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AFRICA COMMAND: OPPORTUNITY FOR
ENHANCED ENGAGEMENT OR THE
MILITARIZATION OF U.S.-AFRICA RELATIONS?

THURSDAY, AUGUST 2, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICA AND GLOBAL HEALTH,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:20 p.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Donald Payne (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. PAYNE. Let me begin by welcoming everyone here this after-
noon. Today the subcommittee will explore the administration’s
plan to establish a unified combatant command for the continent
of Africa. At issue is how the administration intends to make sure
that the new command enhances our relationship with African
countries rather than becoming a source of tension and mistrust.

Up until now, three separate Department of Defense combatant
commands have been responsible for covering Africa. Given the in-
creased strategic and diplomatic importance of Africa to the United
States, setting up a new command seems to make sense. Africa
should not be a neglected stepchild in organizations with other
global priorities. Had this been done in the past there would prob-
ably be less concerns.

However, the establishment of Africa is more than a simple bu-
reaucratic reorganization. What little the administration has clear-
ly communicated about Africa Command is that it will be different
than other commands because of the development challenges with-
in African countries.

The State Department and the Agency for International Develop-
ment are to be an integral part of the command according to State
Department and Department of Defense officials. I agree with the
assessment that the administration has made in terms of the need
to ensure that the new command is structured to address problems
relevant to Africans. They are confronted with issues related not
only to conflict, but to resource scarcity, food insecurity, HIV and
AIDS, malaria and collapsed states.

I believe that we have a moral obligation to assist the region’s
efforts to overcome these momentous challenges. To the extent that
establishing a command where our relationship with Africa is the
priority rather than an afterthought can help to eliminate some of
these problems, a unified approach seems like a good approach and
I support it.
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However, I do have some very serious concerns. One is about the
administration’s goal in setting up the command. On the one hand
we have been told that the Department of Defense is not planning
on taking on new tasks in Africa; that is, it is merely an organiza-
tional exercise. On the other hand we are told that State Depart-
ment and USAID are being brought into the command so that they
can inform the Department of Defense as it structures its program.

This implies that the programs and perhaps even the tasks that
DoD carries out will be significantly different in some respects.

My second concern is the way in which the initiative was an-
nounced and developed. To be truthful, I read about the adminis-
tration’s plan to establish a new command in the newspaper. I
have had more calls from the press than I have had from the De-
partment of Defense; I got my information from the newspaper.

There has been no true consultation with this committee about
the establishment or the structure of the command. The few brief-
ings that we have had—which, by the way, are not consultations;
they were briefings—have not been particularly informative, all of
which makes me wonder how our African partners and allies were
informed about the initiative and whether there has been genuine
consultation with them.

Africans themselves seem somewhat skeptical and perhaps
downright cynical about the intentions of this new command and
so it appears as though we have started out on the wrong foot.
There are some who think this effort is a reaction to the presence
of the Chinese in Africa. There are others who believe that we are
establishing forward locations from which to fight the global war
on terror. Still others are convinced that the United States is in-
tent on protecting oil resources on the continent.

I suspect that there is an element of truth to each of these ru-
mors. DoD’s increasing involvement in foreign aid and foreign as-
sistance is something that I am concerned about. Congress has
granted the Department of Defense new authorities to implement
security assistance programs in coordination with the State De-
partment. However, as a February GAO report indicates, the de-
gree of coordination has not been good at all. I am concerned that
thils1 could be the case with the activities run out of AFRICOM as
well.

During the hearing I hope that the administration officials will
address these three issues, as well as questions regarding the prin-
cipal mission of the new command, the structure of the command
and lines of communication that will govern it, where AFRICOM
might be located and the level of resources that it may need to
achieve these goals.

I appreciate you coming to testify, and I certainly look forward
to your testimony. With that, I turn to the ranking member, Mr.
Smith, for his comments.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Payne follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DONALD M. PAYNE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON AFRICA AND GLOBAL HEALTH

Good afternoon and welcome. Today the subcommittee will explore the adminis-
tration’s plans to establish a unified combatant command for the continent of Africa.
At issue is how the administration plans to make sure that the new command en-
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hances our relationship with African countries rather that becoming a source of ten-
sion and mistrust.

Up until now, three separate Department of Defense combatant commands have
been responsible for covering Africa. Given the increasing strategic and diplomatic
importance of Africa to the United States, setting up a new command makes sense.
Africa should not be the neglected step child in organizations with other geographic
priorities.

However, the establishment of this is more than a simple bureaucratic reorganiza-
tion. What little the administration has clearly communicated about Africa com-
mand is that it will be different than other commands because of the development
challenges within African countries. The State Department and the Agency for
International Development are to be an integral part of the command, according to
State and Defense Department officials. I agree with the assessment that the ad-
ministration has made in terms of the need to ensure that the new command is
structured to address problems many Africans face. They are confronted with issues
related not only to conflict, but to resource scarcity, food insecurity, HIV/AIDS and
collapsed states.

I believe that we have a moral obligation to assist the regions efforts to overcome
these challenges. To the extent that establishing a command where our relationship
with Africa is the priority rather than an afterthought can help do so, I support it.
However, I do have some very serious concerns. One is about the administration’s
goals in setting up the command. On the one hand we have been told that the De-
partment of Defense is not planning on taking on new tasks in Africa, that this is
merely an organizational exercise. On the other hand we are told that the State De-
partment and the USAID are being brought into the command so that they can in-
form the Department of Defense as it structures its programs. This implies that the
programs, and perhaps even the tasks that DOD carries out will be significantly dif-
ferent in some respects.

My second concern is the way in which the initiative was announced and devel-
oped. I read about the administration’s plans to establish a new command in the
newspaper. I have had more calls from the press than I have had from the Depart-
ment of Defense. There has been no consultation with this committee about the es-
tablishment or structure of the command. The few briefings that we have had—
which by the way are not consultations—have not been particularly informative. All
of which makes me wonder how our African partners and allies were informed about
the initiative, and whether there has been genuine consultation with them.

Africans themselves seem somewhat skeptical, and perhaps downright cynical
about the intentions of the United States. There are some who think this effort is
a reaction to the presence of the Chinese. There are others who believe that we are
trying to extend the global war on terror. Still others are convinced that the United
States is intent on protecting oil resources on the continent. I suspect that there
is an element of truth to each of those rumors.

Finally, I am concerned about DOD’s increasing involvement in foreign aid and
foreign assistance. Congress has granted the Department of Defense new authorities
to implement security assistance programs in coordination with the State Depart-
ment. However, as a February GAO report indicates, the degree of coordination has
not b?len good at all. I am concerned that this could be the case with AFRICOM
as well.

During the course of this hearing, I hope that administration officials will address
those three issues, as well as questions regarding the principle mission of the new
command, the structure of the command, where it might be located, and the level
of resources such a command might need. I appreciate your coming and look for-
ward to your testimony. With that I turn to the Ranking Member, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SmiTH OF NEW JERSEY. Thank you. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman. Thank you for calling this hearing and welcome to
our very distinguished witnesses.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the creation of AFRICOM, the new
unified combatant command for Africa, has significant potential for
enhancing security, stability and preventing or mitigating violence,
and I would say to that, it is about time.

I strongly commend and congratulate the Bush administration
for its compelling vision and tangible commitment to the African
people on so many levels, including this one, these people have en-
dured and suffered so much for so long.
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Whether it be President Bush’s highly effective PEPFAR pro-
gram to combat the pandemic of HIV/AIDS, his Millennium Chal-
lenge Account, the high impact malaria campaign, expanding op-
portunities for trade or the steadfast commitment to end the wan-
ton bloodshed in Darfur, this President and the many outstanding
leaders vested with power to carry out these initiatives have truly
made a remarkable difference.

The launch of AFRICOM continues and expands this robust
United States engagement with Africa. One of my chief concerns,
however, as AFRICOM comes on line is that it promotes human
rights not some of the time, but all of the time. Whether the chal-
lenge is fighting the global war on terror, averting cross border con-
flict or civil war or even crowd control, human rights must be fully
integrated at all levels of the command.

Both Chairman Payne and I have worked very hard to enact the
Ethiopia Democracy and Accountability Act of 2007 believing, as
we do, that elements of the Ethiopian Command, police, and army
have been misused by the Milas regime to quell protests resulting
in the loss of many, many lives.

We and many Members of Congress remain deeply concerned
that military assets should never be employed by rogue leaders or
dictators against their own civilian population or that of their
neighbors. Military trading and cooperation that enables or facili-
tates the misuse of force needs to be avoided at all costs.

I am reminded, and there are so many examples, of the problems
we had in Indonesia when the JASIS program was training mem-
bers of the Kopasus military in Indonesia. I made several trips
there, and I remember when the killing began at the end of the
Suharto regime. Many of those who were engaging in urban guer-
rilla warfare—that is to say the Kopasus troops—may or may not
have had training by the United States. I tried in vain—held hear-
ings, got redacted copies—and could never figure out who it is that
we trained and whether or not they were at least given a heavy
dose of human rights training.

That remains an open question to this day. So we want that mili-
tary training and that cooperation at all times to be absolutely cen-
tered on human rights.

Some of the African leaders do have some misgivings, and I
think those misgivings may even grow in a crescendo as time goes
on because there are unanswered questions, including where the
command will be housed and what its overall mission will be, and
I know that is in part what this hearing is about.

I thought that President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of Liberia
summed it up quite well in June when she gave a positive take on
it, and I quote her:

“AFRICOM should be seen for what it is: Recognition of the
growing importance of Africa to U.S. national security inter-
ests, as well as recognition that long-term African security lies
in empowering African partners to develop a healthy security
environment, to embracing good governance, building security
capacity and developing good civil military relations.

“AFRICOM should be seen as the end product of a signifi-
cant strategic realignment a long time in the making, one
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where engagement in Africa nations is more than just a hu-
manitarian cause.”

She went on to say that

“Liberians can only hope that the United States will use
AFRICOM to raise standards for engagement and help change
the way of doing business in Africa.”

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this very timely
hearing.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.

Ms. Watson?

Ms. WATSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing. I would like to thank our witnesses also for com-
ing today and especially Deputy Assistant Secretary Whelan for
coming to testify before our committee.

I know that as a Department of Defense official you are not used
to having our committee directly engaged in your work, but I hope
you will see this as an opportunity to build a new relationship that
can be helpful to you as you seek to build the African command.

I think you will find this new relationship valuable in part be-
cause the African command represents a brand new concept. For
the first time in decades, America is taking seriously Africa’s stra-
tegic priorities. This is an exciting revolutionary development, but
even more revolutionary is the change in thinking represented by
the structure of this new command.

For the first time officials from key civilian U.S. Government
agencies will be integrated into the command structure of
AFRICOM. This subcommittee is of course first concerned with
United States policy in Africa, but I hope we will spend some time
discussing this revolutionary change in how our Government con-
ducts foreign policy.

This is a new effort to bring all elements of African power—mili-
tary, political, economic and informational—to bear on national se-
curity challenges in a coordinated manner. This is a grand experi-
ment, and we don’t know for sure how well it will work, but the
architects of this effort are to be commended for the effort, and I
for one will be watching their progress closely and hoping for their
success.

Mr. Chairman, I am very excited about the new African com-
mand, and I know some have expressed concern that this may lead
to a creeping militarization of United States policies in Africa, but,
as we have relearned the hard way in Iraq, security must precede
development. Too many nations and societies in Africa suffer from
a security deficit, and I think the new African command acknowl-
edges this reality.

Just as importantly, the integrated civilian and military struc-
ture acknowledges that it is not enough to simply address the secu-
rity deficit. We must also address the challenges African govern-
ments face to provide human security for their people, poverty,
health and the rule of law.

So I support your efforts, and I wish you success. I look forward
to working with you to keep AFRICOM focused on the big picture,
and that is working to support Africans as they work to provide
their people with complete human security.



Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.

Mr. Tancredo?

Mr. TANCREDO. No, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. PAYNE. All right. Mr. Royce?

Mr. Royck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate, by the way,
you allowing me to participate in this hearing. It was years ago
that you and I were making the argument that yes, America has
a strategic interest in seeing Africa prosper.

As a matter of fact, I called for an Africa Command. I am glad
to see the administration endorse this concept and move forward
with a plan, but, Chairman, I remember the hearing that we held
shortly after September 11 on Africa and on terrorism, and back
then the staff of the European Command responsible for a large
swath of Africa said to us that they spend nearly none of their time
focused on the continent.

Now, today if you asked General James Jones, who formerly
headed up the command, he says the figure has shot up to 70 per-
cent. Part of this might be because of Don Payne because, Chair-
man, if you will recall you and I were quite engaged trying to get
the focus on war torn Liberia, trying to get the Marines into Libe-
ria to establish some order there.

We have both been to Darfur and both have taken news crews
in to document the genocide. It was your bill on genocide that
helped move a circumstance where the United States provided the
heavy lift capability to get African Union troops on the ground in
Darfur to stop the genocide there and so as we go forward the es-
tablishment of Africa Command is a realization to me of the grow-
ing challenges of our interests on the continent and the interests
of Africans.

It is problematic that Islamist terrorism is going to continue to
impact Africa. We have some of the aspects of jihadism in what we
have seen in Sudan. We have got energy security and we have got
the problems with jihadists potentially targeting energy in Africa.

We have got China’s explosion on the continent and the hope
that we can be engaged enough to continue our efforts toward the
rule of law and transparency and all that we would like to see in
terms of incentives there.

So this hearing asks whether AFRICOM is an opportunity or a
militarization of United States-Africa relations. In my view it clear-
ly is an opportunity because what Africa Command looks to bring
to Africa is capacity building for Africa militaries to deal with ter-
rorism, to deal with maritime security, to deal with an issue we
have looked at in terms of curbing piracy.

It brings an increased ability to respond and check human suf-
fering on the continent. You and I only know too well from our
trips into Congo just how deep that suffering can go. It also brings
a hearts and minds campaign focused on health and infrastructure.

Of course, these are things the United States military is already
doing on the continent, and over the years I have often heard calls
for more attention and resources—not less—and the difference that
AFRICOM brings is one commander with a holistic view of Africa
allowing for comprehensive responses to Africa’s many challenges.
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This needs to be done right, Mr. Chairman, and I look forward
to raising some concerns I have raised before during the question
and answer session with the panel, and I thank you again for this
hearing and my inclusion.

Thanks, Don.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much. You are always welcome to
this committee. It was a pleasure working with you when you
chaired it, and your continued interest is appreciated.

Before I introduce our first panel, I would just like to acknowl-
edge a visiting delegation that we have here from Liberia. They are
part of the House Democracy Assistance Commission (HDAC) of
which Mr. Boozman is a member. Mr. Boozman visited Liberia, as
I did, with the commission. There are 12 countries in the commis-
sion, which is now headed by David Price.

We then bring our counterparts from those countries to Wash-
ington, so I just would like to ask the President pro tem, Isaac
Nianabu, if he and his delegation would stand. The Liberian dele-
gation.

[Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you.

Mr. BoozMAN. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. PAYNE. Yes?

Mr. BoozmaN. We in Arkansas will be honored. They will be
coming to Arkansas toward the end of the week. Like I say, we are
really looking forward to having them in northwest Arkansas.

Mr. PAYNE. Are they really going to northwest Arkansas? That
is great. I know there is a strong interest, as you have indicated
before, in Arkansas in Liberia and so I know they are looking for-
ward to that. We appreciate your hosting them also, Congressman.

We will now hear from our first panel. Our first witness is U.S.
Army Colonel (Ret.) Michael Hess, the current Assistant Adminis-
trator of the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian As-
sistance at the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID).

Mr. Hess was appointed by President Bush and was sworn into
office June 2005. Prior to joining USAID, Mr. Hess served in the
United States military for 30 years, including serving in humani-
tarian operations in Turkey, Kosova, Iraq and Bosnia. He was re-
called to active duty to serve as the humanitarian coordinator in
the Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance during
Operation Iraqi Freedom and later served as the Deputy Chief of
Staff for the Coalition Provisional Authority.

Let me say, Mr. Hess, that we thank you for your service to our
country and your active role in U.S. military humanitarian efforts
around the world and your new responsibilities.

Joining Mr. Hess, we will then hear from Acting Assistant Sec-
retary Steve Mull. Ambassador Mull was appointed to his present
position in January of this year after serving in this Bureau since
2006.

Ambassador Mull has served as a Foreign Service officer for over
25 years and served as U.S. Ambassador to Lithuania in the past.
In Washington he has served as Deputy Executive Secretary for
the Department of State and as the Deputy Director of the State
Department’s Operations Center.
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Our third administration witness is Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense for African Affairs, Ms. Theresa Whelan. Ms. Whelan
serves within the Office of the Secretary of Defense where she is
responsible for Department of Defense’s policy for sub-Saharan Af-
rican policy.

Ms. Whelan has over 12 years of experience focusing on African
issues, having served as the Director of the Office of African Af-
fairs, as well as Countries Director for Southern African and West
Africa.

We are pleased to have all three of you, and we look forward to
your testimony.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MICHAEL E. HESS, ASSIST-
ANT ADMINISTRATOR, BUREAU FOR DEMOCRACY, CON-
FLICT AND HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE, U.S. AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Mr. HEss. Thank you, Chairman Payne, Ranking Member Smith
and distinguished members of the subcommittee. It is an honor to
appear before you today to discuss USAID’s involvement in the es-
tablishment of the United States African command.

I will briefly review USAID’s history of cooperation with the mili-
tary, explain our role both in the initial planning for AFRICOM
and in our continued engagement with the command and detail the
resources we expect to contribute to it.

Since the passage of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, USAID
has been the principal U.S. Government agency providing assist-
ance to countries recovering from disasters, trying to escape pov-
erty and engaging in democratic reforms. With regard to our dis-
aster assistance and development portfolios, we have had many oc-
casions to cooperate with the military over the years.

Our most obvious collaborations are in the area of emergency hu-
manitarian assistance in both natural disasters and complex emer-
gencies. During Operation Provide Comfort in 1991, for example,
our disaster assistance response teams worked closely with Coali-
tion Forces to facilitate the safe return of Kurdish civilians to
northern Iraq.

At the time I was serving as a U.S. Army lieutenant colonel in
Civil Affairs and worked in northern Iraq. Provide Comfort was my
first operational experience with USAID’s humanitarian assistance
work and was where I met Fred Cuny.

USAID also has experience collaborating with the military in
peacetime civic action projects. For example, USAID in Djibouti,
Ethiopia, and Kenya has worked on educational projects with the
Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa in which the military
builds schools or refurbishes them, and USAID furnishes school
books and supports teacher training.

This long record of collaboration with the military suggests that
the cooperative relationship that is envisioned by AFRICOM is not
entirely new, yet experience has also taught us that when we work
with the military, maintaining the essential humanitarian and de-
velopment character of USAID is vital. USAID coordination with
DoD should not be perceived as contributing to specific military ob-
jectives, but rather as contributing to broader foreign policy goals.
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USAID has been involved in the operational planning for
AFRICOM from the beginning. In November 2006 we sent staff to
participate on the implementation planning team, which developed
the initial conceptual framework for AFRICOM. We have also par-
ticipated in the AFRICOM transition team since February 2007
when it was established at Headquarters European Command in
Stuttgart, Germany.

USAID has two full-time people there representing both the Bu-
reau of Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance and the
Bureau for Africa. They are intimately involved in all the oper-
ational details required to help AFRICOM achieve its initial oper-
ating capability on time.

In addition to the collaboration in Stuttgart, here in Washington
we are in close and continual consultations with our colleagues at
the Departments of State and Defense who have responsibility for
AFRICOM.

We envision that USAID will play a constructive role in the
structure and operations of AFRICOM when the command becomes
operational. As a first step, we intend to send a senior development
advisor to AFRICOM to help the commander make strategic
choices with regard to development issues within his area of re-
sponsibility.

The SDA will be a senior Foreign Service officer with extensive
experience in USAID development work. The person will likely
have served as a mission director and will bring to the AFRICOM
command group the invaluable perspective of an experienced devel-
opment professional with significant African experience.

There are other opportunities for us to participate in the struc-
ture and operations of AFRICOM. There are a number of leader-
ship positions within the proposed organizational structure which
are currently under development. At the moment it is premature
to say which, if any, would be appropriately staffed by USAID per-
sonnel. However, we will continue to work on the evolution of
AFRICOM'’s structure to determine which positions might best be
served by the expertise that USAID has to offer.

The most important resource that USAID will contribute to
AFRICOM will be our people. USAID staff members have hundreds
of years of experience engaging in humanitarian and development
work in Africa. This accumulated wisdom will be of enormous ben-
efit to the command as it performs its mission of supporting the
interagency efforts of the U.S. Government to assist local popu-
lations and deter extremism on the continent.

We do not envision transferring any funds to the Department of
Defense for the conduct of its civilian assistance activities. We will
work to ensure that USAID’s and AFRICOM’s programs are coordi-
nated to avoid duplication of effort and use our resources effec-
tively.

USAID is a proud partner with our colleagues in the State De-
partment and the Department of Defense in the creation of
AFRICOM. As AFRICOM develops, we will continue to collaborate
with our colleagues in the government and will work closely with
our NGO partners to ensure that any concerns they may have are
addressed.
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Thank you very much for your time today. I look forward to
keeping Congress informed regarding our involvement in
AFRICOM, and I would be pleased to answer any questions you
may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hess follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MICHAEL E. HESS, ASSISTANT ADMINIS-
TRATOR, BUREAU FOR DEMOCRACY, CONFLICT AND HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE,
U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, it is an honor
to appear before you today to discuss USAID’s involvement in the establishment of
the United States Africa Command, or AFRICOM. We believe that AFRICOM can
significantly advance the “Three D” concept, and facilitate the coordination of de-
fense, diplomacy and development to advance American foreign policy interests on
the continent of Africa.

In the course of my testimony today, I will address USAID’s role in the develop-
ment of AFRICOM by outlining four important issues:

e Summary of USAID’s cooperation with the U.S. military

e USAID’s participation in the initial planning for AFRICOM

e USAID’s intended role in AFRICOM after it reaches Initial Operating Capa-
bility (IOC) on October 1, 2007

e Resources that USAID will continue to contribute to AFRICOM after it
achieves Full Operating Capability (FOC) on October 1, 2008.

USAID AND CIVIL-MILITARY COOPERATION

Since the passage of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, USAID has been the
principal U.S. government agency providing assistance to countries recovering from
disasters, trying to escape poverty, and engaging in democratic reforms. With regard
to our disaster assistance and development portfolios, we have had many occasions
to cooperate with the military over the years.

Our most obvious collaborations have been in the area of emergency humanitarian
assistance. When the magnitude of a natural disaster overwhelms our normal re-
sponse mechanisms, we have successfully enlisted the aid of our military partners
to meet the needs of civilians at risk. During the 2004 Asian Tsunami crisis, for
example, USAID Disaster Assistance Response Teams (known as DARTSs) worked
closely with U.S. Navy units from Combined Support Force 536 to deliver relief sup-
plies and potable water to affected areas. Similarly, DARTSs collaborated with U.S.
military units in 2005 in the aftermath of the Pakistan earthquake to identify iso-
lated populations in stricken areas, evacuate victims for medical treatment, and set
up emergency shelters to protect survivors against the harsh winter elements. As
recently as December 2006, USAID worked with aviation assets from the Combined
Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA) in Djibouti to air drop supplies to the
Somali refugee camps in northeastern Kenya which had been cut off from overland
routes by extensive flooding.

USAID also has extensive experience working with the military to meet the hu-
manitarian and economic needs of civilian populations affected by armed conflict.
During Operation PROVIDE COMFORT in 1991, our DARTSs worked closely with
the U.S. Army to facilitate the safe return of Kurdish civilians who had fled into
the Zargos Mountains to escape attacks from Saddam Hussein’s genocidal forces. I
should note that as a U.S. Army Civil Affairs Lieutenant Colonel working in north-
ern Iraq at the time, PROVDE COMFORT was my first operational experience with
USAID’s humanitarian assistance work. The Provincial Reconstruction Teams
(PRTs) operating in Afghanistan and Iraq offer the most integrated model of
USAID-U.S. military collaboration to date. In both countries, USAID staff work
closely with personnel from the U.S. military and a variety of other U.S. govern-
ment agencies to provide essential services to local populations in support of our na-
tional security objectives.

Beyond humanitarian assistance in response to natural disasters and armed con-
flicts, USAID also has experience collaborating with the military in peacetime civic
action projects. For example, USAID missions have worked with U.S. military units
performing medical, dental and veterinary missions for civilian populations in Latin
America and Africa, most recently in Kenya and Uganda. In addition, USAID mis-
sions in Djibouti, Ethiopia and Kenya have worked on educational projects with
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CJTF-HOA in which the military builds or refurbishes school buildings and USAID
furnishes school books and supports teacher training.

This long record of collaboration with the military across countries and across con-
texts suggests that the cooperative relationship that is envisioned by AFRICOM is
not entirely new. USAID has learned that the military’s logistical capabilities can
be invaluable assets in emergency humanitarian assistance. Likewise, we have dem-
onstrated that USAID’s unique skills in addressing a range of essential human
needs for civilian populations in both peace and war is of substantial strategic ben-
efit to the foreign policy of the United States. Thus, USAID’s coordination with the
military’s civic action programs can lead to important synergies of effort, resources
and expertise for the benefit our beneficiaries and in support of our interests.

Yet experience has also taught us of the importance of maintaining the essential
humanitarian and development character of USAID when we work with the mili-
tary. While we represent the same government as our military colleagues, the meth-
ods by which we work and the sectors in which we work are quite different. Pre-
serving the development and humanitarian role of USAID, even as we work closely
with the military in the field, is vital to the successful operation of our programs,
to the preservation of our partnerships with non-governmental organizations, and
to our credibility in the eyes of our beneficiaries. In large part this will be ensured
by AFRICOM’s focus on the security sector, while supporting USAID in mutually
agreed upon activities.

We remain ever mindful of our humanitarian principles and development prin-
ciples as we contribute to the development of AFRICOM. We also remain mindful
that the increasing presence and role of the Department of Defense in Africa pro-
vides opportunities and challenges. DOD can support national security objectives in
ways that USAID cannot. DOD can help professionalize African militaries; strength-
en the African regional security architecture, including African Standby Force; miti-
gate HIV/AIDS and other public health threats in the security sector; and provide
disaster response capacity if others cannot. USAID participation in such efforts
seeks to maximize effectiveness in ways that broadly support development and hu-
manitarian objectives.

Although there has been increasing recognition of development as part of the na-
tional security strategy, growing DOD presence in Africa has the potential of blur-
ring the lines between diplomacy, defense, and development. These lines were never
perfect. Increasing levels of DOD programming in Africa puts it in closer proximity
to USAID programs. Some of these DOD activities include wells, schools, clinics,
and veterinarian services. The result can be confusion and misperceptions. USAID
coordination with the DOD should not be perceived as contributing to specific mili-
tary objectives, but rather as contributing to broader foreign policy goals.

USAID AND INITIAL PLANNING FOR AFRICOM

USAID has been involved in the operational planning for AFRICOM from the be-
ginning. In November 2006 we sent staff to participate in the Implementation Plan-
ning Team which developed the initial conceptual framework for AFRICOM. We
have also participated in the AFRICOM Transition Team (TT) since February 2007
when it was established at the headquarters for U.S. European Command (EUCOM)
in Stuttgart, Germany. USAID has two full-time staff people there, representing
both the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance, which I
lead, and the Bureau for Africa. They are intimately involved in all of the oper-
ational details required to help AFRICOM achieve IOC on time, including the shape
of the command structure, outreach, staffing patterns, and legal authorities among
others issues. In addition to the collaboration in Stuttgart, here in Washington we
are in close and continual consultations with our colleagues at the Departments of
State and Defense that have responsibility for AFRICOM.

USAID’S ROLE IN AFRICOM POST—10C

We envision that USAID will play a constructive role in the structure and oper-
ations of AFRICOM when the command becomes operational. USAID currently has
over $3 billion of programs across the continent planned this fiscal year alone, mak-
ing it a U.S. government agency with one of the largest financial commitment to
Africa. Given AFRICOM’s mission to support other agencies in implementing U.S.
security policies and strategies on the continent, we expect that there will be many
areas in which we might usefully collaborate.

As a first step, we intend to send a Senior Development Advisor (SDA) to
AFRICOM to help the Commander make strategic choices with regard to develop-
ment issues within his AOR. Modeled after Political Advisors, or POLADs, which
the State Department sends to each of the geographic combatant commands, the
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SDA will be a senior foreign service officer with extensive experience in USAID de-
velopment work. The person will most likely have previously served as a mission
director at least once, and will bring to the command group of AFRICOM the invalu-
able perspective of an experienced development professional with significant Africa
experience. I should note that USAID already has SDAs at two combatant com-
mands, EUCOM and the U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM), and we are
committed to sending SDAs to each of the geographic combatant commands.

We believe that there may be other opportunities for us to participate in the
structure and operations of AFRICOM. There are a number of leadership positions
within the proposed organizational structure which are currently under develop-
ment. At the moment, it is premature to say which, if any, would be appropriately
staffed by USAID personnel. However, we will continue to observe the evolution of
the AFRICOM’s structure to determine which positions might best be served by the
expertise that USAID has to offer.

USAID RESOURCES FOR AFRICOM

The most important resource that USAID will contribute to AFRICOM will be our
people. USAID staff members have hundreds of years of experience engaging in hu-
manitarian and development work in Africa. This accumulated wisdom will be of
enormous benefit to the command as it performs its mission of supporting the inter-
agency efforts of the U.S. government to assist local populations and deter extre-
mism on the continent. To this end, USAID is committed to providing staff for the
position I mentioned above. We will also consider providing additional staff for the
AFRICOM headquarters as requested. Finally, we will work to ensure that
AFRICOM’s activities are closely coordinated with USAID programs managed by
our missions across the continent.

We do not envision transferring any funds to the Department of Defense for the
conduct of its civilian assistance activities. We will, however, work to ensure that
our programmatic expenditures are coordinated with those of AFRICOM to avoid
needless overlap or mutually exclusive activities.

CONCLUSION

USAID is a proud partner with our colleagues in the State Department and the
Pentagon in the creation of AFRICOM. It will be a substantial step in our effort
to integrate further the elements of defense, diplomacy and development in the exe-
cution of our foreign policy. In my judgment, it will also represent an improvement
in the delivery of services to our beneficiaries by greater synergies in the distribu-
tion of U.S. government resources across Africa.

As AFRICOM continues to develop, we will continue to collaborate with our col-
leagues in the government and will work closely with our NGO partners to ensure
that any concerns they may have are addressed.

Thank you very much for your time today. I look forward to keeping Congress in-
formed regarding our involvement in AFRICOM, and I would be pleased to answer
any questions you may have.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.
Ambassador Mull?

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE STEPHEN D. MULL, ACTING
ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF POLITICAL-MILITARY
AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Ambassador MULL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and
Ranking Member Smith and all the members of the committee. It
isda great honor to have the chance to appear before all of you
today.

I provided formal testimony to your staff and would ask that you
enter it into the record and would restrict myself to a few summary
comments.

Last autumn, Deputy Assistant Secretary Whelan called me to
say she would like to come over to meet with me, along with her
team, to discuss an exciting, new idea for setting up a new military
command in Africa. We met a few days later.
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She talked about a truly exciting idea that I think has a real
chance of transforming our strategic approach to this very impor-
tant continent. This new command, AFRICOM, I think will include
a number of exciting innovations, and she described these to me
along with her team last fall, transforming the U.S. military stra-
tegic approach from its current division of dividing it among three
different commands into one unified command that will be capable
of sustained and integrated attention.

Also, it expanded attention to building, and integrating attention
to building, the military capacity of our African partners so that
they can better work with us in confronting the common threats we
face such as terrorism, ungoverned areas and civil and inter-
national conflicts.

She described that the command would also offer a more coher-
ent approach to important regional security concerns that affect
America’s vital interests in the region. She described a more effi-
cient way of providing emergency humanitarian response and man-
aging military crisis response.

Also it offered in the plan an unprecedented new way of inter-
agency cooperation that would feature opening the door to substan-
tial civilian agency involvement in the command, including by put-
ting senior civilians in leadership positions in the command, as As-
sistant Administrator Hess described.

From the start we at State were very excited by the idea, and
we enthusiastically jumped at the opportunity to join with our DoD
colleagues in designing the command. From the very beginning
State was an integral partner, along with USAID and other partici-
pants, in the design of that command.

We assigned officers, both senior and mid level, to join the com-
mand design team here in Washington and later in Stuttgart, and
many aspects of the new proposed command structure reflect sub-
stantial input by State and other civilian officials.

We collaborated in briefing important partners, including your
staffs, important nongovernmental organizations, the press and
other interested communities. We joined in officially briefing key
African partners on a series of trips to the region earlier this year,
and we joined in briefing other key allies with interests in Africa
in Europe and Asia and other partners on our intentions.

The result of this collaboration is a plan for AFRICOM that we
think will substantially improve the United States Government’s
effectiveness in responding to Africa’s unique challenges and in cre-
ating an atmosphere that is favorable to America’s considerable in-
terests there.

I am proud to say that the Department of State at its most sen-
ior levels welcomes AFRICOM and looks forward to working with
our Defense Department colleagues to make it successful.

In describing AFRICOM, I think it is perhaps most important to
start by describing what it is not. It will not take the place of the
Department of State or USAID and United States Embassies in the
field as the voice of American foreign policy in our relationships
with African states and African international organizations.

It will not have any authorities beyond those that U.S. military
commands already enjoy in other commands. It will not establish
new military bases on the African continent. It will not have any
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less responsibility to obtain appropriate chief of mission concur-
rence and coordinate with U.S. diplomats for all of its activities on
the continent in individual countries, and its civilian officials will
not exercise any authority on behalf of their parent agencies. They
will be part of the command reporting to the commander.

Here is what the command will allow: It will allow a more strate-
gically coherent focus on our military relationship with Africa and
more effective support of important programs we fund and admin-
ister together with the Department of Defense with FMF, IMET,
peacekeeping funds and Section 1206 funds such as the President’s
Global Peace Operations Initiative, which aims to train tens of
thousands of new troops for peacekeeping operations.

The Trans-Sahel Counterterrorism Initiative, which aims to im-
prove the capacities of North and West African states to respond
to the terrorism threat there; the Maritime Security Initiative in
the Gulf of Guinea, which aims to increase the ability of states in
the region to provide for their own maritime security, as well as
a number of other regional African coastal and border security pro-
grams.

It will help support and coordinate the East African Counterter-
rorism Initiative and support for African peacekeeping missions in
Africa such as the upcoming U.N. mission in Sudan, and it will
also be an important source of support for the State Department’s
programs in reforming the security sectors in such places as Libe-
ria and in Southern Sudan.

Also, and importantly, it will allow civilian agencies like State
and USAID to have a seat at the table in shaping the military sup-
port of these programs, working in close liaison with our Embassies
and our chiefs of mission on the continent. We especially look for-
ward to contributing one of the two command’s deputies to the
commander, as well as a number of other officers, to assist and
guide the command in its work.

There are obviously substantial challenges to overcome as we
stand up this command regarding the location or locations of the
command, security and infrastructure concerns, winning political
and diplomatic support for the command on the continent from our
African partners and sorting out the status of AFRICOM’s forces
in the countries where they will reside, both with host governments
and with resident United States Embassies.

We are confident, based on our extremely productive partnership
with the Department of Defense thus far, that we are going to suc-
ceed in surmounting these challenges, and we are going to stand
up a command that will score a real win for America’s interests in
Africa in the longer term.

Thank you very much, and I look forward to answering any ques-
tions or concerns you have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mull follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE STEPHEN D. MULL, ACTING ASSISTANT
SECRETARY, BUREAU OF POLITICAL-MILITARY AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

I would like thank the Chairman and the Committee for inviting me to testify
here today about AFRICOM—a command we believe will be an important asset in
our overall Africa policy. The State Department, and my bureau which is the State
Department’s principal link to the Department of Defense, strongly supports the cre-
ation of U.S. Africa Command. We join with the Bureau of African Affairs in our
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appreciation for the positive effects that AFRICOM will have on conflict prevention,
regional security, capacity-building, counterterrorism, humanitarian assistance and
in other key areas. Employing a “whole of government approach,” AFRICOM is truly
an unprecedented step forward in inter-agency cooperation and a new vehicle for ad-
dressing security issues in Africa. We welcome the Department of Defense’s greater
interest, resources, and participation in African issues.

Currently, U.S. military responsibilities for activities in Africa are divided among
three unified commands—the U.S. European, Central, and Pacific Commands. By
assigning responsibility for the whole region, with the exception of Egypt, to one sin-
gle command—AFRICOM, the U.S.’s military interface with Africa will be more effi-
cient and more effective. And Egypt, while retaining its vital historical role in Mid-
dle Eastern affairs, will not be ignored, but will be considered as a country of special
concern for AFRICOM. Finally, we are encouraged by the nomination of GEN Ward
to be AFRICOM’s first commander. If confirmed, GEN Wards’ unique and invalu-
able experience with African security issues and his well-known reputation as an
outstanding senior leader in multinational and interagency settings will almost cer-
tainly lead to important successes for AFRICOM from its inception.

The Department of Defense should be commended for the inclusive nature in
which they have planned and coordinated the establishment of AFRICOM. The De-
partment of State, USAID, and other U.S. government agencies were invited to tem-
porarily assign full-time senior representatives to the AFRICOM Implementation
Planning Team. This team was established in November 2006 and was the Depart-
ment of Defense’s initial planning structure for the creation of AFRICOM. When the
AFRICOM Implementation Planning Team completed its work in early 2007, the
State Department and other U.S. government agencies were invited to join the
AFRICOM Transition Team. The Transition Team began its work in Stuttgart in
February 2007. The Department of Defense’s public diplomacy efforts were also
laudable examples of interagency partnerships. The State Department and its senior
leaders played a key role in public diplomacy outreach efforts to African states and
regional organizations. In each of these endeavors, the sense of partnership between
the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, the Bureau of African Affairs, and several
other State Department bureaus grew markedly and has contributed to a coherent
and highly effective involvement of the Department of State in this important effort.
The result, to date, has been significantly enhanced cooperation and collaboration
between the State and Defense Departments, and a framework that is supportive
of both U.S foreign policy interests and regional security objectives.

Throughout this process, both departments have been sensitive to the require-
ments and sensitivities of the other. Importantly, after thoughtful dialogue and
careful study, each department has concluded that there is no need to alter the cur-
rent authorities that govern State/Defense collaboration in the field or in Wash-
ington. The Department of State will continue to exercise full foreign policy author-
ity in Africa and the Assistant Secretary for African Affairs will continue to be the
lead policymaker in the U.S. Government on African issues, including regional secu-
rity policy. The Bureau of Political-Military Affairs will continue its traditional re-
sponsibilities in bilateral political-military talks, security assistance funding, man-
agement of arms transfers, and defense trade controls. The Department of Defense
understands these bureau roles and responsibilities and is unequivocally supportive.
State will continue to provide leadership for, and exercise authority over, its 47 em-
bassies in the AFRICOM area of responsibility, with personnel on assignments of
two or three years, whose responsibility it is to understand the host country govern-
ment and people, and to both influence and implement policy. Each Chief of Mission
in the field in Africa will continue to act as the President’s personal representative
in the country to which he/she is accredited, and to exercise full authority over all
the U.S. Government’s peacetime activities.

The relationship between the State and Defense Departments in establishing
AFRICOM is correctly characterized, in military parlance, as “supporting-to-sup-
ported.” The Department of Defense and the U.S. military will continue to support
the Department of State in the pursuit of foreign policy goals, while we at the De-
partment State will continue to fully support the military in its efforts to promote
the security and safety of the United States. In each circumstance it should be em-
phasized that we will work TOGETHER to promote security in Africa. The relation-
ship between security and development is no longer an academic discussion. Africa
cannot fully develop in an environment where conflict and other threats to state and
individual security reign. We strongly endorse the positive role that AFRICOM can
play in helping to eliminate these threats and in assisting in stability-oriented ac-
tivities. AFRICOM’s focus on reducing conflict, improving security, defeating terror-
ists, and supporting crisis response are EXACTLY the right focal points and are
synergistic complements to State Department efforts in the region. We expect the
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largely civil-military activities of AFRICOM to help State strengthen regional secu-
rity policies and their implementation. AFRICOM will draw upon our Embassies in
the field for most of the information it will use to guide its security cooperation pro-
grams and its overall interaction with Africa.

Please allow me to elaborate on the public diplomacy efforts I alluded to earlier.
An important element to be considered in the stand-up of AFRICOM is the reaction
of our regional friends and those from outside the region who have significant inter-
est in Africa. A delegation of Senior officials from the Department of Defense, the
Department of State, and the U.S. Agency for International Development have al-
ready completed two extensive trips to Africa to consult with many key African
states on AFRICOM and have found a generally positive reception. We expect to
conduct additional consultations with African states and with allies who have strong
interest in Africa in the near future. Consultations are also ongoing with various
international organizations and non-governmental agencies on AFRICOM. As one
would expect with a subject of this importance and scope, the reactions have been
varied and diverse. An interagency team has briefed your staffs on the outcomes of
these consultations, and we will continue the robust dialogue with Congress
throughout this process.

The establishment of AFRICOM has understandably generated great interest.
This interest has been generally helpful as it has allowed many ideas and perspec-
tives from various fora to inform the discussions of the AFRICOM interagency es-
tablishment effort. Among the most frequent topics of discussion have been the spec-
ulations about where AFRICOM’s headquarters might be located and how that
“interagency-oriented” headquarters might be structured and manned. While cur-
rent planning envisions an initial headquarters presence on the continent by Octo-
ber 2008, I want to make it clear that no final decision has been made about the
location of the AFRICOM headquarters in Africa. There will almost certainly be
subordinate offices in several other places on the African continent as well, but
those locations have yet to be determined. State will also provide officers to work
in AFRICOM. The Department will provide one of the two Deputies to the Com-
mander working for the AFRICOM Commander. A senior State officer will be the
Deputy to the Commander responsible for directing Command activities related to
security cooperation and capacity building. The other Deputy to the Commander, a
uniformed military officer, will be in charge of the purely military aspects of
AFRICOM. The State Department will also provide another senior officer who will
serve as the Political Advisor for the AFRICOM Commander, so we will be well-rep-
resented on the AFRICOM leadership team. In addition to traditional advisors,
State and other civilian agencies will also provide a number of other personnel to
work in leadership, management, and functional positions as AFRICOM staff offi-
cers; however, the exact number and their specific positions have not yet been deter-
mined. In addition, we expect to add staff in the Bureau of African Affairs who will
assist in the interface with AFRICOM and its various elements.

The Department of State views the creation of AFRICOM as the beginning of a
long and fruitful collaboration. And we are excited about it. I would be glad to take
any questions that the committee might have.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.
Ms. Whelan?

STATEMENT OF MS. THERESA M. WHELAN, DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR AFRICA, OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Ms. WHELAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Ranking Member Smith
and distinguished members of the committee, thank you for the op-
portunity to provide DoD’s perspective on the Africa Command.

Africa has long been seen as a problem to be solved, a continent
of failed states, faltering economies, regional conflicts and corrupt
leadership. This image though is a far cry from the Africa of today.
With the support of international partners, Africans are slowly, but
surely, instituting democracy and good governance across the con-
tinent.

Our security cooperation with Africa is one aspect of our collabo-
ration, but it is a small part of our overall relationship. The United
States spends approximately $9 billion a year in Africa, funding
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programs in areas such as health, development, trade promotion
and good governance.

In contrast, security-related programs receive only about $250
million a year. This security assistance includes such things as
peacekeeping training programs, border and coastal security capac-
ity development programs, logistics and airlift support to peace-
keeping operations, and joint training exercises with African mili-
taries throughout the continent.

A great deal of our training is focused on improving the level of
professionalization and technical proficiency in African militaries.
We do our best to convey through this training respect for human
rights, the rule of law and the proper role of a civilian controlled
military in a democracy.

We are now taking this relationship a step further. In February
2007, the President announced his decision to create a unified com-
mand for Africa, U.S. Africa Command, or AFRICOM.

Although this structure is new, the nature of our military en-
gagement on the continent will not change. It will remain primarily
focused on conducting theater security cooperation to build partner-
ship capacities in areas such as peacekeeping, maritime security,
border security, counterterrorism skills and, as appropriate, sup-
porting U.S. Government agencies in implementing other programs
that promote regional stability.

For many years our military relationships on the continent have
been implemented by three separate commands: U.S. European
Command, U.S. Central Command and U.S. Pacific Command.
While these commands executed their missions well, AFRICOM
represents an opportunity to eliminate the bureaucratic divisions
and operational seams created by this organizational structure.

We hope that AFRICOM will allow DoD, civilian and military
leaders to take a more holistic and operationally efficient approach
to the opportunities and challenges that lay ahead as Africa’s mul-
tilateral institutions such as the African Union and the regional
economic communities figure more prominently in African security
affairs. Consolidation under one command has the potential to bet-
ter support the development of these important regional mecha-
nisms and relationships.

AFRICOM is an innovative command in several ways. First,
AFRICOM will include a significant number of representatives
from other U.S. agencies within its staff, including officers from the
Department of State and the U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment.

These interagency officers will contribute their knowledge and
expertise to the command so that AFRICOM will be more effective
as it works to build peacekeeping, humanitarian relief and disaster
response capacity in Africa. They will also help AFRICOM identify
ways that DoD can support other United States Government de-
partments’ and agencies’ initiatives in Africa.

Second, the commander will have both a military and civilian
deputy. The Deputy to the Commander for Civil Military Affairs
will be a senior Foreign Service officer from the Department of
State. The civilian deputy will be responsible for the planning and
oversight of the majority of AFRICOM’s security assistance work.
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In particular, the DCMA will work with the State Department
and the African Union on developing ways in which AFRICOM can
provide effective training, advisory and technical support to the de-
velopment of the African Standby Force.

State Department leadership at this senior level will also en-
hance AFRICOM’s ability to support such State Department-fund-
ed endeavors as the Africa Contingency Operation Training and
Assistance Program, a mainstay of the United States effort to build
peace support operations capacity in Africa.

Third, AFRICOM will depart from the traditional J-code organi-
zation structure. Recognizing that AFRICOM’s focus is on war pre-
vention rather than war fighting, we are reorganizing the inner
workings of the command to best position it for theater security co-
operation activities and preventing problems from becoming crises
and crises from becoming catastrophes or conflicts.

There are many misconceptions about what AFRICOM will look
like and what it will do. I would like to address a few of these
misperceptions and concerns here. Some have raised the concern
that AFRICOM will take control of security issues on the continent.
Our intent is quite the contrary. The purpose of AFRICOM is to
encourage and support African leadership and initiative, not to
compete with it or discourage it.

United States security is enhanced when African nations them-
selves endeavor to successfully address and resolve emerging secu-
rity issues before they become so serious that they require consid-
erable international resources and intervention to resolve.

There are also fears that AFRICOM represents a militarization
of United States foreign policy in Africa and that AFRICOM will
somehow become the lead United States Government interlocutor
with Africa. This fear is unfounded. AFRICOM will support, not
shape, U.S. foreign policy on the continent. The Secretary of State
will remain the chief foreign policy advisor to the President, and
the Secretary of Defense will remain his chief advisor on defense
matters. The creation of a single United States DoD point of con-
tact for Africa will simply allow DoD to better coordinate its own
efforts in support of State Department leadership to better build
security capacity in Africa.

The intent is not for DoD generally or for AFRICOM at the oper-
ational level to assume the lead in areas where State and/or
USAID have clear lines of authority as well as the comparative ad-
vantages to lead. DoD will seek to provide support as appropriate
and as necessary to help the broader U.S. Government national se-
curity goals and objectives succeed.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Whelan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. THERESA M. WHELAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE FOR AFRICA, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE

INTRODUCTION

Africa has long been seen as a problem to be solved—a continent of failed states,
faltering economies, regional conflicts, and corrupt leadership. This image is far cry
from the Africa of today. This is a year in which we celebrate the half century of
the historic independence of Ghana, and where the economic growth rate of the con-
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tinent has averaged five percent for the past three years. In November 2005, Ellen
Johnson Sirleaf was democratically elected to replace Charles Taylor, who is now
at the Hague to stand trial for the brutality he unleashed in the region in the early
1990’s. She is the second elected black woman head of state in the world.

The credit for this progress goes to the African people. With the support of inter-
national partners, Africans are slowly but surely instituting democracy and good
governance across the continent, enabling more and more people to build their lives
and pursue their livelihoods in a context of security and freedom, choice and oppor-
tunity.

Challenges do remain. Poverty, disease, and conflict persist. Corruption flourishes
where the rule of law is weak. Gaps in infrastructure, technology and legal protec-
tions discourage local and foreign investment. We in the United States are in a posi-
tion to help African nations develop the capacity to address these challenges.

The United States spends approximately $9 billion dollars a year in Africa, fund-
ing programs in support of a wide range of areas. The U.S. is helping to train health
care professionals and provide desperately needed hospital equipment, train teach-
ers and provide educational materials, prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS through var-
ious awareness programs, train prosecutors in support of the legal reforms and the
promotion of independent judiciaries, train police forces consistent with important
human rights norms, and to train customs and border control officers to increase
capacities to thwart illicit trafficking of weapons, narcotics, and even children across
national borders.

We are looking for ways to increase capital and trade flows, the means by which
mutual prosperity is built. The African Growth and Opportunity Act, for example,
grants African economies preferential access to our markets. The Millennium Chal-
lenge Account offers countries that have met standards of responsible and account-
able governance to develop and propose extensive projects that target development
goals that they themselves have identified.

All of these activities are undertaken in partnership with African governments,
African institutions, and African organizations.

STRENGTHENING OUR RELATIONSHIPS WITH AFRICANS

Our security cooperation with Africa is one aspect of our collaboration with Afri-
ca—but it is a small part of our overall relationship.

This security assistance includes joint training exercises with African militaries
throughout the continent. We provide a great deal of training to improve the level
of professionalization and technical proficiency in African militaries. We do our best
to convey through this training respect for human rights, the rule of law, and the
proper role of a civilian controlled military in a democracy. We provide equipment—
in some cases granting the funds to do so—to meet African defense and security
needs. We established the Africa Center for Strategic Studies in Washington, DC
to promote a continuous dialogue between African military and civilian leaders and
their U.S. counterparts on important security issues. In Nairobi, we instituted the
Regional Disaster Management Center of Excellence. We engage on a daily basis
with African military chains of command through our embassy-based Defense
Attachés and Defense Cooperation Chiefs. Every step of the way, we consult with
our African partners and listen to what they have to say.

We are now taking this relationship a step further. In February 2007, the Presi-
dent announced his decision to create a Unified Command for Africa—U.S. Africa
Command, or “AFRICOM.”

Although this structure is new, our military engagement on the African continent
will remain primarily focused on building partnership capacities, conducting theater
security cooperation, building important counter-terrorism skills and, as appro-
priate, supporting U.S. Government agencies in implementing other programs that
promote regional stability. For many years our military relationships on the con-
tinent have been implemented by three separate commands: U.S. European Com-
mand, U.S. Central Command and U.S. Pacific Command. While these commands
executed their missions well, AFRICOM presents an opportunity to eliminate the
bureaucratic divisions and operational seams created by this organizational struc-
ture. We hope that AFRICOM will allow DoD civilian and military leaders to take
a more holistic and operationally efficient approach to the opportunities and chal-
lenges that lay ahead as Africa’s multilateral institutions, such as the African Union
and the Regional Economic Communities, figure more prominently in African secu-
rity affairs. Consolidation under one command has the potential to better support
the development of these important regional mechanisms and relationships.
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RATIONALE FOR AFRICOM’S CREATION

Stability and prosperity in Africa are important to the long-term interests of the
United States. A stable, healthy, and more prosperous Africa will contribute to glob-
al security and a stronger world economy.

Many of Africa’s security challenges are not limited by country boundaries but are
transnational and regional in nature. African governments and institutions are
using new approaches to address these challenges, and our engagement with Africa
needs to reflect these African institutional innovations at the regional level.

In many ways, the creation of this command is an historic opportunity to “catch-
up” to Africa’s quickly evolving continental and regional security structures, and
their increasing capacities to synergize African efforts in both the governmental and
non-governmental spheres to address the significant security challenges on the con-
tinent. AFRICOM represents an opportunity to strengthen and expand U.S. and Af-
rican relationships in such a way that our combined efforts can help generate a
more indigenous and, therefore, more sustainable peace and security on the con-
tinent. AFRICOM also is a manifestation of how DoD is innovating to transform its
ability, institutionally, to meet the challenges of the new global security environ-
ment.

AFRICOM’S INNOVATIONS

AFRICOM is an innovative command in several ways. First, unlike a traditional
Unified Command, it will focus on building African regional security and crisis re-
sponse capacity. AFRICOM will promote greater security ties between the United
States and Africa, providing new opportunities to enhance our bi-lateral military re-
lationships, and strengthen the capacities of Africa’s regional and sub-regional orga-
nizations.

Second, AFRICOM will include a significant number of representatives from other
US agencies within its staff, including officers from the Department of State and
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). A variety of agencies have
existing bilateral relationships with African governments—from collaborating to pro-
mote aviation safety to working with local NGOs to develop conflict mediation pro-
grams targeted at youth. These interagency officers will contribute their knowledge
and expertise to the command so that AFRICOM will be more effective as it works
to build peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, and disaster response capacity in Africa.
They will also help AFRICOM identify ways that DoD can support other U.S. Gov-
ernment departments and agencies’ initiatives in Africa.

Third, the Commander will have a both a military and civilian deputy. The Dep-
uty to the Commander for Civil-Military Affairs (DCMA) will be a Senior Foreign
Service officer from the Department of State. This civilian deputy will be responsible
for the planning and oversight of the majority of AFRICOM’s security assistance
work. In particular, the DCMA will work with the State Department and the Afri-
can Union on developing ways in which AFRICOM can provide effective training,
advisory and technical support to the development of the African Standby Force.
State Department leadership at this senior level will also enhance AFRICOM’s abil-
ity to support such State Department funded endeavors as the African Contingency
Operations Training and Assistance (ACOTA) program, a mainstay of the U.S. effort
to build peace support operations capacity in Africa.

Fourth, AFRICOM will depart from the traditional J-code organization structure.
Originating in the Napoleon age, this has proven to be an extremely effective meth-
od of organizing a command for war-fighting. Recognizing that AFRICOM’s focus is
on war-prevention rather than war-fighting, we are reorganizing the inner-workings
of the command to best position it for theatre security cooperation activities and
preventing problems before they become crises and preventing crises before they be-
come catastrophes.

AFRICOM MYTHS V REALITY

There are many misconceptions about what AFRICOM will look like and what it
will do. I would like to address these misperceptions and concerns here.

First, some people believe that we are establishing AFRICOM solely to fight ter-
rorism, or to secure oil resources, or to discourage China. This is not true. Violent
extremism is cause for concern, and needs to be addressed, but this is not
AFRICOM’s singular mission. Natural resources represent Africa’s current and fu-
ture wealth, but in a fair market environment, many benefit. Ironically, the U.S.,
China and other countries share a common interest—that of a secure environment.
AFRICOM is about helping Africans build greater capacity to assure their own secu-
rity.
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Second, some have raised the concern that AFRICOM will take control of security
issues on the continent. Our intent is quite the contrary. DoD recognizes and ap-
plauds the leadership role that individual African nations and multi-lateral African
organizations are taking in the promotion of peace, security and stability on the con-
tinent. For example, AFRICOM can provide effective training, advisory and tech-
nical support to the development of the African Standby Force. This is exactly the
type of initiative and leadership needed to address the diverse and unpredictable
global security challenges the world currently faces. The purpose of AFRICOM is
to encourage and support such African leadership and initiative, not to compete
with it or to discourage it. U.S. security is enhanced when African nations them-
selves endeavor to successfully address and resolve emergent security issues before
they become so serious that they require considerable international resources and
intervention to resolve.

Finally, there are fears that AFRICOM represents a militarization of U.S. foreign
policy in Africa and that AFRICOM will somehow become the lead U.S. Government
interlocutor with Africa. This fear is unfounded. AFRICOM will support, not shape,
U.S. foreign policy on the continent. The Secretary of State will remain the chief
foreign policy advisor to the President, and the Secretary of Defense will remain his
chief advisor on defense and security matters. The creation of a single U.S. DoD
point of contact for Africa will simply allow DoD to better coordinate its own efforts,
in support of State Department leadership, to better build security capacity in Afri-
ca. The intent is not for DoD generally, or for AFRICOM at the operational-level,
to assume the lead in areas where State and/or USAID has clear lines of authority
as well as the comparative advantages to lead. DoD will seek to provide support,
as appropriate and as necessary, to help the broader U.S. Government national se-
curity goals and objectives succeed.

STANDING UP AFRICOM

We are moving quickly to stand up AFRICOM through a Transition Team, which
includes officers from the Department of State and USAID, that is located in Stutt-
gart, Germany. It is coordinating the planning for the Command, including the loca-
tion of the headquarters and organizational structure, with U.S. European Com-
mand to ensure an effective transition. AFRICOM will be stood up as a sub-unified
command under European Command by October 1, 2007, and is scheduled to be
fully operational no later than October 1, 2008.

The establishment of AFRICOM—and the participation of State, USAID, and
other U.S. agencies—demonstrates the importance the U.S. Government places on
strengthening ties with Africa. With AFRICOM, the United States will be working
in partnership with Africans to foster an environment of security and peace—an en-
vironment that will enable Africans themselves to further strengthen their democ-
racies, institutionalize respect for human rights, pursue economic prosperity, and
build effective regional institutions. A more stable Africa serves the goal of helping
to foster a more stable global environment.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much, all three of you, for your testi-
mony.

As I indicated once before and as Mr. Royce mentioned before he
left, the fact that Africa was under three commands didn’t make
too much sense to us, and we did talk about the fact that Africa,
if it seemed like it was going to be effective, should certainly be
under a single command. You could work out things a little bit bet-
ter.

However, AFRICOM seems to have gone further than merely
consolidating under one command and that is why there is skep-
ticism in Africa and I have some problems with it also. Consoli-
dating bifurcated commands would be one thing, but there has
been some, it seems, substantial changes to me in the manner in
which this new command will work.

And so there is a perception that the Department of Defense is
going to be responsible for U.S. aid programs, programs that affect
health, programs combining HIV and AIDS, that the Department
of Defense is going to control programs in all areas, and that is
where on the way to this unified command it seems that there have
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been some changes made on the way that the three commands
worked previously.

And so if you could just perhaps, Ms. Whelan, clarify to me that
this is basically the way the three commands worked before and
that all we are doing is putting them together, or if there is a de-
parture from the basic concepts of what the three commands in Af-
rica did because this is the whole crux of the matter.

It appears as though there is a militarization of foreign assist-
ance, and that is not what—I certainly have commended the mili-
tary in places where they have assisted in building the school. It
is too bad that USAID doesn’t have enough money to build the
school, but the Department of Defense seems to have an overabun-
dance of money, so they could build the school or do things that
need to be done.

That is good because they seem to have the wherewithal, but if
USAID or other kinds of State Department programs were funded
the way I would like to see them funded then we wouldn’t need the
military to be doing aid programs.

I just wonder, is there a change in the manner in which the De-
partment of Defense will function in Africa? Because I believe that
that is the problem that countries in Africa have.

Secondly, you might or maybe Ambassador Mull might inform
the committee what countries did the administration consult with?
I would imagine it was the State Department. What kind of notice
did you give about the reorganization? How long did you stay? Did
you say we are going to be doing something in the next 6 months,
and do you have any suggestions?

One of the problems, of course, with skepticism and that kind of
thing is that many times things are not handled properly and
things are just dropped on people. When that happens we get a lot
of unreadiness. Perhaps if it were done in a collaborative way then
there may have been some different kind of results.

Either one of you might handle that.

Ms. WHELAN. Well, there are many aspects to your question, Mr.
Chairman, which I will try to address.

Africa Command is meant to be something new and different.
That was Secretary Rumsfeld’s intent, and Secretary Gates has re-
affirmed that upon taking over the Department. Africa Command
is meant to be a 21st century unified command organizational
structure, part of DoD transformation.

And so yes, it is an amalgamation of three existing commands
into one command, but those commands, and their structures, were
established during a period in our history that was dominated by
the Cold War and the requirements of the Cold War. Therefore
their organizational structures and their mission statements are
designed to meet those requirements.

Africa Command is being developed as the first unified com-
mand, the first regionally based unified command in the 21st cen-
tury. Obviously NORTHCOM was established most recently, al-
though it has a different focus.

So the intent was for the command to be different. The intent
was for the command to capture the lessons learned over the last
decade and a half in Africa, the Balkans and even more recently
in Iraq and Afghanistan, about the importance of coordination and
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collaboration between DoD and its sister agencies within the
United States Government when working on peace and security
issues.

Unfortunately, despite all of our best intentions on a person-to-
person level, our institutional structures do not currently lend
themselves to coordination and collaboration. We are very hier-
archically structured and stovepiped, so there was a desire on the
part of DoD, recognizing that we will be more successful if we co-
ordinate and collaborate with our State Department counterparts
and USAID counterparts, to find ways to institutionalize that co-
ordination and collaboration.

We took as an example some of the effective coordination and col-
laboration that is being done informally between CJTF-HOA (Com-
bined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa) and USAID on the ground
in the Horn of Africa. This is a bottom-up level of cooperation.
There was no institution that forced them together, but they real-
ized that coordinating, cooperating, planning together was actually
a better way to do business, and it was more effective for both DoD
and USAID.

So the intent in structuring the command was to establish an in-
stitutional basis for continued coordination and collaboration. We
began this right at the very start of our planning by, as Ambas-
sador Mull said, coming over and briefing State Department early
on on our ideas and bringing them into the planning process so
that we could get their input in the planning process. The State
Department and USAID have been joined at the hip with our plan-
ning teams from the very beginning last fall.

So yes, sir, it is intended for the command to be different in its
institutional structure. Its mission set is also intended to be dif-
ferent, but not in the way many people seem to fear. Its mission
set is to focus on theater security cooperation and capacity building
in the defense context.

The Defense Department is not intending to move outside of its
lane and attempt to do USAID’s job or the State Department’s job
or Treasury’s job or Justice’s job or any other department in the
U.S. Government who involves themselves in overseas activities in
the development sphere. We intend to stay in our lane. However,
we hope to do so in a more coordinated fashion.

The difference between the command’s mission now and other
commands I think is probably best illustrated if I read for you the
mission statements of European Command and the mission state-
ments of Central Command, and then the draft mission state of
U.S. Africa Command.

. l'fhe current mission statement of U.S. European Command is as
ollows:

“U.S. EUCOM will maintain ready forces to conduct the full
ranges of operations unilaterally or in concert with coalition
partners; enhance transatlantic security through support of
NATO; promote regional stability; counterterrorism; and ad-
vance U.S. interests in the area of responsibility.”

Central Command’s mission reads as follows:

“U.S. Central Command conducts operations to attack, disrupt
and defeat terrorism, deter and defeat adversaries, deny access
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to WMD), assure regional access, strengthen regional stability,
build the self-reliance of partner nations’ security forces, and
protect the vital interests of the United States within the area
of responsibility.”

U.S. AFRICOM’s draft mission statement at present reads:

“U.S. Africa Command promotes U.S. national security objec-
tives by working with African states and regional organizations
to help strengthen stability and security in the area of respon-
sibility. U.S. Africa Command leads the in-theater DoD re-
sponse to support other U.S. Government agencies in imple-
menting U.S. Government security policies and strategies. In
concert with other U.S. Government and international part-
ners, U.S. Africa Command conducts theater security coopera-
tion activities to assist in building security capacity and im-
prove accountable governance. As directed, U.S. Africa Com-
mand conducts military operations to deter aggression and re-
spond to crises.”

I think you will see by the contrast between those various mis-
sion statements that AFRICOM’s mission is primarily focused on
war prevention, on capacity building, and on theater security co-
operation. We have shifted it very much away from the Cold War
unified command missions that were much more focused on the
war fighting mission as the primary mission in the command.

So yes, the command’s mission is different, but it is not so dif-
ferent that it takes it out of DoD’s traditional lanes of operation.
DoD has done theater security cooperation and capacity building in
Africa and elsewhere in the world, but it has always done it as a
matter of secondary or tertiary importance to its primary mission,
which was considered to be preparing to fight and win the nation’s
wars.

In this case what we are doing is we are elevating the impor-
tance of the theater security cooperation, security assistance, and
capacity building mission so that that will be the bread and butter
of the command. That is what is different about AFRICOM’s mis-
sion; not that it is going to go and take over USAID’s mission or
State Department’s mission.

As to the question of the countries that we visited, we have vis-
ited 13 countries so far. We have also spoken with the African
Union twice, and we have met with the Economic Community of
West African States Chiefs of Defense Conference at their invita-
tion. The 13 countries we visited include Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria,
Libya, Egypt, Ethiopia, Djibouti, Kenya, South Africa, Botswana,
Ghana, Senegal, Nigeria, and I think that is it at present that we
have visited.

As I said, we spoke with the African Union twice. We met with
the permanent representatives at the African Union. We also met
with the deputy chairperson, Patrick Mazimhaka, from the African
Union, and with the head of the African Union Peace and Security
Committee, Ambassador Djinnit.

Prior to all these meetings we sent cables to our Embassies with
the information about what we were coming to talk about, which
was the concept of having a single DoD command for Africa, and
we also sent them a series of questions on issue areas that we
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would like to discuss with them. Those were sent out to the Embas-
sies and provided to the countries prior to our arrival in the coun-
tries so that we could have these discussions.

No, sir, we did not blindside any of these countries. In fact, we
wanted to make sure that they would be prepared, that their rep-
resentatives would be prepared, to have a detailed discussion with
us and express their views to us on the issues of Africa Command.

Actually we made a number of decisions with regard to shaping
the Africa Command after those consultations based on those con-
sultations, so the consultations were truly consultations, not just
briefings. We felt the consultations were very productive for our-
selves and we hope that they were useful for the countries because
we were able to address some of the misconceptions that had al-
ready gotten out because of press reporting.

The other thing that we have done in terms of consultation with
the countries is we have held an off-site workshop. We recently
held it down in South Africa. We had a number of countries rep-
resented. It was a non-attribution environment. We also had NGOs
and think tanks present.

General Ward spent 2V full days simply listening to the African
participants and others at this off-site conference in South Africa.
It was very successful, and I think we are actually planning to
have a second such off-site conference here in the United States
prior to initial operating capability in October of this year.

We intend to invite in excess of 30 countries to send representa-
tives to that, as well as NGOs and think tanks and other distin-
guished Africans to sit down with us again in a non-attribution, off-
site environment here in the Washington area so that we can again
listen to them and address their concerns, and look to the future
of how AFRICOM can be helpful in addressing the security chal-
lenges on the continent.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. PAYNE. My time has probably expired. I do appreciate that
detailed explanation.

Number one, I certainly agree that change has to come. You
know, we have a whole different security situation and the manner
in which we have to deal with it is different from the Cold War.
There is no question about that. I wonder why though the military
still makes the Seawolf submarine that is supposed to attack Rus-
sia under the ice.

Having said that though, Toffler, in Future Shock, said that the
institution agencies, if the rate of change internally is not commen-
surate with the external change become obsolete, so I couldn’t
agree more that change has to come.

Let me just ask a quick question because my time has expired,
and then I will let my colleagues ask. Listening to what you said
then, you feel that a great job was done in introducing this concept
to Africa? Yes or no? I mean, it was done the right way? Just a
quick answer because I am taking the time of my colleagues.

Ms. WHELAN. We did the best we could, sir.

Mr. PAYNE. And what is that?

Ms. WHELAN. I won’t judge whether it was a great job or whether
it wasn’t a great job. We made I think a good faith effort to consult
and to do so without having preconceived a solution.
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Mr. PAYNE. During your consultation you went to Africa to say
what this plan was—because do you know what? I am a Member
of Congress. This is the first time I have ever figured out what this
thing was all about.

Now, I am not the Defense Committee, but the Defense Com-
mittee members asked me about it the other day. They asked me
if I was having a hearing and said they didn’t know anything about
it either. So I wonder who in Congress knows something about it.
No one in this House. The Defense Committee members know
nothing about it. The Subcommittee on Africa knows very little
about it.

I have heard more today than I have heard because this is actu-
ally the first real hearing about this. As Mr. Royce said, we
thought it was a great idea years ago. Why don’t you put Africa
under one command? You know, Africa is always bifurcated. Africa
has grown. Why don’t you treat them like any other place?

Then we turn around and this thing is a whole—I hear from Af-
rican countries, and maybe they tell you one thing and they tell me
something else, but they tell me they are totally skeptical about it,
that they think that USAID is now under the Department of De-
fense, that when USAID comes in they are going to have to salute
somebody. NGOs are scared to death. They say I guess we are out
of it.

And so for us to be blindsided, I guess it is above my pay. Maybe
you told the Speaker about it, but this is all new. Like I said, I am
not a defense expert, and all of this stuff that you all have thought
out I am sure was well done. Like you said, you have done the best
job that you all can do, and you are the best in the world.

But for us not to know anything about what is going on, and
maybe it is that we are not supposed to know, but there is a lot
of concern and a lot of things I think could be avoided if there was
just some sort of conversation with people who have a strong inter-
est in what is going on.

Like I said, all we hear is that the Department of Defense is
going to run all foreign aid and that it is going to just be about
who are our friends and where does money go for HIV and AIDS
and where does money go for food assistance and where does
money go for agricultural assistance. It is going to be the coalition
of the willing. Where does the water assistance go because it is
under Defense and we are fighting terrorism and that is the num-
ber one issue and that is the way we are doing it.

My time is way expired. I will yield to my ranking member.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man. Let me just ask a couple of questions.

Assistant Administrator Hess, you made mention of the Oper-
ation Provide Comfort. I traveled with a few other members, a bi-
partisan delegation, right as that was unfolding.

In all candor, I was enormously—the entire delegation was—im-
pressed by the coordination, the staging that occurred in Incirlik,
the fact that the men and women who were behind all of this, the
Special Forces and those were packaging the food and medicine,
had the most ultimate type of can-do attitude one could have imag-
ined. They were proud to be working those 15- and 16-hour shifts
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to save the lives of the fleeing Kurds who were most unwelcomed
by some at least on the Turkish side.

I saw the same thing when I traveled to Aceh and boarded the
Abraham Lincoln. Had it not been for force protection concerns in
Banda Aceh, I think the entire ship, the entire aircraft carrier,
would have offloaded and went with the helicopters and would
have been part of that effort.

I think the military has a capacity to do that which is second to
none in the world to quickly and with a great deal of efficacy put
together an operation where lives can be saved in a disaster or a
crisis, manmade or nature made. I have seen it time and time
again. Provide Comfort was a great example that you raised.

What I thought was so telling, and I think this will allay some
of the fears of members and maybe some of the African countries
and the NGOs, was that as soon as the baton could be passed off
to the NGO community, as soon as the U.N., which did not have
the capacity, capability, logistics and really a command and control
apparatus to put this into practice overnight, as soon as that baton
could be passed without loss of life, with any diminution of mission,
it was done.

Our Special Forces guys just packed up and left and the NGO
took over. It was as seamless as it could be. The same happened
in Banda Aceh. The same has happened when the aircraft carrier,
which obviously was not a sustainable presence to be out there in
the water, but as soon as they were done with their mission they
went off to their next port of call or wherever it is they were going.

I think there should be a real effort to remind people that as a
staging area and as a humanitarian jumping off point in a crisis,
and Africa has had more than its fair share of crises, this command
offers a great opportunity to protect life, innocent life, especially
women and children.

Secondly, on human rights, and this is just a motion to adjourn
so I don’t know about the chairman, but I don’t mind missing that
one.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes. Right.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Just to adjourn. Maybe if you could
at the proper time just talk about that because it is I think an im-
portant point. The NGOs are not displaced. I think they are en-
hanced, and they are enhanced especially in a crisis.

Secondly, on human rights. I am the prime sponsor of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act. I eat, sleep and breathe that issue
every single day. I meet with delegations. I travel. I just got back
from Russia, Bosnia and Ukraine meeting primarily on the issue
of human trafficking.

I mention that because trafficking is a serious problem with mili-
taries. We held two hearings here last year—I chaired them—on
the problems in the Democratic Republic of Congo and the fact that
the peacekeepers—only a small number, but enough to really sour
that peacekeeping mission at least in the eyes of many, although
others are doing noble work—were raping little girls, 13 and 14
years old. The U.N. has tried to stop that, to mitigate that.

Our own military had a problem with trafficking. Frankly, once
that was discovered President Bush did his zero tolerance policy,
and I know that in Bosnia and in the Balkans, as well as in South
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Korea, there has been a major effort to monitor trafficking. We had
General LaPort sit where you are sitting, who did a magnificent job
in coming up with best practices.

So a question: This new AFRICOM, the command, what will it
do vis-a-vis the trafficking issue? Will it be a robust effort on a
military-to-military level? I know you said, Ms. Whelan, that you
support, not shape, policy. This is already policy, so this is a matter
of really supporting a policy to which Don Payne and Chris Smith
and everybody in this Congress fully supports, ending modern day
slavery.

It seems to me you are in a great position now military-to-mili-
tary, working with the AU. When I went to Darfur on a trip I
asked the AU people—fine people—what is your plan on traf-
ficking? They had no plan, and so it seems to me that this is the
chance to engage on that very, very aggressively.

Finally, and I have other questions, but I will ask these. Dr.
Peter Pham makes the point in his testimony that the Global Peace
Operations Initiative is training and equipping about 75,000 mili-
tary troops, the majority of them African, for peacekeeping.

My question is: What role would AFRICOM play in the peace-
keeping issue, training up Africans so that sufficient force is avail-
able and, again, will the component of human trafficking be very
much a part of that?

Mr. HEss. I think I will start, sir. I will answer the question on
humanitarian enhancing the NGOs.

You are absolutely right. The key point for us in humanitarian
relief operations is to transition from a push to a pull where we can
identify and target the specific resources that a population needs
to survive and to save lives and alleviate suffering.

That timing is critical: When we arrived in northern Iraq in
April 1991, we were losing 350 children a day. By a targeted effort
and by use of the military logistical system, we were able to get
the death rate down below the national average in less than a
month.

It was a remarkable effort and the first major humanitarian ef-
fort where the military worked very closely with the NGO and the
international community to make sure that that happened. Obvi-
ously your example in Banda Aceh; there are others even currently.
The flooding recently in the Dadaab camp in eastern Kenya last
December. During the flooding there was a great example again of
where we can use the resources of the military and coordinate
those and do those well.

The key, as you mentioned though, is to understand that transi-
tion. We work very closely, and that is why we have these senior
development advisors so that they can advise the commander that
now is the time to transition and let the professionals, who do
these operations on a day-to-day basis, take over and transition.
That transition to the end state for the military is very key in part
of our planning.

Ambassador MULL. Congressman Smith, allow me to address
your concerns about trafficking and also the role of the Global
Peace Operations Initiative.

Thanks to your leadership for many years this is really at the
top of the United States foreign policy agenda not only in Africa,
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but throughout the world. An important goal of all of our security
assistance, particularly in developing countries in Africa, is to use
our IMET funds.

There is a substantial component of every IMET program we
have in developing countries around the world to train people and
to sensitize them to human rights concerns such as trafficking, the
proper role of the military in a democracy and to try and transform
these militaries into agents for democracy, into agents that protect
the human rights of the people that they are supposed to serve.

AFRICOM will play an important role in being a partner to
every single United States Embassy in Africa and together they
will devise military training programs that address these require-
ments. If there is a particular trafficking concern in one country,
where the military can help, you can bet that the Embassy will
work with AFRICOM in developing a training program that ad-
dresses that need and improves it. If there is another human rights
concern in another country, the U.S. Ambassador in that country
will work with AFRICOM in developing a military program.

GPOL. It is an important part of human rights also because of
the very sorry experience of many international peacekeeping oper-
ations, not only in Congo, but elsewhere recently in Africa. In the
money that we provide under the GPOI program for peacekeeping
training we make sure to address those too, so we are on that, Con-
gressman, and we will continue to be.

Mr. PAYNE. We are going to adjourn. There is going to be another
vote coming up. We should adjourn for about 15 minutes. I think
everything could be accomplished.

Before we do adjourn I would like to acknowledge the former
President of Ethiopia, who is Mr. Negaso Gidada, who is currently
serving as an opposition member in the Ethiopian Parliament. Let
me commend you for the work that you are doing.

Why don’t you stand so we can at least acknowledge you? The
former President of Ethiopia.

[Applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. The meeting stands recessed for 15 minutes.

[Recess.]

Mr. PAYNE. We will reconvene the hearing. We didn’t expect it
would be that long, but that is the way it was. I thought it was
important that if any of the members wanted to ask a question
they would come back immediately, and if they do not then we will
go to the second panel.

I will just start with the second round. I had a number of con-
cerns. Let me see here. I listened to the countries that were visited
by the Department of Defense, and I notice that most of them or
at least the majority were in North Africa. You mentioned four in
sub-Saharan Africa, but the others in North Africa.

Ms. Whelan, is there an emphasis in the new command with the
countries visited or was it done because countries in North Africa
may have some other concerns?

Ms. WHELAN. Congressman, actually the countries in sub-Saha-
ran Africa were visited first because we considered their concerns
to be primary.

Maybe I missed a few, but just to recap, Senegal, Ghana, Nige-
ria, Botswana, South Africa, Kenya, Ethiopia, and Djibouti are all
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sub-Saharan African countries that have been visited. We also have
offered a visit to Angola, but they have been unable to arrange
their schedules to accommodate to date, although we hope to do
that in the coming weeks.

Sub-Saharan African nations were first on the consultation trip.
They were done in April. The North African countries were not
done until the June timeframe. Also, I would just like to clarify
that the delegation included colleagues from the State Department
and USAID, as well as of course Defense Department officials.

But we did have very good representation from both the Africa
Bureau at State, our Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Linda
Thomas-Greenfield, and also from Ambassador Mull’s office Ambas-
sador Loftus was representing State. We had Mr. Walter North
from the Africa Division head from USAID on the team.

Mr. PAYNE. Were the French or the British—they are in Africa,
as we all know. Was there any consultation with them? Not that
we need approval, but were they notified?

Ms. WHELAN. Yes. Actually we have had ongoing discussions
with them.

There was a brief visit in London in May. There was also a visit
to Paris in June, and we have an upcoming planned trip, more
comprehensive in nature, to talk with our European allies the week
of 10-14 September during which we will be going to London, to
Paris. We will also go to Brussels where we intend to talk to NATO
and the EU, as well as to the Belgian Government.

We had also planned to go to The Hague, as the Dutch are im-
portant partners. However, scheduling conflicts will prevent that so
we will reschedule them. We also are planning to go to Lisbon on
that trip. There will be a subsequent trip to include other Euro-
pean nations with interests in the African continent that will take
place at the end of October.

Mr. PAYNE. Just finally, Ambassador Mull, how many people
{'rorr; the State Department will be detailed to AFRICOM, more or
ess?

Ambassador MULL. Congressman, we are in the process of con-
sidering that right now. At a minimum, we have already created
two positions to be part of the command. One would serve in the
deputy to the commander function I mentioned in my opening re-
marks. We also have already created a position of a foreign policy
advisor to the command.

We hope ultimately to supplement that with some political offi-
cers and other staff. The exact numbers will depend. As you may
know, we are still in the process—DoD is still in the process—of
determining the structure and location of the command, how many
subcommands that there might be.

As those plans clarify, we will certainly look at our own resources
to see what makes the best level, but I would anticipate in addition
to the two we have created that we would certainly look at maybe
five or six more, but that is a very preliminary guess.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.

Mr. Ranking Member? All right. Yes. Mr. Boozman?

Mr. BoozMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was in Djibouti with Senator Inhofe a few months ago, and we
were briefed very extensively then about the planning and what
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was going on and stuff and so I think this is kind of an unusual
situation.

You know, it is almost a pilot program, and because of that you
have got overlap, with the Defense Department and then the State
Department and so what I think we need to do, Mr. Chairman, is
we need to do a better—and I am not criticizing anybody at all, but
it is kind of a hybrid, and I think we probably need to do a better
job of getting people over here, you know, to brief us because again,
like I say, I got a very good briefing with him.

Senator Inhofe has been very involved with Africa. Sadly, he is
one of the few, and again I am not being critical because every-
thing else is going on, but he has shown a real interest in Africa
and as a Senator is very involved. Again, those are few and far be-
tween. Not that that is critical. It is just a statement of fact.

Can you give us an example? They were talking and really kind
of excited about the fact that, you know, they were able to do some
of these things with USAID. You mentioned about this, which I
like, is a project that has come from the ground up, you know,
rather than reverse.

Can you give us examples of some of the projects maybe that
happen that cause that to happen? I know they were talking about
some well drilling projects, roads, things like that that to me make
sense that the military has the lift capability to get stuff in, you
know, where other entities don’t. They have the equipment that
t}ﬁey use, you know, for their stuff that could be loaned or used in
that.

Can you talk a little bit about maybe some specific type of
projects that you envision and have done in the past?

Mr. HESS. Yes, sir. That is a great question, and I think you are
right. We have had some great cooperation, as Secretary Whelan
has mentioned, with the Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Afri-
ca.

We were engaged in their train-up before they deployed under
Admiral Hunt and Admiral Hart, both of them before they went
out, and I think that paid big dividends because when the staffs
got on the ground they knew about the projects we had in the area
and we could coordinate better.

Specifically Admiral Hart told us. He said, “I can drill six wells
a year in the Horn of Africa, but we don’t really understand where
best to do that. For example, is the community involved? Will these
be sustainable? You can drill a lot of bore holes, but if it is not sus-
tainable and if the community doesn’t want it you can even create
conflict because of communities fighting over the well.”

And so if they work in conjunction with us, we do the community
development firsthand so that you design the best place to put the
well. Then you get the community to support the well, i.e. maintain
it. That does a lot of things while you are doing it. It is not just
getting the well and getting the community involved, but you are
building the grassroots organizations and so if we do that together
it will be a sustainable project that the community wants to sup-
port for the long term, so those are just some examples.

We have done the same thing with schools and those have been
successful, and in some health clinics as well. We have done some
irrigation projects. I visited one in Godai when I was out there in
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the Somali region of Ethiopia where the civil affairs teams that
were out there on the ground were also coordinating with the
International Committee of the Red Cross and other organizations
like that, NGOs that were in the area, so that we could see how
all of these fit together in a cohesive plan and could support each
other, so it was a very good example of cooperation and where we
get that synergy.

Mr. BoozMmAN. Very good. We have had hearings about polling,
that we could do a better job at being a little bit better well re-
ceived, you know, in some of these areas and so I really see this,
if it is done right, as a very positive thing where our American
military is associated with being givers, you know, rather than tak-
ers as so many people are in that area of the world.

On the other hand, you know, I think we on this committee have
the concern that this needs to be done right and there needs to be
some accountability because nobody wants that facet of the State
Department militarized and so again, after being briefed and stuff,
I don’t really have a lot of concern about that, but I do think it is
something that this committee, you know, has certainly the right
and now has taken the opportunity to learn more about and then
have some oversight of.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much. I should have gone to
Djibouti. Then I would have known about this organization.

Okay. Let us see. Mr. Smith?

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Very quickly, just a few quick ques-
tions. Where is the AFRICOM likely to be located and when? The
decision to keep Egypt out of it in CENTCOM,; could you just take
a moment or two to elaborate on that?

Have the Chinese been engaged in this in any way? We had a
hearing last year and worked very closely with the chairman, and
when I was chairman we did the same thing on this growing influ-
ence of the Chinese especially with their seemingly insatiable appe-
tite for oil, precious metals and wood and also the ask no questions
with regards to human rights policy that Beijing employs, that they
are increasingly a force to be reckoned with.

We know what they have done in Darfur and the south of Sudan.
You know, we are calling it the Genocide Olympics because of pre-
cisely what they have enabled in that killing field. So where are
they, if at all, on this whole thing, and are there any countries or
have any countries expressed explicit opposition like South Africa
or any other country?

Just to add one last thing, on the maritime side, since they had
serious problems protecting the waters particularly outside of Nige-
ria and elsewhere. Will AFRICOM be involved at all, as I expect
they will be, with coordinating response to that?

Ms. WHELAN. Thank you, Congressman. To answer your ques-
tions, as to the where we are actually beginning our dialogue right
now with the State Department on the potential locations for a
staff for the Africa Command: We will not have a traditional, large
single command headquarters, but based on the consultations, and
this is actually one of the results of the consultations in Africa, we
will try to have a small presence in each of Africa’s regions. But
we have come up with a list based on some objective criteria that
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we had originally coordinated with the State Department, and now
we will begin our internal dialogues over the pros and cons of the
V}?rious places on the list and whether or not we should approach
them.

Our intent is to not go anywhere where we are not invited or
welcome, so this will be an issue of discussion of course with our
colleagues at State, who will have the best visibility, particularly
our Ambassadors in those countries, those potential countries, as
to what the reception might be. There are some countries that have
issued open invitations and so that might ease the way.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Is that a secret at this point which
countries have tendered

Ms. WHELAN. Well, the one country who has been quite public
about it, because there was an op-ed recently published, is Liberia
and President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf.

There are several other countries who have communicated to us
privately that they would be interested, so since those communica-
tions were private I would probably best keep them that way at
this time.

The answer to the Egypt question is one of practicality more
than anything else. We have a rather unique relationship with
Egypt on the security assistance side of the house, and this rela-
tionship has developed and has bureaucratic mechanisms set up
that work through the Central Command. This would be quite dif-
ficult to shift into the Africa Command and in some ways poten-
tially could overwhelm the Africa Command and its mission
throughout the rest of Africa.

So for practical reasons we felt that it made most sense adminis-
tratively to leave Egypt within the Central Command AOR and
also, of course, Egypt has a very great role to play in that AOR in
any case and always has.

They also, however, do have a role in Africa and have great in-
terests on the continent, and during our consultations with them
they expressed their interests in the continent and they expressed
their interest in being part of the Africa Command.

Their desire was actually to be part of both commands. We ex-
plained to them that that was administratively impossible based on
the way we did business, but what we did talk to them about was
the fact that they in some ways would have the best of both worlds.
They would be administratively a part of Central Command as
they are today, and still deal with Central Command on the bilat-
eral relationship and Middle East issues.

However, Africa Command would have the ability to talk with
them, to work with them on Africa-related issues. They would be
invited to all AFRICOM-related and Africa-related events and
training exercises, and we hope to be able to work things out vis-
a-vis CENTCOM and current rules governing the workings of com-
batant commanders or unified commanders across the seams so
that there will be no prohibitions from AFRICOM working with
Egypt.

As to the Chinese engagement, we have not engaged China di-
rectly on this topic. However, we have participated in several open
fora in which we have spoken about AFRICOM. The most recent
one was hosted by the University of Pretoria in South Africa in
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which they invited the entire diplomatic community to a briefing
that I ended up providing.

General Ward was going to provide it, but he literally was stuck
in Ghana because of aircraft difficulties so I provided the briefing
to the diplomatic community. The China Embassy and Defense
Attachés were represented. They did not ask any questions at that
briefing, but they were present.

As to countries opposed, flat out opposed, I think the only coun-
try that is opposed would be Libya. Interestingly enough, during
our consultations with Libya they actually expressed support for
the security capacity building agenda, but they expressed opposi-
tion to the idea of a United States command for Africa, so they sup-
port the agenda but oppose the organizational structure.

They also made it a point to tell us that they actually oppose any
non-African military presence, staff or otherwise, on the continent
so that they were not directing that at us specifically, but that’s a
principal position that they took.

As for South Africa, I would not describe their position as fun-
damentally opposed in a hard core way, at least based on the dia-
logues that we have had with them privately. I would describe
them as extremely skeptical and very concerned about the implica-
tions of AFRICOM for them and for the continent. So I am not
aware that they have come out publicly and said that they were
flat out opposed, but definitely they are very concerned.

Mr. SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. Did they suggest they prefer it be lo-
cated further north or west?

Ms. WHELAN. They have suggested that it not be located on the
continent at all and that that was their position.

We have heard from others in our consultations that as long as
we were not basing troops on the continent, that they found it valu-
able and useful that we might have our people on the continent.
By having our staff on the continent, maybe we would begin to un-
derstand the continent and its challenges better than we under-
stand them today in the Defense Department. That was the view.
If you live with us and see what life is like here maybe you will
understand it, you will get it, was sort of the view.

As to maritime programs, the President’s National Security
Strategy for Africa, which was signed this year, NSPD-50, lists
among its priorities an African Maritime Governance Initiative.
This African Maritime Governance Initiative, which covers a range
of items, is focused on building the capacity of African coastal na-
tions to protect their economic exclusion zones and also their terri-
torial waters.

The U.S. Navy in Naples has been very proactive in this area,
particularly in the Gulf of Guinea. There has also been an effort
started up, our Southwest Indian Ocean effort, which actually will
be facilitated by the creation of Africa Command. We had a great
deal of difficulty last summer when we opened up our Southwest
Indian Ocean Conference because we had to deal with three dif-
ferent commands, and it was quite challenging to try and move
monies and program authorities across those command boundaries
in order to bring together the Indian Ocean states plus Kenya from
a CENTCOM perspective and then Mozambique and Tanzania
from a EUCOM perspective.
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We anticipate that a maritime security piece will continue to be
a significant component of the AFRICOM agenda in terms of build-
ing capacity. Thank you.

Mr. PAYNE. Let me thank all of you. Once again we apologize for
the interruption, but it is beyond our control.

As I indicated, I think this was something that we have talked
about, having Africa handled in a more unified manner. However,
I think some of the questions that we raise are certainly questions
that hopefully we will have an opportunity to meet with your indi-
vidual departments and get a little more clarification.

I know that some of the recent actions in Africa certainly have
also kind of heightened suspicion with the intervention into Soma-
lia with the encouragement of Ethiopia and actually firing from a
United States destroyer onto the land in Somalia. I know we have
strategic priorities, but when you have a destroyer or whatever
type of ship it was firing from sea into a country, and then we talk
about expanding a command, it changes the dynamic of the con-
versation. There is going to be a lot of skepticism, period.

We look forward to working with you, and hopefully we can move
this forward in the first direction. Thank you very much. Appre-
ciate your time.

We will now have our second panel. If you would come up? As
they are coming up we will speed the introduction. Our second
panel will consist of three witnesses.

We will have Mr. Kurt Shillinger, director of the Terrorism in Af-
rica Research Project and the South African Institute of Inter-
national Affairs. Mr. Shillinger’s research focuses on a variety of
elements that influence terror-related activities in Africa.

Before joining the Institute, Mr. Shillinger was a journalist for
17 years, traveling to 21 countries in Africa and writing for inter-
national news sources such as the Boston Globe and the Christian
Science Monitor. He is also the author of two forthcoming books.
Thank you so much, Mr. Shillinger, for flying in here to testify be-
fore our subcommittee today.

Our second witness via video link is Dr. Wafula Okumu, who
heads the African Security Analysis Programme at the Institute for
Security Studies (ISS), which is based in South Africa. He has held
teaching posts at Prescott College, Mississippi University for
Women, Chapman University and the United Nations University.

Before joining the ISS, Dr. Okumu taught at McMaster Univer-
sity Center for Peace Studies. He also served as a conflict analyst
for the Africa Union where he set up the Africa Union’s mission in
Burundi and drafted the common African defense and security pol-
icy.

He has done consultancy work with a number of international or-
ganizations and research organizations on governance, peace, secu-
rity and humanitarian matters in Africa. He is also co-author of Af-
rica Union: Challenges of Globalization, Security and Governance.

Our final witness will be Dr. Peter Pham, director of the Nelson
Institute for International & Public Affairs at James Madison Uni-
versity. He also holds the position as associate professor of justice
studies, political science and African studies.

Dr. Pham is the author of over 200 essays and reviews on polit-
ical science and African issues. In 2005, Dr. Pham served as a
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member of the International Republican Institute’s delegation to
monitor the national elections in Liberia and also served as a mon-
itor of the Nigerian elections.

We are certainly pleased to be joined by our three witnesses and
we will begin with you, Mr. Shillinger.

STATEMENT OF MR. KURT SHILLINGER, RESEARCH FELLOW,
SECURITY AND TERRORISM IN AFRICA, SOUTH AFRICAN IN-
STITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Mr. SHILLINGER. Thank you, Chairman Payne and Ranking
Member Smith, for the opportunity for my institute to be here
today. It is a great honor to be able to share some ideas about
AFRICOM from our perspective in Southern Africa.

I want to start on the premise that AFRICOM is a smart and
overdue reform. Rationalizing the Pentagon’s response structure in
Africa into one dedicated command will bring bureaucratic effi-
ciency, military coherence and synchronicity with Africa’s new and
evolving security architecture.

It also reflects an elevated view of the geostrategic importance of
the continent not as a chess board for proxy wars between external
powers, but as a region with its own intrinsic value and aspira-
tions. The attempt to unite security, development and governance
strategies also underscores the important interrelationship of these
three braided strands.

Without security, sustained development and growth in Africa
will always remain elusive. Even so, AFRICOM arises within the
context of new African security priorities, emerging “South-South”
economic and security partnerships and widespread and deeply felt
antipathies about Washington’s post 9/11 global posture.

The initiative is predicated on risk assumptions that are contest-
able and interests that are not shared. Critical questions arise. Do
Africans want this? Do Africa governments want this? What is the
appropriate balance between security and development initiatives
in Africa, and could the militarization or the perceived militariza-
tion of development in Africa accelerate processes of radicalization
and political instability?

The transformation of the Organization of African Unity into the
African Union at the start of this century signaled an important
shift in Africa’s political, diplomatic and security orientation. De-
mocratization, good governance, regional integration and collective
stability have replaced liberation and noninterference as the ac-
cepted norms and common goals.

Although most African states are far from realizing these in
practice, no state on the continent can avoid going through at least
the pretense of electoral processes and peer review.

More and more states are enacting anticorruption legislation,
and increasingly African states are taking the states in mediating
conflicts both within their own borders and across borders. These
efforts are nascent and fragile. There has been more emphasis on
building the architecture of peace, security and development at the
regional and continental level than on adhering to the many proto-
cols and pledges made at so many summons of heads of state.
Nonetheless, there has been an undeniable paradigm shift in Afri-
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ca. The conversation has changed, and so increasingly has the prac-
tice.

The critical points then are questions of ownership, self-deter-
mination and fairness. For the first time since the industrial revo-
lution Africa is unshackled, no longer governed or exploited by for-
eign powers or racist minorities. This condition, coupled with an
acute awareness of past injustices, is shaping not just Africa’s in-
ternal dynamics, but also its international engagement.

African states generally share strong affinities with entrenched
struggles elsewhere in the world. They tend to identify, for exam-
ple, with the Palestinians and the Iranians. They are highly aware
of global trade imbalances and strongly resentful for what they re-
gard as Western control of the international security agenda.

Thabo Mbeki has been particularly outspoken about this, the
South African President, and said in 2004 in his opening address
of the General Assembly that the most powerful states “make the
determination that terrorism and war constitute the central and
principal threat and challenge that human civilization faces. What
they decide will translate into a set of obligatory injunctions issued
by this organization, the U.N., which all member nations will have
to accept and implement.”

It would be folly to underestimate the depth of this frustration.
African states and, more importantly, the people of Africa share
strong objections to the United States post 9/11 response, epito-
mized not just by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, but also what
they regard as Western or United States bullying of Iran, Cuba,
Burma, Pakistan, and this extends as well to what you were men-
tioning earlier about air strikes in Somalia, to visa denials of South
African Muslim academics to the United States. All these get
wrapped up in creating a perception of negativity.

The outlook is unlikely to break any time soon. While western
states remain vital trading partners and potential markets to Afri-
can states, India, China, Brazil, Russia and other lesser states hold
growing attraction for African states looking to find partners in ev-
erything from pharmaceuticals and civilian nuclear technology.

AFRICOM therefore enters an environment of distrust and also
one in which African states are wary of the domestic and inter-
national risks of appearing to be too closely attached to the United
States.

AFRICOM is predicated on an assumption that instability in Af-
rica poses direct threats to United States security. This is contest-
able. Somalia has not emerged as the next Afghanistan, as was the
initial assumption after 9/11. It doesn’t function as a nursery for
transnational terrorism, but for isolated cases.

No civil or interstate African war has resulted in direct harm to
the United States. The collapse of Zimbabwe has resulted in floods
of immigrants to South Africa, not Florida. Whereas terrorist ele-
ments linked to London and Madrid have African connections,
these have been on a smaller scale than the domestic terror-related
threats emerging from within Britain, France or Spain.

In the broader sense, yes, maritime insecurity off the Horn of Af-
rica and in the Gulf of Guinea, illegal exploitation of African fish-
eries, timber and minerals, human trafficking, drug smuggling,
money laundering and weak states are all seams of insecurity. Cer-



38

tainly weak intelligence and security structures opened the space
in Kenya and Tanzania for the 1998 bombings of United States
Embassies.

It is not a question of whether these problems should be ad-
dressed, but how and by whom. Is a military command the most
appropriate vehicle? The Iraq War indicates the local and inter-
national consequences of preemptive United States engagement,
whereas more optimistically in Afghanistan the provincial recon-
struction teams provide a potential model for the kind of holistic
approach envisioned by AFRICOM. The critical element is local
buy-in. In building the case for AFRICOM among African states,
Washington is its own predecessor and in some cases its own great-
est obstacle.

Given the nature of the suspicion and the prevailing distrust of
the United States, it is unlikely that any amount of public relations
work will fully quench anti-imperialist concerns that AFRICOM is
fundamentally an attempt to erect a bulwark in Africa against
transnational terrorism or China’s appetite for Africa’s oil, min-
erals and timber.

In the current climate, I would also argue that any overt indica-
tions of synergy between military and developmental initiatives
will seriously undermine the credibility and acceptance of the lat-
ter, particularly in those states with large Muslim populations.

That said, I suspect that the dust will settle. The proposed struc-
ture of AFRICOM, consisting of four or five relatively small bases
with no force deployments, means that these will be largely invis-
ible even in their host countries and societies. That bodes well for
viability. So also does the relative permanence of these structures.

Building capacity among African militaries and governments in
critical security sectors—border control, immigration, military
readiness, policing, coastal patrol and civilian authority—is a long-
term project. In this sense, AFRICOM approximates an approach
the Australians call embedded support, which involves seconding
Australian Government officials, development experts and legal au-
thorities in relevant ministries of fragile and developing states
within the South Pacific region.

Through sustained, behind-the-scenes engagement it may be pos-
sible for AFRICOM to nurture professionalism in African militaries
and foster the civilian military tradition essential to democracies,
but the more strictly it keeps to the military lane and the more it
listens to Africa’s own concerns and adheres to Africa’s security
and developmental agenda the more likely it is to be successful.

I will be happy to take any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shillinger follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. KURT SHILLINGER, RESEARCH FELLOW, SECURITY AND
TERRORISM IN AFRICA, SOUTH AFRICAN INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

I want to start by thanking Chairman Payne for inviting my Institute to partici-
pate in this hearing, and also to acknowedge Congresswoman Woolsey, who rep-
resents my native district in California.

The invitation to appear before the Subcommittee on Africa and Global Health
about African perceptions of the new US Africa Command called to mind a brief
conversation I had with a young woman in Kenya 20 years ago. In 1984 a severe
drought devastated East Africa, causing one of the worst humanitarian crises in liv-
ing memory anywhere in the world. In response the United States provided massive
quantities of food aid, both directly through the US Agency for International Devel-
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opment and indirectly through nongovernmental and multilateral organisations.
Three years later, sitting on the verandah overlooking her family corn fields in a
small village on the western slopes of the Rift Valley, the woman recounted what
it was like to live through that drought. And then she asked: ‘But when we were
starving, why did you send us cattle feed?

At the time that question struck me as a rather ungrateful one. After all, US hu-
manitarian assistance helped prevent the starvation of millions of people. But with
the benefit of many more years of study and exposure to diverse African societies
and—perhaps more importantly—a more reflexive view of the United States gained
from living abroad—I find lessons from that encounter that are apposite to our dis-
cussion of Africom today. The staple food of Kenya, as in many African countries,
is ugali (sudza in Zimbabwe; pap in South Africa), a moist savory cake made from
white maize meal. The woman assumed that white maize was a universal pref-
erence and was surprised to learn that Americans favour sweet yellow corn. She
thought we had meant to treat Africans like livestock. Africom seeks to boost Afri-
can security and development capacity through strategic partnerships. How might
it do this without engendering resentment or suspicion—the manifestations of which
today could be far worse and farther reaching than bruised dignity.

This paper rests on the premise that Africom is a smart and overdue reform.
Rationalising the Pentagon’s response structure in Africa into one dedicated com-
mand will bring bureaucratic efficiency, military coherence and synchronicity with
Africa’s new and evolving security architecture. It also reflects an elevated view of
the geo-strategic importance of the continent not as a chessboard for proxy wars be-
tween external powers but as a region with its own intrinsic value and aspirations.
The attempt to unite security, development and governance strategies also under-
scores the important interrelationship of these three braided strands. Without secu-
rity, sustained development and growth in Africa will always remain elusive.

Even so, Africom arises within the context of new African security priorities,
emerging ‘South-South’ economic and security partnerships, and widespread and
deeply felt antipathies about Washington’s post-9/11 global posture. The initiative
is predicated on risk assumptions that are contestable and interests that are not
shared. Critical questions arise: Do Africans want this? Do African governments
want this? What is the appropriate balance between security and development ini-
tiatives in Africa, and could the militarisation of development—or, more accurately,
the perceived militarisation of development—in Africa accelerate processes of
radicalisation and political instability? As succinctly as possible, I will attempt to
consider these assumptions and questions within the prevailing African milieu.

OUTLOOK AND ASPIRATIONS

The transformation of the Organisation of African Unity into the African Union
at the start of this century signaled an important shift in Africa’s political, diplo-
matic and security orientation. Democratisation, good governance, regional integra-
tion and collective stability have replaced liberation and non-interference as the ac-
cepted norms and common goals. Although most African states are far from
realising these in practice, no state on the continent can avoid going through at
least the pretense of electoral processes and peer review. More and more states are
enacting anti-corruption legislation, and increasingly, African states are taking the
lead in mediating conflicts intra- and inter-state conflicts. These efforts are nascent
and fragile. There has been more emphasis on building the architecture of peace,
security and development at the regional and continental level than on adhering to
the many protocols and pledges made at so many ceremonious summits among
heads of state. Nonetheless, there has been an undeniable paradigm shift in Africa.
The conversation has changed, and increasingly so has the practice.

The critical points here are questions of ownership, self-determination and fair-
ness. For the first time since the industrial revolution, Africa is unshackled, no
longer governed or exploited by foreign powers or racist minorities. This condition,
coupled with an acute awareness of past injustices, is shaping not just Africa’s inter-
nal dynamics but also its international engagement. It goes without saying that on
continent with 54 countries, collective characterisations are highly fraught. African
states do not rise and speak as one man. The political and international aspirations
of the southern Africa states, most of which are ruled by former liberation move-
ments, differ from those of states farther north. Hegemonic rivalries among Angola,
South Africa and Nigeria fester. Anglophone and francophone Africa have different
orientations. The notion of an ‘African bloc’ is more romantic than real.

Nonetheless, important commonalities obtain. African states generally share
strong affinities with entrenched struggles elsewhere in the world. They tend to
identify, for example, with the Palestinians and Iranians. They are highly aware of
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global trade imbalances and strongly resent what they regard as Western control
of both the international security agenda. As South African President Thabo Mbeki
lamented in his speech at the opening of the UN General Assembly in 2004, the
most powerful states make ‘the determination that terrorism and war constitute the
central and principal threat and challenge that human civilization faces. . . . What
they will decide will translate into a set of obligatory injunctions issued by this Or-
ganization [the UN], which all member nations will have to accept and implement.’!
It would be folly to underestimate the depth of this frustration. African states and,
more importantly, the peoples of Africa, share strong objections to the US post-9/11
response, epitomised not just by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq but also what
they regard as Western (US) bullying of states like Iran, Cuba, Burma and Paki-
stan. Increasingly, the emerging middle powers in Africa are looking laterally to-
ward their ‘Southern’ or non-aligned counterparts (which in some cases would in-
clude even states like Russia) for new economic and security partnerships. This
trend is unlikely to break. While Western states remain vital trading partners and
potential markets, India, China, Brazil, Russia and lesser states hold growing at-
traction for African states looking to find partners in everything from pharma-
ceuticals to civilian nuclear technology.

Africom therefore enters an environment of distrust, and also one in which Afri-
can states are wary of the domestic and international risks of appearing to be too
closely attached to the United States.

AFRICAN MILITARY READINESS

Regional reform of African peace and security structures began in earnest in the
mid-1990s following South Africa’s transition to democracy. While such structures
existed prior to then, the current emphasis on coordinated security was only
kickstarted following South Africa’s integration into both the South African Develop-
ment Community and the re-constitution of the OAU as the AU. Since then, the re-
gional economic communities and the African Union have steadily built a security
edifice consisting of protocols and mechanisms for conflict resolution. These struc-
tures are new and, as the crises in Coté d’Ivoire, the Democratic Republic of Congo
and Darfur, Sudan, indicate, relatively weak. The stubborness of these conflicts un-
derscores two interrelated forms of capacity limitation—military readiness and dip-
lomatic experience. As Jenny Brickhill notes, ‘The past decade has witnessed a
major escalation in the number of third-party interventions supporting negotiation
processes, peace support operations, and conflict and post-conflict recovery assist-
ance in Africa. On the one hand, this development reflects increasing intra-state
conflict on the continent; on the other, it reflects intensifying attention by African
and international governments and multilateral organisations to addressing such
conflict, and in particular to providing effective protection to civilians during con-
flict. The results of these interventions are mixed but on the whole poor, and cur-
rently Africa remains stirred up by emerging, continuing or recurring clashes in
which civilian populations continue to be the major victims.’2

In July 2005 at the G8 Summit in Gleneagles, Scotland, the world’s most powerful
nations reinterated their support for the AU’s goal of building its own peacekeeping
forces. This remains a distant objective. Africa retains the highest concentration of
multilateral peacekeeping missions—14 in total—reflecting not only Africa’s own ca-
pacity limitations but also the relative naivety of African security goals. When Afri-
can leaders first mooted the idea of an African stand-by force comprising five bri-
gade-size bases across the continent, they hoped it could be achieved within five
years. Foreign military specialists countered that standing up such a force would
take closer to 30. Little progress has been made toward that goal.

THE ASSUMPTION OF LINKED INSECURITY

The ground, therefore, is fertile for assistance.

Africom is predicated on an assumption that instability in Africa poses direct
threats to US security. This is contestable. Somalia has not emerged as the next
Afghanistan, a nursery for trans-national terrorism. No civil or interstate African
war has resulted in direct harm to the United States. The collapse of Zimbabwe has
resulted in floods of immigrants to South Africa, not Florida. And whereas terrorist
elements linked to attacks in London and Madrid have African connections, these

1 Address of the President of South Africa, Thabo Mbeki, at the 59th Session of the UN Gen-
eral Assembly, New York, 22 September 2004. Available online at: http:/www.info.gov.za/
speeches/2004/04092216571001.htm

2Jenny Brickhill, ‘Protecting civilians through peace agreements: Challenges and lessons of
the Darfur Peace Agreement,” ISS Paper 138, Institute for Security Studies, Pretoria, May 2007
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have been on a smaller scale than the domestic terror-related threats emerging from
within Britain, France or Spain. In the broader sense, yes, maritime insecurity off
the Horn of Africa and in the Gulf of Guinea; illegal exploitation and African fish-
eries, timber, and minerals; human trafficking, drug smuggling, and money laun-
dering; and weak states are all ‘seams’ of insecurity. Certainly weak intelligence and
security structures opened the space in Kenya and Tanzania for the 1998 bombings
of the US embassies.

It is not a question of whether these problems should be addressed, but how and
by whom. Is a military command the most appropriate vehicle? The Iraq War indi-
cates the local and international consequences of preemptive US military engage-
ment, whereas the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) provide a potential
model for the kind of holistic approach envisioned for Africom. The critical element
is local buy-in. In building the case for Africom among African states, Washington
is its own predecessor, and its greatest obstacle is itself. Asked why Islam is spread-
ing in Africa, one prominent Muslim community leader in the South African city of
Durban gave me a response that is typical across the continent: “There is a spiritual
vacuum in the West. Here, you can thank George Bush for the rise of Islam. The
Middle East crises are bringing people from outside the West to Islam. People want
to identify with a just cause. They want to stand up to the bully. At the level of
the masses, South African Muslims would not want the South African government
to cooperate with the West in countering terrorism. That is an emotive position. But
at the level of responsible government, they would say that countering terrorism is
responsible.’3

SECURITY AND DEVELOPMENT

Given the nature of suspicion and the prevailing distrust of the United States, it
is unlikely that any amount of public relations work will fully quench anti-impe-
rialist concerns that Africom is fundamentally an attempt to erect a bulwark in Af-
rica against trans-national terrorism and China’s appetite for Africa’s oil, minerals
and timber. In the current climate, I would also argue that any overt indications
of synergy between military and developmental initiatives will seriously undermine
the credibility and acceptance of the latter, particularly in those states with large
Muslim populations.

That said, I also suspect that the dust will settle. The proposed structure of
Africom, consisting of four or five relatively small bases with no force deployments
means that these will be largely invisible even in their host countries and societies.
That bodes well for viability of this approach. So, also, does the relative permanence
of these structures. Building capacity among African militaries and governments in
critical security sectors—border control, immigration, military readiness, policing,
coastal patrol, civilian authority—is a long-term project. In this sense, Africom ap-
proximates an approach the Australians call ‘embedded support’, which involves sec-
onding Australian government officials, development experts and legal authorities
in relevant ministries of fragile or developing states within the South Pacific region.
Through sustained, behind-the-scenes engagement, it may be possible for Africom
to nurture professionalism in African militaries and foster the civilian-military tra-
dition essential to democracies. The more strictly it keeps to the military lane, the
more likely Africom will be successful and accepted.

Security and development needs in Africa both point to the same problem: the
lack of strong, effective governance. Without stability there is not growth. The im-
portant question, then, is how to build effective institutions and entrench best prac-
tices in order to establish a viable security framework internally. What forms of ex-
ternal engagement can support this process? How can states be encouraged to adopt
economic strategies based on their comparative advantages that will enable them
to realise the fruits of globalisation? Is security a necessary precondition or should
it take a backseat to development? In examining the Pentagon’s two existing ‘holis-
tic’ intiaitives in Africa—namely, the East Africa Counter-terrorism Initiative and
the Trans-Sahara Counter-terrorism Initiative—these are arguably disproportion-
ately military in nature primarily because planning in the Department of Defense
was far in advance of its multiagency counterparts. For Africom to avoid this prob-
lem, coordination among the relevant government departments must attain prior to
the operational phase.

CONCLUSION
For more than 50 years, Western developmental assistance to Africa was ham-
pered by insecurity. The end of the Cold War and apartheid in South Africa laid

3 Interview with Rafik Hassan, 11 April 2007, Durban
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the necessary pre-conditions for Africans to set their own integrated security and
development agenda. The 9/11 terrorist attacks in Washington and New York,
meanwhile, precipitated a hard re-examination of international security assump-
tions in the West. What should emerge from these trends is engagement with Africa
based on a convergence of interests. Africom essentially represents a re-packaging
of current US military partnership initiatives with Africa under a coherent
organisational structure. The skepticism it has raised among African states and so-
cieties indicates the need for Washington to reassure its prospective African part-
ners that Africom acknowledges the lead role of Africans themselves in determining
their own security, development and governance priorities. In the African context,
this means at least a great an emphasis on poverty alleviation as it does on military
professionalsim. US security assurances in Africa must therefore depend on quiet,
sustained support for Africa’s own prescribed agenda for renewal.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.

Dr. Okumu, can you hear me?

Mr. OkKuMU. Yes, I can hear you, Congressman.

Mr. PAYNE. And you are coming over very clear. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF WAFULA OKUMU, PH.D., DIRECTOR, AFRICAN
SECURITY ANALYSIS PROGRAMME, INSTITUTE FOR SECU-
RITY STUDIES, SOUTH AFRICA

Mr. OkumuU. Thank you, Chairman Payne and distinguished
members of the Subcommittee on Africa and Global Health, for giv-
ing me this opportunity to share with you prevailing views in Afri-
ca on the proposed Africa Command, AFRICOM. These views do
not reflect those of my employer, the Institute for Security Studies.

Chairman Payne, in view of the time constraint I would like to
request that my statement be placed on record so that I confine my
presentation to the following questions: How is AFRICOM being
perceived in Africa? Why are Africans reluctant to embrace the pro-
posed command? What can be done to make AFRICOM acceptable
in Africa?

Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. Without objection. Thank you.

Mr. Okumu. Thank you, Congressman Payne.

First, how is AFRICOM perceived in Africa? You have already
indicated in your opening statement that there is a lot of cynicism.
This part is altruist sounding objectives. AFRICOM has yet to be
warmly and widely embraced in Africa as the following statements
indicate: “AFRICOM would destabilize an already fragile continent
and region, which will be forced to engage with U.S. interests on
military terms,” according to Michele Ruiters in Business Day of
South Africa; “Ironically, AFRICOM was announced as Chinese
President Hu Jintao was touring eight African nations to negotiate
deals that will enable China to secure oil flows from Africa,” ac-
cording to the editorial of Daily Nation of Kenya; AFRICOM is
“aimed at influencing, threatening and warding off competitors by
using force,” according to the Post editorial of Zambia; the Reporter
of Algeria has warned that African countries “should wake up after
seeing the scars of others.” “Others” means Afghanistan and Iraq;
Mohamed Bedjauoi, the Algerian Minister of State and Foreign Af-
fairs, has questioned why there was no proposal for an antiterror
cooperation with Algeria when the country was experiencing high
levels of terrorist violence in the 1990s; Abdullahi Alzubedi, a Liby-
an Ambassador to South Africa, has posed the following questions:
“How can the U.S. divide the world up into its own military com-
mands? Wasn’t that for the United Nations to do? What would hap-
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pen if China also decided to create its Africa Command? Would this
not lead to conflict on the continent?”; according to Dulue Mbachu,
a Nigerian journalist: “Increased U.S. military presence in Africa
may simply serve to protect unpopular regimes that are friends to
its interests, as was the case during the Cold War, while Africa
slips further into poverty.”; “People on the street,” in Africa, accord-
ing to Professor Rachid Tlemchani, “assume their governments
have already had too many dealings with the U.S. in the war on
terror at the expense of the rule of law. The regimes realize the
whole idea if very unpopular.”

These and many other similar comments expressed during the
visits of United States officials and in newspaper editorials and
meetings on African peace and security development have led a
U.S. State Department official to conclude: “We have got a big
image problem there. Public opinion is really against getting into
bed with the U.S. They just don’t trust the U.S.”

As to the next question, why are Africans reluctant to embrace
the proposed command, the coldness with which the Africans hold
AFRICOM was displayed in July when General William Ward, the
newly appointed first commander of AFRICOM, was denied a meet-
ing with the South African Minister of Defense during his visit to
the country to drum up support for the planned command.

There are a number of reasons why Africans are reluctant to em-
brace AFRICOM. One, any country hosting the command will be
criticized for violating Africa’s common positions on African defense
and security, which discourages the hosting of foreign troops on the
African soil.

Secondly, Africans vividly remember that colonialism was pre-
ceded by philanthropic missionaries who came to fulfill God’s will
of rescuing Africans from the clutches of barbarism.

To paraphrase Jomo Kenyatta’s allegory, when the white man
came to Africa he was holding a Bible in one hand and asked us
to close our eyes and pray. When we opened our eyes after the
prayer his other hand was holding a gun and all our land was
gone.

Africa’s colonial history was characterized by brutal military oc-
cupations, exploitation of its natural resources and suppression of
its people. After testing decades of independence, these countries
are now jealously guarding their sovereignty and are highly sus-
picious of foreigners, even those with good intentions.

The third reason is that when Africans reflect on the continent’s
relations with the U.S. they see ambiguity, neglect and selective
engagement. For instance, during the period of decolonization the
U.S. did not openly support the U.N. decolonization initiatives, par-
ticularly when these were not aligned with its Cold War positions.

The fourth reason is that Africans are not comfortable dealing
with the military in matters related to their development and sov-
ereignty. Africans are concerned that the establishment of
AFRICOM might do more harm than good. “The poised hammer
that makes everything suddenly look like a nail,” in the words of
Esquire magazine.

They will be much more comfortable dealing with American dip-
lomats, USAID and Peace Corps volunteers rather than the U.S.
Marines. Africans are nervously concerned that AFRICOM will
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sanction the militarization of diplomacy and severely undermine
multilateralism on the continent.

Africans have consciously adopted multilateralism as a common
approach to addressing the continent’s problems and confronting its
challenges. AFRICOM seems to be a unilateral approach that
would be counter to the current trend toward unity on the con-
tinent.

Consequently, the establishment of AFRICOM must secure an
African consensus. Otherwise it will bring new and grave threats
and challenges to the continent’s peace and security agenda. The
issue of foreign military presence on African soil is a violation of
this agenda.

The fifth reason is that the launching and promotion of
AFRICOM are taking place at the same time that Africa is debat-
ing the Union government proposal. There are feelings around the
continent that AFRICOM is an American attempt to ensure that
the aspiration for African Unity is checked by a heavy United
States military presence on the continent.

This concern is based on the track record of American military
intervention in Africa. The image of United States military involve-
ment in Africa becomes more confusing when one looks at the secu-
rity concerns of Africa. Many Africans are asking why American
troops were not deployed to prevent or restrain the Rwandan
genocidaries?

Why the United States forces remained anchored safely off the
coast of Liberia when that country, the nearest thing that Amer-
ican ?ever had as an African colony, faced brutal disintegration in
20037

Why the United States has not supported the African Mission in
Somalia, AMISOM, and instead supported the Ethiopian interven-
tion through air power from the Combined Joint Task Force-Horn
of Africa stated in Djibouti?

Is Africa to become merely another theater of operations in
which winning the hearts and minds forms an essential component
of a security driven agenda? Why should ordinary Africans wel-
come an American presence that will create African targets for ex-
tremists where none exists and add an unwelcome dimension to al-
ready complex local conflicts?

Why is Washington not able to do something to address Africa’s
needs by modifying its trade policy? If the United States is really
committed to participating in Africa’s development, why not sup-
port the new African Partnership for Development, NEPAD? This
would surely have a greater developmental impact if improving the
livelihoods of the people is what the U.S. wants.

The sixth reason i1s that Africans were never consulted during
the conceptualization of AFRICOM. Rather, AFRICOM was an-
nounced and has been presented as a fait accompli around the con-
tinent. Africans are presently experiencing an exuberance of self-
importance and confidence to drive their own destiny. There is a
prevailing mood on the continent to reassert African self-worth and
self-determination. This is why consultation has become a common
cliché on the continent.

Seventh, there is also a concern that AFRICOM will suffer from
mission creep by being transformed from engagement in humani-
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tarian missions to an interventionist force as was the case with Op-
eration Restore Hope in Somalia in 1992. The change of the hu-
manitarian objectives could also come about due to the nexus of en-
ergy, poverty and terrorism.

The eighth reason is that AFRICOM will militarize United
States-Africa relations. Africans are wary of the United States
record in Iraq and concerned that the Pentagon is taking a lead
role in the promotion of United States interests. Establishment of
AFRICOM is 