr. decided to postpone rec-
ognition prompted by considerations of realpolitik. Later, the same con-
siderations led the Clinton administration to recognize the independence
of Macedonia in 1994 under the provisional label “the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM).” However, the first US ambassador
to Macedonia was not appointed until 1996, the White House having
delayed the establishment of full diplomatic relations with the Republic
of Macedonia at the ambassadorial level. Finally, in November 2004, the
administration of George Bush, Jr., in a surprise move that was guided by
liberal principles, recognized the Republic of Macedonia under its con-
stitutional name, judging that this would contribute to the stability and
development of democratic processes in the country.

MEMBERSHIP OF THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA
OF INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AS A LIBERAL TooOL
FOR REDUCING THE Risk OF MILITARY CONFLICT

According to the liberal viewpoint on international relations, member-
ship of states in international institutions reduces the likelihood of conflict
and increases the likelihood of cooperation. The arguments in support
of this claim are numerous. International organizations and alliances
can promote peace by: deterring aggression or increasing the likelihood
of intervention to end a conflict; providing mediation or arbitration of
disputes; monitoring the implementation of international agreements;
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promoting standards to regulate a conflict; presenting the negative aspects
of a conflict and expanding areas of cooperation, thus creating opportu-
nities for renewed interaction and the rebuilding of trust. Most interna-
tional institutions reduce conflict by using a number of these mechanisms
simultaneously.

US SUPPORT FOR THE ADMISSION OF THE REPUBLIC
OF MACEDONIA TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Using this liberal paradigm as its basis, on July 23, 1992, the Macedonian
Parliament considered a proposal for the country to seek membership of
the United Nations. On July 29, the Parliament decided that President
Gligorov should send a letter to the UN Secretary-General, Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, officially seeking admission to the world organization on
July 30, 1992. Risto Nikovski argues that Macedonia was hesitant to apply
for admission to the UN because the US and EU had stated that they
would not recognize the state until there was a resolution of the name dis-
pute with Greece.!! Given that the US, Britain, and France are members
of the UN Security Council with a veto power over the admission of new
members, this explanation seems logical. This prompted the Macedonian
authorities to ask for the Clinton administration’s support of Macedonia’s
membership of the United Nations.!> UN Secretary-General Boutros-
Ghali began the procedure for admission of the Republic of Macedonia to
the Organization in January 1993, after an acceptable name under which
the state would be admitted was found. The Americans expected that this
would encourage Greece and the Republic of Macedonia, in accordance
with the liberal paradigm, to solve the “name dispute” under UN auspices.

Security Council resolution 817/93, by which Macedonia was admit-
ted to the UN, provided for mediation “to overcome differences over the
name of the state and to encourage measures for trust building between
the parties.” It is interesting to note that at the suggestion of the US,
first Cyrus Vance, and later Matthew Nimetz, both US diplomats, were
appointed special envoys of the UN Secretary-General to assist with a
settlement, underlining the US interest in the dispute. Greece reluctantly
agreed to UN membership for the Republic of Macedonia under the provi-
sional name “former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” demonstrating its
willingness to solve this issue. Thus, the Republic of Macedonia was admit-
ted as the 181st member of the UN by resolution of the Security Council,
under the temporary name. The admission of the Republic of Macedonia
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to the United Nations was supported by the US (and EU members) to
increase stability in the Balkans without increasing tensions between Athens
and Skopje. This was done without the Clinton administration changing its
official position on recognition of the Republic of Macedonia.

US ROLE IN THE MISSIONS OF INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS IN THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

As US diplomatic recognition of the Republic of Macedonia depended
on the resolution of the Greek—Macedonian dispute, the Clinton admin-
istration took two important decisions that enhanced the stability of the
Republic of Macedonia without aggravating the country’s already tense
relations with Greece. Firstly, before the UN sent the Protection Force
Mission (UNPROFOR) to Macedonia, another international organi-
zation already had a mission on the ground there. The Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) sent a mission to the country
in 1992. An American presence was also notable in this mission. It was
led by the US diplomat Robert Frowick, who, according to some experts
“came to personify the many aspects of the often bold, but sometimes
insensitive American policies in the region.”!?

Secondly, as a substitute for diplomatic recognition, the White House
sent troops to Macedonia in April 1993 to enhance the security of the
republic. On December 9, 1992, the UN Secretary-General, at the request
of the Macedonian government on November 11, and following the
report of an assessment team sent on November 28, recommended autho-
rization for the presence of UN forces. In May 1993, an additional 300
US troops were added to forces for the protection of the UNPROFOR
mission in Macedonia, which comprised a total of about 700 UN troops.
Deployment of US troops along the Macedonian border with Serbia was
a clear signal of the importance the US attached to the stability of the
country. This was especially true as the Macedonian government had not
explicitly requested protection by US forces in its application. This deci-
sion was part of the US strategy for the region, which sought to build a
“cordon sanitaire” around Serbia, to prevent Slobodan Milosevi¢ from
perpetrating acts of aggression against the Republic of Macedonia and its
neighbors. The decision was also driven by the need for President Clinton
to be proactive in the region at a time when members of Congress were
anxious about the brutal ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia and the
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lack of action by the US to put an end to it. However, this measure by the
Clinton administration led to the bizarre situation of American soldiers
being sent to protect the territorial integrity of a state that the US did not
recognize. US’s policy, as it has so often in the past, showed that its deci-
sions in foreign affairs are taken in accordance with the country’s national
interests and follow the realist paradigm.

GREEK ATTEMPTS TO EXPLOIT THE WEAKNESS
OF MACEDONIA AND THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

There was a clear dependency in the economic relations between
Macedonia and Greece. The economy of Macedonia depended on imports
of goods via the port of Thessaloniki in Greece (this is especially true of
oil and oil derivatives), while the Greek economy did not depend on the
import of goods from Macedonia. This asymmetric relationship enabled
Greece to use its economic power through an economic blockade to try
to achieve certain political goals including a change in the name and the
flag of the Republic of Macedonia. Greece imposed an unofficial embargo
on Macedonia in February 1992, “... skillfully concealed to avoid criti-
cism from the EU.”"* The embargo became official in mid-1992,'® when
Greece decided to close its border with the Republic of Macedonia and
imposed an embargo on shipments of 0il.'® In February 1994, the Greek
Prime Minister, Andreas Papandreou, decided to completely halt the
transport of goods to and from Skopje through Thessaloniki. The EU
condemned this as a violation of European law and decided to initiate
proceedings before the European Court of Justice. However, the Court
considered that there were no grounds for treating the case as urgent and
warned that a decision could not be expected before 1996.17

For its part, the Republic of Macedonia did not impose an embargo on
Greek goods.!® This decision by the Macedonian government illustrates
the asymmetry in the relationship between the Republic of Macedonia
and Greece. The president of the Republic of Macedonia, Kiro Gligorov,
commented on the situation: “We have always been afraid of MiloSevié’s
Serbia. Greece has never been considered a serious threat, because we have
known that it is restrained in its actions due to membership in the EU and,
above all, in NATO.”"?

The Interim Agreement, which was signed by the Republic of
Macedonia and Greece on September 13, 1995, did not derive from the
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resolution of the UN Security Council conditionally admitting Macedonia
to the UN. The agreement was an initiative of the US, implemented by
the mediation of Cyrus Vance and the US diplomat Richard Holbrooke.
In the months after the Republic of Macedonia’s admission to the UN,
talks regarding the name issue failed to lead to significant progress. Things
started to move forward in late 1995, when US Assistant Secretary of State,
Richard Holbrooke, held a series of talks with Greek and Macedonian
leaders. After several visits to Skopje and Athens, Holbrooke persuaded
Greece and Macedonia to sign an Interim Agreement on mutual recogni-
tion to normalize their relations. Under the agreement, the two coun-
tries agreed to recognize each other’s borders. Then, the Republic of
Macedonia agreed to adopt a new flag and, in turn, Athens lifted the
economic embargo on Macedonia and agreed not to hinder Macedonia’s
integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions as long as it was labeled with
the provisional reference “the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.”
The two countries also exchanged liaison officers and agreed to start trade
negotiations and to attempt to reach final agreement on their “differ-
ences.” As a result of the agreement, political tensions between the two
countries were significantly reduced.?

After the signing of the Interim Agreement in September 1995, eco-
nomic relations between the two neighboring countries began to recover.
In 1995, Greece became the largest foreign investor in Macedonia, where
it now owns an oil refinery, a brewery, banks, cement plants, and super-
market chains. Greece has made significant investments in the country and
in November 1999, after the Kosovo crisis, the two countries agreed to
build a pipeline from Thessaloniki to Skopje.?! All this helped to improve
political relations between the two states.

Additionally, after the signing of the agreement with Athens, Macedonia
was eligible to join several international organizations in which Greece
had been blocking its membership. These included the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe, the Council of Europe, and NATO’s
Partnership for Peace. In 1997, the Greek foreign minister made a surprise
visit to Skopje and urged improved cooperation between the two coun-
tries in the light of the crisis that had erupted in Albania. In December of
that year, a military agreement was signed, partly because of the Albanian
rebellion in southern Serbia.??These measures, taken in the spirit of liberal
principles, helped reduce tensions between the two states and enhanced
stability in the region, increasing the Republic of Macedonia’s prospects
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for integration into the Euro-Atlantic family and the achievement of full
democratization.

US ErrorTs TO RESOLVE THE CONFLICT IN MACEDONIA
IN 2001: LIBERAL AND REALIST PARADIGMS

During the conflict in Macedonia in 2001, the US cooperated closely
with the Macedonian government and President Boris Trajkovski. Its role
in signing the Ohrid Framework Agreement was crucial.*At a critical
moment in the intensification of the conflict, the president of RM visited
the US, requesting American assistance in restoring peace in the country.
Diplomatic efforts by the US were of great importance in the formation of
“a government of national unity,” which included the four largest political
parties in the country, two Macedonian and two Albanian. The Americans
were also active in the drafting of the “President’s peace plan.”?*

US strategy during the conflict was two-pronged. On the one hand,
the actions of “Albanian extremists” were condemned, while on the other,
the Macedonian authorities were encouraged to meet the “legitimate
demands” of the Albanian community in Macedonia. When a truce was
reached between the government forces and militants of the so-called
National Liberation Army (NLA), the US, through its special envoy,
James Pardew,?® participated in the drafting of the Ohrid Framework
Agreement. Once the agreement was signed, the US welcomed its adop-
tion and called on “rebels to disarm and disband and the Parliament to
adopt the necessary constitutional amendments and legislation.”?¢

American strategy is best reflected in the statement of Elizabeth Jones,
then Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, at the hearing of
the Europe Subcommittee of the House of Representative’s International
Relations Committee:

In Macedonia, a violent insurgency is destabilizing a country that has expe-
rienced 10 years of democratic, multi-ethnic governance. We are working
with our allies to put Macedonia back on the path of the democratic devel-
opment and Euro-Atlantic integration. This will require political reforms
that are significant but achievable within Macedonia’s democratic political
process ... We are certainly working extremely hard with all of the parties in
Macedonia, with all of the members of the unity government, to accomplish
a political settlement that takes into considerations the concerns of all eth-
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nic groups in Macedonia ... There is no future for Macedonia in a military
settlement.?”

In addition to the bilateral involvement of the US in the resolution of the
conflict, there was also multilateral engagement through NATO and the
OSCE. Robert Frowick, formerly the head of the OSCE mission, who was
the personal representative of the OSCE Chairman for Macedonia, had
a remarkable role in articulating American interests. However, this time
he was not as successful as in 1992. He left the country to avoid formal
expulsion by the Macedonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which noted
that “his services are no longer needed.” He was quickly disowned by the
US Embassy and the OSCE itself, which claimed the emissary acted on his
own initiative.?

The US ruled out military intervention by NATO because it was afraid
that NATO troops in Kosovo could be the target of Albanian extremists
and that the conflict could spread and further destabilize the Balkans. In
order to avoid military conflict, the US pushed the Macedonian govern-
ment to make political reforms and meet the demands of the Albanian
community. Hence, at the end of July 2001, National Security Adviser,
Condoleezza Rice, asked Ukraine to halt shipments of weapons to the
Republic of Macedonia. For the duration of the conflict the US took a
series of steps, bilateral and multilateral, using both liberal and realist argu-
ments in support, in order to achieve de-escalation of the violence and
move toward peace. All these measures, directly or indirectly, had a signifi-
cant impact on the achievement of a political solution to the crisis.

THE NATO SumMIT IN BUCHAREST: COMEBACK
OF REALPOLITIK

In the lead-up to the NATO summit in Bucharest in April 2008, the US
ignored the Interim Agreement it had brokered and sought instead to
institute a permanent solution to the problem. The mediator in the dis-
pute, Matthew Nimetz, in an interview with Voice of America radio said:

The interim agreement was a very important step. I was an American nego-
tiator for the Interim Agreement 1994-95, and I believe I am the only one
still active in the negotiations from 1994 onwards. Some people think it’s
weird to be dedicated for so long, but I remember that time. Compromises
were made at that time, but the agreement was achieved. Now, we are talk-
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ing about a new agreement and people need to see what is to be done now
and what not. I think the issue is not to look back, but to look forward.?

This approach set the stage for blocking NATO membership for the
Republic of Macedonia at the summit. Thus, the US supported the
notion that Macedonia should join NATO, but on the condition that
this should occur only after the name dispute with Greece was resolved.
Shortly before the NATO Summit in Bucharest, US President George
Bush, Jr. announced that NATO would take a historic decision to extend
an invitation for membership to Macedonia.*® This did not happen, even
though the Macedonian government accepted the latest proposal to
name it “Republic of Macedonia—Skopje.” The “Nimetz proposal” was
not acceptable to Athens, and the US failed to convince its NATO allies
to admit the Republic of Macedonia under the label FYROM. It seems
that President George Bush, Jr. genuinely wanted Macedonia to join
NATO. His friendly attitude toward Macedonia was demonstrated at the
post-summit meeting in Zagreb with the Macedonian Prime Minister and
President, when he announced that Washington and Skopje would sign a
Declaration on Strategic Partnership.3! A month later, this declaration was
signed by the foreign ministers of the two countries.

After Greece’s serious violation of the Interim Agreement at the sum-
mit in Bucharest, and its illegal interference in the admission process,
Macedonia instituted proceedings before the International Court of
Justice in The Hague. To the surprise of many, the Court unanimously
ruled in favor of the Republic of Macedonia, saying that Greece had
violated the Interim Accord by blocking Macedonia from receiving an
invitation for membership of NATO. However, the judgment formally
changed nothing. The US, as the most influential member of NATO,
did nothing to correct the injustice of Bucharest. The statement of the
former US Ambassador to the Republic of Macedonia (2008-2011) and
then Assistant Deputy Secretary of State for European Affairs of the State
Department, Philip Reeker, best illustrates the position of the US:

The opinion of the International Court of Justice concerns the dispute
between Greece and Macedonia. We hope both sides will use this opin-
ion to solve the problem between the two countries. It is the position of
NATO, meaning that when the name dispute is resolved, regardless of how
the countries decide to settle it, Macedonia will progress towards NATO.3?
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During the NATO summit in Chicago, 2012, the US Secretary of State,
Hillary Clinton, met with the foreign ministers of member countries and
countries aspiring to membership (Macedonia, Georgia, Montenegro, and
Bosnia and Herzegovina), declaring;:

This summit should be the last which will not be an enlargement summit.
Macedonia contributes to regional and global stability, including long-term
participation in ISAF and meets the key criteria for NATO membership. We
strongly support resolution of the name issue and we call on both sides to
reach an agreement, so that Macedonia may become, as quickly as possible,
a member of NATO.*

However, two years later, the NATO summit gathered in Wales, and again
enlargement did not happen. With this policy, the US sought to redress
the tension caused with Greece by the 2004 decision to unilaterally rec-
ognize the Republic of Macedonia under its constitutional name. Once
again there was clear demonstration that in its international relations, the
US does not always respect international law and that national interests
and realpolitik are more important bases of policy.

CHANGE IN US Povricy TowarRD MACEDONIA: Is
DEMOCRATIZATION OF THE SOCIETY BECOMING
A PrioRrITY?

The US continues to show an interest in the situation in the Republic
of Macedonia (stability, democratization, and Euro-Atlantic integration),
but the interest is peripheral. The current engagement was best summa-
rized by US Ambassador to Macedonia, Paul Wohlers, in an interview with
the daily newspaper Vest:

The political polarization has significantly deteriorated, and leading political
parties do not seem to be able to work together for the good of the whole
country. The division between ethnic Macedonians and Albanians is grow-
ing deeper and more people are expressing a lack of confidence in major
institutions in the country and complain of persistent corruption ... . We
are your strongest ally and will continue to work until Macedonia becomes
a full member of NATO. But it is important to note that we cannot resolve
the name issue on behalf of the countries involved ... The pressure that
Macedonia may feel to resolve the issue, I think that stems from the needs
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of the citizens. Resolving the dispute will bring significant economic and
political benefits for the citizens of this country.®*

The future of US engagement in the country was announced by the new
US ambassador to Macedonia, Jess Baily, in his speech to the Foreign
Relations Committee of the US Senate: “While Macedonia has devel-
oped strong democratic structures, the United States ..., the European
Union ... have expressed concerns about the freedom of the Macedonian
press, the independence of the judiciary, and the transparency of gov-
ernment finances.”®® According to Denko Malevski, recent criticism that
US Ambassador Paul Wohlers leveled at some of Macedonia’s politicians,
as well as Jess Baily’s testimony at the Senate hearing, could be inter-
preted as a shift in US diplomacy. Malevski considers: “[t]his is good news
for all those who are sincere supporters of the European integration of
Macedonia, but also bad for those impeding these processes, because
they will be exposed to pressure to change the situation.” According to
Malevski, this statement reads as an open announcement that the US
ambassador would “meddle” in the internal affairs in Macedonia, which
in turn is due to the fact that the political body of Macedonia bears a
wound that could suppurate and spread infection both domestically and
elsewhere in the region.

Such a shift in US policy toward the Republic of Macedonia should be
seen as part of a wider strategy to strengthen the effectiveness of NATO
against the new “Cold War” that has begun between the West and Russia.
Time will show the extent to which this policy will contribute to the
democratization of the country or to the development of anti-American
feelings. It should be borne in mind that although the majority of citizens
of the Republic of Macedonia support the US as a global leader®”and a
strategic partner of the country, some Macedonians view the US with dis-
trust, believing that “America continually sponsors Albanian nationalism
in Kosovo.”38

CONCLUSION

Even in the early days of its independence, the Republic of Macedonia
expressed an interest in building a strategic partnership with the US. As
an investment in this partnership, the country supported the US in the
war in Iraq. Following the US decision to intervene in Iraq, Macedonia
unilaterally agreed to be part of the “coalition forces” and allowed US
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combat aircraft to use airspace over its territory. In so doing, Macedonia
opened itself to criticism from the European Union, which it sought to
join. Its pro-US stance opposed the EU position on the war on Iraq.
Furthermore, although Macedonia in 2002 ratified the Rome Statute of
the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague, in 2003 it signed
a bilateral agreement with the US agreeing not to hand over US citizens
to the ICC. This policy also opposed the EU’s stance.® Finally, in 2014
Macedonia also joined the US-led antiterrorist coalition to show its sup-
port for US foreign policy.

On the other hand, US recognition of the Republic of Macedonia
under its constitutional name was based solely on its national interest in
regional stability in the Balkans. Recognition was initially delayed largely
because it was determined that it would intensify the conflict between
Greece and Macedonia. Then, in 1994, recognition was forthcoming for
“the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,” in order to reduce the risk
of Serbian aggression in the region and to appease Greece’s objections
to the name Republic of Macedonia. Diplomatic relations between the
US and RM were expanded in 1996, after agreement was reached for US
support of constructive dialogue between Greece and Macedonia. Finally,
the constitutional name of the Republic of Macedonia was recognized
by Washington in 2004 in an effort to ensure the implementation of the
Ohrid Agreement, which aimed to strengthen the internal stability of the
country. The last episode of the story shows that the cost-benefit analysis
of the US produced a different outcome 10 years earlier. In 2004, the
internal stability and cohesion of Macedonia was more important than
the feelings of Greece on the issue. This can be explained by the fact that
the Greek—Macedonian tensions at the beginning of the 1990s, which
prevented President George Bush, Sr. from recognizing the Republic of
Macedonia, were much less important in 2004.

In January 1992, during the first visit of a Macedonian president to the
US, the US emphasized that it would “oppose any attempt by any party to
use force or threats against the territorial integrity of Macedonia.”*® The
first example of action based on this US commitment was the OSCE moni-
toring mission, for which the US provided the head of mission and the
necessary logistical support. Later, in the framework of the UN mission
(UNPROFOR/UNPREDEP) the US again showed its interest in the sta-
bility of Macedonia, sending a battalion of troops as a signal to other coun-
tries in the region to respect Macedonian sovereignty. American officials
have played a significant role in the progress made in the Greek—Macedonian
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name dispute and the achievement of the Interim Agreement. Specifically,
with the help of US envoy Richard Holbrooke, Macedonian—Greek rela-
tions were restored after Greece imposed an embargo on Macedonia. US
interests in the sovereignty of the Republic of Macedonia were again visible
during the crisis in the country in 2001, when the US president sent his
special representative to participate in negotiations for a peaceful solution
to the conflict and the resultant Framework Agreement. As a contribution
to the stability of the country, the US recognized Macedonia under its
constitutional name. Furthermore, the US actively supported the RM in its
Euro-Atlantic aspirations through Congressional resolutions and by assist-
ing in the country’s defense reforms.

Overall, the US has shown great interest in the security and stability
of the RM when it has faced external threats or problems in interethnic
relations. When it comes to the democratization of the Macedonian soci-
ety and the problems that it faces (media freedom, rule of law indepen-
dence of the judiciary, etc.), however, the US is very cautious in lending
its support. The US has shown it is much more interested in the stability
of the country than in the democratization of society. Involvement in
Macedonian democratization efforts could be seen as interference in
Macedonia’s internal affairs.

US foreign policy decisions toward RM over the past 20 years show that
Washington claimed to act in the spirit of liberal principles but its actions fit
more easily into realist notions of national interest. Sometimes those deci-
sions coincided with the national interests of the Republic of Macedonia,
but that was not always the case. The Macedonian state remained consis-
tent in its decision to build friendly relations with the strongest power in
the world. It did not do so out of altruism but because any other policy
would have adversely impacted the realization of its own national interests.
The task of Macedonian foreign policy is to achieve the national interests
of the state and to present them to the US as the best solution for regional
stability. Only when the national interests of the RM and the US match
in terms of regional stability can support for the Macedonian state be
expected.
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PART IV

US Democratization Efforts
in Latin America



CHAPTER 10

Argentina and Brazil: The Role of the US
in Their Democratic Transitions

Ignacio Tomas Liendo

INTRODUCTION

This chapter shall start with a brief review of US policy toward Latin
America. The statement that became known as the Monroe Doctrine
was the main source of US policy toward Latin America through the
twentieth century. When it was pronounced, the Latin American repub-
lics were young and vulnerable and they did not see it as a tool to justify
US interference. Rather they saw it as a statement of support for their
newly attained independence. Over the years, it became a deeply held
principle of the US unilateral policy toward the region and it continues
to guide US policy toward the region today. The Monroe Doctrine has
been updated over time, through its implementation and its contextual

The American continents, by the free and independent condition which they have
assumed and maintain, shall not be considered as eligible for future colonization by
any European powers... Sincerity and friendly velations between the United States
and those powers, requive us to declave that we would consider dangerous to our peace
and safety any attempt on the part of them that is aimed to extend their system to
a portion of this hemisphere, whatever it may be. We have not intervened nor will
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rhetoric. President Theodore Roosevelt added a corollary to the Monroe
Doctrine that asserted the US’s right to intervene in the affairs of Latin
American countries.! The motto America for the Americans had become
an ideological umbrella for the strategic objective of the US to maintain
its hegemony over the entire continent.

During his presidency, Teddy Roosevelt implemented his “big stick”
doctrine with a series of political and military interventions throughout
Latin America. As Rodrigo Borja observes, “The diplomacy of the Big
Stick, impacted on the raids to the Caribbean, in promoting indepen-
dence in Panama and the construction of the Panama Canal, in impos-
ing an economic protectorate over the Dominican Republic, on coercion
against Haiti, in the military invasion to Cuba and other adventures of this
order.”? Years later, at the Versailles Peace Conference, President Woodrow
Wilson restated US policy of keeping Latin America in its exclusive
area of influence. The Covenant of the League of Nations’ Article XXI
espoused that nothing would “affect the validity of international agree-
ments such as treaties of arbitration or regional agreements such as the
Monroe Doctrine.”® Thus, Wilson identified the Monroe Doctrine as
Panamericanism and as a regional agreement that deemed the region’s
troubles to be beyond the control of the League of Nations.

Throughout the Cold War, the US fostered the National Security
Doctrine, which was implemented after all the countries in the region
signed the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (also known
as the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro, signed in 1947). In Article 3 it states
that “an armed attack by any State against an American State shall be
considered an attack against all American States, and therefore each of

intervene in the colonies or dependencies of any European power: but in the case
of governments that have declared and maintained their independence, and that
after mature consideration, and in accordance with equitable principles, have been
recognized as independent by the government of the United States, any intervention
by a European power, for the purpose of oppressing them, or somehow divecting their
destinations, will not be able to be seen by us but as the manifestation of an unfriendly
disposition toward the United States.
James Monroe
Seventh Annual Message to Congress, Washington, DC, December 2, 1823
(James Monroe, Seventh Annual Message to Congress, Washington, DC,
December 2, 1823, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu,/ws/?pid=29465 [accessed
February 27, 2015].).
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the Contracting Parties undertakes to assist in coping with the attack.”
However, Article 2 of the treaty postulates that “the High Contracting
Parties undertake to submit any dispute arising between them to methods
of peaceful settlement and try to solve it together, using the existing pro-
cedures of the Inter-American System, before referring it to the General
Assembly or the United Nations Security Council.”* With the inclusion
of that article, the US gave primacy to the American system of resolving
conflicts, usurping the United Nations’ authority over regional disputes. A
year later, in 1948, during the 9th Inter-American Conference in Bogota,
the Organization of American States (OAS) was formed. According to
Moniz Bandeira, the US once again sought to exclude Latin America from
the immediate jurisdiction of the UN, and to promote specific private
and business interests, with an emphasis on fostering free markets, and
welcoming foreign investment.®

THE US AND DICTATORSHIPS IN ARGENTINA AND BRAZIL

In Argentina, from the beginning of the Process of National Reorganization,
the military leadership became aware of the need to prioritize bilateral
relations with Brazil. As a result, President Jorge Videla developed the
Special Commission for Brazil-Argentina Trade and showed his support
for Brazil’s signing of a Nuclear Agreement promoting the transfer of the
full cycle of uranium enrichment signed with West Germany in 1975.6
This was despite US pressure not to sign it. These actions were influenced
by the military junta’s recognition that there was an unfavorable power
relationship with its neighbor. They had decided to increase their negoti-
ating position and attempted to move to a more equal footing.” Despite
differences between Brazil and Argentina arising from infrastructure and
energy projects (Itaipt and Corpus projects), neither country wanted
armed confrontation. Both countries faced major internal and external
problems and, during the Carter presidency, they also began to face pres-
sure from the US about the defense of human rights in international
affairs. Indeed, Carter vehemently opposed the nuclear agreement that
Brazil signed with West Germany, so, in retaliation, President Carter pre-
sented the US Congress with a report on human rights violations occur-
ring in the South American country. Unlike Brazil, and in order not to
become dependent on foreign technology, Argentina opted to use natural
uranium in its nuclear program, cooled and moderated by heavy water in
the Atucha atomic power plant.®
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The focus on human rights in US foreign policy generated growing
resentment from both Brazil and Argentina.? The US would not admit
that neither country could produce nuclear weapons, and so under the
pretext of nonproliferation commitments, in 1978, the US suspended all
military aid to the region. The military was not the only tool the US
government used to pressure South American countries into compliance
with its policies. There were increasing difficulties in the economies of
Argentina and Brazil, particularly the Argentinean balance of payments
after the creation of the European Community closed European markets
to its products. This led Argentina’s military authorities to apply to the
US Export Import Bank (EXIM) for credit. The application was rejected
citing the violation of human rights, following a recommendation from
the US Department of State.!?

Brazil and Argentina, facing pressure from the US, began to implement
guidelines for cooperation with each other. In 1980, President Jodo
Figueiredo of Brazil, and his Argentine counterpart Videla, signed a set
of protocols for cooperation between the militaries of their two coun-
tries. They included a framework for the joint manufacture of aircraft
and missiles, and cooperation on the development of atomic energy.
The latter was possible since neither country was a signatory to the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which was of concern to the US State
Department. By 1981, the understanding between Argentina and Brazil
deepened while the new government in Washington, that of Republican
President Ronald Reagan, was taking action to break this entente and
prevent Brazil from broadening and strengthening its strategic position
through cooperation with Argentina.!! Reagan’s Administration sought
to influence Argentine servicemen to change their foreign policy. In terms
of economics, General Leopoldo Galtieri, who had succeeded Videla as
Argentina’s president, deepened the neoliberal policies implemented by
his predecessors and the stabilization program instituted under the terms
of the agreement with the IMF. This approach created an alignment with
the US’s interests.

The military junta considered that this approach, with a Republican
administration in the White House, would allow Argentina to become a key
country in the region as a direct intermediary of the US. This aspiration led
to Argentina reviving the proposal of the US State Department to establish
a political-military pact in the South Atlantic. Brazil never accepted this
proposal. It meant that Argentina began cooperating closely with Reagan’s
policies in Central America, where the President sent counterinsurgency
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advisers and intelligence agents in order to train troops from El Salvador to
fight Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front guerillas and participate
in covert operations against the Sandinista regime of Nicaragua.!? This sit-
uation led to the Argentine Government’s belief that America would assist
it in pursuing its claim of the Falkland Islands.!® These expectations led
Galtieri to order the invasion of the archipelago in April 1982. However,
pressure from domestic public opinion and Congress, as well as from its
NATO commitments, meant that the US government had no choice but
to ally with Britain. The US provided logistical support for the military
operation to recover the islands. These actions convinced leaders in South
America that both the Rio Treaty and the OAS only existed to protect US
dominance over Latin America and to serve powerful Cold War interests.

Brazil’s military government was anti-Communist; however, it had a
different approach from the aggressive policies toward the region imple-
mented by the US that attempted to prevent revolutionary uprisings.
Brazil refused to provide paratroopers in the US-led mission to occupy
Paramaribo Airport in Suriname to prevent infiltration by Cuban sym-
pathizers into that country. Although Brazilian officials did not support
the expansion of a leftist regime in its immediate neighbor, they were
not willing to allow US involvement in South America in that close a
proximity from the Amazon. Instead, Brazil took responsibility for peace-
fully resolving the problem by offering financial and technical assistance,
and even weapons to the Surinamese government in exchange for policies
separating it from Cuba.

DEMOCRATIZATION AND REGIONAL INTEGRATION

Despite Brazilian attempts to contain the US’s influence in the region, the
Reagan Administration revived competition with the USSR and this led
to military action to contain any Communist infiltration of its sphere of
influence. The conflict in Suriname in early 1983 had been resolved, but
toward the end of that year there was an invasion of Granada, the counter-
revolution in Nicaragua was financed and sustained, the resistance against
guerrillas in El Salvador was encouraged, and similar policies were adopted
toward other countries of Central America and the Caribbean. These
actions, though, did not hinder the process of re-democratization in South
America. When the potential the military dictatorship in Argentina had
for destabilizing the region was recognized, the Reagan Administration
withdrew its support for authoritarian right-wing regimes, despite their
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anti-Communist stance. The US instead sided with democratic regimes,
which were much more predictable in terms of maintaining the regional
status quo.** Thus, even before the fighting over the Falkland Islands had
ceased, the US Ambassador to Argentina had already begun a dialog with
various political opposition members in order to prepare for the restora-
tion of democracy. Argentina’s capitulation was expected to bring down
Galtieri and his weakened military regime.!®

At the same time, Brazil was in the process of re-democratization.
President Figueiredo granted a general amnesty to those convicted of
political crimes (those repressed for opposing the ruling regime) and open
elections for state governors were held in 1982. The military regime, worn
down by its internal contradictions and public pressure in favor of the
restoration of democracy, began negotiating the transition of the political
system. These actions took place in the context of the so-called third wave
of democratization,!® where “the Western states, with the United States
in the lead — which began to develop a clearly Wilsonian policy — and
international organizations imposed a new legitimacy established on the
basis of human rights and democracy.”!”

While Argentina and Brazil undertook a process of re-democratization
of their governance systems driven by an international trend, the bilateral
policies between the two countries continued to strengthen.’ One of the
main signs of this approach was their commitment to pursue peace and
cooperation and the creation of an environment conducive to the integra-
tion of both nations. After the opening of an international bridge over the
Iguazu River, Presidents Raul Alfonsin (Argentina) and Jose Sarney (Brazil)
began a series of talks aimed at: (1) promoting a gradually bilateral integra-
tion between the two nations to form a common market, allowing self-suf-
ficiency in essential products, basic inputs, and capital goods; (2) enhancing
cooperation for the development of sectors able to generate scientific and
technological advances in strategic areas such as computer science, robotics,
biotechnology, and nuclear energy; and (3) increasing the political power
and negotiating strength of both countries within the international system.!”

In a context marked by destabilizing economic policies and low negotiating
skills of external debt, the integration process that began to take shape in
1985 in articulation between the external policies of Argentina and Brazil not
only aimed at the integration of productive sectors of the respective states,
but also the consolidation of the region as a zone of peace and democracy as
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a form of government, expand the autonomy of decision and action in the
international arena and the revitalization of Latin American integration.?’

[...]Through a High Level Joint Commission of Cooperation and
Bilateral Economic Integration, Argentina and Brazil gave rise to a joint
work in order to examine and propose programs, projects and forms of
economic integration, especially with regard to areas of industrial comple-
mentation, energy, transport and communications, scientific and technical
development, bilateral trade and other market.?!

In the Act for the Brazilian—Argentine Integration of 1986, a series of
protocols were signed and a common list of capital goods that would have
preferential treatment were agreed upon. There were also secret agreements
on military aviation and atomic energy, wherein it was agreed that the two
countries would share Air Force radar systems and air traffic control.

This integration model concerted by Sarney and Alfonsin aimed at [...] not
only to favor the capital goods sector and the scientific and technological
cooperation, but also to set standards, with the aim of preserving the bal-
ance and symmetry of the development of economic and trade relations
between the two countries, avoiding the sectoral specialization of their pro-
duction systems as well as the negative balances in their trade accounts.?

One of the controversial points that sparked some sensitivity in the US
was the nuclear cooperation protocol that established the possibility of
jointly building a nuclear submarine and the binational project for the
development of a super breeder reactor (fast breeder) enabled with
plutonium.??

A year later, the Argentine and Brazilian presidents signed the Joint
Declaration of Viedma relating to nuclear matter and in 1988 they decided
to improve the bilateral mechanisms of political and technical coopera-
tion. These measures were aimed at strengthening the positions of both
countries against external pressures—mainly from America. Argentina and
Brazil signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and submitted
their nuclear programs to international monitoring agencies.?* The treaty
was seen in the region as discriminatory, since it favored allowing exist-
ing nuclear powers to freely continue to develop the technology. As such,
Brazil and Argentina expressed their willingness to extend their nuclear
cooperation with all Latin American countries who were interested in
participating in it, and reaffirmed the inalienable right to develop its
nuclear program for peaceful purposes without external constraints.
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In 1988, the Treaty of Integration, Cooperation, and Development
was signed, in which both countries agreed to form a common economic
space through the gradual removal (within 10 years) of all tariff and non-
tarift barriers to the movement of goods and services, and to harmonize
and coordinate their customs, monetary, fiscal, exchange, agricultural and
industrial policies, among others.?® A clear example of the coordination of
foreign policies was the joint actions performed in a Contadora Support
Group (the Accountant Support Group), with the aim of achieving a
peaceful and Latin American solution to the problem of Central America,
secking to avoid direct US intervention.?¢

Although all these countries were opposed to an expansion of the Soviet
influence area in Latin America and possibly would not welcome the pres-
ence of revolutionary regimes in Central America, was even greater aversion
to direct US military intervention in the region. [...] In the discourse of
the Chancellors of Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay a new line of foreign
policy was stood out: based on the conviction that a reduction in military
conflicts in Latin America -and particularly in Central America- is needed,
in order to reduce the militaristic tendencies in the region and consolidate
the democratic regimes.?”

In Argentina, the radical government had the support of the opposition to
the Central American crisis, as evidenced by the declarations and resolu-
tions presented to both Houses of Congress in May and December, 1984
calling for support of the Contadora Group, to repudiate the attacks in
Central America, and to support Nicaragua against US “imperialism.”?8

This defiant stance against US policy, however, meant that President
Alfonsin had to provide less commitment to the Central American crisis,
as Argentina required greater support from Washington on priority issues
such as assistance with the external debt problem and the dispute with
Britain over the Falklands. This “realistic turn” adopted by the radical gov-
ernment had positive and tangible consequences when Argentine authori-
ties signed a standby agreement with the IMF. The Reagan Administration
had played a prominent role as arbitrator between the authorities of
Buenos Aires and the banks.?® Similarly, the implementation of the Austral
Plan, together with the first privatizations, generated a positive reaction in
both the US and among international financial institutions and resulted
in a new series of loans to Argentina. This clearly demonstrated the direct
effect of US interference in the internal politics of another state.
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Another area where Argentina and Brazil coordinated their foreign
policy foreign debt: a priority issue for both countries. After the Mexican
financial crisis of 1982, each of the debtor countries of the region began
to carefully observe the behavior of their neighbors, fearing the impact
any moves could have on their domestic public opinion and, above all,
the attitude of its creditors. For this reason the Argentine government,
together with the support of Brazil and other Latin American countries,
proposed starting a multilateral policy for Latin American countries to
meet the demands of international economic and financial organizations.
Thus, the Cartagena Consensus attempted to unify the position of the
continent on the issue of external debt. It was ultimately rejected by
creditors, who followed the IMF’s strategy, designed largely by the US
Treasury Department, of “case by case” negotiations. An essential condi-
tion of signing IMF agreements was that negotiations with the rest of
the creditors would follow.3* As well as this, Argentina’s new democratic
government inherited the Condor I and Condor II missile programs from
the military leadership.®! This secret project was not interrupted for both
political and economic reasons. The official decision to continue with
the Condor missile projects faced strong pressure from the US and other
major powers. In April, 1987 a group of powers instituted the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR), an agreement designed to prevent
the export of missile technology to developing countries.??

CONSOLIDATION OF DEMOCRACY AND THE WASHINGTON
CONSENSUS

The 1980s was a period of recession and economic stagnation for Latin
America and it came to be referred to as the “lost decade.” It was thought
that the best way to handle the crisis was to return to liberal economic,
political, and ideological practices in order to undertake structural reforms
proposed by the “Washington Consensus.”** This crisis also had a major
impact on the US economy as it not only limited the capacity to service
external debt, but it also reduced the ability of Latin America to import
products. The US attempted to achieve a trade surplus and Washington
believed that Latin America should unilaterally promote the liberalization
of foreign trade.

In 1990, the Institute for International Economicsheld a conference, the
focus of which was a presentation by John Williamson called Decalogue.
It detailed the economic reforms needed to restore the Latin American
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economies. Driven by neoliberal directives issued by the Washington
Consensus, the Argentinean and Brazilian governments developed new
priorities for their foreign policies. Leaders in these countries appeared to
perform an about-face regarding their political and strategic approach to
the US and had to redefine their national interests in economic terms in
order to adapt to the basic rules of the prevailing economic and financial
international order. The adoption of these policies became a sine qua non
for the renegotiation of external debt and the receipt of any assistance from
international financial agencies. In order to mend its relationship with the
US, Brazil passed a patent and intellectual property protection law covering
several areas, which appeased important American lobby groups. Similarly,
and despite the resistance maintained up until then, the government of
Collor de Melo was induced to sign the Quadripartite Agreement with
Argentina, the Brazilian—Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control
of Nuclear Materials and the International Atomic Energy Agency for the
control and supervision of its nuclear material and to adhere to the Treaty
of Tlatelolco.

Argentina had a much closer alignment to US interests when it needed
to renegotiate and restructure its external debt. This linkage arose from a
“realistic acceptance of American leadership in the Western Hemisphere.”**
Therefore, under President Carlos Menem, the project for the production
of the ballistic missile Condor II was abandoned; he adhered to the MTCR
and also ratified the Treaty of Tlatelolco. This unconditional alignment to
the US had been a consistent foreign policy for Argentina and it was the
only Latin American country to actively participate in the international
forces in the 1991 Gulf War. That decision profoundly irritated Itamaraty
and decreased its faith in the Argentine government.’® Support for the
US aimed to reduce confrontation in Argentine foreign policy in order to
attract investment and facilitate negotiations with banks and international
organizations.? The adoption of this peripheral realism did not limit the
integration process with Brazil initiated in the previous decade, despite the
fact that it had been derived from competition with Brazil.

In 1991, and in order to provide a regional scope to previous bilat-
eral commitments, Paraguay and Uruguay signed the Treaty for the
Constitution of the South Common Market. Years later, Presidents
Menem and Collor de Melo decided to enhance integration, expand-
ing the objectives of the Treaty to include economic liberalism and tarift
reform, in order to accelerate trade liberalization. Indeed, the Mercosur
assumed a free-trade character with general openness, without sectoral
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protection and without managed trade (except for in the automotive
and sugar trades). As this process of regional integration was underway,
President Bill Clinton continued his predecessor’s initiative and proposed
to the other heads of government in South America the creation of the
Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA).?” This proposal for regional
economic integration concealed geopolitical objectives with respect to
continental security. The aims was to strengthen democratic institutions
and combat drug trafficking and terrorism; threats that had replaced sub-
version and communism as challenges to US interests in the region.

The FTAA represented the US’s newest strategy to maintain its
hegemony in the hemisphere. The implementation of neoliberal mea-
sures that promoted privatization of state enterprises, deregulation of the
economy and unilateral trade liberalization was important to the US. The
orientation of the Washington Consensus was that state interference in
the economy was to be replaced with market forces, which implied the
limitation of national sovereignty for the countries of South America. The
US proposal totally undermined the Free Trade Area of South America
(SAFTA) idea introduced by Brazil a year earlier, which aimed to form
an economic space that complemented Mercosur. While the Brazilian
initiative was not successful, the Common Market was, and it repre-
sented an obstacle to the economic, political, and military purposes of the
US. According to Madeleine Albright, President Clinton’s Secretary of
State, Mercosur was “harmful” to US interests.*

CONCLUSION

Since the early nineteenth century and the enunciation of the Monroe
Doctrine, the US has shown a particular interest in Latin America. This
study has shown that the strategies employed to enforce its interests
mutated and adapted to new contexts. Nevertheless, retaining South
America in its sphere of influence has always clearly been the guiding
principle of US policy. During the analyzed period, it was possible to dem-
onstrate that relations with the military governments of Argentina and
Brazil were hesitant and oscillated between support to limit the spread of
communism in the region and rebukes over violations of human rights and
actions relating to nuclear programs. In turn, the increasing difficulties in
the economies of Argentina and Brazil created ideal conditions for America
to use economic tools to exert pressure on these governments. In this con-
text, the military authorities of the two South American countries began to
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find common ground. An area of cooperation developed and completely
relegated any conflicts between them. Thus, a series of understandings
and agreements were made in key areas, such as the joint manufacture of
aircraft, missiles, and nuclear activities. Detente between Argentina and
Brazil generated enormous concern for the Reagan Administration, which
began to successfully develop strategies to reach out, particularly to the
government of Leopoldo Galtieri. While Argentine servicemen partici-
pated in US-sponsored counterinsurgency activities in Central America,
Brazil opted for diplomatic alternatives to resolve the crisis in Suriname.

With the advent of democracy in both countries, the bilateral agenda
continued with greater policy coordination, positively impacting on the
integration process. Common positions on regional external debt crises
and the development of an independent nuclear policy aroused strong
objections from the US State Department, which used economic leavers
to acquire the acquiescence of the weak democratic governments to the
US’s agenda. The “lost decade” of the 1980s provided the ideal condi-
tions to rebuild the economic dynamics of the countries in the region.
Neoliberalism emerged, then, as the dominant economic paradigm and
reform became imperative for the renegotiation of foreign debt and assis-
tance from international credit agencies. Argentina and Brazil had to adapt
their foreign policies to reflect the political and strategic interests of the
US, redefining the national interest in economic terms and making con-
cessions that had been resisted by previous governments. This chapter has
made it clear that continued US involvement in the politics of Argentina
and Brazil has been guided by a policy whose origins can be traced back
two centuries but still survives.
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CHAPTER 11

The Role of the US in the Promotion
of Criminal Justice Reform in Mexico:
The Case of Law Schools

Azul A. Aguiar-Aguilar and Jesis Ibarra-Cardenas

INTRODUCTION

Since the transition of several countries in Latin America to democratic
rule, several international agencies have promoted judicial reforms in
the region. Improving the rule of law is crucial for the stability of democ-
racy and the certainty of a market-oriented economy. International
organizations, such as the Friedrich Ebert Foundation and the World
Bank, and government agencies, such as the US Agency for International
Development (USAID) and the European Commission, have invested
their resources into reforming the justice system. International aid
was directed toward changing the legal system (from mixed-inquisi-
torial to accusatorial), granting independence to Supreme Courts,
creating constitutional courts and offices of public defenders, and
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professionalizing the judiciary, prosecutors, the police, as well as other
members of the justice-sector complex. The US also played a very active
role in promoting these reforms in Latin American countries.

The aid provided by the US to the justice-sector in Mexico only increased
in 2008 with the implementation of the Mérida Initiative, a cooperative
regional security strategy. Prior to that Initiative, aid for judicial reform
was scant and what little assistance the US did provide was directed toward
counter-narcotic activities. After the 2008 Mérida Initiative, though, the
US Congress started to appropriate funds to Mexico. To date, US$2.3
billion had been funneled into Mexico.! Initially, the Mérida Initiative
focused on financing equipment, technology, and military and police train-
ing to aid the fight against organized crime and drug trafficking. Since
2010, however, the Mérida Initiative expanded its scope and now focuses
on four areas: “1) disrupting organized criminal groups; 2) institutional-
izing the rule of law; 3) building a 21st century border; and 4) building
strong and resilient communities.”? This chapter will focus on the second
area: institutionalizing the rule of law.

In 2008, Mexico passed a landmark reform to the criminal justice sys-
tem. This reform aimed to transform the mixed-inquisitorial legal sys-
tem into an adversarial one, and this new system was to be implemented
nationwide by 2016. Under the area of “institutionalizing the rule of law”
of the Mérida Initiative, the US government has directed funds to assist
with this significant justice-sector reform. How is the implementation of
this reform working? What are the main obstacles for the implementation?
To answer these questions one needs to focus on two types of actors.
On the one hand, justice-sector actors, that is, judges, prosecutors, police
officers, and defense attorneys; and, on the other hand, societal actors,
especially law faculty members and users (victims and defendants) of the
criminal justice system.

In this chapter, we will explore the role played by societal actors, in par-
ticular law faculty members, in facilitating the implementation of the 2008
criminal justice reform at the state level through the change of law schools’
curricula, the training of professors, and the development of infrastructure
for the adversarial criminal system. It will be argued that law faculty mem-
bers’ commitment contributes to setting a steady base for the success of
the new adversarial system. The cases of different law schools in the states
of Chihuahua, the State of Mexico, and Jalisco will be used to provide
evidence regarding the commitment of these societal actors to the reform
and to show how collaboration with the US might be best utilized in the
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future. These states have been selected because they introduced the new
adversarial system de jure and they have progressed in the implementation
of the reforms. Chihuahua and the State of Mexico adopted the adversarial
system in 2006 and 2009, respectively.®* Chihuahua is currently the leading
state in terms of reform implementation. The State of Mexico remains at
the introduction phase: state representatives have changed the law but the
system still does not work in all judicial districts. There are considerable
differences in the degree of progress shown by the various institutions
of the justice-sector (police, prosecutor’s office, public defender’s office,
and the judiciary), as well as insufficient training and financial support to
implement the reforms fully.* Jalisco changed its laws to allow the intro-
duction of the criminal reform only two years before the 2016 constitu-
tional deadline established by federal authorities. To date, the status of
its implementation is precarious: the reform operates in only one judi-
cial district, training has not been extended to all justice-sector operators,
and the budget assigned to further advance the reform implementation
is insufficient.®

In the next section of this chapter, a brief context of the promotion
of justice-sector reform in Mexico will be presented with an emphasis on
the Mérida Initiative. The third section reviews the literature that helps
to frame the case studies. Borrowing from John Searle’s (1997) proposal
about the creation of “institutional facts,” it will be argued that the com-
mitment of actors is crucial for the reforms to be implemented success-
fully. In the fourth section, evidence regarding the commitment of law
faculty members in nine universities across three Mexican states will be
presented and used to argue the effect this commitment has had on the
implementation of criminal justice reforms. Finally, the chapter concludes
with some suggestions about how future cooperation between Mexico
and the US, especially in supporting the transformation of law schools,
might bolster the implementation of the reforms in the Mexican criminal
justice system.

PrROMOTING JUsTICE REFORM: THE MERIDA INITIATIVE

The bilateral relationship between Mexico and the US has traditionally
encompassed collaboration on a broad range of areas such as the econ-
omy, migration, education, and security. Both countries agree on the great
importance of bilateral relations for their foreign political agendas. For
Mexico, the US is deemed to be the most important partner, while for the
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US, Mexico is “one of the most important partners.”® The US and Mexico
have a long-standing relationship in the security area, in particular, regard-
ing drug trafficking and operations to reduce the production of drugs in
Mexico, or to detect illegal drugs crossing the border into the US. The
parameters of this relationship have always been set by the US whose
interest in controlling drugs dates back to 1930. Proposals for coopera-
tion are viewed by Mexico as political pressure rather than suggestions.
For instance, drug certifications were the primary tool used to induce
change, while other efforts such as funding for law enforcement activi-
ties or training to strengthen justice-sector institutions were lacking.” On
several occasions the US government has seemed too intrusive to Mexican
authorities, especially because drug production, violence, and police and
political corruption were considered issues of national sovereignty to
be resolved by Mexicans. However, politicians in Mexico (especially in
the PRI —Institutional Revolutionary Party) never took drug-related
problems seriously, and the justice system was incapable of delivering
effective enforcement.® As a matter of fact, government authorities, and
also many analysts, believed that the bilateral relationship should concen-
trate on other, softer, trade issues, in order to avoid controversy.’

Since 2001, however, security—in particular national security—became
a greater focus for the US. This had serious implications for Mexico,
because it shares a 2000 mile border with the US. Since then, the US
government has named illegal migration, organized crime, and drug traf-
ficking as posing significant threats to US national security.!® Internal strife
in Mexico that dramatically escalated conflicts between criminal organiza-
tions under Vicente Fox (2000-2006) and between the government and
criminal organizations under Felipe Calder6n’s administration (2006—
2012) only heightened the sense of threat to the US. Especially in this last
period, law and order collapsed in Mexico.

It was in this context that in 2007 the then presidents of Mexico and the
US, Calderén and George W. Bush (2000-2008), launched the Mérida
Initiative, a partnership aimed to enhance cooperation on anticrime mea-
sures and military and police training. The initiative was approved and the
US Congress appropriated funds to it in the 2008 budget. Initially, the
Merida Initiative was “designed to develop a heightened military response
to Mexico’s drug war”!! and aid concentrated mainly on technical assis-
tance, counter-narcotic equipment such as helicopters, planes and x-ray
devices for border inspections. Once Barack Obama took office (2009),
however, the agreement extended to include four pillars (Fig. 11.1):
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Fig. 11.1 The four pillars of Mérida Initiative (Source: Compiled from data
found at: http://mexico.usembassy.gov,/news-events,/press,/us-government
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commerce and
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while curtailing the illicit
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The four pillars have sought to address the problem from a more
comprehensive perspective, in order to extend cooperation to resolve not
only the visible outcome of battling drug-related violence, but also those
problems that cause it, such as unprofessional justice-sector institutions,
law schools with outdated curricula, and a culture of corruption. This
transformation in scope required more resources to be appropriated by
the US Congress for the Mérida Initiative than the ($1.4 billion) that
was initially allocated. Up to 2014, $2.3 billion had been assigned for
financing several programs.

Graph 11.1 shows the evolution of the total founding for the Mérida
Initiative through three different appropriation accounts managed by the
US Department of State: the Economic Support Fund (ESF), Foreign
Military Financing (FMF), and International Narcotics Control and
Law Enforcement (INCLE). As we can see from the graph, the INCLE
has received the most funding—75% of the total budget for the Mérida
Initiative. The resources allocated to ESF and INCLE have been directed to
air mobility for counternarcotics operations, scanners, professionalization of
federal police, equipment, training canines, but also to accomplishing jus-
tice-sector reform, institution building, training, and rule-of-law activities.'?
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Graph 11.1 Resources appropriated by US-Congress to Mérida Initiative,
2008-2015 (USSmillions) (Source: Compiled from data found in Ribando
Seelke, Clare and Kristine Finklea, “U.S.-Mexican Security Cooperation:
The Mérida Initiative and Beyond,” Congressional Research Service, 2014)

The Mérida Initiative is managed by the Department of State with the
US Agency for International Development (USAID) playing a major role in
the operation of pillars IT and IV of the Initiative, in particular the imple-
mentation of criminal justice constitutional reform and the development
of community-based initiatives to prevent and control crime. Regarding
criminal justice reform, USAID has financed several programs to (a)
strengthen the capacity of the legal system and professionalize the judiciary
and legal professions within the new adversarial legal system; (b) monitor
the implementation of criminal justice reform at the state level; (c) develop
the academic programs of law schools; and (d) acclimatize citizens to the
criminal justice constitutional reforms.?® Additionally, USAID, in coopera-
tion with the US Embassy in Mexico and Mexico’s Technical Secretary of
the Coordination Council for the Implementation of the Criminal Justice
System (SETEC), launched the program “Promoting Justice” (PROJUST),
deemed the “most ambitious USAID project so far to promote justice-
sector reform,” in 2014.'* PROJUST secks to advance the implementation
of criminal reform at the state and federal level by providing “training and
technical assistance to professionals who work within the criminal justice
system, including judges, prosecutors and defense attorneys.”'®

Are these efforts effective? According to a report of the US Government
Accountability Office (GAO), the State Department faces several
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challenges in the implementation of the Mérida Initiative programs,
including having an insufficient number of staft to administer the pro-
grams, adapting to changes in government, and funding availability.'®
Additionally, there is evidence that the commitment of actors involved in
the activities of the Mérida Initiative, particularly the implementation of
criminal reform, plays an important role in transforming the system. In
the following section, the literature on the role of actors’ commitment in
the implementation of reforms that helped frame the cases selected for
this study will be presented.

AcTORS AND THEIR COMMITMENT TO INSTITUTIONALIZING
CRIMINAL REFORM

In relation to the criminal justice system reform in Mexico, this chapter
asserts that the actors’ commitment to the principles of an adversar-
ial criminal justice system is closely related to the success or failure of
reform implementation at the local level. If this premise is accepted, then
the process of training, socialization, and appropriation of new values
becomes very significant. That process occurs firstly at universities, which
are responsible for training future juridical officers—those who will drive
the adversarial model and build the new institutional reality. Thus, rede-
signing curricula, investing on educational infrastructure (oral trial rooms
and mediation centers for professional practice), and training professors
in the new law and procedures of the adversarial criminal justice system
are priorities for successful implementations of the reforms. A set of rel-
evant data obtained from some federal states (see below) show the meager
results achieved by universities, a situation that is significantly worsened
if one takes into account the persistence of malpractice, as well as some
constitutional incongruences such as criminal law aimed at combating
organized crime.!” This section presents some theories that explain reform
implementation and seck to understand the role of different actors in this
process, so as to create the “institutional facts” necessary to give effect to
a reform, that is, to implement it successfully.

The literature in policy implementation offers several approaches to
explain when and why a reform is implemented successfully. There are
two main approaches: top-down and bottom-up.'® On the one hand,
top-down approaches explain implementation through policy designer
actors and, in particular, the extent to which these actors clearly emphasize
the objectives, processes, budget, and supportive groups or institutions
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for the reform to be implemented in the design of the statutes.’ On the
other hand, bottom-up theories propose that local actors’ commitment,
will, and motivation are significant for the implementation of a reform.
According to Milbrey McLauglin, the bottom-up “perspective shifts the
focus of analysis away from institutions and institutional goals to individu-
als and individual incentives, beliefs, and capacity. Organizations don’t
innovate or implement change, individuals do.”?® Thus, we expect to
observe advancements in the implementation of criminal justice reform
in law schools (through the design of new curricula, infrastructure, and
human resources) if their faculty members are committed to the system’s
change.

John Searle proposed an approach similar to the bottom-up theories
of policy implementation in his explanation of the conditions that favor
the creation of institutional facts. The notion of “institutional fact” was
Searle’s and it explains how social reality is constructed, that is, institu-
tional facts constitute and form a determined (institutional) social real-
ity.>! His approach is relevant to the study of the implementation of the
legal reform at the local level in Mexico, since it focuses its analysis on the
influence that individual perspectives have on the creation and mainte-
nance of social reality. According to this author, what constitutes institu-
tional facts is precisely the degree of collective acceptance of its objectives.
The core of Searle’s proposal is the differentiation between facts that exist
independently, what he calls “brute (physical) facts” (e.g., the presence
of snow on the summit of Mount Everest), and those events that depend
on agreement or acceptance by people, these are “institutional (mental)
facts,” and Searle qualifies them as a subclass of social facts. For example,
institutions like money, marriage, borders, or criminal justice systems exist
because they were created and their recognition is shared by the collective.
The acceptance of the formula “X counts as Y in context C” is what allows
the continued and persistent existence of institutional facts.??

The commitment of the system’s operators to the principles of the new
scheme of criminal justice is the initial element from which they create and
maintain the “institutional facts” needed to win recognition and deploy
the socializing function of the new organization, in this case the adver-
sarial criminal justice system. The serious risk involved is that where there
is no such commitment, there is no trigger for the new regulatory frame-
work and so no institutional facts would manifest.

An example of an institutional fact related to criminal proceedings is
the duty of the judge to appoint a public defender to represent the person
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accused of a crime if no one has previously been appointed. Another is
the convention whereby an apprehension requires a warrant to be issued
by a competent judge. In a case where the accused was judged without
adequate defense or had been arrested without a valid warrant, the judi-
cial decision should be favorable to them according to the presumption of
innocence principle. Institutional facts occur in certain conditions. Searle
states that there are three components that determine the existence of
institutional facts: (1) the collective intentionality, (2) the assignment of
function, and (3) the establishment of constitutive rules. The first ele-
ment, the collective intentionality, has to do with the degree of acceptance
or collective belief needed to generate cooperative behaviors between indi-
viduals who participate in the actions of that institutional fact. Once this
condition occurs, the cooperation between people allows assigning func-
tions (the second element) to be applied to some facts or processes, which
means achieving a consensus about which functions must be accomplished.
Finally, the third component refers to the formalization of this scheme, or
as Searle explains:

The key to understanding institutional reality is to see it as a class of functions
imposed on entities where the functions cannot be performed solely in virtue
of the physical constitution of the entities, but require the collective accep-
tance of the imposed status and function. These collective impositions of
what I call “status functions,” are of the form “X counts as Y in context C.”??

According to Searle, the assignation of status functions and the estab-
lishment of constitutive rules are the successful result of having materi-
alized the collective intentionality. An illustrative example is money: the
piece of printed-paper is a brute fact, but the fact that that piece of paper
is “money” (and then can be used as medium of exchange) is an institu-
tional fact. Whether this is the case implies: (1) the existence of a collec-
tive intentionality on the meaning of that piece of paper (it would not
exist as money without the shared belief that is such); (2) the assignment
of function (to assign it as a means of exchange) from a (3) constitutive
rule that indicates that the pieces of paper with certain characteristics (X)
counts as money (Y) in the context of an economy (C). Thus, the physical
properties of the piece of paper (X) would be insufficient in causal terms
to fulfill the function Y (be money) if there is no such assignment sta-
tus. The example of money also allows us to observe the importance of
education as a vehicle for establishing beliefs, prejudices, and moral and
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cognitive resources that give meaning to the three constituent elements
of institutional facts. Regarding collective intentionality, the commitment
of law students to an “internal statement”?* of the values and principles of
the legal system (in this case the adversarial criminal justice system) allows
them to participate in a community that shares the same socially validated
criteria or behavior.

When sharing the same axiological perspective, the legal community
is able to assign roles, goals or objectives and put them into practice.
Therefore, the training of lawyers must include the procedural instruments
that make up the adversarial model of criminal justice. For example, the
commitment to the protection of human rights means avoiding obtaining
evidence through torture. This feature of criminal proceedings must be
socialized in classrooms. To fulfill this purpose, the 2008 reform estab-
lished a constitutive rule (Art. 20.IX Constitution) to exclude illegally
obtained evidence. The exclusionary rule says: “[a]ny evidence obtained
in violation of human rights is void.”?® This constitutional provision sup-
ports the function of preventing torture and its inclusion in the reform is
a result of the rejection (by collective intentionality of the academic com-
munity) of the violation of human rights.

CRIMINAL REFORM IMPLEMENTATION IN LLAW FACULTIES
IN CHIHUAHUA, THE STATE OF MEXICO, AND JALISCO:
A TARGET FOR JUDICIAL PROMOTION

As stated above, the commitment of actors is crucial for the implementa-
tion of criminal justice reform. Two types of actors have been identified.
Firstly, justice-sector actors—judges, prosecutors, forensic scientists,
defense lawyers, and police officers, that is, those in charge of making
the system work. Secondly, societal actors, such as law faculty members
and users (victims and defendants) of the criminal justice system. This
work concentrates on law faculty members, that is, those actors that are
in charge of reforming law degree programs to prepare the next genera-
tion of lawyers. This section will explore the extent to which law faculty
members show commitment to the implementation of criminal justice
reform in Mexico by advancing changes in their law school curricula,
educational infrastructure, and training professors in the new system.
In order to implement reform that drastically changes the legal system,
it is necessary to also reform legal education. Indeed, the introduction
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of an adversarial legal system implies, as Mauricio Duce states, a radical
change in the training of law students to teach them litigation strategies
for oral trials.?

In Mexico, only a handful of law schools have adapted their programs
to prepare students to work under the new adversarial system, while the
vast majority still train students using old curricula with a strong emphasis
on learning abstract doctrines and memorizing norms. In fact, according
to the 2011 Legal Education Reform Index for Mexico—a study led by
the American Bar Association (ABA):

Law courses in Mexican law schools are taught primarily through lec-
tures... Law professors received their legal educations (sic) in the form
of lectures and are not themselves familiar with alternative teaching tech-
niques. Most are successful lawyers, very good speakers in the classroom,
and have the ability to synthesize and convey information well. However,
they are simply not trained to teach courses focused on developing practi-
cal skills in students, such as research, analysis of real cases, drafting of legal
documents (and) oral arguments and client relations ... According to some
law schools deans [interviewed for researching this document] the schools
do not offer their professors training opportunities to develop interactive
teaching methodologies because the professors are not interested in attend-
ing such courses. One explanation for this is the belief that being a successful
lawyer is a sufficient qualification to give a good class.?”

This evidence raises serious questions about faculty members’ commit-
ment to reforming law school curricula and, thus, contributing to the
implementation of the criminal justice system reform. Both Searle and
McLaughlin argue that to institutionalize or implement a reform, the exis-
tence of a collective intentionality or societal actors’ beliefs is necessary. If,
however, law professors place little value on the quality of their training of
law students in new ways of understanding criminal law and its practice,
then this commitment is clearly missing. Additionally, the assessment of
the ABA also found that “most schools place little emphasis on instruction
in professional skills of the profession...”?% As a result, law graduates are
unable to develop the ability to analyze facts and solve problems later in
their careers because “there are no courses that strive to develop students’
critical thinking, advocacy, or client relations skills.”?

An analysis of private and public universities in the states of Chihuahua,
the State of Mexico, and Jalisco showed that these states’ efforts to
reform law curricula to develop professional skills that prepare future
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lawyers for work in an adversarial system were floundering. Despite the
fact that criminal justice reform is at different phases in each state, law
faculty members in nearly all universities lacked the bases for preparing
students for the new system. In order to observe law faculty members’
commitment to the reforms law school curricula, in particular the lists
of courses related to the acquisition of knowledge and skills needed to
perform well in an adversarial system, such as introduction to criminal
adversarial law, case theory and analysis, adversarial criminal procedure,
oral litigation techniques, criminal defense, alternative mechanisms for
dispute resolution (AMDR), and legal argumentation, were examined.
The existence of infrastructure and skilled human resources were also
measured. This included the existence of an oral trial room, an AMDR
room, a legal clinic, and the number of professors certified to work in an
adversarial system.?® Table 11.1 shows this information for three univer-
sities for each of the selected states:

Chihuahua is the highest ranking of these states in the criminal justice
reform implementation advancement.?! As a matter of fact, in this state,
the introduction of an adversarial system started well before the 2008
constitutional reform on criminal justice. The three universities reviewed
for the case of Chihuahua have taken important steps to introduce courses
related to the adversarial system. The UACH, UAC], and ITESM (the first
two public and the last private) have installed oral trial rooms. However,
only the UACH has an AMDR room to develop the professional skills of
students. None of the universities under study has established legal clinics
to foster the litigation abilities of future lawyers.

The State of Mexico adopted the constitutional mandate on criminal
reform and transformed (de jure) its inquisitorial system into one with
predominantly adversarial features quite early on. The system operates in
some municipalities. According to CIDAC?? (2013), however, the level
of its criminal justice reform implementation advancement is very low.
This is consistent with the evidence of progress we found in law schools.
Two public universities and one private university were examined in this
state. The public universities (UAEM and UNAM-Campus Acatlin) at
the time of the study did not have obligatory courses to train students in
the adversarial system. The only subject related to this system was legal
argumentation. The private university, University of Toluca Valley, offered
the legal argumentation subject and also included in its obligatory cur-
ricula a subject on AMDR. Regarding educational infrastructure for the
development of practical skills needed in an adversarial system, only the
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UAEM had an oral trails room, while none of them had an AMDR room
or a professional practice center, such as a legal clinic.

Jalisco recently passed legislation at the state level to introduce the
adversarial system mandated by the 2008 constitutional reform. As of
2014, however, the system was not yet operating, and thus its ranking
of implementation advancement was very low.*® In this state we selected
UdeG (a public university) ITESO and ITESM (private universities). All
of them had included in their curricula a few courses related to the devel-
opment of professional skills for an adversarial system, such as oral trials,
arbitration, and AMDR. They also installed oral trial rooms for students
to practice their skills for the new system. More efforts need to be made,
however, to introduce an AMDR room and to establish a legal clinic to
provide evidence of their commitment to train students for the adversarial
model. To measure the capacity and training of professors for teaching
the new system, the ratio of the average number of students to professors
certified by the SETEC has been used.3*

These data show a substantial difference. Chihuahua, with the higher
ranking in the implementation progress of the criminal reform, has
35 students for each certified professor. The State of Mexico, with a low
ranking in the implementation of the reforms but with an early start in
the de jure introduction of the adversarial system, has 113 students for
each certified professor. Finally, Jalisco, with a very low ranking in crimi-
nal reform implementation and a latecomer to the de jure introduction of
the adversarial system, has the greater number of students (162) for each
certified professor. Jalisco, then, has the fewest certified professors to
teach the adversarial system to students who will soon be seeking to work
in that system. Searle’s proposed scheme for the constitutional reform of
the criminal justice system in 2008 explains the problems found with the
reform’s institutionalization. The main issue is the lack of training given
by law faculties to provide the moral and cognitive resources needed
to address conceptual contradictions and practices inherited from an
authoritarian criminal law system.

THE EXISTENCE OF A COLLECTIVE INTENTIONALITY

The first requirement for building institutional facts is the development
of an intentional state of mind of the collective. To date, Mexico does
not have a widespread commitment or shared intentionality to effectively
change the legal system into a minimum criminal law that guarantees
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Table 11.1 Law Schools in Chihuahua, State of Mexico, and Jalisco

State

Unaiversity

Last curvicula  List of courses velared  Oral

AMDR"  Legal

modification  to an adversarial trial  room clinic
legal system room
Chihuahua Autonomous 2013 Legal Yes  Yes No
University Argumentation
of Chihuahua AMDR
(UACH) Oral Litigation
ITESM, 2011 Oral Trials Yes No No
Campus AMDR
Chihuahua
Autonomous 2005 Legal Yes No No
University Argumentation
of Ciudad Criminal Procedural
Judrez (UAC]) Law Clinic
(Adversarial System)
State of Autonomous 2004 Legal Yes No No
Mexico University of Argumentation
State of Mexico
(UAEM)
National 2013 Legal No No No
Autonomous Argumentation
University
of Mexico
(UNAM),
Campus Acatlan
University of Legal No No No
Toluca Valley Argumentation
(UVT) AMDR
Jalisco University of 2013 Legal Yes No No
Guadalajara Argumentation
(UdeG) Theory
AMDR on Civil and
Family Area
Arbitration and
AMDR
ITESM, 2011 Oral Trials Yes No No
Campus AMDR
Guadalajara
ITESO 2012 AMDR Yes No No

Source: Compiled using data found on Faculty web pages, from program coordinators and SETEC

*Alternative Methods for Dispute Resolution.
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human rights.®® One of the main obstacles is the formalist model of legal
education, which tends to perpetrate the status guo. In the case of criminal
law, the state of affairs is maintained mainly because teaching methods are
still based on strong components of inquisitorial criminal law, components
that are then reproduced and legitimized in the everyday practice of legal
authorities. Faced with this reality, students uncritically assume the cor-
rectness of the written law that they are presented with in codes and
judicial precedents. Their training is devoid not only of a solid evaluative
criteria that would allow them to contrast the judicial reality with adver-
sarial criminal law’s principles, but it is also limited by epistemological
abilities to prove facts. This is an activity that is a defining feature of an
adversarial legal system. This problem is illustrated in the statements of
several “employers” who were interviewed in a study conducted by Ana
Laura Magaloni in 2006: “... Law schools not only do not train lawyers
well, but deform the legal talent that many students have at the beginning
of their career (sic).”3¢

The quality of professors is another obstacle for promoting reform of
the criminal justice system. Selection processes that favor merit include
evaluations of professors by students and coordinators, as well as courses to
improve professors’ teaching skills. These are difficult instruments to imple-
ment in law faculties in which most professors are also successful attorneys.
This makes improving the quality of their teaching complex, since they are
not always willing to take time away from their core business to do this.

Law faculties are overwhelmingly comprised of practicing lawyers who
spend only a few hours a week at the school teaching one or two courses.
While this has the advantage of bringing the professors’ professional expe-
rience and networking opportunities into the classroom, it also means
that faculty generally lack the time to adequately prepare to teach, grade
assignments, support students outside the classroom, or conduct schol-
arly research.?”

A final point has to do with the elitist and conservative nature of the legal
status quo of professors of law. According to Dunkan Kennedy, “...pro-
fessors are overwhelmingly white, male with typical middle-class manners
and heterosexuals,”3® and they reproduce a complex set of institutional
practices that lead students to voluntarily participate in the specialized
hierarchical role of lawyers. In his analysis there were few professors that
were critical of the system and or and /or who did not match the students’
image of a quintessential “successful lawyer.”



190 A.A. AGUIAR-AGUILAR AND J. IBARRA-CARDENAS

To conclude, the existence of a collective intentionality means to
internalize a change and create new habits, when this does not happen,
true change cannot occur. To create this intentionality it is essential to
leave behind legal formalism in teaching, specifically, the formalistic inter-
pretation of the law.?” Alejandro Hope mentions five strategies to obstruct
change; the second one is telling and is related to a formal adherence to
the new legislation while contradicting the spirit of the reform. In his
opinion the State of Mexico is representative of this situation, wherein:

The reform of the criminal justice system, mandated by the constitutional
changes of 2008, meant only to put a patina of orality to the old ways.
In Mexicans’ land, an oral and adversarial system means to read out loud a
preliminary investigation, built in the old style, and not to argue before
a judge a theory of the case. That is, the methods are new, but the bottom
line remains intact.*’

THE ASSIGNMENT OF FUNCTION

Universities, in particular law schools, play an important function in
the implementation of an institutional fact, in this case, criminal justice
reform. Their function is clear and shared: when educating students, they
must provide the knowledge, skills, and values to act in the new adversarial
system. The main aim of legal training is to create common knowledge,
where everyone knows and shares an understanding of the procedures and
results. With the data presented in Table 11.2, it can be argued that law
faculty members, in particular professors, need to perform their function
of educating the next generation of lawyers better. For this, they need to
learn the rules of the new system. A way to observe the extent to which
they are achieving this is by looking at the number of professors certified in
the new practices, which is currently quite low. There is also much-needed

Table 11.2 Student Numbers per Certified Professor

State Law students Professors certified Numbers of students per
envollment by SETEC certified professor

Chihuahua 4241 120 35.3

State of Mexico 34449 303 113.6

Jalisco 16726 103 162.3

Source: Compiled using data from ANUIES (2012), SETEC (2015)
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change to be made in the methods used for teaching the new system of
law. The old methods are incompatible with the skills required for the new
criminal justice system. Magaloni evaluates law students’ training at the
main universities in Mexico and concludes that:

Legal education in Mexico has focused on the theoretical and conceptual
study of the rules in the abstract, and the teaching methods have empha-
sized the ability to memorize over any other ability students might possess.
This causes a situation of separation or divorce between what students learn
and the reality of practice.*!

This widespread university legal pedagogy limits the development
of the necessary skills for the student to solve practical problems of the
profession, especially those related to the adversarial model of criminal
justice. The most significant absences are related to oral and written skills
in argumentation, research, decision-making, negotiation, and measure-
ment. Magaloni suggests focusing the change in the methodological
innovation in teaching to include simulations, case studies, legal clinics,
or negotiation exercises. In short, focus legal education on practicing the
law and not merely on the transmission of knowledge. This innovation
in the educational model would bring the classroom and the exercise of
professional practice together, thereby better achieving the allocation of
functions to the different actors and the institutionalization of the new
model of criminal justice.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CONSTITUTIVE RULES

The constitutive rules (rules of the game) indicate the conditions for materi-
alizing or implementing institutional facts. Its logical structure is expressed
in the formula: X counts as Y in context C. For the purposes of our discus-
sion, these rules are mainly the reform to the criminal system that changed
various articles of the constitution, but also include other complementary
reforms such as the creation of the National Code of Criminal Procedure,
or the National Law of Alternative Dispute Resolution Mechanisms in
Criminal Matters. It is worth noting, however, that the national authorities
have not designed a project or a procedure that contributes to transform-
ing legal education in Mexico. Universities are only changing their law
curricula, creating new infrastructure for oral trials or training professors in
the new criminal system as a response to the will of their faculty members
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or budget availability. This is not good enough. Universities (both public
and private) need government or international support to advance this
transformation. An institutional project was designed to help the imple-
mentation of criminal justice reform in the various justice-sector institu-
tions (polices, public prosecutor offices, courts), and authorities also need
to design a strategy to advance the reform of legal education in Mexico,
since at universities we find the tomorrow’s generation of justice-sector
operators. There are a few examples of cooperation between the gov-
ernments of Mexico and the US that might be replicated. Both USAID
and the North American Consortium on Legal Education (NACLE) had
facilitated small-scale exchange programs and cross-border university part-
nerships among law schools in the US, Canada, and Mexico. University
partnerships, as well as student and professor exchange programs, pre-
pare legal professionals for the adoption of an adversarial legal system and
reduce the costs of training in Mexico. According to Zachary J. Lee, “close
cooperation between Mexican law schools and US law schools would sig-
nificantly enhance the effort to implement the constitutional reforms.”*?
The progress of criminal justice reform will stall if law schools are not
included in the this much-needed transformation process.

CONCLUSION

The promotion of justice in Mexico faces several challenges. Beyond the
administrative and budgeting challenges of training judges, prosecutors,
defense attorneys, and police officers, cooperation between Mexico and
the US should address the current problems faced by university law facul-
ties. So far they have been left to their own devices and reform depends
entirely on the will of faculty members to adopt the changes needed to
make the implementation of the adversarial legal system easier. This is
problematic. Faculty members” commitment to legal reform that changes
all their epistemological paradigms, all what they have learnt and been
teaching, requires more than constitutional changes. The Mérida Initiative
might be a promising framework to foster cooperation among univer-
sities’ law faculties in Mexico and the US, especially under Pillar II. If
one accepts that legal education directly affects the possibilities of creat-
ing institutional facts, then the law schools would have to be the central
factor of change and implementation of criminal justice reform. In this
sense, economic and institutional support will ensure the construction of a
collective intentionality favorable to the adversarial criminal justice model.
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The success of the reform involves a broad consensus about the social
role of the new model of criminal law. In the end, what will make the
difference to implementation is doing what it takes to make true change
happen and achieve the expected results. That means achieving systemic
adequacy of the rules with their environment. To institutionalize the rule
of law and to implement criminal justice reform, a much bigger budget
needs to be provided for academic exchange programs for students and
professors so that they can personally experience an adversarial justice sys-
tem. This will provide firsthand knowledge of the advantages of that sys-
tem and could potentially stimulate the creation of actors’ commitment
to develop, adopt, and promote new law curricula and teaching methods
to favor the implementation of the adversarial criminal justice reform in
Mexico.
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CHAPTER 12

Conclusion

Daniel Ariorve Ariorve and Sally Burt

Since its independence, the US has been a champion of democracy and
liberal values in the international community. Its attempts to spread the
democratic system of government around the globe have been varied in
their success across times and places and they have been met with reactions
varying from unconditional welcoming to outright hostility. The explora-
tions of US democratization efforts found in this book provide examples of
this range of reactions and outcomes. The different perspectives of scholars
from around the globe provide a unique insight into the significant debate
about what democratization is, what the process looks like, and the effec-
tiveness of efforts to assist it. The many aspects of US democracy assistance
covered in this volume demonstrate the wide array of activities in which
the US is engaged around the world that different states consider to be
aiding in the process of democratization. They provide some examples,
then, of the different possible definitions of the concept. Assessing the
effectiveness of these efforts in objective terms is just as difficult because
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of the debate over exactly what constitutes democratization. There is a
clear sense throughout the chapters of this book that there is a level of
dissatisfaction and disappointment surrounding the US’s involvement in
the countries that have been examined. That disappointment is a result of
different actions in countries. The US may be seen to have intervened too
much, not enough, or just not in the right way.

There is a gap between the expectations of the populations of various
countries around the world and the US’s actions towards spreading
democracy. The rhetoric of US leaders about the commitment to democ-
ratization of the globe and the spreading of liberal values have clearly over-
sold the US’s will and/or ability to deliver on its stated goals. Although
there are clearly some moves towards assisting other countries to develop
into mature democracies, such as the promotion of labor standards in
international agreements and aid programmes to assist in the develop-
ment of democratic institutions, such as the judiciary in Mexico, there
also seem to be higher priorities on the US’s foreign policy agenda.
Political stability, in many cases, seems to provide too many benefits to
the economic and development agenda of the US to risk it for the sake of
democratization. This can be seen in the case study of US relations with
the Republic of Macedonia and in the case of US foreign policy towards
sub-Saharan Africa. There is, of course, an underlying rationality to the
US’s selection of countries that it chooses to intervene in the politics of
in order to democratize the state. The US has finite resources and its own
interests to pursue. The selectiveness of the aid given in many cases serves
to undermine the US’s own goals. Inconsistent policies or policies that do
not match the rhetoric espoused by a particular administration add to the
perception of the US’s goals for intervention in the politics of particular
countries being far from the stated claim of democracy assistance. This is
clearly the case when it comes to the Middle East and perceptions of US
intervention in that region.

An underlying theme of the analyses found in the chapters of this vol-
ume is the significance of domestic factors and the role that they play in
the democratization process. It has been argued that for external assis-
tance to be effective in the promotion of democracy the target country’s
unique domestic circumstances need to be accounted for in the strategy
that is adopted. This argument is supported by several of the case stud-
ies found in this book. Many elements make up a democracy and beyond
the institutions, constitutions and political framework is the fundamental
culture and value base of the society. Without the commitment of the
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population, and the leadership, to democratic ideals such as human rights
and the rule of law, little progress will be made towards constructing a
democratic society. Arguably, then, financial aid is only effective when
offered in combination with the promotion of other democratic principles.
The case studies relating to sub-Saharan Africa provide evidence of this.
It is the slow pace at which these countries are transforming their domestic
situation that is delaying democratization assistance. Frankowski’s chapter
exploring the US’s use of labor standards in international trade agreements
also shows that the US prefers to see some moves towards a conducive
domestic setting prior to expending large amounts of democratization aid.
Making trade agreements conditional on improved standards of labor and
worker rights is one way to encourage moves towards democratic values.

In the Middle East, as the case studies from this region show, the strat-
egy of focusing on domestic challenges and making conditions on the
provision of democracy assistance has led to disillusionment with the pro-
cess and the US. Ensuring the fundamental attitude of the people in states
that seek democracy is correctly positioned for achieving that end prior
to offering aid or assistance programmes is very important to the success
of the democratization process. When aid is offered once the domestic
conditions are right, it is sown into fertile and productive ground. The
problem this creates, though, is that someone must determine when the
domestic factors are “right.” If the US becomes the sole judge of this
condition, then democratization efforts become subjective. This may be
a natural and fair aspect of the process, in that the US is under no obliga-
tion, apart from that which leaders feel they are, to assist foreign countries
to democratize. It only need do so where it suits US interests and the gain
is great enough to warrant the intervention and expenditure. It is reason-
able to expect, then, that the US will aid democratization in the way that it
sees as being the most effective and efficient. Each new policy or interven-
tion to aid in the democratization of a society must take into account the
domestic factors and environment of that state and be tailored accordingly
in order to be most effective. The evidence from the case studies in this
volume supports this being the case, but it clearly makes democratization
efforts complex. The need to listen to, and gather the perspectives of,
those on the ground in the states in question in order for them to input
into the process is obvious.

The process of spreading the culture of democracy is part of soft power
diplomacy. Rather than engage with other states in confrontations of
hard power, such as military force and coercion, sometimes more can be
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gained by influencing other states to align their interests with yours. US
foreign policy scholars and officials have, for a long time, seen the virtues
of' adopting a soft power strategy in many regions of the globe. The open-
ing chapter of this book examined the principles behind soft power diplo-
macy and provided a case study of its use. This connects quite clearly with
the democratization efforts of the US as it is one method of advancing
the process of transitioning to democracy. Through scholar and student
exchange programmes with participants from non-democratic countries,
the US is able to give them a firsthand experience of a democratic society.
This encourages the spread of democracy by influencing future leaders of
other countries with American liberal values. Selecting countries of inter-
est to the US for participation in such programmes is a visible strategy
undertaken as part of the broader soft power strategy in its foreign policy.
Moving forward into the twenty-first century, soft power strategies will
become increasingly important to the achievement of foreign policy aims.
One could expect that these programmes and method of democratization
will continue and be strengthened into the future. In order for it to be
most successful, however, the US needs to maintain its credibility and that
of'its espoused mission, to spread democratic values around the world, and
the best way to achieve this is to adhere most fervently to that mission and
to adopt strategies that have proved the most effective in achieving true
democratic reform. As can be seen from some of the case studies examined
in this book, this has not always been so with US foreign policy.

The underlying themes of the chapters found in this volume explore some
of the key aspects of the debates about democratization being engaged in by
foreign policy scholars. The case studies examined, then, are pertinent to the
discourse on US democratization efforts. Allowing scholars from around the
globe who have experienced different aspects of US democratization efforts
to add their voice and perspective to the debates is a significant undertak-
ing. It allows the world to see US foreign policy from the perspective of
those on the outside looking in. It is easy to find examples of US scholars or
policy-makers providing their perspectives or evaluations of US democratiza-
tion efforts in other countries, but this book provides those on the receiving
end the opportunity to offer their perspectives. The authors have not tried
to make definitive pronouncements about topics being debated in foreign
policy circles, but rather to add a new dimension to those debates. It is
hoped that the insights offered are of value to the debate and encourage
new thinking about US democratization efforts around the globe.
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