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U.S. Aid to Africa: 
Who Gets What, When, and How 

Not only outside observers, but also U.S. government 
officials, are often baffled by the maze of U.S. aid 
programs to sub-Saharan Africa, the multiple and 
frequently contradictory policies which seem to govern 
that aid, and the complicated and seemingly endless 
process by which programs and policies take shape. 

Categories of Aid 
The United States provides aid to Africa through (1) 
contributions to multilateral development institutions 
and (2) bilateral aid programs. The principal multi
lateral programs to which the United States con
tributes include the World Bank, which makes loans 
at near commercial terms to the better-off developing 
countries, and its associated agency, the International 
Development Association (IDA), which makes soft 
loans to the poorer developing countries. The United 
States also contributes to the African Development 
Bank (created in 1964 under the auspices of the UN 
Economic Commission for Africa) and its associated 
African Development Fund. The Bank provides hard 
loans and the Fund soft loans to African governments 
for specific projects. Modest sums also go to the Inter
national Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), 
which provides loans for agricultural development in 
Africa and elsewhere. Another set of multilateral in
stitutions active in Africa to which the United States 
contributes includes the United Nations Development 
Program and other UN specialized agencies such as 
the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the 
World Health Organization. 

Starting in 1985, U.S. contributions to IDA, the 
largest of these multilateral programs, will fall sharply 
from previous levels. The United States contributed 25 
percent of the $12 billion total of the last IDA re
plenishment-IDA VI, dispersed over several fiscal 
years. As matters now stand, IDA VII will be replen
ished at $9 billion for the next three-year period; this 
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cut was made at the insistence of the United States, 
and reflects the Reagan administration's dislike of 
multilateral institutions, where aid donors have rela
tively little control over the allocation or use of loans. 

U.S. bilateral aid programs in Africa fall into two 
broad categories: economic and military. Economic 
assistance programs include (1) Development Assis
tance (DA), which provides loans and grants largely 
to finance specific projects such as primary health 
care, rural road construction, or agricultural research; 
(2) the Economic Support Fund (ESF), which provides 
budget and balance of payments support through flexi
ble, fast-dispersing loans and grants; and (3) the Food 
for Peace program, which provides food aid for bal
ance of payments support, for special feeding pro
grams, and for emergency relief in cases of serious 
food shortages. In addition, (4) the Peace Corps 
places trained volunteers in many African countries to 
help in a variety of local development projects (e.g., 
expansion of vegetable gardening, establishment of 
fish farming) and to teach in schools. 

In 1984, the DA and ESF programs to Africa will 
be funded at roughly $350 million each and funding 
for Food for Peace is planned to be $250 million (not 
including whatever supplemental funding may be ap
proved by Congress for the African drought), for a 
total bilateral economic assistance level of just under 
$1 billion. The Peace Corps program amounts to $43 
million. The recent trend in these economic programs 
has been for the ESF to grow most rapidly-by 
roughly 140 percent from 1981 to 1985. The size of 
the DA and Food for Peace programs has not changed 
significantly, if increases in food aid for emergencies 
(such as drought and refugee crises) are not included. 

The United States provides three categories of mili
tary assistance to African countries-(!) grants 
through the Military Assistance Program (MAP) to 
enable governments to buy U.S. military equipment 
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(transport and materials for military construction may 
also be covered); (2) the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) 
program, which extends credits to recipient govern
ments for the purchase of military equipment; and (3) 
the International Military Education and Training 
(IMET) program, which finances short courses at U.S. 
military facilities for foreign military personnel. Most 
U.S. military assistance to Africa is now channeled 
through MAP, which was reinstituted in 1983 spe
cifically to provide financially hard-pressed govern
ments with grants rather than loans to fund military 
transfers. Military assistance is the fastest growing 
form of U.S. aid to the continent, and will have in
creased by 150 percent from 1981 to 1985; about 20 
percent of total U.S. bilateral assistance to sub
Saharan Africa falls in this category. 

The Reagan administration has recently introduced 
plans for two new bilateral programs for sub-Saharan 
Africa. The Economic Policy Initiative (EPI) is a pro
posed $500 million five-year program (with $75 mil
lion to be available in 1985) providing flexible, fast
dispersing monies for selected governments willing to 
undertake comprehensive economic policy reform. The 
African Development Foundation, now being staffed, 
will provide financial support to local community 
organizations and African private voluntary asso
ciations in support of small-scale development proj
ects. By 1985, funding for the African Development 
Foundation is expected to reach $10.5 million. 

Policy Guidelines and Criteria 
The mix of bilateral programs described above serves 
a variety of policy objectives in Africa. Security ob
jectives are served when aid is exchanged, implicitly 
or explicitly, for U.S. military access to port facilities 
or when it strengthens the ability of a given country's 
military forces to resist external or internal threats. 
Aid serves political purposes by strengthening finan
cially troubled governments whose stability is impor
tant to the United States; by encouraging govern
ments to adopt specific positions in support of the 
United States in the United Nations or other interna
tional fora; or by facilitating access to local govern
ment officials in countries where the United States 
has few historical interests or ties. Some aid is in
tended to promote long-term development, while other 
assistance is motivated by humanitarian considera
tions such as drought relief. Although food aid in 
other parts of the world is also used to relieve food 
surpluses in the United States and to expand markets 
abroad for U.S. agricultural exports, these are minor 
elements in the relatively small food aid programs in 
sub-Saharan Africa. 

A number of policies currently govern bilateral 
economic assistance. The Reagan administration has 
said that aid will be concentrated in those countries 
that are "proven friends," a term generally denoting 
governments supportive of U.S. foreign policies and 
receptive to a significant American presence. Another 
criterion often cited is that aid is to be concentrated in 
those countries most able to use it effectively or will-
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ing to change their policies (particularly toward the 
freeing of markets) to promote their development. 
These criteria do not always dovetail, since a policy 
of basing aid allocations on economic grounds can 
conflict with one of basing aid on the "proven friends" 
criterion. Indeed, raising or lowering aid levels for 
political reasons can hinder development by disrupting 
economic planning and ongoing investments. 

Since 1980, policies governing Development Assis
tance projects have moved quietly away from the 
Carter administration's emphasis on providing for the 
"basic human needs" of the poor (e.g., health care or 
education) toward emphasizing the role of the private 
sector in development. The extent to which this new 
emphasis is in fact reflected in aid projects is difficult 
to gauge, since bureaucrats are quite adept at redefin
ing without necessarily changing programs to fit new 
policy lines. In any case, the main sector in which 
projects are centered continues to be agriculture. 

Turf Problems 
The institutional interests of the various executive 
branch agencies involved in the setting of aid levels 
and policies introduce complications and contradic
tions into every decision taken. Not surprisingly, the 
Department of State tends to view aid as a useful tool 
in managing short-term bilateral relations with African 
countries. Thus, aid programs for specific countries 
are frequently begun or increased to coincide with 
visits of foreign heads of government to Washington 
or the travels of a U.S. president or vice-president. Or 
aid programs can be delayed, reduced, or cancelled as 
a result of actions on the part of a government that 
displease U.S. officials. (See, for example, "Whither 
Zimbabwe?" by Michael Clough in CSIS Africa Notes 
no. 20, November 15, 1983.) It is not that State 
Department officials do not know or care about 
longer-term development in Africa, but their most im
mediate concerns tend to be political and crisis
oriented. Foreign aid is a particularly useful 
diplomatic tool in Africa, where the U.S. presence is 
relatively small and economic needs are so great. 

It is the officials of the Agency for International 
Development (AID) who worry primarily about longer
term development problems. They are often impatient 
with the inclination of their State Department col
leagues to shape aid programs to fit political pur
poses, and have devised various stratagems for resist
ing State's efforts to allocate or reallocate aid to 
countries on primarily political grounds. Although AID 
has little control over the allocation of ESF funds, its 
bureaucracy is skilled at hiding behind a bewildering 
array of rules and regulations governing the allocation 
of Development Assistance. State Department officials 
seeking to manipulate DA for political purposes must 
either learn enough about AID regulations to be able 
to operate within them or invoke support from higher 
authority (i.e. the secretary of state or the White 
House). 

What makes the interaction between State and AID 
on foreign aid especially complex is the institutional 
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relationship between the two agencies. The Depart
ment of State is a cabinet department; AID is not a 
cabinet department and is only quasi-independent of 
State. Many man-months of effort by executive branch 
and congressional officials and occasionally the in
formed public have been spent on the issue of whether 
the head of AID should submit his budget directly to 
the president, only to the secretary of state for him to 
transmit to the president, or to both the president and 
the secretary of state. This is not a trivial issue in 
bureaucratic terms, since the degree of independence 
of AID versus the authority of the secretary of state 
over all foreign policy is at stake and ultimately can 
have an influence on the setting of country aid levels. 

The matter has never been fully resolved. Arrange
ments in one administration are altered in another, so 
that the balance of influence between State and AID 
over foreign aid changes over time. The latest pro
posal, set forth in the 1983 report of the Commission 
on Security and Economic Assistance (the Carlucci 
Commission), recommends the establishment of a 
Mutual Development and Security Administration 
(MDSA) with budgetary control over all major aid 
programs. These would include food aid (now in the 
Department of Agriculture budget) and the multi
lateral development banks, for which the Treasury 
Department has primary responsibility. The director 
of the MDSA would have the rank of a deputy sec
retary of state and report to the secretary of state. 
As anyone who has served in government knows, real 
influence over programs rests with the agency re
sponsible for budgets. It is no small matter that these 
proposals would emasculate the roles of the Treasury 
and Agriculture Departments in food aid and multi
lateral aid programs; would place all aid programs in 
one agency; and would make that agency an integral 
part of the Department of State. 

Opposition to these proposals can be anticipated 
from the executive branch agencies they would dis
advantage, and also from those congressional com
mittees whose roles would be affected. Cohesion and 
coherence in aid programs may sound reasonable and 
desirable (although one could debate whether all aid 
programs should be controlled by the Department of 
State), but the potential domestic political costs 
associated with effecting a major reorganization of the 
type proposed in the Carlucci report may be daunting. 
It is not surprising that the report thus far has been 
ignored by both the administration and Congress. 

Interagency conflict over aid programs and policies 
also involves such diverse variables as political ide
ologies, personality differences, and the alliances that 
may take shape among the administrator of AID, the 
secretary of state, the director of the National Secu
rity Council, and officials from other parts of govern
ment who have roles in aid decisions. In Democratic 
administrations, AID seems able to operate with 
somewhat more independence and influence and can 
often find some support for its positions in the White 
House. In Republican administrations, the emphasis 
on security and strategic interests accords the De-

partment of State more influence over foreign aid 
issues. 

Aside from the previously cited Departments of 
Treasury, Agriculture, and State, other agencies 
involved in decisions on foreign aid to Africa include 
the Department of Defense on military assistance, the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on overall 
annual foreign aid levels, and the National Security 
Council (NSC) on almost any issue depending on the 
knowledge and interests of its staff and the overall 
influence of its director. Members, staffers, and com
mittees of Congress also have an influence on aid, 
through the formal authorization and appropriations 
processes, through executive branch consultations 
with Congress on reprogramming aid from originally 
proposed purposes or countries or on the undertaking 
of any new initiatives, and through the network of 
relationships which exist between individuals and 
agencies in the executive branch and their contacts 
and, often, former colleagues on the Hill. 

The Tortuous Annual Ritual 
The process by which annual aid levels are set is one 
long negotiation. It begins in Washington, when 
guidelines on the coming year's aid programs are sent 
to the field. AID directors and ambassadors through
out Africa then prepare their proposals for the level 
and type of aid they would like for their respective 
countries. These proposals are reviewed in Washing
ton at the staff level by officers of relevant agencies, 
and discussed informally and in interagency fora 
which meet to negotiate decisions on aid levels. Pro
posals on country levels are sent to regional bureau 
directors of involved agencies, with any disagreements 
on individual country programs to be resolved at the 
political level in participating agencies. Once country 
programs are agreed upon, State Department assis
tant secretaries and AID assistant administrators 
lobby hard with their principals for the largest level 
they can get for their regions. At present, an effort is 
made to bring all the foreign assistance program bud
gets together for review by the under secretary of 
state for security assistance, science, and technology. 
This is the only place in the U.S. government outside 
of OMB where an attempt is made to look at all for
eign assistance programs, and where coherence or 
trade-offs among programs can be examined and final 
levels recommended to the secretary of state. By the 
time budget proposals reach this level, however, they 
have usually been painfully negotiated out among 
bureaus and agencies. Major changes are difficult and 
could undermine a process that will already have 
taken six months. 

The secretary of state and other cabinet officers 
responsible for aid programs in their budgets submit 
their proposed foreign aid budgets to OMB. OMB re
views the proposals, and almost always recommends 
substantial cuts to the president. The president usually 
agrees. With rare exceptions, the affected agencies 
protest vigorously and appeal to the president to 
restore the cuts, and the cuts often are partially 
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restored. This bargaining process is repeated annually, 
with OMB usually warning throughout that the presi
dent is very serious about having a lean budget. 
Policy officials new to Washington who conscientiously 
submit a bare-bones budget usually end up without 
some of their bones. They quickly learn the process. 

The Role of Congress 
Once a final decision on aid levels has been made by 
the president, bargaining starts again between the 
executive branch and Congress. The president's 
budget and legislative program are sent to Congress 
in late January. Foreign aid programs are usually 
authorized every two or three years, but aid funds 
must be appropriated annually. The principal au
thorization committees-the Agriculture Committees 
of both houses for food aid, the Banking Committees 
for multilateral aid, and the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee for other bilateral aid programs-have been 
relatively supportive of foreign aid although critical 
at times of specific administration policies. In recent 
years, the subcommittee on Africa of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee has tended to be much 
more active in holding hearings and writing legislation 
than its counterpart in the Senate, and it has also 
been more critical of Reagan administration policies 
in Africa. This difference reflects the greater interest 
of House members in Africa and the fact that the 
House is controlled by Democrats while a Republican 
is in the White House. 

The real problems for foreign aid legislation arise in 
the appropriations process, a highly important ele
ment in the congressional politics of foreign aid often 
overlooked by outside observers. The Foreign Opera
tions subcommittees of the House and Senate Ap
propriations Committees are responsible for the entire 
set of foreign aid proposals (except those involving 
food aid, over which the subcommittees on agriculture 
hold jurisdiction). By tradition, appropriations action 
should be completed by the House before the Senate 
acts. The House Foreign Operations subcommittee 
begins the appropriations process by holding hearings 
on the president's foreign aid budgets, during which 
administration spokesmen will justify the proposals 
and public witnesses will give their views. The sub
committee will then "mark up" the bill with the 
appropriations levels and amendments its members 
support. (In theory, the Appropriations Committees 
are not supposed to legislate on "policy" issues, which 
are in the domain of the authorization committees 
mentioned earlier. In fact, however, amendments to 
appropriations acts-such as the banning of U.S. 
monetary aid to Mozambique and Angola in 1976-
have very much affected policy.) Bills are then further 
discussed and occasionally amended by the full 
Appropriations Committee, passed, and sent to the 
floor of the House for debate and vote. 

The proposals coming out of the responsible sub
committees will reflect the interests of the principal 
individuals and groups whose support is needed for 
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passage of the bill. The subcommittee chairman will 
normally take the lead in putting together an effective 
coalition for his bill. Once the bill has been voted out 
of the subcommittee, the chairman is then expected 
to guide the bill successfully through the full commit
tee, defend it in the floor debate, and collect enough 
votes to ensure passage. On occasion, the chairman 
of the Foreign Operations subcommittee of the 
(House) Appropriations Committee has not played this 
traditional role. Indeed, he has actually attacked or 
amended provisions of his own bill on the House floor, 
which is often taken by other members as an invita
tion to do the same, thus making more difficult the 
passage of a bill that has one of the most fragile 
political bases of any that Congress must consider. 

Over the last several years, the congressional 
politics of foreign aid have involved trade-offs among 
liberals, often led by the Democrats of the Foreign 
Operations subcommittee, and conservatives, now led 
by the ranking Republican member, Jack Kemp. The 
conservatives have been willing to support a high level 
of funding for IDA, of which they have been strongly 
critical in the past, in exchange for liberal support 
of the rising levels of military assistance sought by the 
administration. Now that decisive action has been 
taken to cut IDA funding, it remains to be seen what 
conservatives will seek to trade with liberals in ex
change for their support of continuing increases in 
military assistance and other programs of priority to 
the Reagan administration. The relatively modest 
appropriations for specific programs in Africa-such 
as the new African Development Foundation or the 
African Development Bank and Fund-have had little 
trouble passing at requested levels, due in large part 
to the presence and strong support on the Foreign 
Operations subcommittee of several members of the 
Congressional Black Caucus. 

The "Continuing Resolution" Device 
One of the more bizarre aspects of the foreign aid 
appropriations process is that only once in the last 
five years has an appropriations bill for foreign aid 
actually been passed by Congress. Bills have been 
marked up and reported out of committees and occa
sionally even passed on the floor of the House or 
Senate but have not come up for a final vote in the 
two bodies. Congressional leadership has been re
luctant to bring a bill up for a final vote if the votes 
for passage are doubtful. Instead, continuing resolu
tions have been passed which have performed the 
same function as bills-the appropriation of needed 
funds and occasional changes in programs and poli
cies. Since such resolutions cover a number of pro
grams at one time, a separate debate and vote on 
foreign aid is not required. This allows members to 
support foreign aid and yet minimize criticism of their 
positions in their constituencies and during reelection 
campaigns. Another aspect of foreign aid and the con
gressional process is the increasing frequency of 
requests by the administration for supplemental 
appropriations to raise aid levels above those in the 
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continuing resolution. This approach, in effect, 
extends the negotiations between the administration 
and Congress on aid levels beyond the process of 
passing a bill or continuing resolution. As it becomes 
commonplace for continuing resolutions and supple
mentals to replace bills, the political process by which 
foreign aid legislation gets through Congress may be 
fundamentally altered. 

The final annual foreign aid levels passed by Con
gress are almost always lower than administration 
requests (except in the case of Israel, where they are 
sometimes higher). The administration then has to 
adjust its programs to reflect those final levels. This 
process can involve further negotiations among agen
cies and bureaus. By the time the process is complete, 
18 months may have elapsed and the bureaucracy will 
be well into the cycle for the next fiscal year. 

Which Countries Are Favored- and Why 
A look at aid programs in individual countries will 
illustrate additional complexities in U.S. aid to Africa. 
Sudan, with a total bilateral aid program of $240 
million in 1984, is now the largest recipient of 
economic and military aid in sub-Saharan Africa. The 
second largest recipient is Kenya, with $112 million, 
followed by Somalia with $110 million. Together, 
these countries receive 40 percent of all U.S. bilateral 
aid to sub-Saharan Africa. Sudan, with its 400-mile 
Red Sea coast, is viewed as strategically important; it 
has become a "proven friend" in recent years because 
of President Jafar ai-Numeri's willingness to support 
U.S. policy in the Middle East and elsewhere; it is 
perceived to be threatened from without by two non
friends of the United States, Libya and Ethiopia, and 
internally by a revived insurgent movement in the 
south. And it is in deep financial trouble, unable to · 
pay its foreign debts, to finance critical imports 
needed to continue existing production, or to invest for 
future growth. Aid to Kenya and Somalia is also 
linked to strategic considerations, specifically U.S. ac
cess to port facilities in the Indian Ocean area. 

The high levels of aid to countries in the Horn of 
Africa raise an interesting question. The principal 
focus of U.S. diplomacy on the continent during both 
the Carter and Reagan administrations has been 
southern Africa; if aid is a tool of foreign policy, why 
do aid programs in Africa not reflect U.S. priorities? 
There are several instructive answers to this question. 
First, Africa remains, as it has since World War II, an 
appendage of U.S. security interests in Europe, the 
Middle East, and Asia (see Helen Kitchen, U.S. 
Interests in Africa, CSIS/Praeger Washington Paper 
no. 98, 1983). Port facilities on the Indian Ocean are 
important to U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf, and 
countries bordering on the Red Sea sit astride access 
to the Suez Canal and Israeli ports. 

Second, aid programs do not have to exist for aid 
to be a useful instrument of diplomacy. In the case of 
Zimbabwe, for example, promises of aid were an ele
ment in U.S. diplomatic efforts in the latter half of the 
1970s to achieve a negotiated independence settle-

.· ment. Ironically, when Zimbabwe finally did achieve 
independence in 1980, there were no funds at hand in 
any aid budget for a program there. Spurred on (and 
assisted) by a personal letter from Prime Minister 
Thatcher to the president, Carter administration offi
cials launched a desperate scrounging effort to find 
money that could be reallocated to Zimbabwe. The 
knowledge that a letter from Mrs. Thatcher was 
coming (and a response would have to be prepared) 
was enough to focus White House attention on the 
issue of aid for Zimbabwe; and White House support 
is often necessary to shift substantial amounts of funds 
from one program to another on short notice. It would 
be surprising if promises or hints of aid are not part of 
current negotiations on independence for Namibia. 

The second tier of aid recipients in Africa includes 
countries of political importance to the United States. 
Liberia, with $77 million in U.S. bilateral aid in 1984, 
illustrates the role of political change in the setting of 
aid levels and the use of aid to influence political 
change. In the years before 1980, annual U.S. aid to 
Liberia averaged around $15 million. The period fol
lowing the 1980 noncommissioned officers' coup was 
one of great political uncertainty. Washington made 
the decision that the unique historic ties with a nation 
founded by freed American slaves in the nineteenth 
century, as well as the importance of U.S. govern
ment communications facilities located there and 
other economic and military considerations, added up 
to a "special relationship" and responsibilities. 

The Zimbabwe and Zaire Cases 
U.S. bilateral aid to Zimbabwe in 1984 is planned at 
$40 million. While this level is substantial relative to 
aid programs elsewhere on the continent, it represents 
a drop from $64 million in 1983 and the amount is 
scheduled to fall further in 1985, to $30 million. It is 
far below the $75 million figure in the first years after 
independence. 

The somewhat disingenuous official explanation of 
the precipitous drop in aid to Zimbabwe is that the 
decrease is a result of congressional cuts in aid re
quests and federal budget stringencies. Presidents are 
usually concerned about budget stringencies (though 
admittedly President Reagan faces budget deficits of 
record size) and Congress usually cuts aid requests, 
but these cuts normally are made in overall program 
levels and rarely applied to programs in specific coun
tries. Congress did not cut the level to Zimbabwe. 
Administrations normally expect such cuts and absorb 
them by reducing a large number of programs a little 
bit below request levels. U.S. ambassadors, State 
Department country officers and office directors, and 
others inside (and sometimes outside) the government 
will fight hard against substantial cuts in their pro
grams on the grounds that an unfriendly political 
signal will be sent-and received. As a result, it is 
unusual for aid levels to be cut substantially without 
such a signal being intended. In the case of Zim
babwe, an abstention on the UN Security Council 
resolution condemning the Soviet shooting down of 
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Korean Air Lines Flight 007 and Zimbabwe's co
sponsorship of a vetoed Security Council resolution 
criticizing the U.S. intervention in Grenada were 
clearly major factors in the decision to reduce aid 
to that country. These Zimbabwean actions 
strengthened the hand of conservatives in Congress, 
in parts of the executive branch, and elsewhere who 
oppose U.S. aid to the avowedly Marxist (albeit not 
pro-Soviet) government of Robert Mugabe. 

It is Zaire, perhaps more than any other African 
country, that demonstrates the inconsistencies in
herent in U.S. aid policies. In 1984, Zaire will have 
a U.S. bilateral aid program of $39 million, with 
approximately 25 percent in military assistance and 
the remainder in economic assistance. While aid on 
this level fits in with the criterion of providing aid to 
reward "proven friends," it contradicts the criterion 

- that aid should be provided those countries capable of 
using it effectively in promoting development and will
ing to undertake the economic reforms that will 
enable development to proceed. Despite the renewed 
commitments to economic reform made almost an
nually by the government of Zaire (usually accom
panied by statements from U.S. government officials 
that "this time they are serious"), the Zairian gov
ernment remains corrupt and with very little proven 
ability to manage its shrinking economy. Most 
observers outside U.S. and Zairian official circles 
(and, privately, many within those circles) do not 
expect American aid to contribute to development in 
Zaire either through the projects it funds or through 
the policy reforms it supports. Indeed, the main con
cern of many aid officials is simply to keep U.S. 
monies or commodities from being misappropriated. 
The fact that U.S. aid continues and over recent years 
has increased reflects Zaire's strategic location in the 
center of Africa (bordered by nine countries, including 
Sudan and Angola); its support of U.S. policies world
wide; and the memories in policy circles of the chaos 
and opportunities for Soviet expansion during the 
Congo crisis in the early 1960s, reinforced by the in
vasions of Zaire's Shaba province by Zairian dissi
dents based in Angola in 1977 and again in 1978. 

Some Anomalies 
Several anomalies stand out in the array of U.S. aid 
to Africa. First, despite ideolqgical differences, the 
U.S. does have small aid programs in Angola, 
Ethiopia, and Mozambique. In each of these cases, 
the aid is in the form of food for humanit'arian pur
poses. The legislation governing food aid, unlike that 
governing dollar aid, does not prohibit aid to Mozam
bique or Angola, and is relatively free from other 
restrictions. More fundamentally, perhaps, the U.S. 
electorate is generally supportive of aid for humani
tarian relief. Even where administrations are reluctant 
to provide aid to a given country on political grounds, 
an aroused public, reacting to press and television 
photos of starvation and mobilized by church and 
other groups, can exert effective pressure for such aid 
on Congress and the executive branch. 
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Other U.S. bilateral aid programs on the continent 
range between token levels of around $1 million per 
year in Sao Tome, Equatorial Guinea, and the 
Comoros up to nearly $30 million in Zambia and 
Senegal. What is most striking in these programs is 
less their size than their distribution. In 1984, the 
United States has aid programs in 45 African coun
tries, with 14 of these at a level of $6 million or less. 
Few of these programs are likely to have a major 
impact on recipient country development. Indeed, AID 
officials and others have in the past sought to 
eliminate smaller programs and shift the funds to the 
remaining programs in order to have a more signifi
cant impact on development. This debate has raged 
for years-with ambassadors in the field, supported by 
the Department of State, usually winning a token aid 
program to support diplomatic presence, access, and 
influence. -

The Future of Aid 
This description of U.S. bilateral aid programs in 
Africa may leave an impression of chaos and ad 
hockery. It is certainly true that the United States has 
no one consistent, coherent aid policy for Africa. But 
Africa is not a single entity either. Aid programs have 
evolved as a set of tools to serve a variety of purposes. 

This variety is not only useful; it is necessary if aid 
programs are to survive. Foreign aid does not have a 
large constituency in the United States. A public and 
congressional coalition broad enough to support con
tinuing aid programs must be drawn from differing 
interests-liberals and humanitarian groups concerned 
about development in poor countries, conservatives 
concerned about U.S. security interests abroad, 
farmers interested in alleviating food surpluses at 
home and opening markets abroad, and individuals 
and groups concerned about specific countries (Israel, 
Greece) or specific issues such as population growth, 
human rights, or labor movements. 

The danger facing U.S. aid to Africa today is not 
the apparent chaos in programs and policies but the 
threat of imbalance among objectives. It is the em
phasis worldwide on the use of aid in support of the 
overriding objective of promoting U.S. political
military interests that warrants concern. When one 
objective becomes so important in the setting of aid 
levels or implementation of programs that other objec
tives are undermined, the effectiveness of aid and the 
political support on which it rests can be eroded. This 
may be happening now in the case of aid to Africa. 
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