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Q: Theinterview is with Hariadene Johnson who served in USAID for many years. Giveusa
sketch of your career in Foreign Assistance.

Career Overview

JOHNSON: | joined the USAID in September of 1967 as a Management Intern, a category
which they no longer have, but essentidly it was a Junior Officer Intern System. | retired in
September of 1994 after 30 years with the Federd government. All of that in USAID; most of
the 20 yearsin the Africa Bureau; and the other ten, more or less roaming around the Agency.
For awhile there | specidized inidands. | worked in the Caribbean and the South Pacific
Idands; then | did some work with the Asia Bureaw; then the last four years | was with the
Agency, | was with the Newly Independent States, Russia and Eastern Europe; and the find six
months with the Clinton trangtion team which was headed by Golar Butcher (former AA for the
Africa Bureau), who was along term friend and former boss. She asked me to work on the
trangtion, and | was more than happy too. That's somewhat of a sketch.

Early Yearsand Education—1942-1967

Q: Let’s go back to where you grew up and where you went to school ?

JOHNSON: | was born in Waco, Texasin 1942. | grew up there, stayed there redly until | was
18 and went away to college. At that time, Waco was very much of asmal, southern town. It
was closer to East Texas than West Texas, but technically it is Centrd Texas. It was primarily a
marketing town to the middle of the cotton and sorghum growing area. It islocated half way
between Ddlas and Houston. There' s afine University in Waco, cdled Bailer Universty, which

| refused to go to, and S0 | went to Austin to the University of Texasin Augtin and got my
graduate degree there.

Q: What did you major in?
JOHNSON: | mgjored in something called Plan Two.
Q: What' sthat?

JOHNSON: For Plan One you declared a mgor and had so many hours required in so many
subjects. Plan Two was an attempt to set up a smdl college within the confines of alarge
Univergty so that you had a core group of subjects, caled Plan Two courses, which basicaly



were liberd arts, and then you could take the rest of your credits anywhere you wanted to.
Essentidly, dl of your courses were taught by full professors, even as a Freshman. They tended
to be 25 to 30 people as opposed to the 300 people who were in the normal big sessons.

Q: You must have had some special qualifications to get into that kind of a program?

JOHNSON: Essentidly, it was honors, a honors graduate from High School and then application
scores on the SAT exams, things like that in terms of acceptance into the University. Firdt, you
were accepted into the University of Texas and then you were accepted as a Plan Two Mgor
within that overdl curriculum. Essentidly, it wound up with letting you take graduate courses a
the Sophomore levd. | went Freshman year and went to Summer School and then my
Sophomore year they started |etting me take graduate courses.

Q: Wasthere any particular theme to the core of the Plan Two program that you took?

JOHNSON: Libera arts. They had your basic courses. Essentially, you would have been
required to take, English, History, Mathematics, Sciences. You just took Plan Two sections, so
that instead of being in the larger classes you were in the smaller classes. Starting your Junior
year, they more or lessran on atutoria bass, like agraduate seminar. | ended up with atriple
mgor in philosophy, government and sociology (which dso qudified for Phi Beta Kappa) and
graduated with honors. Considering that every course | took was a honor course, | am very proud
of my accomplishment.

Q: Yes, of course. Was there anything in that that was related to foreign affairs?

JOHNSON: | took alot of internationa coursesin terms of Russian government, Latin American
governments, since Texasis o closeto Latin America But, more than anything, it wasjust a
graight Libera Arts generdized type of program. My parents, of course, wanted meto get a
teaching certificate so that | would have something to fall back on and | refused. The choice was
basicdly, | decided that | didn’t want to go to law school, | wanted to go to graduate school and
be a college professor. Of dl thethingsthat | had studied, | enjoyed government the most,
comparative government more than Internationd Relaions or U.S. diplomatic higtory. | went to
the University of Wisconsin at Madison and got a Masters Degree there and was working on my
Doctorate there in Political Science, Internationa Affairs, Comparative Government. It was
right at the height, well when | was a the University of Texas, it was pretty much a the height of
the Civil Rights movement. When | was a the Univeraty of Wisconsn, it was a the anti war,
anti Vietnam War stage. | got very depressed, essentialy that what | was doing, | was going to
the Library and looking up articles so | could write papers, which | was very lucky to get
published, and then somebody else would go to the Library and look at what | had written in
order to publish something dse. It seemed like avery closed circle in the context of the Vietnam
War where there was so much activism and so much feding that you can change the world.

And, coming out of the Civil Rights Movement, so much feding that you know, being an activist
and that you could change the face of the U.S. | redly got to where | fdt staying in college and



looking towards being a college professor was smply too passive and that | wanted to get more
involved in what was hgppening in the world.

Q: Did you write a Master’ sthesis?

JOHNSON: | wrote a Master’ sthesis and it was a Comparison of the Role of the Military in
nation building in Burmaand in Indonesia

Q: Why did you pick those countries? What led you into that?

JOHNSON: Fascination of differences. It was fun to study the United States and see how many
problems we' d managed to overcome. But, for meit was more interesting to look then &t other
countries and see what was happening in those countries, especialy in the developing world, and
compare what they went through with the U.S. as arevolutionary “young nation” with the newly
emerging countries.

Q: Was there some course or professor that caught your interest that got you on to that track,
rather than something else?

JOHNSON: Probably the most important professor was a man by the name of Henry Hart. His
areawas South Asa He not only was the one that | found his courses fascinating. | used him
redlly as my advisor for alot of the Universty work. He was aso the one | talked to about
leaving and going to work for the government. | remember this one discussion | had with him
that | hated to quit. But, | felt | should go ahead and stay at Wisconsin long enough to get my
Doctorate. Otherwise, | just felt | would be aquitter. He looked a me and he said, “But
basicdly, you dready have quit.” And, he wasright, | had. | got afdlowship with resdence asa
resdence hall advisor. They paid tuition and books and then gave you free room and board. |
moved up from there to head resident and was in charge of an eighteen hundred student dorm.
There were 900 women and 900 men. Thelast year that | was a schooal, | sort of took one class
which technicdly qualified me as a sudent and spent most of my energy inthedorm and in
working with a couple of the different groups around town, the internationa students and things
likethat. Dr. Hart wasright.

Q: So, you did work with international students, | guess?

JOHNSON: We worked with alot of internationa students at the University of Texaswhich
redly started me off. My primary area of activity was with the internationd student house and
then with something called amodd U.N. where we sponsored amodel United Nations every

year on the Texas campus. | worked in that and was the chairman of the group that planned it
and then was ds0 the Secretary Genera of the model U.N. my senior year where | helped run the
wholething. | cameto amodd U.N. program up here in Washington, D.C. sponsored by
American University, Georgetown, and Catholic University, and Howard, atogether.

Q: What did that model U.N. do? What was it supposed to be?



JOHNSON: The Modd U.N. was an attempt. It was sponsored by the American Association for
the United Nations and probably in the last resort, it was an attempt to brainwash young people.
It was for the U.N.”sgood. It'sagood thing. In Texas especidly, where a that time you had
billboards on the highway, saying get the U.S. out of the U.N. Just astrong right wing fedling
that the United Nations was an evil, corrupt and ineffective organization. So, the model U.N.
essentidly had different groups signing up to represent countries. For example, the German
Club, sponsored by the people who are mgoring in German would sign up for Audtria. Actualy,
we had delegations from Mexico to come as a representative of Mexico and then we' d get the
Triddts (fraternity) to represent Greet Britain or France and the other universities. You cando it
any scale you want to. Our particular scale was that we cover al of Texas and Oklahomaand
Mexico. So, we had pretty wide ranging representation. Part of our job, the sponsors of it were
then to find people who would provide housing and/or scholarshipsto cover meds and things
likethat. Thelast year when | was the Secretary Genera, we wound up with two different
groups coming from Mexico; the Mexican Universities were very politicized. Much more so
than the U.S. was at that timein ‘64. Probably much more than U.S. campuses ever were. So,
we had two different feuding groups from the University of Mexico, both of whom showed up in
Ausdtin and said, “We re here as a representtive of the University of Mexico.” We got the
Chancdlor of the University and the Dean of students, and everybody got involved about why
arewe causing dl of thistrouble. The main sponsor, actualy the one that got me more interested
in working with internationa students at the University of Texas wasthe (YMCA ed?) YWCA,
which was an off campus st up. At that point, | remember in my Freshman year, they were
bombed. Somebody set off albomb. It didn’t hurt anybody, it did some structurd damage. |
remember in my Freshman year thinking, what are they doing over there that they are bombing
them. By thetimel wasa Senior | wasredly activein Y programs and | used the thought, what
kind of people bomb other people. Just agreat ded | think, in terms of opening it up to
possibilities and other avenues. Because it was an off campus organization it was desegregated
from the very beginning with alot of work from the Civil Rights movement.

Q: Well, that’ s an interesting beginning. From there and after your degree work, what did you
do?

JOHNSON: It wasfairly odd. A British friend of mine wanted to take the Federal Entrance
Exam and the Management Intern Exam and didn’t want to take it done. She talked meinto
going and taking the exam just for somebody to keep her company. A French friend went and
took it just in order to see how well his scores would come out. It was pure competition. So, the
three of ustraveled off to take this exam and dl three of us did very well and were offered
Management Internships and came to Washington to interview with different agencies.

Q: Thiswas an exam where you took a written test and then you had an interview process?

JOHNSON: The basic Civil Service Entrance Exam was awritten test. Then they compared
your scores on awritten exam and you did afollow-up, a pecid exam for the Management
Intern Program and submitted your grades, your transcript and did ora interviews. Then, based
upon their rating of you, your name went on a Management Intern Eligibility lig, | guessisthe
way to put it. Y ou werethen digible to talk to any government agency you wanted to and be
hired as a Management Intern, if they were interested. Essentidly, al the exam process did was
say that you were digible if somebody wanted to hire you, at the incredible grade of aGS-7,
which was more than if you just did the Federal Service exam, then you Sarted asa GS-5. Then,
| wrote to USAID.



Beginningsat USAID - 1967

Q: Why USAID? How did you know about USAID?

JOHNSON: A professor, Dr. Ronderedon (sp?ed). He was one of the professors at Wisconsin
with whom | took courseson Asia. He had a contract with USAID to do some work in Thailand
and he used his graduate seminars to write up proposas. | remember | wrote something on
transportation in Northern Thailand and the way it could contribute to nation building. Anyway,
USAID seemed like, you know again, | was coming out of this feding of wanting to do
something. And, just being in academia was too passive, too irrdevant. So, | wrote USAID.
The very firg officid letter | had back from USAID was from Henrietta Moore, who was a
coordinator of the intern program, who informed me that USAID wasin a hiring freeze and
couldn’t hire anybody and so therefore, thanked me for my interest, but said go away.

Q: That was what year?

JOHNSON: Thiswasin the Spring of 1967. So, | came out and interviewed with the Defense
Intelligence Agency and HEW & that point, Hedlth, Education and Welfare before they split it
up, just because | was curious. | mainly wanted to see the State Department. | called and set up
an gppointment with USAID. It turned out that USAID personnel was not in the State
Department, they were over on East Street or something. So, | never did get to see the State
Department, but Henrietta, when | went in and said hello, she said, “Well, aslong as you're here,
why don’'t you interview?” And, she sent me on around of interviews with various parts of
USAID. Like, Congressiona Liaison, and the only one | remember was in the Africa Bureawl.
At that time, the different regional Bureaus had their own personne authority so that you could
interview with the Personnel Office for Africa, as opposed to the overal Central Personnel
Office. So, the Africa Bureau offered me a Management Intern job, and | accepted and started
work in September of 1967.

Q: Interesting. You went right into it. What was your first assignment?

JOHNSON: Wel, thefirst shock was | found out that when you start work with the government
you got paid on atwo week delayed basis and it would be four weeks before | got a paycheck.
My second shock about then was, they failed to pass the USAID continuing resolution. They
told dl of usthat we wouldn't be paid for awhile.

Q: That'sright.

JOHNSON: Other than that, | enjoyed it very much. So, | started in the Africa Bureau Personnel
Office working with Fred Hann, and then did arotation over in the Office of Internationa
Training; then arotation on the Central West Africa desk.

Q: So, you werein a rotation mode?



JOHNSON: Essentidly what they did under the intern program was they offered you an
opportunity to take two to three months rotation in different offices. One, both to give you
exposure to the Agency and also to give the Agency a chance to assess you and see what your
talentswere. Inthat particular year, 1967, we also had a series of seminars that they set up for
the interns and the Office of Personnedl Management ran seminars for interns from throughout the
government. It was redlly agood program.

Q: What was your impression of the Agency at that early stage?

JOHNSON: Well, | found it very confusing. | would haveto say, | don't know. You haveto
understand | came straight from Graduate School and both at the University of Texas and & the
Univergty of Wisconsin were very much activist campus when | wasthere. They were by no
means the first of the line when the police started clubbing people or anything like that. But, it
was a heavy period to be on campus and coming into Washington and the governmert, it just felt
very, very much like avery smdl cog in avery large machine. That whole firgt yeer, ‘67-68, the
Personnel people kept telling us to take a permanent job. If we rotated around the Agency, if we
were offered a permanent job to take it immediately and not do the full year for the training
program, because personnd spots were very tight and that there was no guarantee that they
would have jobsfor us at the end of the 12 month training period. There was an intern class that
garted in July of about 25 people and an intern class that started in September of about 15
people. Of that 35 or 40 people, | would say dl but five had permanent positions that they found
during the rotation period. There werefive of usthat were ill on the books as IDI’ s when the
rough of ‘68 hit, which was a mgor reduction and force throughout the Agency. It wiped out
three years of intern classes essentidly. There werefive of usthat were saved, because we were
non competitive, because we were till consdered in training roles. They ended up saving some
of the others. Essentidly, they downgraded people who were GS-11 or 12, they downgraded
them to a saven and within Sx months they found ways to promote them back up. So, you didn’t
lose your entire generationd leadership, but it made amgor dent in it.

Q: That was a traumatic time then.

JOHNSON: Very much so, especidly if you're essentidly fresh hire. 'Y ou know, last in and first
to go kind of feding. Also, afeding tha you looked around the Agency and you were seeing o
many people who were essentidly, through no fault of their own, just being totaly disrupted.

Sort of astrong feding of, do you want to stay in thisfor a career. Isit something thet you redly
see asbeing a 20 year career and essentidly, the answer was no. | just said, it probably wouldn’t
work for a career, but | would stay aslong as | enjoyed it and when | ceased to enjoy it, then |
would go back to school. That was dways my escagpe hatch. | figured that if you say you left
your job to go back to school it looks ok So, that was aways my escape hatch, that | would go to
school. It turned out that USAID was fascinating. 'Y ou work with an extraordinarily intdligent
group of people. Both the people who were there on a permanent basis and the ones that you
wind up hiring from the outside, from the Universities or |ater from private contractors. And, an
extremely diverse group of people. | found it fascinating. | found the whole initid interest in

how other countries differ from the U.S. and for the developing world, especidly Africain

1960s. It was like one country after another was becoming independent, and each one tried to
chart their own way through those pre-independence days blues. It just seemed an
extraordinarily interesting period to work with and to watch.



Observationson the Central West African Regional Office (RUA)
in Washington—1965-1967.

JOHNSON: Africa came to independence much later than Latin Americaor Asa It dways
seemed that we had fewer resources to play with than they did in other Bureaus. And, the point
of that is, the bureaucratic in fighting about, do we get more than money Buit, part of it wasthat,

| think in redlity, anything that’s old and established keeps getting its resources. 'Y ou know, you
get what you got before plus ten percent if the Agency candoit. If you're new, then you' ve got
to elbow your way into the system. It doesn’t happen overnight. Y ou have to sort of inch it out.
The African Bureau, because of the massive explosion to independence, e.g. in 1962 there were
two independent countries; and by 1968 there were 38; and by 1975 there were 40. | mean, you
just see countries, becoming independent every Sngle day. Every time an African country
became independent, the U.S. opened an Embassy, set up an USAID’ s scholarship program.
But, then the African Bureau had to become extremely creetive in terms of how do you manage a
program that’s over so many countries; so much difference; and use your resources, mainly your
daff resources aswell asyou can. So, | think the African Bureau experimented with more
different forms of organizational management than most of the rest of the Agency. Much of

what we did in Africalater was adopted e sewhere with the other Bureaus.

Q: Could you give me an example? We won't spend a lot on that, but what are some?

JOHNSON: We set up the regiona concept. which started out with an organization called RUA,
which was Regiond USAID in Washington, where you had an office in Washington that had
every delegation of authority that a Mission overseas would have, up to having adirector, a
training officer, an executive officer, and a controller. It ran as a completely delegated misson
for the countries assigned to that program. Thiswasin ‘65, ‘66, ‘67. It was later duplicated
amogt exactly by the Eastern European Program in 92 and ‘ 93, where they ran an USAID
Mission in Washington.

Q: What was the reason for doing that, do you remember, for the Africa program?

JOHNSON: The African organization was due to the desire for efficiency through concentration.
Y ou were running programsin 15 different countries and you smply didn’t have the saff
resources or the money to have afully fledged misson in each country. But, you could have a
mission in Washington that was running projects in those countries, but essentialy then tried to
handle al the project support from Washington. It was very much what happened in Eastern
Europe, along with the security concern of being unwilling, | think to put that many Americans
out in thefied.

But, the idea was that you could run programs from Washington. | think in the Regiond USAID
process, well both in the Regional USAID process and later in the Eastern Europe processis
financidly possble, it isafact, that you can run a program out of Washington. The problem
with it isthat every system in the Agency isredly st up to run differently and that you wind up
with complicating your management tasks by afactor of eight to ten times. Y ou make it harder
for yoursdf than you otherwise would, Smply because what you're doing isn't the way the
system is supposed to work.  Secondly, | think you wind up with a previous position to do



projects, individualy complete, sdlf-contained projects. Simply because, you don't have people
in country who can do a day-to-day didogue with the host government that helps change a
project into something broader. And, that’swhy | said, | think in alot of cases, USAID wound
up finding that doing the single intervention smply didn’t have the mass or the weight to make
al of the other related changes that needed to be made. 'Y ou wound up... (I fed likelI’'m
repeating a conversation | had with my State Department colleagues.) Y ou want the
opportunities where you could take a picture in front of a building we built, or you can cut a
ribbon in front of the new school that had reopened. Those projects didn't make any lasting
changein the educationa system. | think in many ways, USAID people tend to be idedlistic.
They tend to think they can make alagting change in the educationd system. Many of our State
Department colleagues don't. They figure the lagting ain't going to happen anyway, and so go
for the full opportunity of the moment. Go for the short term impact.

Q: The impact for the moment establishes our relationship. That’s interesting.

JOHNSON: Asthe program expanded, we began to get more and more funds and tried to run
bigger programs. Y ou couldn’'t do it out of Washington. 'Y ou needed people localy. And, the
first step in doing that was to establish essentialy, what we called the sub-units of the established
missions, which then would be responsible for the program, like there was one in the sub-unitin
Senegd. It was dso respongble for Mdi, Mauritania; the sub-unit in Cameroon was responsible
for Chad, Central Africa Republic, and Gabon. But, the full delegations of authorities were Hill
held by Washington Then as the Sahel broke loose, the sails are out and attention focused on
what was going on in that area

Q: Thiswas the area that the Regional Office in Washington (RUA) covered, isn’t that right?

JOHNSON: Essentidly, the office in Washington, and | don’'t know if it was ddliberate or not,
but in effect it was the former francophone colonies. There were some 15, 16 former
francophone colonies scattered from the west coast of Africathrough central Africaand then
down amogt into southern Africa

Q: Thiswas a result of the Korry repor; do you remember that?

JOHNSON: Well, the Korry report would go...yeah, | know the Korry report. What happened
with the Korry report was like | was saying in the *60s we had a new country coming on the
scene every week. We wound up with Embasses and USAID Missionsin every sngle country
in Africa. The feding was very strong that we couldn’t do that, that we had to cut back on the
number of countries. And, Ambassador Korry wrote areport in which he essentidly argued that
you should have your core countries and then you could have these other countries that you
provided some assistance to, but you didn't really make amgjor effort. | think at the time we
had eight countries that were considered core countries. Y ou had, Tanzania, Kenya, Ethiopia,
Sudan on the east coast; and then you had Nigeria, Liberia and Ghana. Zaire was not one of the
origind Korry countries, because when | was Assistant Desk Officer on Congo, we had an
exercise where we, well back up a second...

As part of the Korry report, you could do bilateral programsin these core countries, and then you
did regiond projects everywhere else. Regiond became amost a question of how many angels



can one fit on the head of apin. They wound up with the definition that regiond wasworking
through aregiond indtitution; regiond was working with a project that benefitted more than one
country that it crossed anationa border; or regiond was something that had regiona impact,
even though it might be totaly confined within one country. At one time when | was Assgtant
Desk Officer for Ghanaand Liberia, they had an exercise of moving Zaire from the Regiond list
to the bilatera list. The request for gpprova went up to the Administrator and dl the arguments
were laid out as to why we should have adirect bilaterd relationship with Zaire.

Q: But, this Regional Mission in Washington was a part of a regional approach, was it not?

JOHNSON: Right. It wasthe, well yes, | think the African Bureau wasfairly cregtive. You
could have said regiond projects are only going to be programs through regiond organizations
and we will work with Paris and London to work with these countries, and you need aMisson in
Washington to do that. Theides, | think ...(without having been there for the origina

arguments,) essentialy the ideaof a Regiond Office in Washington was to bend the rules asfar
asyou could. But, most people in Africafelt that it was amgor foreign policy mistake to cut
back to so few countries and essentialy stop being active in others, and that some other countries
that we were ceasing to be active in were very important in terms of what happened on the
continent of Africaand dso in terms of working with the other donors. Y ou couldn’t just have
some being just American clients and others being the French dlients. That was the wrong way
to carve up Africa. So, the Washington Mission was in order to give somebody in Washington
the same authority they would have had asin the fidd and then let them try and push the
envelope asfar asthey could with the people in PPC (USAID Program and Policy Coordination
Bureau) or the State Department.

First USAID assignment Assistant Desk Officer:
Ghana, SerraLeone, Liberia, Zaire—1967-1972

Q: What was your first assignment then, regular assignment?

JOHNSON: Firg regular assgnment was on the Ghana desk, working initidly with aman on
detall from State Department. His name | think was Smith and then later with David Shear and
Steve Christmas.

Q: Thiswasin 19687

JOHNSON: ‘68-69. | stayed on the Ghanadesk. Wdll, first of dl when | wasworking, it was
Ghana- Sierra Leone Desk; then it was the Ghana, Liberia, SerraLeone Dek.. It sort of kept
getting reorganized. With the core activities, for me anyway, were on Ghana, where | worked on
the Ghana program. That was primarily working on the Commodity Import Program and
Program Loan, which in an interesting sort of way was a precursor to the policy reform issues
that the Agency as awhole discovered in the late * 70s ‘ 80s.



The Ghana program and visit to Ghana

Q: Let’stalk about the Ghana program at that time? What was your under standing of what we
were trying to do and why were we trying to do it?

JOHNSON: Thisisabooby trap, since | was working with you as the Misson Director in
Ghana.

Q: You can say what you want.
JOHNSON: | don't know, | think origindly.
Q: I didn’t get there until 1970 anyway.

JOHNSON: But you were my bossin Washington. Do you redlize that of my 30 yearswith
USAID and you were my boss for 20.

Q: Right. I'll bedarn. Well, let’ s forget that.

JOHNSON: It'sal your fault. | started working on the Ghana desk and it was an extremely
complex program in terms of what USAID did in those days. Y ou had a combination of capita
assistance and the big Volta Dam project, combined with private enterprise, Kaiser Aluminum
Company, which was working with the power that the dam provided; atechnical assstance
program, providing assistance in a broad range of areas; and a policy-oriented commodity import
program and PL480 program. We were trying to get the country to put together an economic
policy package. At the time of independence, Ghana was very much under Nkrumah, who redly
espoused Pan Africanism and wound up wasting alot of the resources that Ghana had at
independence through various and assorted attempts to push Pan Africanism. By thetimel
garted working on Ghana, it was totaly broke, heavily in debt internationdly and had gone
through a military police coup, which at that time was unique. At that point the Ghana program
was extremely complex. Y ou were working with probably one of the better educated, trained
people. In terms of most of the African countries, they did have a better formed base of educated
leadership. Essentidly, looking back onit, | think most of what we did was probably well
intentioned, but somehow we weren't really making permanent changes. The Police Military
group was followed by anationd dection, which was followed by amilitary coup. So, the
politicsof it were undermining most of what we did. As agenerd theme, | would say that what
darted in 1967 was a strong fedling conditioned in large part by the war in Vietnam, not
interfering in internd affairs and that we were there to help them.

Q: You mean the Vietnam War?

JOHNSON: Because of the Vietnam War when we were so strongly involved, you had amind
st throughout the rest of the Agency of not interfering and not intervening. | think in Africayou
had that mind set. | think for people who worked in the Middle East countries or people who
worked in Ada, they were more conditioned to U.S. influencing local palitics. | think in Africa
that we felt very much that we were there to help other nations make choices, but not to dictate
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what choicesthey took. And, that as aresult, we wound up not redly being well informed, |
think about the politics of what was going on.

Q: What did you work on specifically in relation to the Ghana program?

JOHNSON: We had just started the Program Loan in Ghana, which was financing for a
commodity import program (CIP) where the funds were released based upon agreement to
certain policy conditions.

Q: Do you remember what the policy issues were?

JOHNSON: Mogt of the policy issues had to do with trying to come up with a exchange rate
policy whereby the Ghanaian cedi would not be artificialy maintained; you would not have
capitd contrals. The country was afraid if they didn’t have controls on the flight of capita you
would have capitd flight where dl funds in the country would go lsawhere. The Ghanaian
arline, a that point, wouldn't take cedis If you wanted to buy a Coke on Ghana airways, you
had to come up with dollars or pounds or something else. They wouldn't take the nationa
currency. Mog of the big policy issues were related to the foreign exchange.

The CIPitsdf financed certain groups of commodities. There was an attempt to finance
commodities, which then made some contribution to development within a country, which was
waking avery thin line between the kinds of currency controls that the government itself wanted
and an open, more liberad type of import regime, which is what we were promoting. We were
concerned about how they spent our money; we got very picky and we were very tight in
controlling what they could and couldn’t do. For example, we aso had a PL480 program there.
Essentidly, it was afood aid program, but it financed manufactured or semi-manufactured
commodities, which were not essentidly food. We financed tallow, which went into some of the
industrid factories there; we financed grey cloth, which is a processed and semi-bleached textile,
just cotton. Rolls and ralls of cotton as opposed to financing whest, or corn, or vegetable il
[ed]. Eventhe vegetable ail, that we financed, went into industry as opposed to food aid.

Q: Was that unusual ?

JOHNSON: It was very unusua for the PL480 program at the time, and even later. | think over
time it probably went more and more toward being straight food aid and being tied to some type
of perceived shortage in agricultural production. Ghanawas very much tied into the CIP where
the two, both in terms of policy negotiations and in terms of commodities tried to have an impact
upon the economy. Y ou ran into redly funny thingsin trying to provide the cotton for the textile
factories in Ghana where the U.S. Department of Agriculture would absolutely go bananas over
how much cotton cloth was being used. They could not believe that a country of X million
population use, X plusY yards of cloth.

Q: Thelocal consumption.

JOHNSON: The locd consumption. They were convinced that somehow they were black-
marketing it and shipping it across the border to other countries. And, just to get into this
extraordinary disagreements with the Department of Agriculture, because they had absolutely no
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knowledge of Africaand had you know, a blouse, coats, one and one-half yards of cotton, as
opposed to a Ghanalan blouse might take six yards of cotton, because of the way it was
constructed and sawn and overlapped and eic. etc. etc. Also, we were trying to provide textile
machinery under the CIP, which could be used in the textile factories. | found out the extent of
the various U.S. agricultura lobby interests over in the Department of Agriculture was one poor
mean in one little office in the back of the building who worried about exporting textile machinery
and tried to promote it and thought it was agreat idea and it was something that we should do
more of. There were 99 other people (e.g. the Department of Commerce, ed) who were devoted
to not increasing the competition that U.S. cloth faced, and so they didn’'t want usto help in the
manufacturing and export of cloth. Later, in addition to the free trade and the NAFTA free trade
zone fights of the * 90s, we were exporting jobs to Mexico. In this case, the textile lobbyigts felt
very strongly that they wanted the textile production to be in the United States and then we could
<l finished commodities to Ghana. We re talking about the difference between theoretica,
logicad demand in Ghanafor U.S. manufactured cloth and effective demand, which was zero, the
foreign exchange to pay for it was coming from the U.S. anyway. So, we were not cutting into
American sdles,

Q: How did they resolve the issue or did they?

JOHNSON: Yeah. We managed to get grey cloth under the PL480 program, as opposed to food,
but we never managed to get textile machinery into the commodity import program [actudly we

did but the equipment had to be segregated in the production line for loca production only! ed].

So, it was sort of haf and haf. For me, at that time, it was like theory logically knowing from
academic studies, you know, and the different lobby groups with different positions. Knowing

that in theory and seeing it in practice were two different things. Asyou walk into it and you see
exactly what that means, as public palicy isformulated and the impact, you know, long

established |obbying groups and long established positions. The absolute total ( disconnect, ed.).

Q: How was this textile program, as an example, helpful, or wasiit, to Ghana’ s development?

JOHNSON: Quite honestly I’'m thinking | never realy went back and looked to see what was the
overdl long term impact. | think that the time and theory was very much that it represented a

low technology type of operation that could be run in an LDC (less developed country), where
you had alabor force that could be trained for the tasks were required. Therefore, utilize alocal
product, i.e. Ghanaian cotton, provided employment or jobs for Ghanaians. In thelong run,
hopefully we provide export earnings as the cloth that was dyed and printed in Ghanian could be
exported to surrounding African nations. | don't know if any of that ever happened or not.

| ran into something similar years later when working in Uganda. | remember trying to explain it
to anew Assgtant Adminigtrator that the andysis of a sugar factory for Uganda was based on the
assumption that you could produce locally enough to replace dl of the sugar that was being
imported from Kenya, plus you could export it to Rwanda, Burundi, and Eastern Zaire which
were closer markets for Uganda than Kenya. No oneredly ever did and thiswaslikein the *80s
and the Agency il didn’'t have away to do it. The Rwanda mission was dso planning a sugar
factory, based on that they could then market the sugar to Burundi and Uganda. And, in the
meantime, the Kenyans were trying desperately to help stabilize their economy which was



dependent upon sugar exports for 30 percent of the country’s earnings. Even when we got into
looking more at private sector investments as opposed to government direct investments on the
assumption that the private sector with redistic marketing andys's, somehow we dways
emphasized production, rather than marketing. Anyway, that was sort of 20 years later.

Q: That was an interesting perspective. Were there other things you worked on on the Ghana
desk?

JOHNSON: | spent six months trying to convince myself that there was a difference between
obligations and expenditures. So, seeing dl the things that Junior Desk Officers do such as
technica assstance and PIO/Ts (Project Implementation Orders) for technica assistance and
generd sort of misson support. The misson would send a cable and then you' d try and find
somebody in the Agency who knew something about what they were talking about. The CIP
was fun, because it was not something that Desk Officers usudly did.

Q: Did you write a program document for a CIP?

JOHNSON: The very firg time oversess, actudly. | did acouple of, | don't know if you'd say |
wrote them. What | did, | took them around Washington trying to get them gpproved and
negotiated their acceptance.

Q: Were they unusual or pretty standard?

JOHNSON: | think they were pretty standard. | don’t really remember very much that was
different about them. Thefirg timethat | ever went overseasin my entire life was to Ghana to
work on the annud budget submission and do the commodity import portion annex of that
submission; it was an absolutely, totally incredible experience.

Q: You know why?

JOHNSON: Almogt every levd. | guessmy firs feding was, | get off the airplane and there
were dl these Coca Cola advertising billboards on the run from the airport into the town. It was
like going to any American city. It wasthelack of difference, you know struggling to see the
difference. And, later when | had a chance to be more, | don’t know if senditize isthe right
word, | saw a broader picture than when | was sitting in ataxi and watching the billboards go
past. When | had an actual chance, | sat down and talked to Ghanaians. 1t was very different, a
very different society; very different pergpective on everything.

Q: What difference did you observe?

JOHNSON: All over town as you drove around, there were these half completed buildings where
someone would put in afloor or they’ d get up to the bottom of the window sills and then they'd
just be stopped for months a atime. As anegative congtruction, it certainly caused tota
confuson. But, | talked to some Ghanaians about why was that the way peopledid it. Wasit
inability to get mortgage funds so that you couldn’t do the whole thing a once or wasthere a
reason in back of it. They explained to me that it was very much the requirement in Ghana that
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if you did well that you helped out your family and they had an extended definition of who your
family was. Going back two or three generations and coming forward with dl the cousins and
in-laws and everybody else. And, that in effect if you had a good job and you werein agood
position and you wanted to build your own house, you couldn’t save your money, because then
people would know that you had money and they would want you to finance sster Tom's
brother’ s second cousin’s child’s education fees. So, they’d put it into a house, but it was like
they only had ten dollars, so they’ d do ten dollars worth of work.

Q: Otherwise, a savings account.

JOHNSON: It was a savings account where your relatives could come live with you eventudly, |
guess after you got the house built. But, there was much a strong impact that family relaions
had on every decison you made. In terms of what job you took, how you spent your money,
where you lived, how you lived. One other thing | remember: | was at the hotdl and | was
supposed to go out for dinner with a Ghanaian Police Lieutenant who was the first femae Police
Lieutenant that they’ d ever had, period. So, she and | were going to go out for dinner and she
came by the hotd and | was gitting in the lobby waiting for her to show up and there was this
total complete chaos, because two of the guys, two of the doormen &t the hotel, found a guy
trying to stedl tires out of the parking lot. They cornered him and they brought him into the
lobby and had the counter man cal the police and the police were going to come pick him up.
Thisal sounds very normal, except for the fact that there were at least a hundred people who
were attracted by the fact that they had arrested this guy and who started besting him up. Y our
two hotel people were doing their best to keep the guy from getting killed and everybody dse
was screaming and shouting and punching and clubbing. It was just an incredible mob scene,
And, this Police Lieutenant showed up and explained to me that

Ghana Debt Rescheduling

JOHNSON: As Desk Officer | was were very much into Ghana s debt rescheduling and working
with the World Bank and the IMF on rescheduling amassive foreign debt.

Q: How did you find that?

JOHNSON:Debt rescheduling is very much of achalenge. | had an economic background and
absolutdly nothing in the banking finance area. Actualy, more atrade background. | got into the
midst of dl the nitty gritty of debt rescheduling.

Q: What was your job? What were you doing on it?

JOHNSON: Essentidly, | wasthe Assstant Desk Officer at thetime. | think they gaveit to me
because nobody €l se had ever doneit ether. So, Since nobody had any expertisein it, they said,
“Okay, see what you can do withit.” Then | developed expertise and became the rescheduling
genius. | remember with agreet ded of gratitude some people at the Export/Import Bank. They
spent hours trying to explain to me a hundred and eighty day credits and how that differed from
other things and interest rates. Everything about international banking thet they knew from the
export-import Sde.
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Q: The Export/Import Bank had loans, which were subject to rescheduling?

JOHNSON: Y eah, they had exposure, which we wanted to be reschedued. We, of course had
the big Volta Dam loans that would have to be rescheduled and the Kaiser Aluminum Company
was in there, just awhole ring of characters besides just USAID.

| think it was unusud for a Junior Officer to have that much exposure to the different agencies
around town.

Q: What were you actually doing? What was your role?

JOHNSON: | forget who was the Ambassador, but it was when the new Ambassador was first
going out. [Ambassador Hadsdl ed] He made a point of getting al the different people who were
caled Ghana Desk Officers. You got the Ghana Desk Officer from State; the Ghana Desk
Officer from USAID; the Ghana Desk Officer from Commerce; the Ghana Desk Officer from the
Treasury; the Ghana Desk Officer from USDA. You know, you pulled dl these different people
together who were the Ghana Desk Officers, quote, unquote and tried to start up a process where
we would talk to each other and partidly results of that process, it reglly became more my role to
represent Ghana. But, the other people were Ghana Desk Officers, but they redlly represented
Commerce Department’ s attitude to Ghana, rather than trained to represent Ghana' s position to
the Commerce Department. | started in that process of al the Ghana desk people getting
together and talking and recognizing whet a different perspective each Agency rep had. But, it
built into, the USAID Ghana Desk Officer was the representative of the country. Much more so
than representing the U.S. to the country. That in effect the role of having to present the U.S.
viewpoint was essentidly the field missons. Frequently, whatever fina paper or position we
came to got trangmitted out to the field, but | was the Ghana Desk Officer and | would try and
make that position more flexible in terms of things that were important to the Ghanaians.

Q: Any ideas specific of what you did?

JOHNSON: The one that keeps coming back to my mind again, again and again was the PL430
program ingisting that it was better to do food than it was to do commodities.

Q: | mean on the debt issue?

JOHNSON: On the debt issue, | was repesting things that the Mission sent into me. 1t was an
areain which | had absolutely no expertise and no confidence to go with an independent point of
view. It wasjust trying to make sure that the points that the Misson was making were made
where they needed to be made to the other agencies and basicdly, One of the best things about
working on Ghana was that you had a series of USAID Mission Directorsin Ghanawho had a
lot of creditability in Washington. Dick Cashin, before you went out there,. It made it easy then
to represent things that the Mission were saying. And, then also over that time that | developed a
creditability through working with the other agencies, and so that | would repeat what the
Misson sad, and it wasn't a question of rubber samping something that was being said by
somebody who was unreliable to begin with. It was a creditable story and you had a good basi's
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going in for saying, “Okay, look, these are the problems.” And, that if you push here, maybe the
demands get accepted, but if you push too hard, al you' re doing is setting yourself up for a
falure, because they won't be able to meet your terms.

Q: Anything elsein that particular period? Thiswas quite an introduction wasn’t it to USAID?

JOHNSON: It was an extraordinary introduction, in that | had a series of Misson Directors that |
worked with. Don Brown was Zaire; Dick Cashin wasin Ghana. | was working with really
topnotch people overseas and had a series of good bosses in Washington, Steve Christmas and
David Shear. | probably learned more from Steve Christmas than anybody |’ ve ever worked for.
Steve sat me down and he said basicdlly, “Hariadene, it's okay to tilt a windmills. It's

something thet you do; it'sagood part of your persondity and it's something that every
government agency needs, but you have to pick your windmills, you can't tilt at them dl.”

Q: Good point, good point. He was a first rate person.
JOHNSON: That he was.

Q: Well, and then after that where did you go?
JOHNSON: | worked on Ghana from ‘67 until * 72.

Q: That’s quite a considerable period, isn't it?

JOHNSON: Yes. It was mostly working on Ghana, but | so had responsbilities for Liberiaand
basicdly, the people didn’ t fedl that crooks ever got punished. That if once they were arrested,
he d buy off the policeman or he d buy off the judge and that the only punishment that would be
given would be what they gave right there on the spot.

Q: Instant justice?

JOHNSON: Right. So, | took it asalack of fath in any indtitution. This was very much you did
it persondly, if you wanted to see it get done.

Q: I understand. Were there any other observations from that first visit?

JOHNSON: | fel in love with Africa. I"d taken a couple of courses on Africain Graduate
School, but if anything I’d probably concentrated more on Southeast Asa. So, that was my firgt
real exposureto Africa

Q: What made you fall in love with Africa? What was it about?

JOHNSON: A feding of being dive, afeding very much of the newness that the world was
open to anything, anything and everything. A feding, | don’'t know, to meit'swhat the U.S,
must have been like during the frontier days. A sensethat it was anew country and that they
could establish it and shape it, and a sense of optimism that they had no doubts they could do it.
| remember Stting at the hotel getting into dl these long discussons with various British ex-
patriates who would st around and moan about the fact that Ghanaian Africa was not reedy for

16



sdf-government and that they readly should have maintained the colonies alittle longer. My

find argument use to be that Chicago wasn't reedy for sdf government either. They didn't
apprecigte that. But, basically it was the view of Europeans, well the British specificaly, |

guess, that (the early work | did with USAID was dl in anglophone countries). The British view
was that, you know, that somehow the U.S. had done them wrong by pressuring the them to turn
loose of the African colonies before they were redlly ready for self government. A strong fedling
on my part that Chicago is not ready for sdf-government. Today, | would probably say that
Washington, D.C. isready for self-government, but you got to wait until somebody is ready.
You learn how to sdlf-govern by doing it and it's one of those things that you just plungein.

Y ou make your mistakes and you learn from them and you move on.

Q: Did you work on other things while you were there? How long were you there?

JOHNSON: Theinitid trip was just a couple of weeks. Later, | was out there for a couple of
months. The desk at that point covered also Liberiaand Zaire and o | did stop oversin those
two countries.

Vigt to Zaire—1968

Q: How did you find situations there?

JOHNSON: The U.S. officid policy for Zare a that time— this was 1968—was that we would
be finished and out of there by 1970. The assistance program was a short term, an emergency
program and we could then leave. | thought that that wouldn’t work and it was going to be a
long, long time before the country outgrew the need for any kind of technicad assstance, either
inditutionaly or financidly or infrastructure or anything. Probably out of that particular mini
revolt that they had down in the south in Lubumbashi, it had been settled, but consdering the
size of that country you smply had no ethnic homogeneity to hold it together. They were
probably going to have a series of Civil Wars, coups, €tc. €tc. etc.

Vigt to Liberia—1969

Liberiais one of the few countriesin Africathat in my very firg vist | found depressng. It was
acountry in which the America- Liberians had such atight hold on the country. The governing
elite were in miniature the same as the Brits would say about Ghana. And, so therewasredly a
very, very smdl dite maintaining avery smdl control and hiding behind the shadow of civilian
eections. | found it a country, but at that time, what did | doin Liberia... | can't even

remember. Asl think | recal capital projects — at that point capital assistance was handled by a
different office, the Project Development Officer, the Capita Projects Officer. So, | passed
messages back and forth on some road projects. In ‘69 or so, by which time the Washington
organization was Ghana, Liberia, Zaire, Serra Leone. Steve Christmas was the officer in charge
of the whole conglomeration.

Therewas aproject in Liberia. 1t was caled the JFK Hospita where we had put in amodern
hospita in Monrovia. The Indian Public Hedth Service, which had the technica assistance
contract, had come up with data on the recurrent costs for operating the hospital, after we had
finished the capitd infrastructure. They’ d come up with a budget of what it would cost the
Liberian government to run it. It was like five times what anybody expected it to be, and
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probably ten times higher than what the Liberian government could come up with. And, o
USAID had us send an evauation team out to Liberiato redly look at what were the aternatives
to do something about the JFK Hospital. Was there any way we could redesign it, reorganizeit,
sdvageit; it was turning into amgor embarrassment. The man on my desk who had basicaly
handled Liberiarefused to go. He thought it was such a can of worms he didn’t want to touch it.
So, Steve asked meif | would go and | said, sure. Ed Hogan, who at that time was Director of
the Africa Bureau Development Program Office was the team leader. He and | headed out to
Monroviato look at this hospitd. | probably learned more during that trip about diplomacy than
| did any other timein my life. 1t was three weeks of concentrated diplomeacy of watching Ed
Hogan try to manipulate and bring together the Liberian government, the Mission, the Embassy,
and the Indian Hedlth Service.

Q: What was your understanding of why it was built in the first place?

JOHNSON: I'm trying to remember. | think at that point in the late 60s and early ‘ 70s and it
never entirdly went away, but | would say it was probably stronger than asif the officid
government, if aforeign government officialy requested X of the U.S. government, unlesswe
had some reason not to, you know, that's what we' d do. [It was a commitment to President
Tubman by President Kennedy during Tubman’svidt to the U.S. ed] The different country
programs were written up and submitted to Washington every year as a country program, and
they were submitted to the Congress in country-by-country presentations. For Liberia, you redly
didn’t have a congstent country program where the parts fitted together so that the
accomplishment of dl those different pieces would make some sgnificant difference in the
country. Bob Nooter who was Mission Director and | think, Steve Christmas was Program
Officer at that time before he came into Washington. But, they did a country presentation where
they did one through ten of the high priority things that should be donein that country, given the
basic issues that had to be overcome. And, pardle to that they did one through ten of what the
U.S. funds were actualy going for, and nowhere did the two lists overlap.

Q: Do you remember what were on these lists and what should have been done or any of those?

JOHNSON: | remember that on the list of things that we were doing, there were afair amount of
hedth activities, there was afair amount of road building. | don’t realy remember what dse we
were doing, some agricultural projects. The impression was that they were al fairly scattered.
They’re much likein the U.S. when you have aroad project when the House passes a
trangportation bill. 1t congsts of a number of roads, which makes sense if you look at West
Virginiaor Idaho or Horida Bascdly, those types of projects were what we did in Liberiag,
based upon the relative politica pull of different representatives through different counties.
Essentidly, we got into, but the list of what we should be doing was more in education. Fewer
capita congtruction projects and more inditutiona development.

| remember the hospitd. Essentidly, we did the hospitd, because President Tubman asked for a
hospital. The hospital had, actualy it had two wings and one wing had an eevator and it went

up to Tubman's floor where he had his own three private hospitd wardsin case he got Sck. The
problem was the high recurrent cost budget which was related to the type of construction where
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it was done in two wings and they were very separate. You didn’'t have any efficiencies. That
was because how Tubman wanted it. He wanted one wing just for him and for other presumable
members of hisfamily. The other reason that the thing was so incredibly expensve, was the
Indian Public Health Service (IPHS) essentidly did whet they caled the honest budget. The
customary system at that time was for four nurses to be assigned to each ward. Two nurses were
assigned to the ward were actudly girlfriends of the Admissions Officer and they never showed
up on the floor. But, they received their sdary. So, we had two people doing the work of four
people. So, being in Public Hedth Service in Liberia, which has gotten nowhere in trying to get
Civil Service-type standards where you don't get paid unless you show up. 1PHS decided, okay,
they would budget for six people. The two that never showed up and the four who were
supposed to be there and work on the floor. And, that sort of went throughout the whole system.
They budgeted the amount that got ripped off from the Hospita Adminigtrator then, plus the
amount that they needed. Focusing attention on how totdly inefficiently that place was run, they
probably couldn’t have done any better. | mean, they redly did get everybody exercised about
the problem.

Q: Werethe Liberians in charge of the operation or were they just interested in how IPHService
ranit?

JOHNSON: The Indian Public Hedth Service, wel when we firgt built the hospital, the ideawas
that we would have atechnical assistance team out there for four years that would help establish
the use of thisfacility. They worked in the old hospita while the new one was being constructed
and then they were supposed to turn the new one over to the government and then the
government would then have people trained ready to run the new one. The Indian Public Hedth
Service was doing the technica assistance and absolutely totaly not getting anywhere. The only
doctors who they felt had any sense of competence and dedication to duty were Liberian natives
who had managed to get some type of medicd training. And, the American Liberians didn't
want them at the hospital. The American Liberian doctors were basically viewed by the Indian
Public Hedth Service asincompetent, inefficient, corrupt and not worth the time of day. Inthe
mean time, when they came up with this budget of how much it would cost to run the new
hospitd, the Liberian government’ sfirst line of attack was to ask us to come up with the money
to pay for it and provide the recurring cogts after we finished building it. We said no to that and
so then they refused to accept the building. | think, at one point, we got asfar as having, a
member of the Kennedy family who was supposed to fly there and the date was dl established
and then they refused to participate. But, we built a hospita that could be neither run nor
maintained and so therefore, they wouldn't take it and we could have it. They used to jerk the
U.S. chain. They had the Ambassador trying to find a solution for them. | guessin terms of
other politica programs ether Haiti, Grenada or such, thiswas small potatoes.

Q: Did you recommend any solutions in the report?

JOHNSON: | wastotaly on the sde of the Indian Public Hedlth Service. | fet we had ano
choice, since we' d been unable to correct the situation we should go ahead and provide the extra
money. And, if that meant budgeting for sx nurses when only two showed up, then that’ s what
we should do.
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Q: And with the U.S. financing the budget?

JOHNSON: With the U.S. financing the budget. The U.S. et itslf be manipulated into cresting
the problem. | mean, it wasn't our problem to begin with. If we d had afree hand in designing
the hospital, we would have designed a different hospital. 1’'m convinced based on everybody
that | talk to, that we built this high tech mongtrogity that nobody could run or maintain, because
we gave into Tubman who wanted a demongtration project, so we should therefore go ahead and

pay for it.
Q: Did it function? Was there any need for it?

JOHNSON: They needed a hospital. They weretrying to set up at that time what essentidly was
rurd public hedth system, which would provide primary care, referred to regiond centersfor
secondary care with magjor complex cases referred to the hospita for advanced care. They were
al pat of awdl organized country-wide system. In the mean time, we had spent this money
building this fancy hospita in Monrovia and till hadn't gotten the rural health posts established,

or constructed.

Q: That was part of the original plan wasn’t it?

JOHNSON: It was part of our origina plan. It was not part of the Liberian origind plan.

An evaluation of the JFK Hospital Project in Liberia

JOHNSON: The evauation basicaly came out that the Indian Public Health Service had built in
an extortionate budget and you didn’t need as many people as they said you needed; and you
didn’'t need as many commodities asthey said they needed. Basically, the Indian Public Hedth
Service posgition was, that if you didn’'t order one hundred and fifty percent of what you needed,
that you would wind up with only 50 percert going to the patients and the other 50 percent being
on the black market somewhere. Asfar as| could see, basicaly they were right.

Q: But, that’ s not a policy, you could justify?

JOHNSON: | don't remember. I'd had lessthan ayear and a half with the Federd government
at thispoint and | didn’t see any reason to go ahead and just write it off. If we couldn’t make the
Liberians change, we had no hope of getting rid of the corrupt hospital adminigtrators or the
doctors who were supposedly there, but never showed up for service, etc. etc., that we should go
ahead and admit it and pay enough to get proper care at the hospital. We got back to
Washington, and the Senior team member, Ed Hogan, essentialy said that the hospital could be
run for much less than what the Indian Public Health Service proposed and that we should extend
some technical assstance here. Bagicdly, asfar as| was concerned it wasfilling in the edges.

Y ou weren't going to wind up with a project that you could be proud of.

Q: You were talking about the JFK hospital as an example of how projects evolve and get into
trouble. Where did you come out in the end on the JFK hospital project? What was your group
doing?
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JOHNSON: An independent evauation. | thought we ought to go ahead and, well, you redly
had two options. Y ou could essentidly take a hospita that was built and nail atwo by four over
the door and never open it, which | felt was probably unacceptable to dl parties that were
concerned. Or, you could take the hospital and say, okay, we now have ahospita in Liberia
according to Liberian sandards and at the same time achieve some level of hedth care. Well
take abudget that is one hundred and fifty percent of what you normaly have and that we ought
to go ahead and have the Liberians come up with, you know, the first year have 30 percent of the
budget and we' d cover 70s percent. By the fifth year it would be 50/50; and the year ten we
would turn over the whole operation. Some way, whereby we would go ahead and have a
hospita that ran at afunctioning level. That was basicaly unacceptable, just the thought of what
the auditors and the Inspector Genera would say. And Liberian doctors who never showed up to
work, or knowing that funding pharmaceuticals were 50 percent lost. There just wasn’'t agood
practical decison.

| think that | mentioned earlier that when | first cameto USAID, | got the feding that | wasa
very amdl cog in avery large machine and redly questioned whether or not what | did redly
make a difference. There’'sabook out written by Victor Canava (sp7ed) on “The (inaudible)
Road” (sp?ed) which was actudly atrue story in Liberia of how USAID reacts to palitics, which
| read and was horrified a it. | think the main solution for them at that point was to offer
scholarshipsto the U.S. Anyway, | was worried about being this very small cog in thislarge
machine that wouldn’t have any impact or dternatively, that | would get basicaly corrupted.
Not in asense of getting a kicked back on contracts or something like that, but that I’ d stopped
caring. You know, just that it is okay, that’s the program, just go with the program.

Two things that made me change that opinion. One was this project in Liberia, because what we
would do about the project was being decided. Phil Birnbaum, who was the Deputy Assistant
Adminigtrator (Africa Bureau) at that point, caled Steve Chrigmasin and Steve took me dong
with him. Phil and Steve were talking about more or less practical ways that you could keep this
thing from being atotal embarrassment. Such as get the government to accept it and then after
that it would be their problem asto how they ranit. So, inthe middle of dl this, Steve said,
“Wdl, | just fed like we ought to hear just what Hariadene hasto say.” So, he opened up the
conversation to let me put al of my reservations, complaints and everything else on thetable. |
felt so positive by working in an Agency where you could do that, that you could put your ideas
on thetable. It didn’t mean that you aways got them accepted, but it just made a hundred
percent differencein methat | had a chance to present them and that it was accepted behavior. It
was something where | had to worry about what this was going to do to my evauation, etc. etc.

Q: How are your views greeted?

JOHNSON: Phil said, we can’t do that. Basicaly, his point wasthat, it is a politica project and
apolitical country and his point of view was, how do we get out of it with the least damage done;
the least damage done to overdl U.S/Liberian relationships; the least damage done to USAID
and USAID’s budget. Thiswas never going to be a perfect project. There was nothing that
USAID could do that could make thisinto afunctioning wel run hospital. At this point, how

can we get out of it with the least damage done, and then in the long run keep working in the
hedlth sector in Liberiaand try to bring about some of the other hedlth interventions that needed
to be made in the long term.
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Assigtant Director for Program for the Sahel Development Program—21972

Q: Just about the time we were going into these regional approaches in mostly Francophone
Africa, the Sahel, as you said, imploded and you became part of the staff? When did you join
that?

JOHNSON: | went to work on the Sahdl program in ‘72 as an Assistant Director for Program,
which was a new office that they were setting up in the Centrd West Africa Regiond Office,
where previoudy they had had a Desk Officer that corresponded to the regiond misson in the
Senegd; a Desk Officer that handled Cameroon; a Desk Officer that did Niger, and Upper Volta
in Abidjan. Fermino Spencer was the Director and Owen Cylke was the Deputy Director. The
assgnment would come down that thisis what we need and the Office Directors would passit to
their Desk Officers and the Desk Officers would send it back up. The Deputy Director getsto
travel around alot and serve as Acting Director whenever the Director traveled. But, Owen felt
that because of the way the Sahel program worked, he couldn’t send up separate reports from
Senegdl, Abidjan, Cameroon. They need to send up something so it covered the whole area. It
was different work than other Deputy Directorsdid. It wasn't so much that it was different, it
was more than he could handle. And, to actudly handle it properly you needed athree person
unit. Y ou needed a Budget Officer, a Planning Officer, and somebody in charge of the place,
and so that was me.

Q: Thiswas after the Regional Office was ended?

JOHNSON: The Regiond Office in Washington was basicaly terminated and replaced with
something caled Centra West Africa Regiond, which was managed by a series of USAID
Affairs Officesin thefidd.

Q: It was a geographic division.

JOHNSON: It was a geographic unit; he did not have dl of the delegations of authority that the
previous Regiona Director had. Because, some of the authorities went to the Field Missions, but
the field posts were not fully empowered, so the delegations of authority that normaly would be
handled by Mission Directors were split between the field and Washington. So, there was a grest
involvement in programming decisions and in budget decisions made in Washington as opposed
to thefidd offices.

Q: So, thiswas a unique geographic office?

JOHNSON: It was different from the other geographic offices and it needed a Program Officer in
Washington to help pull together what was happening.

Q: Your assignment came to be the Program Officer?

JOHNSON: Right. They set up the position of Director for Program and Capaferre (sp?) was the
Budget Officer who kept everybody honest and Jess Snyder, who went on to be Mission Director
was the Planning Officer. All of this was dso hgppening a the same, dmost in pardld courses,
the Sahd office was employing. They had set up an emergency office in Centrd West Africa



Regiond. They found that they could not handle the emergency programs split among the three
Desk Officers and so they set up a separate office that would just handle the emergency program,
which was Hunter Farnham. Hunter had a staff of three, four, or five people, | think where he
was trying to backstop everything that was going on in the emergency food aid, disaster relief
effort, which because it was the first of the environmentd disasters, it was very difficult for the
Office of Disagter Relief, which normaly would have handled dl that kind of effort. They

weren't set up to handle something likethat. 1t didn’t redlly fit their idea of their authorities, or
what they could do, or what they couldn’t do.

Q: The disaster that you perceived was happening in the Sahel at that time was different from
typical disasters.

JOHNSON: It didn’t have a tarting date and a stopping date. It wasn't something that was
geographicaly confined like a volcano or ahurricane. 1t was spread out over thousands of miles;
it was an accumulation of agriculturd practices and land management practices that had
aggravated a very delicate, fragile ecologica system, to the point where you had estimates that
the desart was advancing by so many inches every year. But, essentidly you had, the academic
guysthat | believed (and here again, it's a question of who you want to believe and who you talk
to,) that you didn’'t have proof that there was a climatic change, which in their terminology was
something that happens over hundreds of years.

Q: Were they having a drought?

JOHNSON: You did not have adrought. What you had was, a previoudy five to 10 years period
of aheavy wet season, where cattle herders had obvioudy pushed further into the desert and
pushed further north than they ever should have done. The unusud out-of-cycle heavy rains had
stopped. So, what people perceived as being a drought or a climatic change was redly much
more a matter of their getting rainfals dong the lines of what they normdly would have gotten

over a50 year period and you didn't get climatic shiftsin less than hundreds of years.

Anyway, everybody was working on that al on one side while Hunter was trying to move
emergency food to people who normaly would have been able to raise sorghum or millet, and
found out that there wouldn't be enough rainfal to germinate any harvest and so they were
headed south towards the coast. He was actually pushing, | forget the numbers, (and at some
point you redly should interview Hunter, because he remembers dl the numbers) But, it was
like previous food aid programs going into the Francophone Sahel. The Sahd states were
Senegdl, Mali, Mauritania, Upper Volta, Niger, and Chad, and later got broaden to include
others. To agreat extent there was a Sahdian impact that spread across aband of Africa, so that
you had the same thing was happening in the six Francophone colonies that was happening in
Ethiopia and Sudan on the other Sde of the continent. Also, it hit Northern Ghana. The focus
was on the Six Sahd inland countries. Hunter was trying to push food aid into those countriesin
magnitudes and amounts and had never been done before. They were sending it in by truck
convoy starting in Algiers and going down across the Sahara Desart to get into northern Mdli.
They were doing air drops in Chad where they had dependent spouses flying along with the U.S.
Air Force, because dthough air tower controllers are supposed to be able to speak English, but
just in case, they had some French speaking people in the planes so they could dump the grain
where they were supposed to. They were going in by boat, by plane, everything except camel.
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Q: It was a logistics nightmare.

JOHNSON: Major logigtics nightmare of which large amounts backed up; rallroad trains, that
stopped running. Y ou had everything again to the point where you wound up with the
Government of Chad ingiting that the trucks that brought the grain in from Douala and
Cameroon and coming up through Nigeria after landing in Lagos and coming across country, had
to unload at the Chad border and a Chad trucking company had to be used, which just so
happened to be owned by his brother-in-law. They didn’'t have the trucks, so you wound up with
getting everything funneled into this one bottle neck and that there weren't enough trucks to
move the food. Again, we wound up caring more about getting food to the starving people, tc.
than the government of Chad did, so that the leverage in terms of negotiations about who does
what was very much on their sde. But, Hunter essentialy was running amgjor logistica support
operation.

Q: Were you involved with that?

JOHNSON: No. My involvement at approximately the same time... Either the head of USAID

or the State Department or somebody was convinced that Fermino Spencer couldn’t handle it and
that Fermino should have help. So, the first help they provided was Ed Hogan who was

supposed to be looking at the longer term moving from this emergency program to short range
relief and rehab program. Then they decided that Hogan couldn’t handleit, so they got Ed Faye.
Ed Faye was supposed to be looking at the long range plan. Then they decided that that group
needed some more help, so they added Prince Lyman. Once again, it became an anagamated
misson.

Q: What wasiit that they handled? What was the issue?

JOHNSON: The issue was to do the thinking and the planning and the organization for
everything beyond emergencies.

Q: What year are we talking about?
JOHNSON: ‘72. It al kind of happened in ‘72, ' 73.
Q: That was at the same time the drought was an emergency or what ever you call it.

JOHNSON: Y ou had Hunter running the emergency, you know, humanitarian. Separate apart
from the emergency humanitarian, athough Hunter was supposed to be reporting to Fermino.
But, the USAID office was s&t up to do short term, medium term, long term planning working
overal on how you could, drought proof the areg; it is the wrong word, because you can't
drought proof an area. But, how could you make the area better equipped to handle short term
emergencies like Hunter was handling. What could you do as a short term program that would
provide a bridge to begin moving people into development activities, rather than just being the
recipient of emergency activities.

Q: It'sinteresting that this requirement was identified almost right at the outset of the
emergency. That’sinteresting.

JOHNSON: No. | wasn't there at the very beginning, but | was there within the first year. |
know my part was to work as Assistant Director for Program; they said | was to work on the
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short term, medium term, long term. 1t wound up with Ed Hogan, Ed Faye, Prince Lyman, and
me, that was pretty much the planning group.

Q: Who did you report to?
JOHNSON: | reported to Owen Cylke

Q: | mean the whole group?

JOHNSON: Oh, thewhole group, | wasin charge of it. My rank or title or anything else | wasn’t in charge. They
were all more senior than | and they headed other kinds of things. But, | was the only one that was full time on that
particular problem. At one point Don Brown tried to formally establish it, and | think there may actually be acable
somewherein the archives of USAID.

Q: Don Brown was then the Deputy Assistant Administrator?

JOHNSON: Don was Deputy AA for the Africa Bureau. He was doing his best to try and keep
peace between Fermino and Hogan and Ed Faye, dl of whom were very strong persondlities.

Q: Very, right. So what did you do? What did you come up with in working with this group and
trying to deal with the short, medium, long term?

JOHNSON: A lot of hand holding of |etting everybody talk about what they would do if they ran
the universe and getting different sorts of perspectives from each of the different people and then
trying to figure out what could be put together and who would do what.

Q: Did you have any contractors involved in doing studies for this?

JOHNSON: Wedid asit grew. Asit wasfirs set up, well again, | can't swear that thiswas dl at
the same time, but it fdt like it was dl a the sametime. | don't remember the luxury of being
ableto finish this and then move to that and then to that. But, what we did was we, our
Congressond Liason was up on the Hill working with people and was making the arguments
and that both Hunter and | and the people in disaster relief were feding that disaster rdief didn’t
work. That the environmenta disaster that was cutting across boundaries and was long term in
nature; it wasn't something that started and stopped within 90s days and that you needed
legidative authority. if we were going to handleit. So, we got a specid provison into the
Legidation thet was for Sahel relief and rehabilitation. Now there s X million dollars available
without regard to other provision of the Act; you can do whatever you think needs to be done out
there. And, I give Don Brown, DAA then ahell of alot of credit for negotiating that through the
Hill. He had, | think more creditability, because he had come from Zaire and so he knew the
Francophone area, even if he hadn’t actualy been in the Sahd itsdlf.

The origind provison was for so much for relief and rehab that essentidly went for..., some of it
went to back up Hunter’s emergency operation, but some of it went into what we cdl relief and
rehab projects where we had three different, no. For that particular effort, we had Ed Hogan who
led ateam that went to Chad, Niger, Upper Volta, Mdi, Mauritaniaand Senegd, basically
working with U.N. projects and identifying things that the U.S. could pick up, but another donor
had dready designed or had nearly ready to go, or had planned to go for the next year, but could
be accelerated up to thisyear. They came back with an R and R package of projects for the six
Sahdlian countries that could be done in areasonably quick fashion and have some impact upon
expanding the capacity of thearea. It was a pretty broad criteria. 'Y ou know, expanding the
capacity of the area could be dmost anything. Ed Hogan was doing that, then Owen Cylke was
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working on what kind of staff would you need overseas in these countries if you funded these
programs that dong with identifying what we think we Il fund.

Since we got this much money from Congress that we could move into the area as an emergency
program, we wanted to move it fast; and the only way to move it fast wasif you have peoplein
the field: what kind of an organization; what kind of an legd organization should you s&t up in

the field; and how would you gtaff it; and what authorities would you give them. The options
were expanding from the existing posts in Senegd, Niger, Cameroon; expanding the REDSO
operation out of Abidjan; putting people in country in each of the six countries and having them
report to the regional headquarters. So, you' d have somebody in Mali and Mauritania, but they'd
report to the regiond office in Senegal who'd report to Washington. Or, have basicdly that you
would have indegpendent missions, onein Senegd; an equa onein Mdi; an equa onein
Mauritania. They'd al report separate gpart from anybody e se; the system of saying, okay,
you're not going to get afull fledged misson set up overnight. So, what we'll do initidly is,

we' |l put one portion out there. They'll be ardief and rehab officer and they will work grictly
under that mandate, and they will report to Washington.

Wel, many of the Mission Directorsin Abidjan and Senegal did not liked that. They redly
objected in different degrees it took to negotiate their dream getting aong with the program to
the point where Dr. Adams, who was in the Assstant Adminigtrator for the Africa Bureau wound
up going on atrip to the Sahd to, one, report back on the efficiency of the emergency program;
wasit reaching the people? Second, it was to knock some heads that we were expanding; we
were putting them in different posts. | got to go aong with Dr. Adams as his escort officer,

which was redlly fun, because at that point, Dr. Adams was having cancer of the throat and had
been having dl kinds of chemotherapy and he wasn't supposed to be talking. So, | was supposed
to do dl of histaking for him on thistrip. So, | got briefings from Don Brown and dl of the
other senior people: abovethelevd of what | normaly would have been dlowed to participate
in.

Trip tothe Sahd countries—1973

Q: So you went on this trip and when was that?

JOHNSON: It would have been sometimein ‘72, *73. | know we went first to Chad, and they
had al these refugee camps which essentidly were set up in this blazing sun, blazing desert hest.
Y ou had one little twig supporting some canvas. It may be four inches off the ground and people
huddled under the canvas trying to get some shade. We went to refugee camps and the doctors
that were with the refugee camps were just S0 busy; as he went down the line he would point at
and say, “That child will be dead by night; that child will be dead by night; that woman may last
two days, that child will be dead by night.” Asafirg time, it sounds weird, but it’ sthe firg time

| ever redlized that there were things that you couldn’t control. That if we had a C-130 that could
land, you know, there' s no airport that could take a C-130, but if we had an airport that could
take a C-130, and if weflew al of these people directly to John Hopkins Medica School, you
couldn’t save them. That kind of an impact wasjust incredible. Thisis after | had been working
with USAID five or Sx years and theoreticaly knew that the third world is not the same asthe
first world. This story just had an enormous impact on me and my recognition of the limits of
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what you can do and what you can’t do. Then we went from there to Niger and met the
Ambassador in Niger.

Q: What was the upshot of that trip?

JOHNSON: The upshot of the trip was that we set up individua missons. Separate and
independent missions were set up in Chad, Mdi, Mauritania, Upper Volta, Niger. We picked
USAID Affars Officers. We recruited them and talked to them about the plan to move them into
USAID reps as soon as possible. And, it would depend on how soon we could get gpprova from
State in terms of number of Americans in the country; how soon we could recruit, etc. etc. efc.
But, from the firgt, we recruited with the idea that they were going to be Misson Directors; we

got an extraordinary group of people, | think, because of that.

Q: What kind of a study did you have behind the process of moving out of the emergency into
rehabilitation and longer term development? Wasthere a clear strategy in mind of what you
wer e supposed to do or how to go about it?

JOHNSON: Initidly, we started out with the emergency: and short term R and R, life support.
Q: What’ sthat?

JOHNSON: Life support as opposed to saving lives. Y ou could put in those indtitutiona kinds
of assistance that were needed such as a port manager who could clear aport. Somebody who
would be digible under the emergency. A port manager or atechnica assstance project to
improve port management across the board would be something that we would put under the
short term relief and rehab. Again, basically we worked alot with the U.N. on picking up U.N.
projects that would help expand the capacity to endure the drought.

Q: Like what?

JOHNSON: In emergency phase there were two problems. Y ou had across the Sahel cattle men
between 45 and 50 trying to save their herds by moving ther cattle south; you had those cattle
herd penetrations going into areas that had been agricultural areasfor 15 to 20 years. So, part of
what we did was try and provide excess capacity, if you will, so that the livestock group could
move south without at the same time destroying and upsetting settled agriculture.

Q: What kind of capacity are you talking about?

JOHNSON: Primarily that involved putting up corras and fencing in some of the agricultura
areas, putting in watering holes; trying to get the Isradli government involved by sending
someone to be the mediator, if you will, of recognizing thet &l these herds were headed south

Y ou know, this problem is coming and neither USAID nor the French or anybody €lse can have
peopleout in al 500 villages. But, this is something where we would fund a seminar, for
example, for what would pass as an Extenson Service in Mali and have people say, “L ook, this
iswhat’s happening. 'Y ou got nomadic herdsmen coming into settled aress, the kinds of frictions
that we predicted that are going to happen and here’' s some of the things we could do.
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Anthropologists out of Abidjan played abig role in pulling together consultants who could lead
those seminarsin identifying or working with various hosts governments in convincing them that
that kind of assistance was needed. Thisis acrossthe board, | think, REDSO/Abidjan redly
provided, if you will, the excess capacity to help get us over the fact that we didn’t have anybody
in mogt of these countries, as well as having the particular skillslike anthropologists.

Q: Wasthe MIT study undertaken, at this time?

JOHNSON: That was separate. I'm working my way through that. Thisisworking through the
relief and the rehab, then we had the medium term.  The medium term program was bagically
what would be anormd program.

Q: A bilateral assistance plan.

JOHNSON: A hilaterd assistance plan for each of these countries where previoudy there would
only have been regiona programs under one or more of the regiond inditutions. For that, we
wound up sending Princeton Lyman  Princeton set up aweek long seminar in Washington
bringing in awhole series of consultants who were going out as three teams. One team was
going to Senegd; Senegd, Mdli, and Mauritania. One was going to Niger, doing Niger and
Upper Volta; one was going to Cameroon and Chad. We pulled together these consultants for
three separate teams and had dl three teams in Washington for either aweek or two weeks,
where we organized a series of seminars that were given to everybody who was headed out to the
fidd. The argument being that there was awedth of knowledge at the World Bank and enough
in French on Francophone Africa; the U.S. knowledge on the Francophone Africawas limited
So, we had three teams head out: they were not to do regional programs, that was a mgjor fight
whether they were to do aregiona program or three sub-regiona programs or country programs.

The mgjor fight was whether they wanted to do one regiond program for the whole area or sub-
regiona programs for Senegd, Niger, Cameroon or individua country programs. The decision
was made that we would do individua country programs. One team went to the Cameroon and
Chad and | think Ed Faye headed the team for Niger and Upper Volta, and | don’t remember
who did Senegd, Princeton perhaps. Anyway, we had three separate teams go out and brought
them back to Washington and did country programs for each of the six countries. Basicdly, the
gaffing and the organization was pragmatic; redly firmly establishing that we were moving into
those countries, those bilaterd countries and the days of the Korry report were gone; we didn’t
worry about it any more.

Approximately, during that same time period, Princeton was working on along range contract on
what the long range development prospects of the areawere. This turned into the famous million
dollar contract with MIT, which turned into an even more infamous meeting with the 9x
Minigters of the planning from Sahelian countries. Our newly established MIT planning team
came down to Washington and the sx ministers were in town for an IMF/World Bank meetings
and so we had them dl over at the State Department. MIT had a sub-contract with the
Universty of Arizonaand they had them come in from Arizona. We had a big kickoff meeting
with everybody there about here’swhy we wanted to have people looking at the long range
problem, because there were other people who were working on day-to-day survivd and
intermediate term results, but we redlly need to think in longer terms. Then, MIT made their
opening statement about, we redly are interested in working on this, we think that it's afantastic
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opportunity to really art at the beginning and do some long range programming o that dl the
immediate emergency things can be done within the context of along term program. Y ou may
have wondered about the selection of MIT since the Sahd is primarily an agricultural area and
MIT doesn’'t have alot of expertise in that area, but we hired the University of Arizonato
provide that expertise. The Planning Minister from Mdli totaly blew it; he lost histemper. He
sad, “We ve got the expertise.” MIT said they have hired Arizonawith land expertise and they
are going to spend two weeksin Paris to get al the French archives and the French history about
that area and then be well qudified to come to Africaand talk about our problem.” And, the
Mdi Planning Minigter said, “Y ou don’t need to talk to those people. We're the onesthat have
the knowledge. WEe re the ones who gt in the middle of the agriculturd land. We have hundreds
of years of experience in the Sahdl. We know what' s worked and what hasn’t worked, forget
talking to the French.” 1 think it took literaly another three months before MIT could dig itsdlf
out of that hole.

Q: Why was MIT selected?

JOHNSON: | don't know. Princeton thought they had to do this proposal. | don't even know if
they did it on acompetitive basis or if it was a sole source sdection. | think MIT had the
expertise in doing modeling and that was the latest edge in the development game. It was sort of
an acknowledgment of the fact that they didn’t have the agricultural knowledge, you know, they
brought in the University of Arizona. They just dug a hole that first meeting that it took them a
good three to six monthsto dig out of. It was supposed to be ayear long contract where they had
the results and present them to Congress ayear later.

Q: What happened to the contract?

JOHNSON: The basic contract, the basic report that they made was not accepted by anybody. It
was not accepted by the African governments; it was not accepted by Congress. Princeton was a
strong advocate, but | don't think he ever had the troops in back of him, you know, on accepting
it. Badcdly, what the MIT modeling process came out with, was they did a demographic
projection of so many people and the carrying capacity of land for the livestock and concluded
that the Sx Sahdlian States can’t makeit. The only way you can puit it into alonger term
development perspective is setting up an arrangement where the inland country states provide the
manpower for the developed coastal States, so that Niger’s future depended upon sending dl of

its men down to Nigeriato work in Nigeria And, Mdi and Mauritania the same thing, basically.
And, basicdly none of the African countries would accept that.

Q: What was your view of that conclusion?

JOHNSON: | was so buried in organizationd stuff 1 don't know thet | redly thought that much
about it. | guessmy main feding was, it was a non-darter, because you didn't have the Africans
supporting it. And, that was partidly due to the fact that MIT had just gotten off onto the wrong
foot with every senior minigter that they then had to work with. Also, afeding that, if in fact all
of the development plans and programs and ideas that the various Sahelian countries had in
mind, (most of which involved alarge sted mills, irrigated agriculturd development, which
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involved putting up dams and harnessing rivers and displacing thousands and thousands of
people who currently made aliving in the areas that would be flooded. But, dl of that falled,
none of it cameto pass.) Then, what MIT was suggesting would happen anyway. People will
migrate because that is where the jobs are. It was one of the risk aversion factors, that that had
been a part of the risk sharing for ages, i.ewhen the weather got bad up north, then the men and
the cattle headed south.

Q: And inaway, the MIT conclusion, poorly put and all that was not far off in terms of the
interaction of the coast and the inner countries?

JOHNSON: It is one theoretical outcome. It meant that when they did the population and the
demographic and the livestock numbers, when they did al the projections that they made that
was the only outcome that would work. | think that’s what was unacceptable to the African
governments, because they had alot of other thingsin mind about irrigated agriculture and
building projects providing jobs that we had in our own country.

Q: But, even if it was right, it was politically.

JOHNSON: Evenif it was right, it was presented in such away that it dienated the people that it
was supposed to be providing along term answer to. It dso dienated the chief African Saffers
on the Hill who had been very much in support of expanded funds for Africa. We wound up
doing what became the Sahel Development Program, which was aten year budget, aten yeer life
of effort, if you will, with funds being gppropriated each of those ten years, made available for a
long term development in Sahel. We set up essentidly criteria that had to be met; it had to be
long term, multi-country and | forget the rest. Anything that was a buzz word we would throw
into the program and basicaly wound up with a protected funding source that was above and
beyond what the Africa Bureau got.

Q: What was the heart of this strategy at that time? Thiswasin lieu of the MIT approach, but
what was the strategy?

JOHNSON: The best | recdl, it didn’t have a strategic core. What it had was a process, you
know; you had a procedure that you were following.

Q: How did you determine what you would do or not do?

JOHNSON: The procedure would give you your answers as you learned. Y our procedure would
be that you world work with the other donors, so thiswouldn’t be just aU.S. effort. It would be
something that you would bring everybody aong with the Club du Sahd [the donors
coordinating organization in Paris,ed] and the CILSS, which was the French acronym for an
inter-governmental Sahelian group based in Upper Volta. But dl of these different groups and
countries were proposing what they wanted to do. Some like Senegd wanted to put in adam and
move towards irrigated agriculture. At least for 30 years they had had an organization cdled the
OMV' S, which was dedicated to doing studies and finding funding for the dam. It was to affect
Madli, Mauritaniaand Senegal. And their long-range devel opment plan was based on funding the
OMV S projects. Dr. Adams used to talk about the OMV S office, awhole office building that
they had built or some donor had built, which wasfilled with sudies. Partidly, it was because a
lot of this stuff had been done by the French or in French and | guess we just never had it and
had accessto it; and part of it was our standards, our conditions were different. So it was a



process that we told Congress that we didn’t know if OMV S represented the answer. We knew
that there were these problemsthat , if you had put in the dam you were going to have displaced
lots of people, you were going to have flooding, you were going to have blah, blah, blah; and that
these were dl the problems that had to be solved before you went that direction. But we wanted
it to work thistime; we would do it right. We would work with the other donors and we would
plan it out over time, etc. etc, etc. Theideawas that thiswould be multi-donor coordination,
consultation, inter-governmental cooperation; among the African governments, the CILSS would
be the coordinating body and the Club du Sahel would be the coordinating body among the
donors.

Q: What came out of the studies that went to the development groups? Wouldn't that come up
with desirable projects?

JOHNSON: Not redlly. The process basically wasto cover the norma three to five year
development plan of what you do in those countries. Although, we assembled an incredible
quaity and quantity of people to go out and do the plans, it in essence became an exercisein
hurry up, we' ve got to do this. So, that you redly didn’'t have project level detail, nor did you
have the year, the 18 months of talking that the Missions would normally engage in before they
got together their programs. They’d be talking with the government and they’ d be wondering
who in the government is effective, who's not effective, what works, what does't work, what
have we done in the past, do we want to build on and expand. So, we didn't have al of the
norma country leve discussions, dthough you had country level negotiations. Y ou know, where
we flew into town and we had one USAID guy who was the R and R Officer who had probably
been there less than six months and we had the Embassy, who was ddighted to see us, but didn’t
want any more people. We could fly in and leave the money and fly out. | think, a that point
likefor the R and R we had the specid legidation we said, notwithstanding any other provison.

For the regular program that’ s three to five years before we would see it started. Y ou had to be
within the basic functiond categories of food and nutrition, education, hedth, and population.
One of our red problems wasthat in the R and R phase, because you wanted to move quickly,
both in garting things and in completing things we wound up in every sector of activity in these
countries. Part of the process for the three to five year plan was to pull everybody back together
and say let’ stry and do two or three things that redly will metter, that will make a difference.
And, that you can reasonably project that you can make achange in threeto five years. Towing
icebergs down from the Antarctic for irrigation water is not something we wanted to talk abouit.
We wanted to talk about three to five years, and it had to be essentidly within the functiond
categories. S0, the results that we came back with were not earthshaking or eye-opening. It was
esentidly stuff that had typicaly been in the main stream of USAID activities. The onething

that | recdl that we did do, was Princeton Lyman made aredly strong effort, argument in favor
of doing integrated rurd development (IRD)projects. At that point, USAID did not have asingle
IRD initiative and that this was something that we redlly should try, we could experiment with it,
see how well, etc. etc. etc. So, we wound up with an IRD project in dl sx Sahdlian countries.
We wound up with water projectsin, | think, every country.

Q: Areyou talking about irrigation?

JOHNSON: Irrigation, aswell aswatering holes for livestock. | can’t remember anything that
sort of made one program more outstanding than other programs.
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Q: Well, that’s fine. Were there any useful results of the rehabilitation initiative or were you
moving quickly to find some support for the longer term?

JOHNSON: Each of the R and R Officers had things that they felt worked and had made a
difference. | don’'t know that we ever did an overdl evauation of that program.

Q: Of course, as you moved into the longer term, you had a matrix of what the program structure
was, but it also led in, didn’t it, to a major regional approach to projects, rather than country, or
not?

JOHNSON: It was hybrid. It was amixed type of gpproach. Y ou had built-in from the very
beginning aregiond type of framework, in that, you had this regiona gpproach, if you will, for
the Centra West Africaregion with its USAID postsin each of the three areas. Y ou had a built-
in predisposition to work with regiona organizations, dating back to the Korry report and alot of
those regiona organizations we wound up starting in order to have somebody to work with.
Some of those regiond organizations worked very well. Others basically could be criticized as
hiring trained people from the individual countries.

Q: Do you remember one that worked well?

JOHNSON: No, | redly don't. The Club du Sahdl, which was a donor creation, | think worked
well. It wasfar more, partidly because of its birth history, but dso because of the people who
daffed it in the early days. It wasavery blunt organization, that it was blunt with host
governments, as to what was working and what wouldn’t work, and what should be tried that
shouldn’t betried. It developed alot of creditability with the Hill. Ann, I can't think of her
name, a French woman was the firg.

Q: Ann Del attre?

JOHNSON: Yes, that was her. She developed alot of creditability with the Hill and we use to
make sure that she'd be in town before we' d go to the Hill [with budget requests ed] so that she
could go around and talk to the Hill staff. She was pretty blunt, but she wasn't just a cheerleader,
The Club du Sahdl was great and it'sworking. She brought a time prospectiveto it; thisis what
you've achieved in two years and you' ve got 25 to go; that type of feding. | think the CILSS
with the coordination on the African side probably helped in the early days, but essentialy broke
down. | mean, we never had redly meaningful negotiations where they had to do anything.

They ended up acting asafund raiser. They had a couple of projects that they sponsored on
things that were across territorid lines, like the weather prediction project, and the early days of
the famine early warning system, some telecommunication projects, but | don't think they were
ever redly serioudy negotiating. If you wanted to negotiate policy, that wasn't the group to
negotiate with, you ended up in bilateral negotiations. And, if you had mgor projects like the
OMV S [dam and irrigation program ed], you did it through Senegd, Mauritania, and Mdi and
the OMV S organization.

Q: Wasthe dialogue in the Club du Sahel between the African representatives and the donors? |
guess the Africans participated in the meetings, didn’t they?

JOHNSON: The Club du Sahel met with the African countries, but my impression was dways
that they, then, met with the donor countries bilaterally. They didn’t convene, come and let us
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al reason together. The Club du Sahdl and the CIL SS were much more carrying the messages
back and forth between the two groups and basicdly saying to the African governments, “L ook,
thisis what the donors need. If they don’t provide you any assistanceyou gotodo X, Y or Z or
elsethey can't, you know. And, because the CILSS didn’t have any money themselves, you
could tell them the truth, you know, because they didn’t have any money anyway. So, they
couldn’t fund your project or not fund your project. | think they turned out to be a very useful
intermediator. CILSS, like| said, wound up raising funds for themsalves and for projects that
presumably benefitted the whole region. But, mostly negotiations became bilaterd negotiations.

You had agtart at afully integrated regiona plan that MIT did. It took the coastdl countries,
then the interior countries and looked at the whole thing. Buit, the palitical redlity was such there
was actualy nothing to keep that dive. The Sahdian countries had some purpose in keeping
CILSS dive, in the sense that they saw it as another fund raiser. But, basicdly the Six countries
were out for their own funds, you know and to attract the donors and come up with the things
that the donorsfelt interested in doing. There was no reason for the coastal countries who were
completely immersed in their own problems to worry about what in the hell was happening in the
Sahdl.

Q: What was the glue that held donors (the Club du Sahel) and the CILSStogether for this rather
large approach: the Sahel Devel opment Program?

JOHNSON: The emergency. The emergency food relief disaster effort. That'swhat held it
together, because it was repeated not only in the Sahel with the drought in ‘72, but you had one
in ‘74, and then you had one in ‘ 76. Y ou had repetitive emergencies, because they were
environmental emergencies. It wasn't something that you could start or stop or prevent from
happening. | think in many ways that the fact that the donors saw the Six Sahdian countriesas a
unit... 1 mean, we'd cal meetings like we call, you know, everybody would be in town for a
meeting with the IMF and World Bank so we d have a Sde meeting with the Six Sahelian guys.
Whereas, we would not necessarily say Nigeria, SerraLeone, and Ghana, dl three of you guys
(from the Sahelian countries) come in and meet together, because you're aregion. | think Africa
went from an initid sort of Pan Africanism, we could al be cooperative and etc. to redly
grongly felt territorid borders. “I’m having a hard enough time dedling with what’ sinsde my
borders, I'm not going to worry about the rest of you.”

Q: Moreintroverted in their perspective?

JOHNSON: Yes. | think they became more and more introverted and | think now they are
coming out of it, but they’re coming out of it in amilitary way; the initid approach is military;
whereas it would have been better, | think, if there had been some other grounds on which they’d
met. But, in affect like dl of the African countries sending in support in Zaire. The African
countries that tried to arrange a peace movement in Liberig the initid interventionisat a

military levd.

Q: Okay, what was the impact, the results of the Sahel Development Program and how you
observed them, both at the time and then perhaps some time after them. What is your feeling
about that?

JOHNSON: | think at the time there was such a pressure to move into atotally different type of
development relationship with both bilatera management relationships, aswel aswith an



increased American foreign policy move into areas which had been clearly Francophone; as well
as an enormous amount of money that became available, because people became concerned
about the humanitarian drought problems of wanting to move in and fix these countries.

Q: What do you mean enormous? What kind of range are we talking about?

JOHNSON: | would really want to go back and check the numbers, but in my memory you were
talking about a pre-drought program of maybe 15 million dollars ayear soread among Six
Francophone countries, plus various regiond projects or regiona organizations. Y ou had three
regiond offices located among the Six countries. Y ou had very smal offices, as our contact was
limited at the interactive professona level. Clearly it was an area in which we did not have a
background knowledge of basic facts.

Y ou had two problems. Ore isthe amount of money that people wanted to move quickly and
that Congress was willing to make money available. We felt that we had to verify, show that we
could useit in order to lay the case for an increasing development relationship with the countries.
Y ou had an overwhelming need for developmental assistance in these countries whose
economies had not grown since the Francophone period. They faced many natura resource base
problems of being interior states with long transportation routes to the coast for importing and
exporting, and aminimum amount of infrastructure development within the countries, both
physica infrastructure and humean infrasiructure. It was just difficult figuring out in the middle of

al this, you know, what impacts you were having.

Q: Partly we were talking about 15 million dollars, but then it grew quite substantially didn’t it,
after that?

JOHNSON: It's over a hundred and fifty million, closeto 200, | think at the tops, including the
humanitarian aid, as well asthe development aid.

Q: For ayear?

JOHNSON: Yeah. Per year, and it grew. Thefirst year we had aregular development base of
around 15 million dallars; the second year you had 50 million dollars of humanitarian assstance;
the third year you had a hundred and fifty million dollars with some of it humanitarian

assistance, some development assstance. It sort of graded out, | think around a hundred and
fifty ayear for thefive yearsthat | worked in the area.

Q: And, in addition, you had a donor club, which provided another substantial amount which
probably brought it up close to a billion dollars, do you think?

JOHNSON: Easlly. At the time the African Bureau in total was probably getting around two
hundred million in development assistance and maybe another hundred million in foreign food
ad.

Q: For these countries?



JOHNSON: No, for dl of Africa. The food aid was split between some humanitarian and some
PL 480 Title I, which was going in through PV O, Private Volunteer Organizations. And, even
when we moved from the resource base up to the hundred, hundred and fifty million level, we
were gill the minor donor in the region. The French remained overwhemingly the mgor donor;
the World Bank came in asamagjor donor. Then, you had some increases from EEC under the
EEC Program, which primarily went for physica capita types of programs and then you had an
increase in the U.N. Programs, which were technica assstance from dl over the place. | don’t
remember who al wasin the Club du Sahd, but | think there were around ten donors. The U.S.
would have been considered a middling donor. What we did when we first went in, we refused
to accept the fact that there was alimited capacity to absorb aid. We worked on the assumption
that it was a donor problem and that the donors could figure out ways to obligate and spend and
hopefully regp the benefits from it, and that the capacity problem wasredly us. It was our way
of doing business; the kinds of things we ingsted that they have to show or do.

Q: You mean our demands on them created a capacity problem?
JOHNSON: Bigger demands upon the six Sahelian nations.
Q: Such aswhat?

JOHNSON: Y ou had the classic stories of al the donors providing computers, but the computers
were dl different, so they had ten mgor donors and they had probably 20 different computer
systems and that would turn out with three computer syslems in one office. So, the computers
would get put over in the corner and gather dust.

Q: Lack of standardization in the country.

JOHNSON: Yes. Wasthat the donor’sfault or was that the host country’ sfault. You flip acoin.
| consdered it more of the donor’s problem, in that we had problems in trying to merge adesire
to show that U.S. assstance helped promote U.S. exports by buying America. And, dl of the
other donors had the same kinds of congtraints. Y ou wound up with projects like in Mauritania
where we, and the UNDP, and I’ ve forgotten the third donor, built aroad. Essentidly, each
donor would build one-third of the road and the U.S. wound up building athird in the middle,
which didn’'t connect to anything at either end, because neither of the other two donors came
through with their promises assstance It was an attempt by the donors to do multi-donor
projects, which was an attempt to overcome the proliferation problem with everybody doing
something differently. So, everybody would go in together, but then funding sequences and
money cycles and technicd assstance planning in order to get the capital assstance weredl
different. So, you wound up with some real anomaies that became added to the USAID’slore.
When | came out of the Sahel program after working three years in Washington and two in the
field, | was very negative that what the donors were doing would make an impact. | felt that we,
in many ways, had over-promised what we could do to Congress in terms of the time frame.

Q: What did we say the time frame was? Do you remember?

JOHNSON: Well, the Sahdl Program started with the emergency and then moved into specia
funds available for R and R, and then moved into something caled the Sehd Deve opment
Program, which at the time that it was devel oped that was like later in the sequence. It was
probably, | think around ‘75, * 76 maybe. But, we talked in terms of aten-year time frame at that



point. Thetotal program was supposed to be a ten-year multi-donor effort in which in the jargon
of today, you' d focus on theresults. And, it was recognized that the results wouldn't happen in
year one or two, but that it was along-range ten year program in which it would be heavily
loaded towards the end of the time period. What happened when we got to the end of the time
period, aso coincided with a mgor push by the African Bureau to get a change in the overdl
legidation and we declared the Sahel a success and came home-that type of thing. And, then we
merged the Sahdl Development Program into the Africa Development Program. Y ou never
redly had a completion or a closure on the Sahd. | think people went back and they looked at
individua projects; they certainly went back and looked at the emergency in terms of how the
emergency system had worked and what lessons could be learned from it. | think there were
attempts to go back and look at the whole period, but that those attempts to look at awhole
period wound up without having the data. No one redlly had done the basdine datato begin
with, so you couldn’t redlly show mega changes overal and you wound up with alot of vague
informetion.

Q: You talked about the ten year period. Was that too long, too short?

JOHNSON: Too short. Too short for the results that we promised. | think a much more modest
program probably still would have taken ten years. For what we attempted to do in terms of
overdl infrastructure development throughout the development, mgor policy changes by the
governments We recognized, but we didn’t put enough emphasis on how tightly woven the
Francophone influence, the Francophone money system, and the existing relationship with

Europe were built into the culture. | think we had alot of difficulty in working in that culture.

The French colonid experience and the English colonia experience were compared in terms of
what each colonid system left behind. | think the balance of opinion was that the British left
behind more trained people and more functioning governmenta systems. But, the French left
behind a culturd influence that was much deegper and much stronger than we ever gave crediit to.

Q: How would it be manifest?

JOHNSON: | think the French were more realistic than we were in terms of expectations. We
worked very hard with the donor community to agree to a partnership arrangement. Y ou do this,
French do this, we do this, the donors and the host governments will sort of al work together.
The French would sign off oniit, but | don't think in their hearts they redlly believed that any of it

would happen.

Q: Why were they committed to the program? Why did they get involved?
JOHNSON: Paternaism, colonia paternaism.
Q: Why would they work with the other donors?

JOHNSON: More, | think | have an overal feding, well two fedlings. Onewas agloba view
that adults should work together. It was afeding of responghbility that we, everything inlogic
saysthat it would be better if donors work together and we didn’t pull in different directions.
Secondly, | think they saw it as an excellent opportunity to get other donorsto come in and pick
up part of the ad load, and that they in affect either decrease their assistance or had



proportionaly lower increases. Although, the ways of caculating what' s assistance and what's
not assstance were so different you never could actudly pin them down. The Japanese were
absolutely incredible. They would come to the meeting and they would announce 20 million
dollars worth of assistance. Two years later you would have afollow-up meeting. None of the
Japanese ass stance had started to flow, so they had the benefit of announcing once again that
they would provide 20 million dollars of assstance. They got more PR out of doing lessthan
any donor | ever saw.

Q: What are the criticisms or comments about the Sahel Development Program? It was
sponsored by USAID and so on. Was there a lack of emphasis on building up institutional
capacity; they were more concerned with doing things, rather than with building up the kind of
institutional mechanisms that would enable them to do them. What was your feeling about that
issue? Did you have a sense that the institutional issues were important at the time or should be
addressed that had not been, or was that not a particular concern or was it a concern?

JOHNSON: | think that was at the time when the mgjor concern was taking placein a
amosphere both congressiondly and with the public ingtitutions that we worked with, that
USAID worried too much about ingtitutions, that you could spend years and years and years
developing an indtitution and never have an impact on the problem. Wheress, the PVO
community had shown you could go in and immediately change the day-to-day qudity of life for
people without waiting for the ingtitutions to catch up. | think alarge part of that was wishful
thinking and that what the PV O community did was redly successful only as part of a package
where USAID went in and got the government to change some of its policies and where you had
indtitutions that were headed up by essentialy non-corrupt competent personnel.

In too many cases, | think our flirtation, if you will, with integrated rurd development projects,
represented an attempt to go in and bypass governments. We set up isolated areas that had their
own sources of funding; they had their own ingtitutiond personnel; they had their own policy
frameworks. And they frequently worked. Y ou could actualy see an improvement for the better
inddetheintegrated rural area. Donors eft, it collapsed. It no longer had protected funding; it
no longer had the guarantee of getting the best of the best of the ingtitutiond talent; and you
didn't have the push behind it of having adonor’stechnica personnel thereto try and move it
and make it happen.

Q: The USAID people weren’'t aware of or sensitive to thisinstitutional issue for making these
things lasting and sustainable?

JOHNSON: There were so many persondlities involved. | don't think you could say thet in thet
community of people working on the problem; there were people that were warning about the
issues that people worried about. Some people worried about it more than others. Princeton
Lyman worried about the ingtitutional support that might be there. Mike Horowitz, who was an
anthropologist out of REDSO and was hel ping to design alot of the programs, worried much
more about direct impact on people and working with local people. You had abroad area, alack
of knowledge and contactsin that area, and alot of money available to try different experimenta
gpproaches. So, | think at the time, you could go back and find dmost any issue that you wanted
to raise in retrogpect, you could find somebody who had written a paper about that issue. In
terms of figuring out the priorities of which issues you worry about most and in terms of the
sequencing of which actions you undertook first or teke parale action on severd fronts. And,
that was experimentd.
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Last week you asked me whether or not | thought there had been a change or what the change
had been. | more or lesssaid, | never went back and looked. And, that’sredlly not true. | guess
| did think about it and it became relevant to other positionsthat | held later, because, if you look
back at it, the one part of it that was probably the most troubled, turbulent, you know, were the
emergency programs. Thelogidticd effort to firgt of dl figure out how much aid was needed;
where were the food needed; how to get it there; and that if you look at the scope of the
emergency program, when Hunter was firgt running it back in* 71, ‘72, | think he said once that

it was like less than ten percent of what they were ableto movefive or Sx yearslater. That is
just amgjor turn around if you think about the actua day-to-day physica problem of getting the
food to Africa; to theright port; out of the port and on arailroad; off the railroad onto a truck;
just the variety of things that weretried. Thefirst year we were pushing thingsin. We had a
truck convoy. We shipped food to Algiers and put it on atruck and trucked it across the Sahara
Desart in order to get to some of the northern sections of the six Sahelian countries.

There sone set of cablesthat | wished | had saved. We inssted that these two poor engineers
from the Regiond Office of Abidjan go check out what we d heard from another donor was a
possible truck route. Thiswas over Thanksgiving. So, they took off up into the Northern
regions of Nigeriaand Niger, trying to find the road first of dl. What they did was every night in
camp they’ d write a cable and then the cables camein later, of course when | got back home.
But, they wrote a cable about the fact that they were trying to track the road by following came
droppings and it was difficult to tell which was sand and which wasroad. It ended with their
celebration of opening cans of Spam on Thanksgiving Day. | think the level of effort that people
put out willingly, incredibly tough circumstances, made a difference. B, it made a difference
permanently and that there were short-term bottle necks that donors buying 18 trucks and
shipping the Mac trucks out there, and setting up a maintenance unit so that the mechanics could
betrained. It lasted five, Sx, saven years. And, from that leve of short-term input you moved
into other more developmenta things and the indtitutiona congraints that you' re talking about,
which | think is probably the most long range of anything that wetried. Y ou may be able to
envison aframework for the last 20 years, bascdly Hill being short term. | don’t think you can
tell how much difference it made to have the donors working together and making a mgor effort.

Q: You cantell?

JOHNSON: | don’t think so. | don't think you can tell now. | think there were some solid
achievements. | think we did increase the number of trained adminigrators, we put in the
education that people would need as they returned to their countries. Y ou have your remarkably
high rates of participants returning to their countries. But mgor capita projects were carried out
by people with little information on what was possible from the beginning for the agriculturd
sector.[revised ed]

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: The technical people that we sent out initidly did not have a good background. Did
not have the foundation of knowing what the countries norma system was. | mean, we were
going in without the basic information Essentidly, by the time we got the historical data, what

the technical people redly said was that, the populations because of an unusudly high rainfal



period from 1940s, 1950s, then in 1960s, had pushed farming much farther north than they
should have pushed it. It wasn't that the desert was advancing so much, which was the first
conclusion that the desert was advancing, you know, six inches ayear or something. People had
pushed into the desert, because of the high rainfal and had managed to eek out aliving. But, in
normd rainfal yearsit was, if anything, livestock territory. It wasn't farming territory. Also
there was alack of any type of an dternative job market for any of the population that had
pushed north.

So, who' s the villain; population growth had just expanded far beyond the ability of the land to
support people and no aternative employment in exports or semi-manufacturing or light
manufacturing had taken its place. Partialy, that was because again of the extreme

transportation codts, if they were talking about exporting to the international market; there was
aso the problem: if you wanted to export from Niger to Nigeria, they were both producing the
samethings. Nigeriaredly didn't need to go to Niger to buy their products, they could buy them
localy, with the mgjor exception of livestock. So, your livestock was redly your primary
commercid vehicle and yet you had a nomadic pastora culture which didn't redly raise

livestock to sdll. There had to be amgor shift in their thinking to go in that direction. Y ou had
historic conflicts between the nomadic pastoral people and the agricultura people, which became
complicated essentidly by the northern region nomadic people tending to be either animidtic,
pagans, or Mudim. And, your population centers and farther south, were agricultura settlements
and tended to be Chrigtian. 'Y ou wound up with some very deeply imbedded problems that made
it difficult for the two groups to work together. Probably Chad is the best example where your
southern palitica leadership came from a black cotton growing agriculturd area and where your
drought hit in the northern nomadic, more Arabic-type population area

Q: What about the policy questions? Were people concerned about economic policies, price
policies and things of that sort at that time?

JOHNSON: | would make adigtinction. | think they were concerned about internationa
policies; things that restricted the flow of goods for export or for import and were concerned
about the foreign exchange types of condraints that the countries faced, which in many ways
were tied into the Francophone countries; they had stayed in the CFA Franc zone where they had
no independent monetary policy. The monetary policy solely depended upon what the French
Government did, and yet the foreign exchange, the fact that the currency was fully convertible to
a hard currency, gave them alot more freedom on the import sde and, | think, alot of the policy
effort was an attempt to work with the government, first to figure out just exactly what thet
meant in terms of being in the CFA zone or in not being in the CFA zone. Secondly, looking at
the policies that surrounded very smdl economies and import-export types of regulations —
pricing for crops and/or for interna sales policies as to what you had to pay.

Thisis an example from across the continent, but in Kenya the basic impact of donors providing
foreign assstance in the form of food aid, resulted in the cregtion of food boards, which were
primarily concerned with distribution and secondarily with employment that there were jobs.
The price issue became afar lower priority, because it wasn't seen as a pricing mechanism or a
marketing effort, it was adigtribution effort. And, theideawasto pay the farmer low prices and
sl for low prices and the government would pick up the discrepancy for internd transportation
and digtribution through government taxes on something. And, they ran out of thingsto tax.



Q: Areyou familiar with Eliot Berg' s work on pricesin the Sahelian countries? Do you
remember that or was that was after you left?

JOHNSON: No, I'm not familiar with that.
Q: That was after your time then.

JOHNSON: Again, you have to remember, my exposure to the Sahdl was ‘71 through ‘ 76, and
much of the more sophisticated policy effort, | think came after * 76.

Q: Right. Well, any other points you want to make on the Sahel program?

JOHNSON: | was thinking, three timesin my professona career with USAID, | got involved in
moving large amounts of money in an areawith a previous low threshold. Firgt, with the Sahel
during the early days of building it; secondly, it was in East Africawhere we had mgor effortsin
Sudan, Somdia, Uganda; third, was in the Newly Independent States of the Russian federation
and the Eagtern European independent countries. In dl three cases, | think, the attempt, the
pressure, in terms of public pressure of people being concerned about the Situation, was that you
could make money available and you could fix the problem through money. And, everybody,
we, Congress, other donors, academics, dl solved the problemsfor those three areas in terms of
making large amounts of money available and moving quickly. | think in dl three cases we
operated under illusion that you could make a change red fast.

Special Assgnment in Cameroon on an integrated livestock project- 1974

In‘74,"76 1 wasin Cameroon and | worked on a project where at that time you submitted three
documents. Thefirst wasaPID, a Project |dentification Document; then a PRP, Project Review
Proposal; and then afind PP, Project Paper. We submitted aPID. The Cameroonians asked the
U.S. for help in alivestock hedlth project. We submitted a PID to Washington for alivestock
project, but it would be more than animal hedlth. It would be arange management project. It
was turned down by Washington. They said, “Redoit.” Instead, we went to the PRP which was
aso turned down. We did a PP which was turned down, and we did another PP which was
turned down. It started as the government and Cameroonians wanted an animal hedlth project.
They wanted us to give them some vaccines and help them do dl the vaccinations We
progressively turned it from anima hedlth to range management, to agriculture and range
management, to itsfina product, a project named was, North Cameroon Integrated Rural
Development Agriculture and Livestock. The reason why I'm saying dl that is because, it made
me redlize that the Liberian project sort of evolved like the Cameroon project. | think one of our
mgor mistakes in Africawas that we wound up caring more than the host country did. We
wound up having more of oursalves invested in a project gpproach. In order to make it
acceptable to us, we would make it much more complicated and complex in that Monrovia
wanted amodern hospita in the capitol city. We turned it into an integrated country hedth
program with primary health care. What we wound up gpproving and what we said they should
do, you know, it waslogicd, it is sensble, it would be the best overdl nationa hedlth plan, but
they wouldn't let them runiit. It came around we wound up with that it didn’'t make senseto
anima hedth, you should do livestock management, or you shouldn’t just do range management,



you should do agriculture and you should do rurd development. It just became more and more
complicated aswetried.

Q: Why did it evolve like that? That’s an interesting example. What were the forces that kept
rejecting it and then adding more complexity and more components? What was driving that?

JOHNSON: The easy answer is Washington as opposed to afield perspective. But, | think it was
aso....

Q: Why was Washington running it?

JOHNSON: Washington, because you had so many groups. Y ou had in microcosm what
amounted to lobby groups. People whose entire life had been spent on livestock. And, they
knew if you were going to solve alivestock problem this was what their experienceinthe U.S.
plustheir internationa experience said that you should do about it. The agriculturaists were
right, that you shouldn’t just do alivestock project, you should do agriculture plus livestock and
then if you're going to do that, you' ve got to have integrated rurd development, and you know, it
al makes sense. 1t is based upon alot of lessons learned of why a single intervention project
didn't work. Because, a single intervention smply does't have enough weight or it doesn't
have amassto act as an catdyst for al the other changes that need to take place. So, by
experience, by training, by knowledge, both the field office and Washington kept making it more
complex. It ended up with us being more involved than the country. Having more involvement
in making the project a success.

Q: And they were involved in this evolution?

JOHNSON: They participated init. They were members.. we had five different donorsin a
multi- donor project. That was the other reason. 1’d forgot about that. The origind team
conssted of some people from Utah, Brigham University, who were the livestock specidids, a
water specidist from Ethiopiawho was a refugee of the United States but, he was a very good
water engineer; two guys from France; and aguy from Belgium, al headed up to North
Cameroon and worked on this project. So, some of the complexity of the project related to the
fact thet different international groups wanted to put a higher priority on one type of gpproach or
another. Part of that wasthe U.S. portion of the team who happened to be very well grounded
scientifically, did not know Africa; did not know French; they had no redl fed for how to
compromise. So, we had problems from the Americans on the team.

Q: What was your role on this? We're getting ahead of ourselves, but that’s okay.

JOHNSON: When thistook place, | wasin Cameroon as Deputy Director to John Koehring who
was Mission Director.

There' s a separate saga: periodicaly, in my 30 years with the Agency, | had tried to convert to
the Foreign Service on two or three different occasions, and there was aways a different reason
why | couldn’t convert. In that particular ‘ 74 to ‘ 76, thanks to David Shear and John Koehring, |
was in Cameroon for two yearson TDY. John essentially had me working as the Deputy
Director across the board without digtinction in Cameroon, and David Shear gave me
assignments on different desks. Whenever he would have avacancy, you know, on paper | was
the Mauritanian desk officer, the Mdi desk officer, al variety of jobs|'d never had. Essentidly,
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initidly when we did the PID, | waan't that involved. The agricultural speciaists worked on

that. Then, when we turned the PID down, John decided rather than redo it — another PID, he
would just go to the PRP stage, he sent me up North to North Cameroon with a private team.
Lynn Berry was the team leader.

Q: Hewasthe agricultural officer?

JOHNSON: He was the agriculturd officer and my main mandate from John was to somehow
keep the peace between Lynn and the guys from the University—Brigham Universty of Utah
and the two Frenchmen and the others. So, there was alot of hubbub. A lot of controversy. |
went in to Washington with the PRP to defend it and got thoroughly trashed. Sent back to post
with ingructionsto redo it totadly. Taked it over with John and John felt that if we were going
to redo it we ought to move to the PP stage, so we moved to the PP stage. So, | wentinto
Washington with the PP and tried to get it approved. In the face of thistotal gppreciation of the
sructure of doing a PID and PRP without an agreement, the PP was waste of time. We took
what we felt were the valued criticisms and incorporated them in the next sage. That'sthe
Washington project paper, atotal disaster. No one would support it.

Q: What wereits major issues?

JOHNSON: Mgor issues were the lack of a policy component, that it represented too much of
jugt, (there saterm used in USAID, a derogatory term) a commodity drop where you really
didn’t think about what the commodities were going to be used for, you know, it wasjust a
commodity drop. For Washington this project was essentidly atechnica assstance drop. You
had some technical assistance going to this group over here and some to this group over here,
and some to this group over here, but there was no overall coherent policy asto what dl of these
different groups were supposed to work towards or accomplish. The multi-donor concept of it,
they felt would wind up with in essence, you know, building a bridge from this shore to that
shore, but there would be nothing on the other shore to greet it. There was just too much chance
that too many things would go wrong. Like | said, trying to respond to dl of the different
criticiams, the project had become so complicated in order to have alivestock component.

Q: What was your feeling about the project? You had a personal involvement.

JOHNSON: My opinion about the project is on my tombstone. They're going to put, “thiswas
the project that she designed, ‘the North Cameroon Integrated Rura and Agricultura and
Livestock project.’”

Q: Weren't there pressures also at that time about the New Directions Palicy, i.e. focusing on
the poor majority? Wasthat a factor?

JOHNSON: Didn't redly hit that much. But, my fedling was, | remember | cadled John Koehring
up, | wasin Washington and | called Koehring up and told him that | thought we just ought to

kill the project. That there was no way that the project as written could respond to the criticisms
as made, because the criticisms wereright. There' salimit to what you can do by redrafting a
piece of paper. My example use to be that, the Great Lakes are up here on amap. Y ou can take
the map and you can put the Great Lakes down in Arizona and they look nice, but it doesn't
changethings. The whole pictureis dill up there, you just rewrote the map. At this point, we
were in the position of just rewriting the map and it wasjust totaly out of control, and that we
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just ought to go ahead and | et the project go for that year, step back, rethink what we wanted to
do in North Cameroon; John wasn't prepared to do that. And, Howard Helman wasn't prepared
to do that. Howard was an USAID officer in Paris at the time and he d been doing liaison with
the French and the Belgians trying to keep that portion of the multi-donor effort on track. So,
Howie felt that there was a chance to save the project. What we wound up doing was, Howie
and the two Frenchmen and the Belgians and the Ethiopian (Water Engineer,ed) and me, al went
out to Utah. We met at Utah for about three weeks. The first step was they had the review of the
project paper by the assembled Utah faculty. We had athorough two day professond review of
the paper and then we sat down to rewrite the paper with Howard doing non-stop interpretation
of what the Frenchmen would say. Then he'd tell the guys from Utah what the Frenchmen said,
then he’ d switch back to English and tell them what they said and a the same time shaping the
project.

Q: They were in this meeting too?

JOHNSON: Yeah. We had everybody in this meeting. Mysdlf, and the two Frenchmen, and the
guy from Belgium kept running out to the fire escape, because it was ano smoking campus. Y ou
were not alowed to smoke in any building. 'Y ou were supposed to go downdtairs and out in the
middle of the street. Since there was a snow storm for most of the three weeks we were out
there, the university alowed usto go out to the fire escape and smoke.

Q: Were there any Cameroonians there?

JOHNSON: Nope, there were no Camerooniansthere. At this point, the Cameroonians were on
an anima hedth project.

Q: Where did you come out after that?

JOHNSON: Howard did an extraordinary job of pulling together the English and the Anglo-
francophone sections, as well as pulling together dl of the different desperate pieces, you know,
of something that seemed to make sense. So | rewrote the project paper, but Howard was the one
that was doing it. | was draftsman more than anything else. Then we took it back out to
Cameroon. Howard came down from Paris and we had a couple of people from REDSO, |
think,—the USAID regiond office in Abidjan— who came and had a mesting with the
Cameroonians. The firgt problem of meeting with the Cameroonians, was the Cameroonians
were having a meeting with the Minister of Elevage (livestock), and we had a project review So,
the first part of the process was to get the Cameroonians to broaden out who our counterparts
were and then | ended up going back up to North Cameroon, because North Cameroon was
essentialy a separate political entity dmost. And, findly got a project paper that the
Cameroonians approved and that Washington gpproved. As| understand it, from talking with
people later, it was difficult to implement and the only part of it that redlly worked wasthe

animd hedlth project, because we did sometraining. 'Y ou had more trained personnel up therein
the north. It wasagood thing in the long run.



Q: Were there a lot of components at one time or another and did they work?

JOHNSON: They worked as long as we had a technician out there and that we were funding the
different things that they were doing. But, it had no lasting impact on North Cameroon asa
politica entity or as an organization. The way they made decisonsis the way they ran things.

Q: Asyou said at the start, we wanted it more than they did and we weren’t doing what they
were interested in.

JOHNSON: Yeah, and | think the same thing was true for the JFK hospita. In order to justify to
oursalves doing this hospital, we made it more complicated (with the health posts, ed) and then
were surprised when the government of Liberiawas interested only in the hospita They had the
one piece that they wanted.

Q: What if you just did what they wanted, could we have had anything that was useful or
effective. S0, it was a dilemma wasn't it?

JOHNSON: But, if we'd just responded to what that government wanted, you would wind up
with ingppropriate activities. 'Y ou’'d aso wind up cutting off, | think what USAID’s greatest
grength is, this basic concept of people working in one country and moving to another country
and having both life experience, aswell as more forma lessons learned of what works one place
and what works some place e se. Ken Sherper (USAID officer) use to argue that USAID never
did a project twice, because every project was new, because it had never been donein this
country, with these technical advisors, with these host government people. So, it was dways
new, no matter what you thought you knew about that type of project.

Q: You couldn’t learn any lessons from before?

JOHNSON: He pushed it to the limit. The things you should be aware of, but you can't be, he
would argue, or he felt he was arguing, | think against cookie cutter projects. Y ou couldn't say,
this project worked in X country, so therefore we can replicate it. 'Y ou know, we found
something that worked and so let’s just do it again, again, and again. And that didn’t work,
because every country is different, every cast of characters from the host government to the loca
Misson are different. So, our greatest strength isin the fact that you do learn and that people
learn as they go from one assignment to another and as you' re exposed to different countries, but
the history in that country is better than what worked and what didn’t work elsawhere.

Q: That’s good for an example of many things. Was there something el se about your experience
in your desk assignment?

Zaire and Rwanda more than anywhere ese. But, the mgor focus was redly Ghana. That's sort

of where | dways ended spending most of my time,

Q:Let’s come back to that point and learn more detail, but let’ sfill up the base here by talking
about your other assignments that will cover these regions.



USAID Deputy Mission Director Camer oons—1974-1976

JOHNSON: | went to Cameroon for two years on an extended TDY,, temporary assgnment. |
was at that point trying to convert to the Foreign Service and personnd was taking the position
that they could not convert me as a Program Officer until all Program Officers were assgned

and, that there was therefore, a need for an extra Program Officer. Thanksto David Shear, who
basicaly supported the effort and Don Brown who supported it and Dr. Adams who supported it,
they worked out a system whereby, | went on TDY to Cameroon as Deputy Director to John
Koerhing.

Q: Asa Civil Servant?

JOHNSON: AsaCivil Servant. In Washington on paper, they would move me around. | was
Assigant Director for Program in the Sahd office and on paper for the next two years, | was
Mauritania Desk Officer, | was Mali Desk Officer, | was Chad Desk Officer. Shear would handle
the paper work so that if he had another vacancy in the office and he knew that the replacement
wouldn't arrive for three to six months, on paper I'd be moved to that job. In the meantime, |
went to Cameroon on TDY and | was initidly for three months, extended to Sx months,

extended to nine months and ended up being two full years out there. Art Fell who was Deputy
Director in Cameroon, went on TDY to Senegd; | think Roger Pollen(sp?ed) was in Senegd and
went on TDY to REDSO Regiond Officein Abidjan, and Roy Stacy went on temporary
assgnment from Abidjan to Washington and took my old job working for David Shear. Over

the two years, everybody eseinvolved in this process was Foreign Service. | was the only Civil
Service person. Over the next two years they sort of gradualy worked out the paper assgnments
to the Washington assgnments for everyone except me. After two years, they findly said,

“Look here, it's over with. Y ou might aswell come back, if you want to try again (to get into the
Foreign Service) some other day.”

Q: What was the situation in Cameroon? This was what year?

JOHNSON: ‘74, * 76. Cameroon was a Regiona Development Office with responshbility for five
countries: Cameroon, Chad, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, and the Central Africa Republic. The
Sahdlian 9de of it in terms of Chad was broken off into an independent office, but increased
funds were becoming available for the other countries, not in the same startling magnitude that
you had for the Sahdl. Previoudy the program had consisted of regiond projects under very
broad definitions of what aregiond project is. We helped build the Cameroon Railroad from
Douaa, the port city, up to N’ Gaoundéré, to about two-thirds of the way north.

Q: Thisisthe Trans Cam?

JOHNSON: Thisisthe Trans Cam Railroad. On the argument that it was supposed to link to a
raillroad being built in Chad and it was going to have aregiond impact beyond its nationd
borders.



Q: Therationale was regional ?

JOHNSON: Therationale was regional. Truce (phsp?) Hospita, which was the mgor teaching
medical school in Cameroon, had scholarships for Chadians, Gabarone, African Republic, and
became thefirg, it wasthe mgor, | think it was the fird, but if not the fird, it was the mgor
training school in Trench (phep?). And again, it was entirely built in Cameroon, but because of
offering scholarships to the neighboring nations, it qudified asaregiona project. Most of what
we did fit under that kind of rationdefor ‘ 74, * 76 partidly, the rationae of doing the
development ass stance program for each of the x Sahelian countries. We dso did them
(regiond projects) for the non-Sahelian countries.

Q: You did what?

JOHNSON: We did aregiona assstance program, athreeto five year projected assistance
program for Chad, but we also did one for Cameroon, and Gabon.

Q: These were bilateral programs?

JOHNSON: The decision was to turn them in to bilateral programs. | had been team leader for
the DAP (Development Assistance Program) Team that went out to do the origind study for the
five countries, and then went on out as Deputy Director to Cameroon.

Q: What about the all five?

JOHNSON: No, we had five desks. We did five individua programs, assuming that they would
have bilateral programs, but that we would try and do it in ways that multiplied the impact on
more than one country. It was easier to show as part of an overdl regiond Sahel program. Asa
matter of fact, there were three teams that went out: one went to Senegal, Mdi, Mauritania; one
did Niger and Upper Valta; and our’s did Cameroon, Chad, and Centra African Republic. When
the three teams came back to Washington, we developed an overdl regiona proposal for the six
Sahel countries, which showed how theindividud bilatera programs would inter-relate, aswell

as how we saw the multi-donor, Club du Sahel and the CILSS would operate helping to integrate
what was done individudly in each of the countries.

Q: What you were doing were, except for Chad, non-Sahelian development programs?

JOHNSON: We worked for non-Sahelian programs and essentidly set up bilatera programsin
each of them with again an ideajugt, | think because of the environment. It was coming out of
finding regiond commonadlities, projects that you could do that would have some sort of regiond
underpinning.

Q: But, here you were till required to maintain the regional ?

JOHNSON: No, | wasn't.

Q: Oh, | see, the U.S team.



JOHNSON: Yeah, at that point, the Korry report attempt to have alimit of eight or ten bilateral
nations was collgpang.

Q: Well, how far did you get in trying to preserve thisregional cover or umbrella for these
programs?

JOHNSON: It didn’'t work. Wdll, I know primarily, the difference is between the Sahel program
and the countries that Cameroon covered. We didn't cal regiond mestings in those countries.
Wedidn't call those countries together; there was no poalitical base that held Gabon, Central
African Republic and Cameroon together. Cameroon had a specid sort of stuation and that part
of the country was Francophone, part of the country was Anglophone. They probably had
weeker ties to Francophone community. Gabon and the Central Africa Republic had much
stronger ties, but aso had very unique leaderships that were extraordinarily difficult to work

with, and Centra Africa Republic had the least devel oped infrastructure of any country thet | had
ever worked with. They smply had a capitol city and an airport and that wasit.

Q: Wasthere someregional caststo different programs?

JOHNSON: We had regional people; the Hedlth Officer in Cameroon reported to the Mission
Director in Cameroon. He was dso the Health Officer for Chad and the one in Chad reported to
the Mission Director in Chad. He was aso the Hedlth Officer in Gabon, etc. In that case, the
Mission Director in Cameroon was sill the boss, but they operated like abilaterd country. We
worked on a bilateral basis with the Embassiesin different countries.

Q: But, there was no USAID people in the countries, was there?

JOHNSON: Initidly, there were no USAID people in the countries at dl. Over the two year
period we ended up with contractor personnel and PV O personnd, but no direct hire personndl.

Q: Thisapproach is coming back to lifein current USAID thinking, | think. How did you find it
worked at that time?

JOHNSON: In dl honesty, I'd haveto say it varied. We had an extraordinary Hedlth Officer, Al
Henn, who managed to maintain aleve of energy and a commitment to travel where he would
persondly be in each of the countries. A great codt to family life of having awife and two smdl
children, but he took the time and he spent the effort to go to Gabon and stay in Gabon long
enough to where he maintained contacts. | think in the Controller, Steve Legpus was the
Controller. Steve Leagpus did aremarkable job of keeping the accounting straight and providing
financial assstance and advice, both to the governments and to the contractors. Again, a high
persond cogs and alot of time spent traveling. One of the problemsthat | don’t think anyone
redly takesin to account. Regiond officesinvolved just an enormous persona pendty in terms
of family life and for the children of the person who travels. Plus, going up to the Centra Africa
Republic was nat like visiting the Bahamas, but it got us out of Cameroon. Therewas an
enormous isolation factor for the families that stayed in Yaounde. They got out every two years
or every 18 months, whereas we were getting out every sx weeks. The process of traveling to
another country provided amentd break for us that people who were in country didn’t get.
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Q: What about the substantive side of the program, did that work?

JOHNSON: | don’'t know whether I"'d cal Gabon and the Central Africa Republic programs a
far test. On the subgtantive side, we wound up with, and again like | said, because | saw it in
East Africaand | saw it in the newly independent states. 1’ m probably over-sensitized to what
people did just an automatic fal back. You go in to acountry where you don't have USAID
personnel and you looked to the other donorsfirgt. You talk to the host government and you're
redlly sort of unsure asto how much to trust individuds, which ministries have a reputation for
being well run; which ministries are total disaster areas you should stay away from; which
ministry will give you an honest answer if he saysthat, “Y es, we intend to follow the IMF
report” you know, which isjust buying time and he hopes sx months down the road that he
doesn't have to do it any more. So, what we did waswefirgt of dl turned to other donors who
had been active, who had personnd in country, and asked them for their assessment of the locdl
environment. That made, | think the U.S. more vulnerable and that we didn’t have a chance to
form our own assessments. We were constantly going on the basis of second and third hand
types of information.

| guess the automatic answer |’ ve gotten back from other people is what about the Embassy.

Y ou hed aresdent Embassy. Why couldn’t you rely upon the local embassy. Theloca
embassy would be two or three people. One of them was a Communicator who did the technical
sgdeof it. The Embasses smply weren't that well versed with the kinds of questions, the ideas
we wereinterested in. The Embassies didn’t normaly meet with and have interaction with the
minigtries that we wanted to have interaction with, and in many cases, make across the board
judgment for the State Department. They went for the short-term impact. They wanted
something that was visble, and could careless about whether or not it was there sx months later,
five yearslater, what have you. 1 think if USAID was |eft done we would probably do studiesto
our heart’s content for 15 years. And, the Embassy, if |eft one, would pass out acheck. They
got theimpact by the announcement of the aid, more so than any impact of what followed after
that.

Infairness, | think Ambassadors who served in less developed countries became much more
sophigticated. Y ou could dmost chart it, if it was their first assgnment to aLDC, they had this
extremdy short time frame. Those Ambassadors, Palitica Officers, Economic Officers who had
served in various LDC pogts, became much essier to work with as colleagues and it became
eader, | think to shape a common goa. What we ran into in the New Independent States was a
whole series of Ambassadors down to third and fourth Econ Officers who'd never served in an
LDC and had absolutely no previous contact with USAID as an organization, and there was an
enormous learning curve. | think what hgppened in the Sahel was that overtime, (and here again
| am bias)) | saw an increase in the professionaism and the competency in the Embassies. I'm
not sure they’ d gppreciate that judgment, but | think that as they worked with USAID, they could
begin to see some of the issues they had faced, it was possible to work out professional
relationships.

Q: Were there any programs that stood out in your mind that worked in that context?

JOHNSON: The capita projects were the ones that host governments and the State Department
wanted capitd projects. It was something concrete, they could understand it, they could see what



happened. USAID wasinterested, | think, in policy change, even that early they were talking
about policy changes, IMF agreements.

Q: What about micro-economic policy?

JOHNSON: Micro-economic policy changes. Inthe‘60sand ‘70s| don't recdl that we were
that much into the internd policies or the micro changes, other than as they affected particular
inditutions that we worked with. Thetype of policy cdassc, eg. the vocationd training school in
Ghanathat required that you pass the London guild and apprentice exam, and that you know how
to build afireplace before you could be certified as a masonry expert. Yes, we tried to change
those kinds of policies and tried to free up, alot of the loca governments from policies that were
established by the ex-colonid power. They smply hung around year, after year, after year, and
no one had ever looked to see, okay, isthis still needed, what doesit do, what does it contribute.
| think we worked on those at the indtitutiond level and the government policy level. Wedidn't
work in the commercid market place. We tended, at least in the early period to stay out of that,
and mainly we were working on things that would expand the capacity of the government to
provide a service on the assumption being that that was the first stage and sequencing what could
be done for development.

Q: You had mentioned hands-on work? Was that effective?

JOHNSON: Enormoudy €ffective in that the training programs increased the numbers of
paramedics, nurses, mid-wives, and even full-fledged medicad doctors. Enormoudy successful
in terms of basic campaigns on certain diseases from where you could have amagor, well, that
was during the period of the smal pox campaign of working with avariety of donors, avariety
of governments who eradicate smdl pox. | think it made amgor difference in countries
willingness to discuss, and over time their willingness to change some of their planning policies
of taking away condraints, if you will.

Instead of contraceptives being illegd, contraceptives were legdized. The next step was then to
expand the availability of contraceptives so that the people who wanted them could get them, but
| think the mgor impact in the area of family planning was the demographics of what was
happening, the demographics of the Sahd in terms of the natura resource base and the &bility to
sugtain the number of people. Al Henn and others worked to get that into the vocabulary of what
you discussed with host governments. 1t was ayearly environmenta kind of discusson, again
highlighted by the Sahdl and what was seen as the desertification of amgor section of Africa

Y ou brought those things into the currency of what you talked about and what kinds of problems
you looked at, and what you tried to then set up a system that would bring some change. The
things that we tried to do to bring a change, they had an affect | would say at the margin.

We were till aminor donor, especidly outside the Sahel and in the Cameroon areawe were a
minor donor. Y ou had governments that were, well Cameroon wasn't &t that time, but Gabon,
Equatorid Guinea, CAR were extremely corrupt. Our mgjor effort | remember in the CAR was
working with avocationd training program and that the teachers for vocationd training

programs would graduate and go out and be on assgnment for a year to two years without ever
seeing any pay. During that first year or two that they worked, they were totally depending upon
their families contributing. Y ou know, dl of the people, the parents of the students thet they
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were teaching were contributing. So, you had mgjor impediments. The one thing that we

weren't willing to work with at al was how to increase government tax revenues. We stayed
away from that one. Some exceptions, | think you had different times and places where someone
would try and tackle it, but the whole area of government revenue and tax receipts was seen as 0
corrupt, and the avallability of funds for centra governments and various lites was so out of
control, in terms of being diverted to persond use.

Q: What about the agriculture sector? Were you involved in that?

JOHNSON: The agricultural sector was adways our mgor effort. In aresults oriented framework
of today where you could look and say, increase anumber of crops produced in a certain area, or
increase in marketing surpluses, probably didn’'t change. Maybe two percent, three percent, you
had some changes, but didn’'t have any mgor results. 'Y ou had nothing in Africa that approached
abreak through in Asa. | think people basicdly, | know in ‘84, ‘85 when Ray Love camein as
Deputy Adminigtrator, Ray had served two yearsin Africaat the Regiona Officein Kenya, but
his 20 years before that werein the Asa  In many ways, Africato him was awhole clean date,

it was something that was new. He didn’t understand, for example, why Indonesiawhich was an
ail rich country in Asia continued to receive foreign assstance; whereas Nigeria, an ail rich
country in Africawas cut off based upon the fact that it had oil revenues and we stopped bilatera
assgtance. Overdl for Africathe difference ranged from thet level to some of the countries

where he fdt that something comparable could be donein Africa

My response was that, wdll in the case of Nigeriaand Indonesia, one of the big differences was
that the Nigerians didn’t ask for the assstance. They redlly didn't fight to maintain U.S.
assistance, because at that time they were mad at us. They thought they had enough money to go
it done and so that’ s only oneto go. So, your host country attitude towards what a donor could
do was very different from Asaand Africa, but the grain revolution. In the grain revolution
which involved one crop, rice; one type of crop, irrigated rice; one method of production, the
irrigation. It was sort of like it was a andardized production system that when they had a mgjor
break through they could then replicate throughout 80s to 90 percent of the country. Downin
Africayou had 20 mgjor food crops. They ranged from yams to cassava, to sorghum, to millet,
to corn, torice, dry land rice, irrigated rice. 'Y ou couldn’'t have amagor food bresk through in
one crop, because they didn’'t have a dependence on one crop. You didn’t have the Smilarity in
production techniques, because everybody was adapting to their local environmenta area. You
didn’'t have the logistica means of reaching everybody to provide improved seed and fertilizer
and to train them how to use these new technologies for abroad variety of people. You didn’t
havethat in Africa. 'Y ou would have had to go around individudly to many centers for many
crops.

So, in agriculture we never redly had the bresk through that USAID trumpeted for Asa. | think
what you had in Africawas breskthroughs in many ecosystems, | think is the word, where you
would have a particular individua result that was applicable for a particular area, but you never
happened to have something that you could then replicate broadly and have amgor impact upon
everybody.

At one point, | think alot of attention was given to storage systems, because there was the
universa estimate that 20 to 30 percent of the crop would be lost in the storage system. To
insect infiltration, water damage, whatever reason. So, the people felt if we couldn’t get a20to



30 percent increase in production, we could have that kind of an impact if we could just save that
20 percent production that gets lost in the Storage systems. And, the agriculturdists were very
excited about that as a possible gpproach and break through. The anthropologists spent al their
time shooting down the baloons. Again, you had 50 different storage systems; representing 50
different ways of going about doing business, representing 50 different mini-climates and that

the type of storage system that you could use in northern Niger was not the same system you
could usein southern Liberia. Again, if a change was going to come about, it was going to be
piece-by-piece type of change. It wasn't going to be this broad sweeping revolutionary change
that would have a sgnificant traumatic difference.

Q: Interesting. Well, let’sturn to Cameroon. Were there any special dimensions of the program
in Cameroon that you were concerned with?

JOHNSON: The Integrated Agriculturd Development Livestock Agriculture Project.
Q: Okay.

JOHNSON: Like | said previoudy, the USAID program in the Cameroon had been concerned
with regiond organizations or with projects, which would make aregiond difference, tended to
be in the mgor capital in Yaounde. Although, there were some programs that were active over
in east Cameroon on the Anglophone area, very smal projects. But, the DAP, the Development
Assistance Program for Cameroon that was approved, called for amove from the regiond
programs to bilatera programs. It identified as the mgjor bilateral, mgjor devel opment
chdlenge, if you will, faced by Cameroon over that three to five year period as one of finding
way's to connect the economies of north Cameroon and south Cameroon as a mechanism for
heading off what could turninto a Civil War. The strains and tension, & that point, were so
heightened, so a number of projects were started with the overal attempt to overcome the
differences between northern Cameroon and southern Cameroon.

With that as background, | think our most successful project was probably agricultural education
where the government of Cameroon was interested in replicating essentidly the American
experience with afour year college that was oriented towards US Land Grant University A and
M type of experience, agriculture and mechanica. They saw aneed for those kills, they saw a
need for the universities to concentrate on that. It was coming at atime when the Cameroonians
were trying to move away from the inherited Anglophone and Francophone emphasis upon
lawyers and government bureaucrats and, more or less, being the liberd artstype of graduate. In
working with the government and with other donors, we had a mgjor effort to try and develop a
four year agricultural school that would be located outside of Y aounde, sill in the south, we just
couldn’t get far enough north. But, from the very beginning it would be an attempt to look at
agricultura problems for the whole country and look at their livestock problems, aswell as
agricultural problems. That was probably more successful.

Q: Which university was involved? American university?

JOHNSON: Consortium of American universities, as| recdl, SECID: the Southeast Consortium
for International Development. 1t was primarily historicaly black colleges. They had some
difficulties with the contractor team, as dways, of finding Americans who had fluent French and
could function in academic atimosphere in Cameroon. That was probably the most difficult part
of the exercise. Adminidratively within USAID, it was a point in which they were trying to
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increase the use of minority college universities and SECID, which was the Southeast
Consortium of Higtorical Black Universties and Colleges, managed to produce with their first
gx faculty professors. They were dl white. None of them worked for any of the SECID
universties, they were hired off the street. They had no internal cohesion or collaboration or
back-stopping, Smply because they didn't have the contacts at any of those SECID universties
of being ableto cal up your buddy and say, hey, I'verunin to this problem of grass and forage
and what do you know and can you find me some literature. The first contractor team, | think
was al pickup people. The second contractor team that had been placed as the tours of duty
were up, you had awhole new team. Some of those did come from the universities and that
worked much better. But, | would say that is another example where USAID’ sinternd priorities
took precedence over the development priorities in countries you were trying to work with. |
think the Truce (§p7) Hospitd made a major impact.

Q: Was the Eye School effective and established?

JOHNSON: The Eye School is effective and is still established. Cameroon has not yet had the
Civil War. But, politics deteriorated after | |eft.

Q: Or the hospital ?
JOHNSON: The hospitd is Hill in exisence.
Q: We created the hospital ?

JOHNSON: Yes, we creasted CUSS. CUSS was the abbreviated name, theinitias for the
Cameroon Universty, something, | don’t know.

Q: Public Health College?
JOHNSON: It till has some scholarships available to other Francophone countries.
Q: But it was fromtraining in public health?

JOHNSON: It wastraining in public hedth and for medicd doctors, an actua medical schoal. |
think there may be one up in Senegd now, but it’s ill the magor Francophone training program.

Q: What about the Integrated Livestock project? | guess that was in northern Cameroon, right?

JOHNSON: It was in northern Cameroon. The best thing | can say about the Integrated
Agricultura project isthat we avoided making some mgor mistakes that | think would have

been environmentd disasters. In trying to look at the north and what could be done in the north.
What the southern government wanted was amgor irrigated project which would have displaced
severd nomadic groups, probably would have had mgor health problems associated with the
irrigation, which iswhat we ran in to again and again doing the irrigation projects. Thet the

water would become very sdine and very quickly. The salt would then kill the crops and the soil
itself would be extrasdine and sdty. So, even if you tried to wipe out the water and just go back
to dry land agriculture you' d damage the land, so that you couldn’'t do it. In many cases,
damaged land to the extent that the herdsmen couldn’t use it for livestock forage. We managed
to avoid doing some of those so that we didn’t, we followed the “ hippocratic’ the medical oath,
first do no harm. The Integrated Agricultura project worked as long as the donors put in money.
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After that it fell gpart. Again, it worked because it was isolated and suspended from the system
around it as long as the donor was there. When the donor |eft, then it became part of the system
and it gradualy fdll back to its origind date.

The other agricultura part of the project, the primary thoughts for that was the attempt to set up a
planning council and help the governor of the north establish a donor assstance planning type of
coordination capacity, Smply because a number of donors were beginning to get active in
northern Cameroon. That, | think, made amargina improvement. It gave the governor some
more trained people to work with. | don’t think we made amgor dent in the loca palitics or the
types of interest that each party represented, smply because we didn’t know enough. We, the
donors didn’t know enough to even work at that level. We were working at a higher level of a
problem that was like three levels above some of the real issues.

Q: We didn’t understand the culture or the environment, physical or human or whatever.

JOHNSON: Yes. Physicdl, politica, ethnic heritage. | think at the level we worked we made a
difference, but you then had to dig down two or three more levels for alagting permanent
improvemen.

Q: How about livestock?

JOHNSON: Y es, we did the animd hedth portion that at the beginning they origindly asked for.
That worked; it worked well. They set up and gave some training; some veterinarians set up
some posts, worked out rotation systems, did some education among the herders as to what
diseases could be handled that way and what diseases they were better off using traditiond
methods.

Q: And what parts didn’t work?

JOHNSON: Any red attempt to change. Donors were very much at that time concerned with
carrying capacity of the land. | think I mentioned before, it was one of the early environmenta
kinds of concerns. We never managed to resolve our priority for carrying capacity of the land.
With theindividua herdsman, the priority was the more cattle the better. 1t wasjust assmple as
that. For years and years and years, the more cattle the better it worked. The more cattle aman
had, the more progperous he was, the better he could handle emergency disagters, family hedth
emergencies, sending kids to school, what have you. There was an attempt to say that you redly
have to cull your herds and you have to maintain smdler herds. In many ways, it was smilar to
some of the family planning arguments, that if you hed eight to ten children you smply couldn’t
provide hedth care and education for dl of them. And, the parents said yes, but those kids can
go out in thefield and work and | can get food. They essentidly maintained atraditiona
gpproach that you had alimited capacity for cattle within your tribe, based upon your control of
fivewells and 50 acres around each well. They were very sengitive to the land each well
provided. What they wanted donors to do was build more wells, a which point they could
increase the number of cows. But, it didn’t increase the land capacity and so you kept dedling
with different expectations. | don’t think we made adent in their Situation.

So, on the livestock program, one of the few times in my experience where we did look at the
marketing issues. We were trying to encourage the Sahelian countries to market more at urban



centers at the coast and that was smply that protein was given a high priority; it was aready
market for them. Asardief mechaniam or arisk averson mechanism, that was something that
the nomadic tribes, the pastora groups were very familiar with, which they undertook to do. If
you had an emergency need for money you'd sdl some cows. If therainsdidn’'t comeyou'd
walk the cows farther south. As a production ethnic, as you raise the cows, you put them in gdls
and you force feed them, and you daughter them, and you have cold trains....

The same was true for Cameroon, dthough it was al within one country and so in that sense it
should have been easier for southern Cameroon to feed northern Cameroon. Northern Cameroon
to feed southern Cameroon open centersin Doualaand Y aounde. Unlike many other African
countries, the capitol wasin Y aounde, which was about haf way up. Douaawas the port city,
commercid center, business; Y aounde was the university and the government. So, both of those
represented places where meat was high priority. They flew in meat from France. Conceptudly,
it seemed that it ought to be easier to do in Cameroon, because it was al within one country. We
never made mgor progress on that then and | don't think in the ten years since that there' sbeen a
mgor change.

The New Directions Policy

Q: When you were in Cameroon it was about the time, | believe of the New Directions Policy
and push came out, wasn't it? That wasin ‘74, ‘75, ‘' 76?

JOHNSON: New Directions was Nixor/Ford. So, redly the New Directions influenced, | think
the thrust of the Sahelian program. 'Y ou were reaching into the poorest countries, you were
reaching out trying to, again with the whole attempt to go to immediate action to change lives.

Q: What was your understanding of the New Directions push, compared to what was going
before?

JOHNSON: Essentialy, asthe New Directions, as | understood the politics of it, wasa
compromise between Nixon and Humphrey (ed?) from the Senate. Whereby, Nixon got the
support that he wanted for Vietnam in the military effort in exchange for letting some of the

more libera Congress orientated people beef up the development program and change the
development legidation. In changing the development legidation, they wrote it asamodified
Peace Corp approach. That individua contact, one on one change was where change redlly
happened and that the U.S. officid development program should take on more of the
characteristics of the Peace Corp program; that we should move out of capitol cities; we should
move into the rura areas, we should have programs that impact immediately upon people; have a
very strong PV O approach. It represented a mgor wrench ingtitutionally for the USAID Agency.
The Agency, how do | say this about mysdf and my colleagues—we were dl too intellectud to

begin with.
Q: What?

JOHNSON: Everybody at USAID becomes too intellectual. We spent ages and ages debating
the philosophy of the new approaches, and that had congressiond staffers, you know,... | would
try and explain to them why some part of the legidation was too difficult or made it more
difficult than it need be for usto do something. And, they would look a mein total wide eye



amazement and say, “Why do you take it so serioudy, do what makes sense, use your common
sense, don't fdl for the legidation.” | explained that maybe the legidative branch, the executive
branch had a tendency to have lawyersthat said the legidation wasimportant. | think that part of
the whole New Directions philosophy was the Congressmen who voted for it didn’t redly
believe in it and they never took it serioudy on the Hill.

Q: But, there was a debate between or at least there was this concept of the difference between
the poor majority and the poorest of the poor. What was your under standing of the primary
thrust of the conservatives?

JOHNSON: Well, a that time | was working with the PL480 programs, technical assistance
programs, and capital assstance programs. The PL480 legidation itsdlf, actualy invited that
phrase, that the food should reach the poorest of the poor. The USAID legidation never actudly
sad those words, but in the food aid program, you' re entitled to free distribution or your food for
work programs favored poor. Your Title | programs, which were saes programs, amost by
definition didn’t reach the poorest of the poor, you know, because you didn’t have any money to
buy. The hours were spent trying to agonize over the officid export vehicle that Title | provided
which would go maybe to your cities and your dlite, but would thereby free up food that might
otherwise be compensated and be available to farmers. More subsequent honest or vigorous
andyss, you know, redly got into the issue of whether donated food, basicaly disrupts,
interrupts, makes more difficult, depresses internal domestic food production, thet it's harder for
the indigenous farmer to find the market a afair price for his products when they comein and
are directly available at the port and it dl goesin to some type of commercid production system.
| think the whole food aid debate got much more familiar, | was more in to the food aid debate |
guess, than the New Directions and the other aress.

Q: But, when you were in the Cameroon, did you see any evidence of the New Direction? Wasit
in the type of program you were carrying out?

JOHNSON: Well, the Sahel program was the push. The Sahel program was very much devised
in terms of reaching the poor mgjority. The whole thrust in back of it growing out of the
humanitarian relief effort. 1t Imply pushed usin that direction.

Q: Were you in Cameroon at the time of the Mandara Mountains program?

JOHNSON: | thought we killed the Mandara program. No. No. | was there when they did some
of theorigind initial sudies and essentialy killed it.

Q: It started, but it didn’t last.

JOHNSON: Al Hoban was the anthropologist who came out and did some initid work on the
MandaraMountains. And, basicaly his report was so negative that we spent the rest of our time
trying to talk the government out of doing whet it wanted to do.

Q: What was the problem with that? What was the program? What were the initiatives behind
that?

JOHNSON: The basc initiative was that you hed alarge section of land that was currently in this
government’ s viewpoint not used, and you could therefore, put in irrigated agriculture, you could
move in farmers, and you could open it up, there was anew frontier’ stype of argument. (The
government wanted to move the indigenous people in the Mandara Mountains out to the low



lands, ed) Y ou could open up awhole new geographic areaand add it to the productive string,
you know, the capitd, etc. etc. etc. Al Hoban who was the anthropologist, looked at the areaand
sad, one, it's currently utilized right now, it's just utilized by other people; two, you' ve got some
magor physica problemsin terms of trying to do irrigation in the areg; and three, the areais 0
isolated from any trangportation, logistica support environment, that you' re kidding yoursdlf if
you think that agricultural production can then be used to come into the mgor cities. The mgor
thing he did that | think influenced us was the argument that the arealis currently used and laying
out how it was used and who used it, and gave us some facts to talk to government officids
about, who essentially proceeded with it. Y ou know, it didn’'t phasethem. (It'slike the early
U.S. again. On theinitia maps of the U.S. the entire mid wes, it’ s labeled the great American
desert.) Asfar asthe peoplein the capitol city, few of whom had ever been up north in
Mandarin mountains, you know, it was unutilized land. The poor mgority areas became more
known in Washington, it affected the kinds of documents that were written and the kinds of
andysisthat you undertook. Inthefield, I think it was perceived or felt as a push to get action
going to move away from indtitutions and capita cities. That you needed to be able to show
results a the locd levd. | think part of that just got so tied in to the ideaof moving in to bilaterd
programs and the starting up of bilaterd programsin Central Africa Republic wheretherurd
hedth project was the mgor initiative and the mgor effort. VVocationd training was another
maor program. The nurses mid-wife training in Gabon. The selection of projects and the types
of things that were undertaken became as much interndized, | think for peoplein the field as
action projects, rather than ingtitutional projects or policy projects.

Returned to the Sahel program and then to
the Africa Bureau Development Resour ces Office (DR)—1976-77

Q: Well, after you left the Cameroon and went back to Washington, what assignment did you
pick up that time?

JOHNSON: | went back to work in the Sahd program, for gpproximately two weeks and David
Shear was the one who was trying to recruit me. Hisanalysiswas... | think accurate, it was at
that point | was so unhappy about not being able to go into the Foreign Servicein thefidd, thet |
wouldn't have liked anything in Washington. Basicdly, | fdt after working five years on the
Sahd, you know, | didn’t want to work on it any more. | felt agreat ded of it had Smply over
promised things to the people and that the walls were going to come crashing down and | didn’t
particularly see that, one, | couldn’t help the walls from crashing down, and two, | didn’t want to
waste my creditability on trying to pretend that they weren't. That was such a negative
perspective that | wasn't the right person for the job. So, Steve Klein and Princeton Lyman
recruited me to come over into the new organization that was being developed called,
Deveopment Resources, DR, acapitd projects, technica assstance, projects devel opment
oriented office.

Q: What was new about it? Why was it new? What wasit changing if from?

JOHNSON: Previoudy, there had been something caled the Capita Development Office, which
worked with capital projects. Roads, infrastructure, ports, electrical systems, what have you.
Then, there were technicd assstance personnel under various headings but, essentidly al the



agricultura, hedth education personnd,, what have you. And, an office of Public Safety too at
one point, and the Desk Officers, which back-stopped individua country programs across the
board. Beit, food aid, project aid, capitd assstance, technica assstance etc. The feding was
that the New Directions, if you will, the philosophy of New Directions was pushing people more
into doing projects and they were projectized activities that were going to be much bigger and
more complicated than the technical assistance projects that had tended to be the case in Africa

Also, a one point, there was an attempt to differentiate; two capital project officeswere set upin
thefield in Abidjan and Nairobi. The Washington office was consdered to be a project
development office or aproject design office and it didn’'t handle implementation. That
Washington would do the project design and then implementation would be the responsibility of
these two capitd officesin thefield. Over time, the two field offices became multi-dimensiond,
represented again, technica assistance, capitd assstance, food ad specidigs. And, the feding
was in Washington that the African Bureau had handicapped itsdf by having its project officers
only look a design and that you needed a much stronger concentration on implementation
actions. | think at that time there was perceived to be buildup in pipelines across Africawhere
projects were getting approved, but then running in to just enormous implementation issues. So,
the idea behind the new office was that you have one office doing the resources which would
look at technical assistance, project assstance, capita assstance, and food aid.

Q: What was your function?

JOHNSON: Initidly, when | went there, we had a Director for the office and then you had two
Deputy Directors, one who worked with Project Officers and one who worked with the Sector
Specidigsin the population, hedlth, nutrition, agriculture. And, | was Deputy Director in charge
of the agricultura, hedth, nutrition Side of the operation. In my opinion, | was very ineffective.
Asfar asthe technicians were concerned, especidly the ages, | was the wrong age, the wrong
sex, and | was not Foreign Service. Y ou put those three things and three strikesyou're out. The
internal processes within the office never worked redlly well and | felt very frustrated because |
couldn’'t get a handle on helping anybody solve those problems and so | asked for an early out.
They did, probably within ayear.

Q: What time of period was this from? What months?

JOHNSON: ‘76 to * 77, February to January. It came over two calendar years, but it was
probably less than a yeer totd.

Office Director for East Africa—1977-1982

In' 76 when Carter was e ected, the new people started arriving and my name was floated to the
new politica gppointees and | went off to head up the Office of East Africa, which at that point,
the Office of East Africa had been combined with the Office of Southern Africaand then it had
been separated and then it had been recombined. Owen Cylke use to say that he was the only
man in the history of USAID who got a specid award for separating and combining offices. The
difference was they were separating them once again and morein recognition, | think of just the
gpan of control that we had too many activities going on.
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Q: Growth of the programs in both areas?

JOHNSON: Growth of the programs. Also, up until then, the Korry report had a very grict
formulafor eight bilateral countries and later that was expanded to ten. Y ou had a process of
going up to PPC and the Administrator and OMB for approvas of the changes. The regiond
projects were broken up, but nobody ever redly officidly set aformulafor how it was broken up
until* 77 when | took over the Office of East Africaand wastherefor five years. Towards the
end of that time period, it became a matter of justifying why you didn’t want a bilaterd program
somewhere. | remember Golar Butcher who was the African Bureau Assstant Administrator,
hauling me up in her office and wanting to know why we didn't have an USAID program in the
Seychelles and the Comoros.

Q: What area did you cover then? What were the countries under your responsibility?

JOHNSON: I'll give you the whole list: Sudan, Ethiopia, Djibouti, Somdia, Kenya, Tanzania,
Uganda, Mdawi, Seychelles, and the Comoros. It was aten country area. It started out that it
was essentidly abilateral program in Kenya and one in Tanzania that would start and stop. We
kept running into politica issues. The Foreign Affairs Minister of Tanzania had the poor
judgement to dance in the ides of the United Nations on the day that they voted to recognize Red
Chinainstead of Taiwan Chinaas China We got a phone call the next day from Kissinger

saying, cut off the aid to Tanzania. Tanzania, it was just on again, off again, on again, off again.

At tha time and now, | think most of our implementation issues and policy issues were the fact
that we never redly stayed long enough. Nobody in the government redlly thought we would

gtay around very long. They said, “Okay, relaions are fairly good right now, but they probably
aregoing to fall gpart again later.” That issue went up and down the whole time | was there. We
had aregiona East Africa program run from Arusha, which was the headquarters of East Africa
Region. Uganda, Kenya and Tanzania, had formed aregiona organization headquartered in
Arushathat represented an attempt by those three nations to coordinate, especialy transportation,
but aso other area, so we had aregiond program in Arusha. We were not in Uganda at that time
when | started, because Idi Amin was Hill in power. And, during the five yearsthat | was
working in East Africa, you had Idi Amin get kicked out by Obote and then Obote get kicked by
Museveni.

We did not have a program in Sudan and we started one up. It was abilatera effort to start up a
program in Sudan; the previous bilateral program had been halted due to the assmilation of the
American Ambassador and severd key staffers, and lack of cooperation from the government of
Sudan in doing anything about it. The politics of the Stuation were such that when we paliticaly
came to foreign policy terms with the Sudanese, then they wanted to start up a USAID program.
Again, it sounds like, you know, if you have an Embassy then you have a USAID program.

In Djibouti (which was one of the five parts of the grester Somaia empire) where we did not
have a program officer, we started a program, The Somalis had under various colonid regimes
fdt that their nation, their country of Somaia had been dismembered into five parts. There was
the Ethiopian Somdiland, which was the Danikil desert, which was fought over back and forth;
there was Djibouti, which the French for years officidly titled French Somdiland and then they
changed itstitle when it became obvious that there were problems with that and gave Djibouti
independence; Somdi itsdf, under its borders represented an amagamation of the Itdian



Somdiland and British Somdiland, and a part of Somali was given &t independence to the
Kenyans that the Somdis felt belonged with them as part of the Greaster Somdi. The nationa
flag, it isafive pointed star, represented the five parts of Somaliland. We had ceased assistance
in Somai and I’'m not sure that | really remember why. I’m not sure why we got kicked out of
Somdli.

Q: The Russians took over .

JOHNSON: | don’t know what was occurring.

Q: The Russian moved in but, during your time we started the program up again ?
JOHNSON: We started the program up in Sudan.

Q: Okay. Let’stalk about Sudan.

JOHNSON: They actudly had the initid preliminary teams and projects before | joined East
Africa

Q: Do you know why they suddenly decided to start up again?

JOHNSON: They (the State Department) felt that Sudan was more cooperative and working on
our Sde. The stuation: One, the country is Split in three different politica ethnic groups: north
Sudan, south Sudan, and west Sudan. Mogt of the programs were back up again in Sudan and
they dedlt with trying to overcome the divisons.

I ssue of the close out of USAID in Ethiopia

(The question of Ethiopian expropriation of USinvestment violating the Hickenlooper
amendment and general lack of cooperation with the Mengistu government. ed)

JOHNSON: State/lUSAID worked together better, | think on Ethiopia better than amost any
other timein my career. We had decided on a policy of complete and open information sharing,
that whatever got decided it would be decided out in the open. So, he (State Desk Officer) would
share the Ambassador’ s schedule with me and | would share Ed Hogan' s (Mission Director)
schedule with him and basicdly, as Ed Hogan would see the Ambassador do such and such and
he' d make an appointment to go in right behind him and do such and such; and the Ambassador
would see that Hogan would talk to so and so and 0. It was the fedling al over town that in most
incidences there was a compromise when Ed Hogan won. We had an agreement that we should
make another effort to seeif we couldn’t work out some type of working relationship with the
Ethiopian government. Unfortunately, there was aso an agreement that the Ambassador was the
one who should make that point. It was like having somebody come up at adance and say, “You
don’'t want to dance, do you?’ And, the Ambassador went in and received avery chilly cold
reception, and we gradually started closing projects down and we went into our marathon. The
legidation said that we shouldn’t stop projectsin mid-life and it really grew out of capitd

projects where the idea was, you wouldn’t leave a road not completed or abuilding half standing.
We expanded the interpretation to be technica assistance, that if you agreed to fund four years
for aparticipant to go to school, then you shouldn't cut histuition in half. Ed pushed it farther
than | think anybody would let him go, but he got alot more leeway as we went through the
close down phase out period. The same time we were going through the close down phase out
for Ethiopia, we were going into building up the program in Somdia, where again we had an



exchange of teams. And, we had a USAID team that went out to Somdi and talked to the
Somalis about a Somdi program.

Q: But, Sate did close the USAID Mission in Ethiopia?
JOHNSON: They closed the Mission in Ethiopia.
Q: Was there anything left ?

JOHNSON: The Ambassador pulled out dl the Americans, pulled out al the contractors,
stopped funding the PVO's, some of whom stayed on their own with their own sources;, made a
mgor effort to find jobs for the Ethiopian locd saff which were the locd hires and placed them
in Nairobi at REDSO; | had some down in Swaziland.

Q: Did they stop the relief rehabilitation work?

JOHNSON: Y es, we stopped everything. At that point the relief and rehab had primarily been
completed, accept for a category of projects that had been started as regular devel opment
projects. If you can’t tak to minister A, go talk to minister B. We had maintained working
relationships with the relief and rehab minister who had actudly a delegated authority from the
Council of Minigters to Sgn emergency and relief programs without going through the whole
process that the development projects had to. So, for about a six month period we tried to take
our agricultura and hedlth projects that were geographic that were desgned to be the next step
up to regular development effort and we tried to retag each of them and put them through the
relief minister, because he could then sign them without going through the ret of the

government. Actudly, | think that precipitated the Ambassador coming in. He felt that was such
agreedy act of maintaining assstance when we shouldn’t be maintaining assstance; we
shouldn’t be providing regular ass stance because of the expropriation issue. Publicly we
shouldn’t be providing it because the government was acting in ways contrary to what we
wanted it to act and third, if they didn’t want our ass stance then we shouldn’t push it. We wound
up closing the program down and bringing everybody home. It took about 18 months, | think
before everything was actualy closed and finished.

Somalia
Q: Let'sgo to Somali now. We cut out of Ethiopia and now we' ve started up in Somali.

JOHNSON: Actudly, it wasn't that sequentid; both had been happening a the sametime. The
Somadli program was sort of started smultaneoudy amost with the Sudan programin ‘78, * 79
and we begin to build up there, essentidly.

Q: Was there a particular reason why we started up again? Was somebody pushing us?

JOHNSON: | just think it was hearsay more than anything else. The hearsay at the time was that
there was amedica doctor who worked a the White House who had longstanding ties with some
senior Somali people. He pushed the State Department; based upon his private contactsin
Somdi that the Somdians were fed up with the Russians and were trying to get the Russians out
and would like to be on better termswith the U.S. So, essentidly it was quote &' White House
initiative’, that sort of filtered through the National Security Council and the State Department. |



think first, the Embassy expanded its contacts and started having more discussions and more
contacts. Then, USAID was pushed and we sent ateam out to Somali to have initid discussons
with the government and the Somdis sent ateam to Washington to have an initid discusson

with us. I’ve never been so impressed in my life with the Somdi team thet camein to vist with
us, extraordinarily inteligent, talented three man delegation. They probably spoke 15 languages
between three people. They knew Itdian, they knew Arabic, they knew English, they knew
Russan, | mean just clearly at ease functioning in a European western world.

Q: Were they at the ministerial level?

JOHNSON: They were a the minigerid levd. They weredl farly young. They werein their
30s. But, they gave an initid impression of people who had been thoroughly assmilated into the
modern world. 1t wasjust aproblem of bringing the rest of the population with them. | don’t
think anybody in Somdi has been assmilated. They are the most triba group I’ ve ever run into.
Infact, in my definition Ethiopians are extremey arrogant and that if you' re not one of them just
too bad, you know. Until | ran in to the Somdis. The Somadlis are arrogant, more arrogant than
the Ethiopians. They are easer to dedl with, because ther attitude is, well it’s not your fault thet
you're not a Somdis; you don't count. But, they’re polite and gracious and gentle abot it.
They had their first meeting in Washington with Golar Butcher; they had three projects that they
wanted us to do based upon things that USAID had previoudy done in Somdis They wanted us
to complete the city sewer systems and they wanted the Somali city water works aso.

Q: And in Mogadishu?

JOHNSON: In Mogadishu. They wanted us to repair and expand the port at Kismaayo which the
U.S. had origindly built under the U.S. Army Core of engineers and which was crumbling,

because the mix of sand and cement was vulnerable to sat. Anyway, it was fdling gpart a the
seams and they wanted us to come back and fix Kismaayo. The third was that they wanted to put
up an industrid processing plant in the vicinity of Mogadishu.

Golar laid out for them that New Directions legidation had passed since we had previoudy been
associated with Somali and now the effort was to reach the broad number of people, rather than
to do city industrid types of projects. So, Somadi said, oh they understood and thanked us very
much and went away and came back three days later and they had three new projects they
wanted usto do. They wanted us to do a project for the health of the poor mgority, which
involved fixing the city water works. They wanted usto provide incometo smal farmers who
grew peanuts by providing an industrid processing plant that could take the peanuts and make
oil out of them. And, they wanted usto help the small agriculturd farmers who were dependent
upon the port They completely understood the legidation. | think they probably got abriefing
from Congress in the meantime the two days they were gone, because they came back and they
had the same three projects wrapped around the New Directions legidation.

Q: So, what did you do?

JOHNSON: We thanked them very much for their interest and we said that we would wait until
our team came back from Somalia. 1t was redly smultaneoudy that we had a team out there and
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they had ateam in here. Our team in Somali was looking at livestock projects. | think we got
Public Adminigtration projects, but I’'m not redly sure. We had an agriculture project with the
University and a Research Station. And, again as in Sudan, we had been in Somdi before and
kept the port a Mogadishu from crumbling. 1t was hard to find lasting evidence of anything that
USAID had done, except for the people. Y ou had people show up who had been trained at the
Universty of Wyoming in livestock and they were working at the agriculture ministry

throughout the university. 'Y ou had people from the University of Cdifornia Again and again
throughout the government, you had people who had been trained in the United States and it was
the mogt lasting impact of whatever we tried to do out there in the ‘50s, | guess. Again, you had
to start things quickly. There were enough remnants of the USAID programs to where we tried to
go back and sort of expand, build on, see what capacity was il was there and then build on that
capacity. So, you wound up in hedlth projects, agricultura projects, eventually wound up at
Kismaayo port, kicking and screaming and dragging our hedls the whole way.

Q: And the Mogadishu water system?

JOHNSON: We never did get back to the Mogadishu water system and we never did the oil
processing plant. Thetwo riversin Somdi, the Sabedlle River and, | can’'t remember the other
one (the Juba ed). The biggest area of contention over projects done and not done was that the
Somali’ s wanted a dam over the Sabed le which would regulate floods and theoretica open up a
whole section of the country for irrigation. There were a number of studies that were
inconclugve.

Q: Did the projects like the health one work?

JOHNSON: We weren't there long enough to tel. We wound up with the Somdia Situation
deteriorating and we were out of therein eight years, | think.

Two funny gtories. Art Buchwad did one of his humorous essays on what was hgppening in
Ethiopia and Somdia, which involved the U.S. pulling out of Ethiopia and going to Somdia, and
the Russians pulling out of Somali and going to Ethiopia At the same time the two countries
were engaged in war againgt each other. The Ethiopians entire Air Force consisted of U.S.
planes, which the Russians couldn’t provide spare parts for. So, the Russians went to North
Vietnam and bought North Vietnam's spare parts that had been left behind when the U.S. pulled
out of Vietnam and provided them to the Ethiopians. In the meantime, we were gtting in
Somadiaand we had exactly the same problem and they had dl the Russian equipment and we
couldn’t provide anything that helped, so we went to the Egyptians and the EQyptians provided
Russan equipment that the Russans had |eft when they pulled out of Egypt.

| remember reading that column and saying, what’ s funny about this. Thisisfrom just reading a
newspaper, because the two countries were so intertwined with each other with a history of being
on the other side of the Cold War fight, that it was impaossible to walk through that complex
without tripping over some law that said, you weren't supposed to be doing what you were
doing. That ranged from, ther€ s a section of legidation which saysthat you cannot give
assistance to two countries if the two countries are engaged in aggression againgt one another.
The State Department told me not to worry. The U.S. never sgned a convention of 1832, which
defined aRussan. So, if push came to shove and anybody wanted to protest, not to protest.
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But, | think the other funny story about the Somalians was, they wound up with a Presidentia
vigt, where the Presdent of Somalia came to the White House and had officia meetings with
Carter and had one in the afternoon where USAID people were supposed to go over to Blair
House and have thislong talk with him. There were about 15 people from USAID who went and
it was headed up by Maurie Williams, the Deputy Adminigtrator. There was a sort of a
horseshoe shaped arrangement with al the Americans Stting one Sde and Somdis Stting on the
other. The question of the Sabedle River dam and why the U.S. wouldn't fund it. So, Maurie
Williamstried to give an explanation. He'd been working on dl these briefing papers for two
weeks about why we shouldn't do it. So, hetried to give an explanation and the President of
Somadli just wouldn't accept it. So, the end result of it was that Maurie Williams passed it to the
guy who was Sitting next to him, he passed it to the guy who was sitting next to him, and it ended
up with me who was the most junior person in the room at the end of the row and he sad, “Miss
Johnson, would you like to reply?

Q: And what did you say?

JOHNSON: At that point | looked at Maurie Williams who previously had been trying to offer a
compromise of saying well, let'snot say wecan't doit. Let'sjust say that the timing iswrong
for usto do it and that sometime in the future maybe we'll do it. | had argued in my redly strong
briefing papers and dl the rest of it that thiswas amideading sgnd that was sending us down
the wrong path, etc. etc. and Maurie stuck to that. Instead | said, well | don’t think the time is
right, right now. Fairly quickly after that everybody got up and left. So, al the Americansfiled
by the Somdi sde of this horseshoe shaking hands and saying good-bye and, so | ended up at
the last of the line asthe most junior person there. So, there | was shaking hands with the
President while everybody else, every other person hed passed by and left me with Somais who
totally surrounded me. They had become convinced that | was the key person. It took me 20
minutes to get out of the Blair House.

Q: They thought you had saved the day.

JOHNSON: The Somalis had correctly identified me as the bottleneck and, if they could
convince me, it would be ok.

Q: | see. So, they didn’t buy the, not now, later argument?
JOHNSON: Yes. | hadit al. They wanted it now.
Q: Where did you come off with them then at that point?

JOHNSON: | mumbled everything | could think of under the sun that | had put in to the briefing
paper. That the World Bank had done two evauations, two preliminary project assessments, you
know, had come to the conclusion that the proposed dam would not accomplish what they
wanted to in terms of agriculture. | quoted every anthropologist that | could come up with, that
putting up a dam and controlling water does not increase the amount of water that is available. It
seasondly regulates what is available, but you don't get more water. Their problem was that the
Sabedlle River didn't get enough water. | forget what other argument | made; every argument in
the kitchen sink that 1 could come up with.



Q: Did we ever do anything with it?

JOHNSON: We ended up doing another World Bank study where the U.S. and the World Bank
would together do afeasibility study of what made sense. That drug it out for another two years.

| think we did some more feasibility studies for the dam and then wound up, as you know, with
the Stuations and relations deteriorating. The availability of funds was becoming much more of a
congtraint, so it ended.

Q: Back in Somalia?

JOHNSON: Somdiaagain; | can't claim that we didn’t know Ethiopia. We had had 20 years of
experience in Ethiopiaand | think in Ethiopia the added deterioration and eventudly the pulling
out of the USAID people just recognized the politica redlity that we d supported Haile Selassie
for too long and the new Council of Ministers saw us as being bad people, and that the Soviets
would provide the goods.

But, in Somdiaagain, we went in and we had too much money to spend fast, we didn’t know
enough about the country. We wound up antagonizing the State Department because we wanted
to do feasihility sudies. The quickest thing we could do was to build on what we had done
before, whether good, bad or indifferent or if it still made sense, it was within the relm of what
we could do, like the agricultura research center. Although, we did the Mogadishu water works.
We wound up in Somdia. It's not because they’ re sophigticated, but they’re redlly settled and
they’ re use to the politics that go on between 16 warring clans and the affiliations and the sub-
affiliations and the negatiating. It was like throwing us, (you know, the baby in the bed) into this
horrendoudy sophisticated society where we thought it was the other way around. We thought
we were sophigticated and that they were the pastora nomadic tribe. | think they took usto the
cleaners, persondly. We went back, but we never redly understood the interna politics of what
was going on in that country.

Q: As| recall, at the Africa Bureau in State compared it to other African countries, Somalia was
one country wher e there was one language, one culture, and tribal society, and therefore we
didn’t have thisrisk of internal conflicts. Isthat a fair statement asto what you understood?

JOHNSON: Yes, it was part of my briefing papers. Part of this story was floating around
Washington. It was essentidly that you did have an ethnicaly, homogenous group that saw

itsdf asandion. It was aclan, you know, with clans within anation, but they did see themsdves
asandion. The Somdi language not only existed, but previoudy, about ten years before, they
had made amgor decison to turn it in to awritten language and presarve their heritage and their
culture. You just seemed to have so many things going for it that the problems that you would
anticipate going into Sudan where the country was just territoridly split in so many different
ways, the Somadis looked like they redly had their act together.

We a0 had afairly sophigticated policy dialogue going on with the Somdi government in terms
of getting them to change alot of the policies that they’ d adapted during the Russian period. |
remember very early in the process, the IMF and the IBRD had teams out in Somaiaaong with
our initid teamsfor reestablishing relationships. | wasaong on TDY and | remember having
coffee with aguy from the IMF. And, | wasfull of excitement and energy about what we were
pushing on, the different policy issues and he just looked a me. | think hewas Itdian. He just



looked a me with asort of totaly weary look. He said, “Don’t you understand?’ He said, “It
doesn't matter what policy the Somdis adopt. They don’t have any indtitutiona capecity to
carry any of themout.” | said, “Whoa.”

Q: What was the observation from IMF.

JOHNSON: Yes, and it's partly because the IMF brought it up that we did do more ingtitutional
development. We had more teams going out looking at the ingtitutional capacity and the
drengthening it . | did get involved in a public adminigtration project. | was sort of looking a
that sde of the equation which because of the whole New Directions for us we hadn't redly been
involved.

Q: Right, right. Interesting. But, then at that time people were not aware, did not sense the
potential for the country breaking apart and the clan warfare; it was not anticipated by anybody.

JOHNSON: We didn't hit any of that. My theory was that it was there but that we smply
weren't sophisticated enough to know what was going on. And, that when we went back in the
‘78, ' 79 time period, we went in with other donors so that essentidly there were enough donor
resour ces flowing to dl the different groups that they could be bought off. With an ever
increasing pie, you get alarger piece of the pie and so the tensions that were under the surface
samply didn’t surface.

Q: Well, that’s a good discussion on Somalia; what were we trying to do in Djibouti?

Djibouti
JOHNSON: | wastrying to stay out of Djibouti. It was one of the many fightsthat | lost.

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: | didn’'t see that we had any hope for that country. It was just so completely limited
in natural resources. It had two roaring clans, the Afars and the Issas, one of which was
primarily in Somdiland and one of which was primarily in Ethiopia and so they sort of mirrored

in microcosm what was going on in the Ogaden the desart. The French were in there heavy;
Djibouti being a sea port, surrounded by lava, sand, and not much e se, and that the city survived
on the fact that the French were gtill there and they used it as awatering facility for the French
Navy going up and down the Red Sea. | honestly did not see any sense for usto be there; we
should just aswdll leave it to the French. It was aleftover colony.

Q: Well, then, why did you come up with a program?
JOHNSON: In retrospect, | think it was primarily because we were moving in to this period of

New Directions having to defend why you don’'t have a program. If the country isindependent,
then the U.S. should be there and USAID should be there.

Q: And if it'sa poor country?

JOHNSON: And, if it'sapoor country, then we ought to help. There'sno red politica reason
not to go in. But, going in and make the French happy. We had other problems with the French



in other sections of Africaand by showing them that we were a donor that was willing to helping
shoulder the responsbility for what happened in Djibouti, it made relaions alittle bit eeser in
other countries where we were trying to get the French to comein to Liberiaand help.

Q: That kind of quid pro quo going on? Come to Liberia and we'll work on the Djibouti, this
sort of thing?

JOHNSON: It was explicitly in conversations within the U.S. government where it was in the
framework for Africa. So, the guysthat | talked to in the State Department Africa Bureau, their
economic policy planning taff or whatever, cameto me. At one point they wanted usto start a
program in Angola as a ex-colony, because working in Angolawould alow us to make contacts
with the Portuguese and learn how the Portuguese did assistance and what the colonid
experience was from the Portuguese point of view, so that later when we went into Mozambique
we would have experience. Mozambique and Angola are totally different universes. The
concept of setting up afoundation in Portugd, | never redly did understand that one, but that
was part of thiswhole thing. We would set up afoundation in Portugd that would help the
Portuguese ded with the problems of their ex colonies. But, there was alot of this geopolitica
type of discussion over in State.

Q: And that was a factor in Djibouti?

JOHNSON: That was afactor in Djibouti that they saw. They didn’'t seeit as Djibouti, they saw
it as part of the continuing dialogue with the French and across the board palitics of how we
cooperated with other people.

Q: Was that also manifested in the U.S. representation there (in Djibouti) and them having an
Embassy?

JOHNSON: | think the Embassy itsdf predated me. It wasaredly smdl Embassy. It waslike
two or three people; | think initidly it was a Counsdor Generd and then they upgraded it to an

Embassy.
Q: What kind of program could we carry out in a situation like that?

JOHNSON: We started sending teams out to look at what the government wanted; what did
other donors wanted; what could we do. None of the teams, | think really came back with
imaginative gpproaches. Admittedly, it had an extremely limited natura resource base and there
wasn't much we could do. But, | was Hlill fairly disgppointed that we somehow couldn’t hit
upon that combination of academics and anthropol ogists who come up with something that
would make alasting impact. We had some people who looked at doing something with hot
s0ils, the essentidly the volcanic active areas. Volcanic areais atip of the Riff Valey and they
had hot soils, you know, steam coming off of hot soils. We had guys who went out and looked
a whether you could harness the steam for energy and do anything with that.

Q: Geothermal.

JOHNSON: Geotherma types of projects We had agriculturaists go out and look a whether or
not there was some way to introduce barrier dune grass, off the barrier oceans, which seemsto
survive despite the high st and the ocean pounding at it. Could that be introduced, you know,



and come up with any type of forage for animas. But, that one struck out. We did abig
scholarship program. We brought people back to the States to get educated.

| remember, the onethat | thought had the most likely long term contribution... (I guessthisis
part of teling about the things | failed at, as well as the things where | succeeded.) Djibouti is a
naturd harbor which is one of the reasons why the French liked it. It’'sthe best harbor up and
down the Red Sea Coast. Buit, it winds up with the two sides of the country or the city being
separated by this huge lagoon. The ferry boat that went back and forth from one side to the other
sank or collgpsed or something, and the government of Djibouti wanted usto provide aferry
boat. The guysout in Djibouti came up with the idea that what they realy needed was aWorld
War 11 landing ship trangport where you can just go right up on the land and you flip out the back
door and the people can walk off the boat.

Q: An LST.

JOHNSON: Right, LST. We got involved in the most esoteric program to get aferry boat for
their government, which | wastotaly against doing. | kept saying, it'sillegd, we can't fund it,
there sno way to do it, it won't work even if we put it out there, they can’t maintain it. But a

very energetic Desk Officer and avery energetic USAID Affairs Officer in Djibouti, between the
two of them, cdled up Admird “ Snift” who had a cousin named Admird “Jo€’ out in Hawaii.

He knew they were surplusing a couple of extra LST’ sthat hadn’'t been used since World War 1,
and his cousin Tom knew a master mechanic who worked over here and could put them back
into shape. We wound up with the Navy giving us this ship, trangporting it across the ocean.

Q: Fromthe Pacific?

JOHNSON: From the Pacific to Djibouti and we paid for the technica assstance for training a
maintenance crew that could keep it going, and would you believe got aferry boat. | had a bet
going with the Desk Officer and the USAID Affairs Officer that they’d never be able to put dl of
the pieces together, because it was such acrazy idea. The Desk Officer had bits and pieces of
funding coming in from al sorts of weird places. So, | had a bet going with them that if they
could ever show me a photograph of that ferry boat working, I’ d take them both out to dinner.
The ferry boat lasted for two months. They had a huge hurricane which damaged the port,
damaged the ferry boat, they needed parts that were no longer made. They did rig something
that worked for awhile, but then they warehoused it and put it up. They should have put it up in
the museum. But, it was the most popular thing we ever did in Djibouti.

Q: Asl recall it was called the “ Bac du Paix” and later the Germans built them a ferry boat.
JOHNSON: Right. Actualy, as| recal, | think ours was supposed to be an interim solution
ayway.

Q: Interesting, interesting project.

JOHNSON: It was a project that didn’t fit any of USAID’ s requirements or regulations. In the
old sensg, it was a commodity drop and that it didn’t fit in to any grand scheme of transportation,
or urban employment, or anything se. But, it dso probably fit in to the kind of thing | was

talking about that Hunter did with the early emergency Humanitarian Program. 'Y ou know, you
buy the 18 trucks, you put the trucks in there, and then when t he grain comes on the train you
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get trucksto load it into. 1t was an immediate stop-gap kind of thing; made as much sense as
anything ese we had come up with redly.

Q: So, what else did you do in Djibouti?

JOHNSON: Not much. | can't recdl anything else. Nobody ever did any energy projects.
Q: On the Geothermal Project?

JOHNSON: Yes.

Q: Okay. Anything else on Djibouti at this point? How about the government? Did you have
any sense of what kind of a government it was, the people you worked with?

JOHNSON: Essentidly, it wasthe French. The French till ran that country. They were shadow
advisorsin a sense that they were people there to the manage the country.

Q: | see. Did we have a mission out there?

JOHNSON: We had an USAID Affairs Office. | think it was atwo person office. They
gruggled amightily to find sensible thingsto do. And, they were fairly creative; watching the
cable traffic and seeing what bits and pieces, things they could volunteer for. From Science and
Technology Bureau, and Office of Internationd Training, and Africa Regiond projects. There
was probably an assortment or a collage of projects. They certainly didn’'t get any
encouragement from me.

Kenya
JOHNSON: When | started as the Director for the Office of East Africa, our mgor program was
in Kenya. To asecondary degree, the East Africacommunity operated out of Arushaasa
regiond program, which had membership of Kenya, Tanzaniaand Uganda. Wewerenot in
Uganda at al, because of 1di Amin and our relations with Tanzaniawas just aroller coadter.

Tanzania
They would go up, go down, go up, go down, because the palitical issues; it’swrong to even call
it political contractions. It'sjust that Tanzaniawas o voca about the positions that the non-
aign countries took, that it frequently became the lightning rod. The U.S. was unhappy about
the non-aign nations and the Tanzanians became a lightning rod, smply because they were the
oneswho vocalized it or staked out the postion. Tanzania and Kenya were also favorites of the
academic community to do comparative research, because they took such different tracks for
development and nationhood after independence from the British.

So, there were alot of academic types of studies talking about what choices each country made
and how those choices turned out. The one | remember mogt vividly isin Tanzania, the country
made the decision thet if you were a civil servant, that was afull time job and you could not do
anything else and thereby tried to avoid conflict of interest. In Kenya, they decided that you
could be acivil servant and you could also be an entrepreneur, you could be on the Board of
various marketing groups. They saw no conflicts of interests between being the head of the
Agency that wrote the regulations for marketing of corn and being the head of the Board that ran
the marketing of corn, and aso owning severd storage places where you store corn. The most



vaid point that | aways thought that they made was that when you looked &t it, you had private
sector srength in Kenya. Wheress, in Tanzaniamost of your educated Tanzanians went into the
Civil Service and never became part of a private enterprise community. So, you just had amore
dynamic private sector in Kenya which then carried with it dl the problems of conflict of

interests, corruption, misuse of influence, and nepotism. Tanzaniawas more idedistic and tried

to keep the two separate, but then it aso had the problem of you didn’t have any people who saw
afuture in the private sector, that the future was to go to work for the government.

Q: Were they free of corruption?

JOHNSON: | don't know. Asfar asan outsider could tell. | think we never redly knew how
much; | think they were free of monetary corruption. | don’t think they were free of the family
ties, find ajob for your nephew who finds a job for your daughter, sort of interlocking directive
of people. 1 think that was a problem in Tanzania. | think on the whole, Tanzania s service and
industries worked. After 10 years of working in West Africaand Centra West Africa, | went to
work on Tanzaniaand | went out on my first TDY to meet the USAID mission, talk to the
government, get afed for it. | was staying with some friends and the power went out. They
cdled up Tanzania Electrica Company who sent out some people, they fixed the power and we
went on our way, like two hours. It waslike being in Northern Virginiaand calling PEPCO.
That redly surprised me. | had absolutely no concept that anywhere in Africadid that happen. |
was S0 use to the power going out in West Africaand, well first of al, nobody had a telephone,
s0 you redly couldn’t cdl in that you had a problem; and secondly, even if you cdled in it would
be, well we'll get it to you as soon as we can, which could be two or three days. So, | was
impressed on my firg trip out there that alot of the Tanzanian indtitutions worked.

Q: Thiswould be in what year?

JOHNSON: Thiswould bein ‘77, ‘78, somewherein there. Kenyattawas till in chargein
Kenya. Idi Aminwasin charge in Uganda, and Julius Nyerere was in charge in Tanzania

There' s another subject that academic papers were being written on at the time: in the countries
where the group that was in control at independence had stayed in control and had devel oped
some continuity of government that regardless where you had placed them on an absolute scale
of oneto ten, the ones with continuity always scored better than the ones that had had multi-
governing dites. Coming from West Africa, Ghana where they had a change every other year
for awhile there, | was impressed by the continuity and stability that you had in East Africa

And, that you had not only in terms of the government, but in terms of the USAID missons
where you had had an USAID misson there for years that was well trained, with well devel oped
local staff, had good contacts throughout the government and seemed to have a better dialogue
going on projects and problem projects. Especialy in Tanzania, | got the feding that the
Tanzanians were very much an equa partner in trying to figure out how to make the projects
work. We were working with mainly agricultural projects with the combination of farming,
extension sarvices, and trying to get better soil practices and more efficient use of theland. Also,
working with livestock projectsin trying to move the Masal into a marketing system as opposed
to the nomadic herding. It didn't succeed by theway. That was another livestock project that
didn’'t quite work out.



But, you had much more of a commondlity of interests between the Embassy and the USAID
office and the donors and the Tanzanians in agreeing what problem you were trying to solve.
Everybody had a different idea of how you solveit, but they did have agreement on the problems
they solved. Tanzaniawas a0 afavorite of the Scandinavian countries who felt that Tanzania
was one of the few African countries which was sort of amirror image of some of the idedlism

of the Scandinavian countries in how they set their economies, how they handled people, and so
the Scandinavian donors were very active there.

Nyerere had initidly set off the country on a very strong community villagization track where
indead of the profit being amoative that motivated individuds, the community as awhole was
the motivation. And, then undertook ten years after his original Arusha Declaration, undertook
an analysis of what had worked and what hadn’t worked.. That’s one of the remarkable
development documents, | think in the world, in which thereis afrankness of being able to
andlysis the Stuation and being honest about, here swhere | thought we were going in the
origina Arusha Declaration. Here' swhat worked and didn’t work and here’ s how | think we
ought to change. | don't think Nyerere ever got as much credit in the donor community as he
deserved in terms of being somebody who would work on identifying a common problem and
work on the solution.

| remember one of the things when | was in ameeting with him, | think it was Golar Butcher had
come out and had ameeting with him and | sort of tagged along. He got into this discussion of
the fact that capitdism and sociaism had absolutely nothing to do with whether or not you made
aprofit. Under both systems your enterprises should make a profit. That, the difference camein
how you chose to spend the profit and that in a capitdist system the profit went to individuds, in
the socidigts system the profit would go to improve hedth, education, generd services. But, in
any case you had to make a profit to begin with, because you couldn’t get anywhere and so he
redly did try, | think to make the different indtitutions work.

Q: But, there are those who concluded that he had run the economy into the ground and all the
ingtitutions became inoperable. Then there came the realization that the villagization policy had
turned into a forced resettlement process and therefore, the original motivation and concept was
not valid.

JOHNSON: Except, that he himsalf recognized that and the Arushareview revisited the
Declaration, you know, well the process. Unlike West Africawhere people were sdttled in
villages. East Africawas much more a matter of individud farm holdings. Nyerere wrote at
independence, he would do two things.

One of thefirgt things he wrote at independence was to declare that land could not be held by
individuals, so there was no land ownership. People couldn’t own their land, because he was
afraid that they would sdll it off to Europeans or could not be trusted. The reason in back of that,
the stated reason was, that he was concerned that if people owned their land they would sdl it
and it would thus, thereby primarily sdl it to expatriates, nonTanzanians, but would even sl it
to rich Tanzanians, thereby in creating a class of rich Tanzanians versus low. Much of what we
did in terms of policy studies was trying to get across the point that without some security and
ownership you severely damaged your chances of getting farmers to take care of the property.
To do dl of the things that an equity ownership would lead you to do in making invesmentsin
the property, paying attention to the environmenta impact of what you did, the range of things
that went with land tenure,
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What he dso did was decide that people should live in villages. In some cases that became
forced relocation, but if people were clustered in villages, it was easier to set up services,
education sarvices, hedlth services, whatever, economic services, buying and sdlling. These
would dl be little nodes of development, which didn’t work out. The villagization process
probably had more support in the center of Tanzania, if you will, which isavery semi-arid land,
moving out to higher rainfalsin the south and mountains in the north, or moving up to the
mountains of thewest. So, the people who were served on the periphery of Tanzaniahad a
higher economic standard of life. They had better crops, their cows did better, etc. etc. They
saw the least possible reason for moving into these concentrated settlement areas. Peoplein the
middle area, which was semi-arid land and was the most poverty stricken part of Tanzania, saw
some virtue of moving into the villagization.

But, in the area we vidted, which was nearly ten years after the criticiam, Nyerere fet that the
villagization had not been anorma part of life, which is how he originaly had characterized it.
That this was atrue African style of living as opposed to an imported western style of living, and
he bascdly sad | waswrong. That, we had multi-styles of economic growth in family
arrangements, and that trying to move everybody into one system hadn’t worked and wouldn’t
work. The donors, who aso came to that conclusion, never gave Nyerere credit for being that
open to criticism of what essentidly was hisidea. And, that in terms of his own leadership, he
redlly and truly did believe that things should work first, and then you' d decide that they
wouldn't afterwards.

Paliticaly, however, the Tanzanians tended to be among the non-aigned nations, which was
seen by the conservative U.S. as being supportive of Russa during the Cold War period.
Tanzania, dong with Yugodavia Tito became avery voca spokesman for those who felt that
the U.S. was doing thingswrong. In many cases, | think it drove the politica group in the States
up the wal, because the so-caled non digned nations seldom, if ever, criticized Russa or what
Russawas doing and was dways criticizing the U.S. Nyerere' s opinion was, that the Russans
wouldn't listen to him. Why should | bother tdling them what they’ re doing wrong, that the

U.S. basicdly doesligen, it's worthwhile, you know, criticizing.

Vern Johnson was the Misson Director out there for awhile and he was very concerned, but in
agriculture, you smply weren't going to get any mgor breskthroughsin agriculture until you
solved the energy problem. Aslong as people were limited to producing what they could plant,
harvest, with human energy, you faced an absolute limit on how far you can go in the agriculture
area. That'swhy he wasinterested in livestock projects, as well as agriculture. With using the
livestock, it'saway of providing power and energy, you know, of getting plowsintroduced. The
problem in Tanzania was that the preferred genetic breed of cattle was long-legged, thin
shouldered cattle, which survived very well in a Tsetse fly infested, semi aired drought zone and
you tried to turn those cattle into plow animas, but they smply lacked the stamina and the
drength, plus they were using them in an agriculture zone, which usudly meant you were usng
them in atsetse fly zone. The two went together.

So, we had alot of projects. We werelooking at animd hedlth, of trying to do animd breeding
of seeing whether you could come up with cattle that could serve asfarm animals, as opposed to
the longer legged survivdidt type. If you will, you can contragt it in the States with the Texas

long horned cow, which basically walked their way to market and the Hereford cow, which were
abeef cattle that waked from the feeding lot to the train to the butcher shop. Two totally
different animas with different purposes, if you will. So in Tanzaniathey were doing some
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livestock breeding kinds of activities, working with a couple of American PVO's. Theideawas
that the Americans would donate a caf and help afarmer learn how to raise the cdf, provided
that the farmer then gave away the firgt caf that followed &fter it.

Q: Wasit the heifer project?

JOHNSON: Yes, the Hefer project. Which again, | think as a capitaization scheme, it made
eminent sense; as apractica scheme, it didn’t work that well, because of the diseases. We could
not get American cows strains acclimated with the kinds of disease resi stance that they had
without having afull time vet on call, you know, living right next to the heifer.

We dso did some Tanzania Tsetse fly control projects. One of the more exotic projects was an
attempt to irradiate flies so that they became sterile, working with ex-ray and uranium and
various other assorted high tech kinds of gpproaches, which essentidly the Tanzanians never
redlly understood what we were doing. They would have much preferred that we took that
money that we were spending on this high tech approach and help them with vaccinating cows
and setting up dips so that you coud dip the cows and that kind of thing. Although, we
periodically did the program memorandum or the Development Assistance Program or whatever
planning document was caled, we tried to integrate the Tsetse fly project into the country
program. It was really and truly a high tech project that just hgppened to be in Tanzaniaand, if it
ever worked, Tanzaniawould benefit from it.

Q: Did it ever work?

JOHNSON: | don't think so. | never heard anything more abouit it after | worked for the East
Africa, other than it was frequently used as an example of high tech projects that should not be
undertaken.Nyles Brady (USAID Assstant Administrator for Science and Technology Bureau)
liked it. He set up a series of projects, which essentially were carrying out research and it redly
didn’t matter which country you were doing it in. There was no built in reason why it should be
donethere. In Kenya, for example, they were doing a goat project and the Kenyans wanted to do
research on high atitude goats, because that’ s where they had most of their goats and that's
where they wanted assstance. Brady kept trying to explain to them that the high dtitude goat
project was in Peru and that what they got was the low atitude goat project. Again, something
that was probably needed, but it realy shouldn’t have been part of the country program, it just
happened to be in country.

But, the host government redly saw it as money being spent in their country. It was part of their
USAID package and it should go to their priorities. Trying to explain to any of the people, in
West Africaor East Africa, that, if aproject iskilled, that doesn't mean you get to use the same
money for something else. They thought it was just not understandable the way the U.S.
alocated funds and the way Congress dlocated funds to USAID and USAID alocated funds
within that. It wasjust atotally non-transparent process. Of course, they were concerned about
the black box, that everything went in to and came out of and given their own backgrounds, |
mean the Kenyans thought that it was probably a matter of who was getting paid off. The
Tanzanians were paranoid about it they were sure it was dl illogical.
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Q: What other program did we have in Tanzania? Health and population?

JOHNSON: Had a primary health care project trying to set up arange of rura hedth posts,
primary hedth care activities. The population program, | don't think was very active, other than
as acomponent of the family planning project. There were agricultural education, aswell asthe
Agricultural Extenson projects.

Q: | think there were seed farms at that time. Do you remember that?

JOHNSON: | don't redly remember the seed farmsin Tanzania as much as | remember later in
the Sahelian countries that we had set up seed farms. Now Brady again, head of USAID Science
and Technology, was just absolutely totdly upset, because he didn't fed that we'd had a
breakthrough on the research side of seeds that redlly were worth replicating and multiplying and
getting out to people and that more effort should have been put on research in terms of improved
seeds, rather than the indtitutiona growth of the seed farms and the seed multiplication unit.

Agan, it saclassc algument. You set up the delivery system o thet if and when you ever have
the breakthrough you' ve got adelivery system that can handle it, or do you put dl of your money
on aresearch project which may or may not pay off in terms of impacting on peoples lives.

Theinditutions built in the agriculturd sector or in the health sector where people wanted to do
the small pox eradication campaign, in which the donors made a concerted effort and managed to
move in, vaccinate everyone and eradicate smal pox and then they moved out. There was no
red ingitutiond infrastructure left behind them. They left their cars behind; they used their cars
for five years out in the boondocks, and put the saddle back in the government and walked away.
The government was like, what do | do with this car, it won't go anywhere. But, you had an
impact. Y ou saved peoples lives and to this day the smdl pox eradication campaign isthe first
example that comes to peoples minds when they want to write about USAID’ s successes.

In terms of immediate benefit, the next thing to be tackled would be meades. Meades needed a
wholly different type of ddivery system and a cold chain that kept the vaccine at acertain
temperature and had dl kinds of requirements. So, that you redlly didn’'t have acarry over
benefit from the small pox campaign to the meades. If you' d picked polio you might have had
more of an impact, because of the smilarities and how you tackled it. Polio vaccine, | think is
adso acold vaccine, isn'tit? | don't know. Anyway, asfar as| could tell, the small pox
campaignin it itsdf did not create an indtitutiond base that would be empowered or in better
shape to work on the other communicable diseases. Under the New Directions philosophy, you
had alot of congressona criticism over efforts that were made to do indtitutiona developmernt,
hedlth, education, training of mid-wives, training of nurses, training of doctors.

Q: They were opposed to all of that?

JOHNSON: They were opposed to it.

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: One was working with minigtries of health to improve the minigry of hedth's
capacity to actualy beaministry. They felt those could go on for 20 to 30syears. They were

black holes. When asked what they wanted to do, USAID said that we want to improve the
ministry of hedth. Well, wher€ s yours basdline data; where are you starting from; how would
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you know when you succeeded; are you going to keep on improving for the next 20 years
without having any change in the hedlth of the nation. So, they pushed to get out into the field
with things that could make an immediate impact on peopleslives. And, alarge part of that was
in back of the rural hedlth post push that alot of countries undertook. Also, the recognition that
when you went to those countries that had managed to get adatistical unit in their hedith
minigtries, the hedlth ministry would wind up doing some type of Satistical demographic survey
as to what were the mgjor problems, who suffered, where should certain services be located. The
red hedlth posts redly were needed to handle broken legs, broken arms, you know, very nor-
technological types of things, but which took training and education on part of the saff. So, we
had amgor program in rurd hedth. Again, it was something, it worked, asfar as| was
concerned, because it was something that the government dso wanted. 1t was very much in
keeping with a philosophy of trying to get services out to the rurd areas. Y ou had some very
strong Tanzanians and Americans who worked on it.

Q: Was that the time when we had the interest in regional rural development initiativesin
Tanzania?

JOHNSON: Tanzaniatook the lead on that. Contrast it with Sudan, where in Sudan the Sudanese
amogt threw up their hands at the plethora of donor options and choices and working
arrangements, and asked each donor to take the lead in a sector. Onewould take the lead in
hedlth; one would take it in trangportation; one would take it in irrigated agriculture. On the

other hand, the Tanzanians threw up their hands a having so many donors there and having so
mary kinds of things going on and the difficulty they saw in trying to coordinateit. So, they

asked the donors to basically adopt a geographic section of the country to take on rurd
development in, and they sort of identified the provinces and the types of areas that they wanted
usin.

While | was working on Tanzania and the Mission Directors who were out there, | aso would
say 90 percent of the staff, felt that that was amistake. They didn’t want to concentrate only on
integrated rurd development in one section. They felt that their impact had been useful at a
nationd leve in working with the Minister of Agriculture and the agriculturd indtitutions and the
universities and training schools, that the Ag research needed to be done and the Ag. research
project was what senior visitor came to Tanzaniato see; they were taken out to the Ag. research
unit. By ‘78, ‘79, dl of the Americans had been pulled out and you had an dl Tanzanian teff
running the Ag. research unit and running it very well indeed. Periodicaly, we' d put someloca
currency proceedsinto it. But, officidly al donor support had stopped and it had kept going. It
had government support; it had the resource base to continue to hire taff, pay staff, carry out its
research. Most of the people in the misson felt very strongly that that was the kind of thing we
should be doing was, helping to creste nationd ingdtitutions which could then survive the donors
leaving and carry on for the nation. Trying to do the geographic territory by territory
development, might amplify coordination for the Tanzanians, but that it wasn't avery effective
development approach.

Q: But what happened, what did we do?
JOHNSON: Wetried to do both, asusud. At one point in there, catching Tanzania on therisng

ad budget, we started up some area rurd development projects in the certain provinces. They
had mgjor environmental aspect, as| recal. One of the reasons that the mission had gotten very
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interested in that particular approach, was you had a geographic areawhich was suffering from a
lot of the problems that the Sehel suffered. The USAID Mission thought thet if it could
concentrate in that same area or zone, that they could solve problems there building on what was
being learned in the Sahelian countries. At the sametime, it was an area that was not apt to
benefit from a nationa program, because it was the most poverty sricken areain Tanzaniaand
the national program had a different st of agricultura program priorities.

Q: Which area was this?

JOHNSON: That | don’t remember.

Q: | think the Arusha region was one region. | know that the central area was also of interest to
the USAID Mission..

JOHNSON: Yes, it was the centra semi-arid zone area, but | redly don’t remember the names.
The Arusha areawas an area that was the outreach aspect for severa of the nationa programsin
agriculture and hedth. And, it benefitted from the period when the East Africaregiond
community was an effective inditutiondl link between the three countries. And, as the three
countries more and more went their own way, you had less effective, less capability in the East
Africaregiond community and eventualy we closed it down. In my own opinion they tried to
keep it ten yearstoo long.

Q: Thisisthe Arusha region?

JOHNSON: The Arusha, East Africaregiona community, which was headquartered in Arusha.

Q: But, wouldn't it be aregional project, or just for Arusha too, wouldn't it, or did that come
later?

JOHNSON: | don't remember much about it. | know we were active in Arusha, because alot of
the regional projects were up there and we had contacts up there.

Q: But, this one was focused on the region, but it must have come after your time.

JOHNSON: The regiond area development. 1t would have made sense, because the Tanzanians
were very much moving in the direction of asking donors to focus on projects by region.

Q: But, our program continued all the time that you were working on Tanzania. Wasn't that
wher e there were disruptions that came from political issues?

JOHNSON: | started working on East Africa when the Carter people came in and Golar Butcher
was head of the Africa Bureau; she was very supportive of East Africaand Tanzania. Y ou had
some people in the State Department who periodicaly would get upset, but Golar and the
Nationd Security Council basicadly offered Tanzania protection for the four years Carter wasin
office. Budget and staffing started being cut when Reagan camein. Again, because Tanzania
was seen asalightning rod. | meanit was the prime example of the type of country which we
shouldn’'t help, because it did not promote entrepreneurs and capitaism.

Q: Of course, it was a front line state and therefore, one the administration disapproved of.
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JOHNSON: Again, for the State people it was important that they were one of the front line
nations that helped support, helped organize and maintain pressure on the Republic of South
Africa They dso offered sanctuaries to the Mozambique rebels who were fighting the
Portuguese. Again, during the Carter four year period that was seen as a positive and when
Reagan came in, it was one more check mark on the negative sde.

Q: You were there during the Reagan?
JOHNSON: Yes, | wasthere for two years under Reagan.
Q: How did the program fare in the change of administrations?

JOHNSON: Sudan and Somaliawent up in terms of budget and staff and generd priority given
to their issues. They were seen as being active in the whole Middle East contexts, more so than
in the African contexts. Somadlia was also seen as a place where we could, should show that
American ad helps, whereas the Russian aid hadn't helped.

Tanzania basicaly started getting cut and it was just whittled away. New projects that were
submitted were never approved. One particular rura hedlth project was, Tanzania had started
with an integrated agriculturd development process, which involved putting the local
development group in charge of a considerable amount of money that they could then decide
how they wanted to spend it, with the projects being on the level of a sdf-help kinds of project,
15, 20 thousand dollars. It was run by Development Alternatives. It was seen very much as
experimentd, both in terms of USAID rules and regulations, as well as experimental and how
much authority it gave to the host country, rather than the donor deciding what would and
wouldn't be done. The host government would decide and the activitieswould be small scae,
which in terms of USAID, paperwork, accounting procedures is a nightmare, Smply because its
hard to keep track of every single nickd when you have 30s different pots that nickels are rolling
into. 1t had proven to be extremedy popular with the government of Tanzania. They liked the
fact that it gave them spending authority over dl kinds of little activities that could be done.
There was an evauation of the project. 1t was an audit relly more than an evauation. It sad
that you had some red problems with the way the money was being accounted for, where
USAID waan't following itsown rules. It's background to the fact that the Misson camein with
amgor new hedth initiative and it hit Washington sx months after Reagan took over. The
hedlth initiative had some substantial components that were set up dong lines of the ag. project,
where the government would be in charge of deciding where the health money would go, what
kinds of thingsit would pay for. Again, a 15, 20 thousand dollar cap so that we didn’t get into
building large hospitals like we did in Liberia. We made a presentation to the technical
committees and everyone liked it. In the presentations, Frank Ruddy, who was the new Assistant
Adminigrator for Africaunder Reagan, turned it down flat.

Q: What was his objection?

JOHNSON: Frank Ruddy’ s objection primarily was Tanzania. His objection raised during the
meeting was that he had been told that this was a very untested and experimenta process and
that he had doubts to whether or not we should carry it out. | remember the mesting, vividly.

Y ou had about 20 minutes of basic misunderstanding where the hedlth technical people kept
trying to say, thisisn't an experimental process. What Frank was talking about was the small
scae, capitd, incrementd, smdl funded, sdf-help sort of leve, plus the audit that existed on the
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agricultura project, that raise issues. He fdt it shouldn’t be duplicated as a methodology under
the hedlth project. We sort of went from the discussion of the merits of the hedlth project, to the
merits of that particular kind of funding arrangement, and that dl the things that the audit had
turned up happened to be criticisms of USAID. They weren't criticizing the Tanzanian
government, which had more than done its part in terms of trying to keep track of the money and
whereit wasgoing. But, the project waskilled. Other new projects that came in faced the same
kinds of road blocks. So the program was fairly healthy for two or three years, just asa
continuation of the things that were dready started, but then gradudly began to phase down and
phase out.

Kenya
Q: What about the programin Kenya?

JOHNSON: The program in Kenyawas a strong program from the very beginning at
independence. Kenya had been the center of agricultural marketing for the whole East Africa
and had alot of ex-patriates who stayed and became Kenyan citizens. 'Y ou had ahigher level of
trangportation infragtructure; you had a higher level of basic education. Y ou had again, dl of the
things that people felt were needed as a basic foundation that would dlow the Kenyansto redly
hit development and make mgor strides, But it didn’t happen, partly because of loca Kenyan
politics where you got into so much nepotism and corruption. Partly due to the handicaps on
USAID, dueto the New Directions legidation that before a foundation or a development
program redly got built, we were suppose to disburse and be out in the rurd communities. And,
because we didn’'t have the infrastructure to where that mattered and because we had layered on
top of that a host government — Kenyatta' s— which was very much in favor of private
enterprise.

When it came to the agriculture sector, which we primarily went into, because that’ s the way the
legidation read and we had the most money in agriculture. Kenyattawas not willing to

undertake free marketing, so the farmers had to sdll at the government price or to the government
marketing board. Since the government marketing board seldom offered an incentive price, they
ether black marketed or just grew enough for subsistence.

Again, wedid alot in Kenya. We worked with atwo year vocationa school and that became a
four year college. That was very much of an agriculture and mechanics arts college.

Q: Isthis Edgerton College?
JOHNSON: Edgerton College, which is having lagting inditutiond impact and il exigts. It il

turns out that mid-level manpower that Kenya needed. But, it was not a popular project.
Everybody tried to kill it every time it came up for funding.

Q: Why was that?

JOHNSON: It just seemed fuddy, duddy. There was't anything there that the donor had to do.
It was something that was in the capacity of Kenya government to carry out without a donor and



so why should adonor do it. Donors should pick off those things that are beyond the capacity of
the government to do. It should be high tech things, introduction of the new technology,

adapting American technology to anew stuation. | think it went back to the early days of the
USAID where there was a mentality that a donor should pay only for the foreign exchange costs
and the host government would pick up al loca cods. If avery worthwhile project like
Edgerton, okay, we could build the buildings in asense of brick and mortar gpproach. But, they
were low tech buildings that could be maintained by the Kenyans. The teachers came out of the
Kenyan system, everything was working fine and so, what are we doing here.

Q: Did we have technical staff there? Did we send people for training and all that?

JOHNSON: We had technica staff there with the new facilities, scholarships and flowships.
We encouraged Kenyans to go into that kind of agricultura set up, as opposed to going into
working for the oil marketing board, or the textile marketing board and becoming rich. It was
not a popular project.

Q: Well, you implied that they really didn’t need all of that, so that it could have been done by
the Kenyans?

JOHNSON: Well, we aways defeated the argument. We aways kept it dive. We kept it going
through one more generation or one more phase two. It wasinteresting, because it was a project
that worked. It was a project that met avery strong need and the Kenyan government liked it
and the Kenyan government did what they could to support it. But, it wasn't seen asinnovative;
it wasn't seen as unique. The U.S, asamgor donor, should go for the cutting edge kind of
program. But, like| said, we aways managed to defend it, we finished phase two. In terms of
projects, it had alasting impact. 1 would put Edgerton College out there.

Q: What other projects did you observe in Kenya?

JOHNSON: We had amgjor rura roads project, road infrastructure where the emphasis of the
project was on training Kenyans on how to build and maintain rura roads, rather than us just
buying bulldozers and going in and putting aroad in, which | think worked fairly well. | think
maintenance of the roads suffered as the Kenyan government budget got in to trouble,
maintenance on the roads was one of thefirg things that could be cut. But, | think in many ways
we succeeded in doing what we sat out to do and did leave behind the capacity which the Kenyan
government hadn’t had before to put in rura roads that were appropriate to whatever the local
engineering Situation was.

We had amgor family planning program in Kenya, because a that point, Kenya had the highest
popul&tion growth rate of any wherein Africa. | don’t remember if it wasin the world or not,
but it was like the ideal family Sze was eight to ten. In order to have eight to ten children who
survived, they’d go for 15 or 16 and they aso had multi-marriages, so they could have one father
with three, four or fiveswives. You had avery strong culturd biases on having children as proof
of your manhood and it added to the family strength and was a good thing as perceived by dl
your neighbors and peers. One point during the drought, the U.S. put in yelow corn, while the
preferred corn in Kenyais white corn. We shipped yellow corn out as part of the emergency
feeding program. The Kenyans, well | want to say that the Kenyans started it, but somebody
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gtarted arumor that the reason the corn was yelow was because we had infected it with drugs
that would cause gerility and o, this was part of our hidden family planning program, that
anyone who ate the yellow corn would therefore be sterile and not able to have more children. |
think it was the guys, Kenyans who were growing white corn, personaly, but it’s the kind of
rumor that onceit got started you could never tdl who started it or how far it had gone.

But, we did alot of family planning education activities in conjunction with hedlth activities of
trying to gpproach the problem that with better hedth families they could come to perceive the
meritsof having fewer children. Kenya aso became, fighting ground istoo srong to put it, but
it was the area in which the different merits of how you gpproached family planning were argued
very intensdy and strongly, because Kenya happened to have such a high birth rate was seen asa
problem, and so everyone was in with asolution. The main effort that we made there wasin
conjunction with hedlth activities. That with improved health would come a recognition of
amaller families and spacing of children as opposed to ceasing to have children. The education
people who fet that they had satistical proof that the higher the education of the mother, the
fewer children she had. That family planning should be gpproached in the context of education
for women and getting more and more girlsin to the school sysem. Essentidly, it was four to
sx years of school that had had an impact, a gaigticaly significant impact, but went up the more
yearsin school they had. But, the basic education, four to Six years did have a datigticaly
sgnificant impect.

Y ou aso had the people who felt that the best thing we could do for the Kenyans would be to
subsidize the sde of condoms and other forms of contraceptives, because you had an unmet
need. Y ou had more Kenyans who wanted help in family planning than could be met because of
local laws and/or availability of supply. And, that aslong as the demand exceeded supply, we
were best off just to put our money into just providing the commodities.

Kenyawas a microcosm for the three approaches, for the arguments that were going on about
population, demographics, family planning, you know, throughout the Agency and throughout
the developing countries. We wound up with doing alittle bit of each in Kenya. Theideawasto
try and maintain some sort of datistica database. | don’t know that that ever happened. | think
that there was so many variables involved that they never had the data. Kenya s population
growth rate has come down. The program made a mgjor significant impact on the number of
children desired and the number of children people had. Statigticaly, whether or not you could
trace that to one of those three approaches, | don’'t know. | never saw convincing statistics. |
think the education people managed to do a better job of sdling their datisticsin terms of dso
fitting into other initiatives that the Agency wanted to support for women in development, for
human rights meaning equa education for everyone. So, we wound up with avery active
program in Kenyain many different sectors.

Q: What was the U.S political relationship? Didn’t we have an Economic Support program
(ESF) at that time?

JOHNSON: We had an economic support program.

Q: Why were we doing that?

JOHNSON: Primarily because of the Navy’s use of Mombasa for port visits for various ships
that came through.
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Q: How much was it?

JOHNSON: It wasn't avery big program. Again, Kenya aways managed to get big support in a
sense of being afavorite of the donors. It was easier to work there; your infrastructure was
better; there were alot of reasons why people thought that development should happen in Kenya,
because they didn’'t have problems that some of the other countries had; but they never managed
to get their act together. Essentidly, the Kenyan political process did not give priority to
development, | guessisthe best way to say it. The government had no qualms whatsoever about
flim-flaming donors, making commitments to donors that they never intended to live up to or
providing inaccurate data to donors in terms of what' s the problem. Oh, well that’snot a
problem, becauseit’sredly minor. Infact, if they’d disclosed dl the data, it was mgor. There
was a World Bank Consultative Group (multi-donor group) that was probably one of the
toughest groups of dl the IBRD/CGsthat | witnessed. The onein Kenya.

Q: You attended the meeting?
JOHNSON: Yes, | atended the mesting,
Q: What were the issues?

JOHNSON: The issues were primarily macro-economic. They would have a number of sector
gpecific issues. There were anumber of areas in which the World Bank was trying to raise funds
among the donors. But, the World Bank aso felt that unless the government of Kenya managed
to solve some of their macro-economic problems, the donor funding for individua projects was
amply going to waste. And, they took an extremely tough position with the Kenyan government
on their incurring short and long term debt and on the games they played with the exchange rate,
and the corruption that interfered with alot of other policies that were supposed to be happening
that weren't happening. | give alot of credit to the IBRD. They managed raised enough funds.
They were seen by the Kenyans as critical to the country’ s creditability. Among the donors, the
Bank did work to try and raise money for things that the Kenyans felt were important. Enough
to establish its own credentids while being critica of the Kenyan government. So, they were
congtantly walking this tight rope between: are you on the donor side or on the host government
Sde, and what doesit mean to be on somebody’ s Side or not on somebody’s side.

Q: Did that have any impact on policy?

JOHNSON: Short term. You dwaysfdt that it did. You dwaysfdt that there was just enough
progress to warrant hanging in there, that they’re going to turn the corner, they’re going to do it,
And | think that was probably, well thiswas ‘77 through ‘81, ‘82. (Then | ceased working on

Kenya; on those two East Africa countries and moved to Africa Development Planning Office.)

Q: What were the major issuesin Kenya at that time?

JOHNSON: Theimpact of population on natural resources; The government was to provide the
educetion, the jobs that would be required if you carried out population projections, agriculture,
both working with the Edgerton College in terms of training for Agriculturd Extenson Agents,
working with adminigrative education in trying to get the Extenson Agentsto have agtory to

tell s0 he (Kenyatta) actudly had something he could offer to the people. Therura roads
project.



Q: What did we use the economic support funds for?

JOHNSON: Wetried to get the government of Kenyato put the brakes on its own monetary
policy in order to come up with a structured enough budget that it would reassure donors to then
go to a debt rescheduling, which would alow the Kenyans to get out of the position of owing so
much money in short and long term debt that they smply didn’t have any foreign exchangesto
go for anything that was needed. And, the Kenyans tendency to use what foreign exchange they
did have for more or less the luxury market things.

Q: What did we spend it (economic support funds) on?

JOHNSON: We spent it mainly on transportation equipment to back up the rurd roads program.
| don't redlly recall that the misson was that active in terms of the macro-economic problem.
This was a period when the New Directions was ingting that we should leave dl of that to the
IMF and the IBRD that the U.S. didn’t need to worry about that, that we could worry about
replicating things that were having impacts upon peoples lives.

Q: Isthere more on that period in your career that you'd like to touch on at this point?

JOHNSON: | think we got it.

Uganda

In the middle of this time period was when the Tanzanian amy started moving against Uganda,
the Idi Amin being thrown out and Obote taking over. Their automatic assumption was that we
would gtart up an aid program. It was just inconceivable to them that we wouldn't start one. The
question is, whether we would go in with an attempt to reestablish Ugandaindtitutions, which
was what most donors, most academics, most people familiar with the scene felt that was the first
step. Uganda had had some of the best functioning indtitutions in Africaand that what we needed
to do was go back and put the ministries back together, put the schools back together, etc. etc.
And, those who felt that under the New Directions philosophy we should by-pass dl of that and
go directly to programs that would improve the daily life of people. Y ou had redly strong
restrictions from the State Department; they didn’t want Americans wandering around the
country. They didn’'t want abig USAID office, in fact, they didn't want an USAID office a dl.
They didn't understand why the Regiona Office in Nairobi couldn’t handle Uganda by flying up
periodicdly. The USAID initidly sent in one person and sent in a second person, athird person
and it was like pulling teeth to get each one approved to goin. Part of the trouble in terms of
putting American people in was that it was an extremely high crime area. (Craig Buck was our
Acting USAID Affairs Officer.) WEe ve got people out there who became a Mission Director.
Craig lost three to four cars where people would just set up aroad block and then when
somebody stopped they would stedl acar. And, our State instructions were don't argue with
them. They think guns and bullets, you don’t. If they want the car, get out of the car and let
them haveit. Helost three cars, you know, abrand new, land rover; a Toyota that we were
shipping in. So, findly he went down to Nairobi to pick up his fourth car and he parked it in the
parking lot in Nairobi and then it was stolen from the parking lot in Nairobi.
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Q: All thecars?

JOHNSON: All these cars were going to Eastern Zaire which must be one huge parking lot. But,
at that point, Craig again gave up and he took from the REDSO Office in Nairobi aten year old
van, begt up, grungy looking, and so he just swapped it for another land rover he had ordered.
REDSO would get the land rover when it came and, in the meantime, he took the old, red beat up
Capdla on the assumption that no one would want a car that wasthat old. It turned out he was
right; he never logt it that way.

But, we had mgor staffing problems of getting people to go out. At one point, Craig had been
down in Nairobi talking with the REDSO Office, caught alittle plane to go back up to Kampaa.
Out at the arport as he was getting on the plane, he saw al these Embassy people getting off the
plane. Well, that'sunusua for somebody to come down, but other than that he got on a plane
and went to Kampaaand he got to Kampaa and they said, “what are you doing here, we
evacuated our personne.”

| think again, we partiadly used the same system we used in the Sahd when we went initidly for
some relief and rehab type project to get things up and running that were clearly within the
capacity of the government, etc. They very much wanted usto help with Makerere University,
which had been the outstanding college of East Africa. We did get involved later, but at least
initidly during those early days, there was just too many things that we couldn’t figure out how
to overcome.

Firg, technica assstancein terms of the people we provided; secondly, staffing on the Ugandan
side. | mean there' s an assumption that the educated Ugandan class had been wiped out, and to a
remarkable degree they hadn’'t been. They’d gone into hiding, but as the Stuation stabilized they
gtarted coming out from the boondocks where they’ d been on Uncle Jo€ sthird wife's farm.

And, to some extent they had been refugees throughout the world and they returned home. We
had more of an educated class to work with than we thought in our origina planning documents.

The mogt effective program, | think during the early days was a project worked out by the people
at REDSO, where we had imported stedl. We had a Commaodity Import Program, ESF. It was
tied in to polices aout what the government did in terms of establishing aforeign exchange

policy and re-indituting monetary control. Primarily, REDSO was worried about the tendency
for everything to be stolen. Anything that camein, in terms of smdl portable objects, developed
legs and walked off. But, if we brought in this huge quantity of stedl, we could be reasonably
assured that the stedl would get from Nairobi to Uganda to the processing plant. At the
processing plant it was turned in to agriculturd implements, smdl hand tools, which

unfortunately aso included machetes, which were one of the chief weapons of the law and order
fight.

Pat Fleuret who was e REDSO at that time, went up to Uganda, worked with a series of farmers
coops that had managed to survive Idi Amin. They hadn’t done very much, but the structure was
dill there. And, if you said, isthere acoop in town, they’d say, yeah, yeah, Sam’sin charge of

it. So, we worked with the coop structure on a distribution system that the coops would receive
the implements directly at the factory. That meant that there was less than a chance of the
implements going into a merchandising chain where they’ d be pulled off for other uses. That
worked red well. We did it for about three or four years. Now when | think of it again, | give
full credit to the REDSO people for devising it. 1t was very responsive to the Situation and it
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helped us do what the New Directions were pushing in terms of getting out to people. So, it
worked redly well.

Actudly, before we leave East Africaasawhole, | guess I’ d like to comment on REDSO. It'sa
Regiona Office in Nairobi, made up of a combination of private sector officers, anthropologists,
engineers, and other specidigts.

Q: Sector specialists?

JOHNSON: Some Sector Specidists, they had a Senior Agie; they had a Senior
Environmentalist, Anthropologists, no problems. No mission had anthropologists. So, they’d
ask for the anthropologists to come, you didn't step on anybody’ s feet, you didn’t have to worry
about him giving any one recommendation headed east, while the locd guy gave one and headed
west. Agies, if we had aprogram at dl, we d have an agie in the country. 1t was amore
diplomaticaly, difficult to call in the Senior Agie to serve as backup and support for your
agriculture program, because the loca guy didn’t like anybody looking over his shoulder, etc.
etc. etc. Asawhole, the REDSO Staff were extremely good, and from my point of view, as
Director of East Africa, there wasn't absolutely no subgtitute for excess staff capacity which
could be called on to lend ahand in Sudan. We couldn’t get our people into Sudan and they filled
inthe gap. Whenin Somdl, they filled in until we could get people there. In Ugandathey

stayed with us. Even while the Stuation was so bad and the State Department didn’t want to
dlow Americansinto the country, they would alow the REDSO people to travel in and ouit.
They had full time jobs. They had to judtify their exisgence in terms of budget, OE and gtaffing,
on the basis of existing programs and what they did. But, they dways managed to have an
excess cgpacity that we could pull on aswe started up programs, just one after the other.

The USAID Personnd System was so dow in responding and the State Department was such an
incredible bottleneck; to thisday | don’t think they redly understland why you need USAID
peopleto run an ad program. They honestly believe that you don’t need anybody or that you
can do it with Embassy people. Later in my life, when | worked on Eastern Europe and Russia, it
was the most difficult. At least in Africaand Asa, you could work with Ambassadors and they
— Embassy or Econ Officers— would gradudly learn what USAID people do by beingin a
country with USAID. So, by the time two or three rotations passed, they were much easier to
work with. As the people who'd never worked with USAID before and when they had had no
experience with aid, they honestly saw no need to have anybody there. And, that’s what you
faced in Sudan, because they had no aid program ongoing, so the Embassy didn’t understand
why we needed to start one. Not a program but we needed to tart a program. They didn’t
understand why we needed to start USAID gaff or have USAID people in country in order to do
it. Samewastruein Somdi and Uganda.

Q: Good, okay. That’sa good wrap up on that part of it. You left there in what year?

JOHNSON: It was ‘82 | think. Bascdly, | was having fun. | aways thought it wasajob of a
lifetime that you couldn’t ask for amore interesting cast of characters to work with and had no
intentions whatsoever of leavingit. So, | did try to go in to the Foreign Service and once again
got turned down.. But, basicdly | liked East Africa



Q: The program grew a lot during that time you wer e there?

JOHNSON: The program grew exceedingly. Not only in terms of added countries, but the
country levelswent up. We had a East Africa contingency fund in Ethiopia where we carried 23
million dollars for Ethiopian projects that the government would never sgn and we never Started
them, so | would reprogram it to my other countries. Why AfricaDP ever let medo it, | don't
know, but | useto cdl it my contingency fund. | kept telling him look, if Ethiopia, Somdi will
come across and Uganda will come across, we will have aneed for it. We were running fairly
complicated programsin ESF (Supporting Assistance), which was working on some macro
economic problems, athough generdly, Congress was trying to get us to Say away from that

and to work with the IMF, let the IMF or IBRD were handleit. Capital projects, technica
assstance projects, relief and rehab projects. Congress set up short term relief and rehab funding
category, which said, not withstanding any other provision of law, you can use as a means of
trying to work on the Somdi/ Ethiopia, Ogaden Desert dispute that was going on. We were
making the argument, again that we made in Sahd, that it was not acase of politica refugess; it
was not a case of natural disaster that started and stopped like atidal wave or avolcano. The one
we had was an environmentd disaster, complicated by Civil War, what amounted to Civil War,
athough it was between two countries, and that none of the funding categories that then existed,
redly let us do what we wanted to do, and so Congress came across with a specia legidation
that let uswork on that part of Africa. We probably till saw it in too short of atime frame,

given later events.

Q: This came after you left though? On the Horn of Africa program?
Horn of Africa program

JOHNSON: No. We had aHorn of Africa program that died and then they, that'swhat | was
saying, that we probably stopped it too soon in light of the fact that in * 93, ‘94, they Sarted up a
Horn of Africaprogram agan.

Q: What was the objective of the initial Horn of Africa program?

JOHNSON: Initidly, the AfricaRelief Program redlly rdated to the Ugandan warfare and the
fact of what was going on in cross border problems with the Somdians fighting the Ethiopians
and the refugees coming out of the Ugandan. Some of the refugees went to Kenya, some wert to
Sudan, some went to Djibouti. It was just amishmash of where you had very poor facilities.

Q: Otherwise refugee programming?

JOHNSON: It was refugee programming, but it was not officid; previoudy refugee
programming was handled by the State Department and they ran officid refugee programs.
They didn’t do, | mean you had UNHCR (?) that had a camp and that ran acamp. We argued
that what you needed in the whole Horn of Africawas waysto actudly relocate people and start
them off in an agriculturd sdf-sufficient substance basis. You didn’t need the typicd State
Department VISA, palitical refugee team of effort, nor UNDP type of UN Humanitarian Relief



where you kept everybody encamped. So, they set up a separate fund that let us do alot of
agricultural ressttlement activities.

Q: Invarious countries?

JOHNSON: In various countries across borders.

Q: What scale are we talking about?

JOHNSON: | think we' re talking about 50s million dollars.
Q: How many refugees?

JOHNSON: Then it went up to one hundred million dollars. | don’t remember the number of
refugees.

Q: But the number wasin all?

JOHNSON: | don’'t know, we never had a good count, tell you the truth. The problem was, that
everything was so mixed together. What we were trying to do was to relocate the refugees into
agricultura areas, making sure that refugees got permission to resettle on the land, which was
fairly easy, given the fact that now the governments were talking to each other. They were fairly
relaxed about |etting agriculture settlement areas be established. We provided seeds so that they
could plant; smdl scale implements to have something to plant with; worked on a couple of crop
production activities, so they could managed to get beyond subs stence where a marketing
system would make sense. But, we were just working to make them sdlf-sufficient.

Q: What was the year for this activity?

JOHNSON: ‘7810 ‘80s. You know, at best it was 20-20 hindsight, which actudly was 20-24
foresight, Princeton Lyman argued that we ought to set up a Horn of African development plan.
Hetried to promote aten year hillion dollar effort for a development plan, which would pull the
Ethiopians and the Somalis and the Kenyansin together. He never redlly got a hearing, o |
don’t know, about giving it another try now. In retrospect if you had started earlier, you might
have avoided some of the greater Horn of Africa problems with the initiatives that people are
working on today. And again, you may not. But, so much of the paliticsin that area were things
we didn't pay enough attention to. We went back into Sudan. We pulled out dl of the old ad
projects papers from the Annex in &. Louis, we had them shipped in; we contacted dl of the old
USAID officers that we could find that use to work in the Sudan and had them go out to on TDY
and help get things started. In Somdi we did the same with the old aid program. We aso pulled
in the Peace Corp volunteers who turned out to be extremely active coherent group that wanted
to get involved, wanted to help Somalia, and so we used them alot. In Uganda, we used the
USAID employees, volunteers, and Ugandans who flooded the country, and pulled themin. In
spite of that, | don't think we knew enough about the countries. We just Smply didn’t have the
depth of knowledge which could have been used in sdlecting or tweeking, you know, let’s not
worry about this problem right now, because we redlly ought to worry about this other problem,
because these issues are going to hit ten years down the road and we redlly need to be ready for
them. Wedidn't ded in this skill; we didn’'t even think in those terms, except for isolated people
like Princeton Lyman, you redly did try.



Q: Were there any other donorsinterested at that time?

JOHNSON: No. Princeton tried to get the Bank interested in it to be the coordinator and could
work with the Ethiopians where the U.S. might not have been able. At that point, the Bank and
Ethiopians weren't getting along either. Again, at the technocratic level people were getting into
Ethiopia and the government people that talked the same language, but when they got to the
politicd levd, it wasjust atotd wall.

Q: Okay. Verygood. Let’smove on to your rolein DP after you left East Africa; what time was
that?

Director, African Bureau Development Planning Office (DP)—1982

JOHNSON: Probably about ‘82, | think was when | moved. Reagan was elected in ‘80s. When
was the Reagan election, ‘80s. Carter was * 76 through ‘ 80s and then Reagan was €l ected and
camnein‘8l. In‘8land ‘82 wasin East Africa. Frank Ruddy had taken over as head of the
AfricaBureau. He wanted to reorganize the bureau and he came up with the idea of having three
Deputy Adminigtrators. One, who would be the Senior Deputy and who would handle the
central saff offices, like DP, Development Resources (DR), and the Executive Management
Services, then aDeputy for East Africa; and a Deputy for West Africa. | yelled my head off that
that was a bad system and it wasn't going to work, and | didn’t like, etc. etc. etc. and got
absolutely nowhere, other than Ruddy (people felt strongly about Frank Ruddy and he eventualy
ended up being fired by McPherson.) But, mostly he was extremely decent toward me. We
connected, one day | followed his car into the State Department basement parking lot and it was
this old family station wagon and had this huge bumper sticker, saying “nuke the whales”
Wheress, everybody ese's bumper sticker said, “save thewhdes.” | haveto say he had a sense
of humor and | coud work with anybody who had a sense of humor.

Q: Hewas also a fellow Texan?

JOHNSON: Yes, hewas dso afellow Texan. One of our very first conversations that we had
was, he cadled mein to hisfront office and said that he had been at the White House during the
Nixon years. He had been Coordinator of Public Information or something. He worked with
USIA and Voice of Americaand things like that. He had not gotten involved in Watergate, but
he had seen how easily people did get sucked into that whole system, both of what happened
originaly and the cover up afterwards. And, that he felt very strongly that career people should
not be asked to participate in political shenanigans. He wanted me to know thet if | ever fdt that
something like that was happening, to come tak to him immediately about it and thet it wouldn’t
in no way effect my standing with him and he would make sure that | didn’t get sucked into
something that | shouldn’t get sucked into. | never quite figured out what he had in mind in
terms of shenanigans, because | dways fdt that | worked for an honest organization. | mean, as
aculturd thing. There were occasions where something would happen, but you fdlt like you
worked in an honest organi zation and people were straight forward. But, | remember Frank
being very worried about the fact that he didn’'t want to see career people get caught up in
political shenanigans. He was most conservative. Of dl the bosses I’ ve ever worked for he was



the most conservative. During the two yearsthat | was in East Africawhen he was in charge, we
had an mounting drought problem. We dready had pulled out of Ethiopiain our bilaterd
relations under Golar Butcher, but we had a mounting emergency in Ethiopiaand feeding
program and Frank found a reason to keep turning them down. Every timethe Pl 480 people
would send something over entitled emergency feeding, he’ d turn them down.

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: Because, he asked questions that people couldn’t give him a hundred percent
assurance. Would the food reach the people who truly needed it, or would it go to the military.
Would the military rip it off asit camein the port. Yeah, sometimesit did. There was a congtant
day to day fight to make sure that the food got to starving needy people. We couldn’t guarantee
it and we basically pushed. If we couldn’t guarantee it getting through, then we shouldn’t
provideit. An underlying view was that Ethiopia brought it on itsdf, it's own failed agriculturd
policies and it should suffer from the policiesthat arefailing.  There was an extraordinary
reaction from the private volunteer organization community.

Q: Ethiopia was in the communist camp?

JOHNSON: Oh at that point, yeeh, totally. Their policies had failed and it was very much in the
Soviet camp in terms of Cold War clients. So the Soviets should supply its clientsaid. Mgor
letter writing grass roots organizationa effort by American and Private Volunteer Organizations,
led to the to the turn around and we ended up with afairly large disaster relief program going
both into Ethiopia proper and going into the Sudan and across the border in to Uganda. .

Q: What other evidence was there of the conservative policy, at that time, with the Reagan
Administration?

JOHNSON: Reagan was very much of an ideologue you know, testing should we or should we
not do something. Thefirg litmus test would be ideologicd. Either it's a country that the U.S.
had a partnership with. Beit amilitary partnership, be it a sound voting partner in the U.N.,
good relations with the American business community. What was the reason why we were
helping the country. | think | mentioned during Carter years when Golar Butcher wasin charge
of the Bureau, you made a case as to why you shouldn’t assist the country; we served Sudan,
Somdli, Uganda, Djibouti. We dso started up programsin Seychelles, Comoros, and Reunion,
Mauritius, for the four Indian Ocean Idands. It was. *prove why you are not there” Makea
case that the government is so corrupt that you can’t work with it, there’ s no hope, but you can’t
cut an avenue around the government and work through a PV O, what have you.

When Frank camein, it was much more of make a case as to why we are there. He was much
harder on: we should be helping fewer countries and we should help those countries that help the
U.S, beit they help the U.S. through commercid activities and U.S. business types, or they help
the U.S. in military agreements, military support, what have you. The Tanzania budget arted
going down dl of asudden. Seycheles and Comoros, | think wound up with aone million dollar
ESF Assstance Program, primarily because Princeton Lyman was over in the State Department
a tha point and he managed to shave off amillion here and amillion there for the islands.

Sudan became afar grester candidate for military assistance than for economic development
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assigtance. Ethiopia, other than the emergency food programs, we smply didn’t work there. |
think, Frank did an ideologicd tes, firg, asto whether we should be there in terms of what
policies the host government was following. Hedid aU.S. friends and dliestype of test asto
our overdl politica relationship; and he did athird test as to what the government was doing to
help itsdf and then what should the U.S. do or could do. The consequence: he was much
tougher on asking about project effectiveness, yeah. Can you guarantee that this project will
work? No, no guarantees. We wound up doing a lot more through PVOs and Nor+
Governmenta Organizationsin order to avoid going through government channels which he felt
was a mistake and we shouldn’t do that.

Q: What was your view about all of that since you were in Africa Development Planning Office
(DP) where a lot of that had to be built into program decisions?

JOHNSON: | asked, after Frank made the decision that he wanted to have three Deputies and
lit East Africaand West Africa, to consider me for the DP job, because | redly didn’t want to
work under that kind of bifurcated arrangement. He said, sure and he moved me up to DP.
Africa DP had two or three economigts a that time with John Wilhem being the chief

economigt. John was very much aclassical economigt. 1 you get the economic policies right,
everything dsewill fal in place, and we couldn’t been happier than writing speeches and
position papers for Ruddy. Elliott Berg has just come out with his mgor study for the World
Bank, showing that the African countries had smply declined since independence, even in terms
of their primary commodity crops. They’d gotten less vaue out of them than ten years before
and he was making amgjor push for private sector capitdism, entrepreneurship in Africa. And,
Wilhem very much agreed with that and we was more than happy to write postion papers and
briefing papers and any kind of staff economic work. But, the worst countries, the U.S. should
pull out of with that as our litmustest for countries. When Frank would go to New York or to a
Consultative Group for a speech, he' d write very hard hitting, you know, the private sector isthe
answer.

In the meantime, the Sector Chiefs down in Development Resources for agriculture, hedth,
nutrition, population, were writing sector base speeches. Whenever Frank had to go to an
agriculturd mesting, the agies would write him a speech, which was al on government services
and extension services and education. He had two different policies being carried out in the
Bureau. If you looked at the speeches written by Wilhelm, from an economist point of view, and
the speeches written out of DR, from atechnical sector specidig, reflecting what programs we
were doing. So, | felt that my first job in DP was to try and get some coherence so that you had a
policy that everybody in the African Bureau knew who you were following and where the money
went, the money decisions reflected the policy decisons. Thiswasthefirst two years| wasin

DP.

Q: You were head of DP weren’t you?

JOHNSON: | was head of AfricaDP. | was an Office Director. During that same two year term
period, M cPherson who was the new Administrator for USAID, wanted each of the Regiona
Bureaus to write a strategy for the whole Bureau. We had two initid attempts, or two initid
drafts, one produced by the sector people, which went that way, and one produced by Wilhem,
which went that way, and so0 | flunked thefirst test of delegation of authority as anew Office
Director. So, | spent a congderable amount of persona time writing a strategic plan for Africa.



Ingtead of saying thisiswhat wewill do, | turned it around and said, here are the ten questions
that will have to be answered or addressed in the next ten yearsin Africa Here are the ten trends
of things that happened that host governments and donors need to be able to have a handle on.
And, do that without trying to pre-judge which of those ten would be more important in any

given country.

Q: What are the ten?

JOHNSON: Population and environment were two of the big ones. Political disputes over
borders, which had been an issue since independence, athough everyone agreed that the colonid
border lines were totally arbitrary and bore no radica resemblance either to African history or
ethnic groupings or infrastructure or anything dse. Basicdly, the African countries headed by
the Julius Nyerere, said don’t touch them. Whatever they are, leave them asthey are, because to
try and begin that process of working around borders, they saw it as turning the entire continent
into military warfare. And, that was beginning to come on the horizon again, that that whole
question of politica borders, military incursions, civil wars, it was clearest in East Africa, inthe
Horn of Africa. Rwanda and Burundi hadn’t exploded yet. Mozambique was il trying to
become independent and you had a guerillawarfare going on there. Y ou had al the problemsin
Southern Africa. 'Y ou had Angola, Nambia, and that was one area that would significantly shape
the direction Africawent. My answer to that was work with the regiond organizations. That if
the countries involved had formed regiond organizations, aregiona organization that USAID
formed; if the countries would come together and say, let’ swork together on this range of
problems, then we should support that, because it represented the best chance of heading off the
military guerillawar. Unfortunately, there were very few of those kinds of regiona

organizations. Mog of the regiond organizations were poorly set up and | was very negative
about them. | thought they did some good, but in the short run they sphoned off talent that

could be better put to use in the host countries. The regiona organizations paid higher sdaries,
you get to travel more; you got to be in and out of Europe more; it's a more prestigious job.

Q: What are some of your other points here of your ten?
JOHNSON: I'd have to go back and look. | can’'t remember the top three.
Q: Well, maybe you can add them later. It’svery important.

JOHNSON: | don’t even have a copy of the paper | don’'t think. anyone turned one into CDIE.
Ill try CDIE and see.

Q: Well, if you can find one that would be good. You can attach it as an annex, becauseit’'sa
basic document.

JOHNSON: Yes. It was approved.

Q: How did you deal with the public private sector and those issues that were so important?

JOHNSON: Basicdly went dl gung-ho private sector. Saw no reason to raise my head for the
government.... The question isinditutiona growth that unless you found employment in the
private sector that you were facing economic imploson. Governments had employed as many
people as they could; they couldn’t meet the government payrall; they couldn’t raise revenues,



there wasn't anything to tax to raise the revenues to pay the payrall; and they smply were
dysfunctiond. | didn’'t have any illogca or physologicd hang-upsthat pinit al on this one and
let’ swork on the private sector for awhile. | thought Elliott Berg's paper was just an enormoudy
effective paper of taking and marshaling the data to support an argument. Africans hated it,
amogt every African that | talked to. 1t condemned Africato being a source of primary
commodities that they would continue to be the raw materials business and the developed world
would pull the raw materias out of Africafor developed nations.

Q: Wasthat Berg'sline? Isthat what you are saying?

JOHNSON: No, it'snot Berg'slineat al. What he was saying was thet in terms of producing
raw materids, they had lost benefits even that. That thelr government receipts or their export
earnings or whatever test you wanted to apply, they were making less off of that sector than they
had a independence. And, that yesin the long run for development purposes it would make
sense to have more production done in country. But, right now, today what you don’ t want to do
islosewhat you've dready got. And, somehow the African countries felt that by putting the
emphasis on trying to maintain their raw materids, he was condemning them to dways be araw
materids provider. That's not what he had in mind and that’s not what was happening. You're
familiar with the example in Ghana where the Kaiser, the USAID (and the World Bank, ed) put
inadam acrossthe VoltaRiver. The dam generated dectrica power that the Kaiser Aluminum
Company used for an auminum processing plant, because it is avast consumer of eectrical
power. And, they shipped bauxite from Jamaicato the plant to be processed and reexported.
The Ghanians had bauixite deposits about 80s miles up country that Kaiser Aluminum kept
saying, it'stoo expengve to get there; there' s dubious quality after we get there; there sno
railroads; there' s no trangport, and so they imported from Jamaica. The Ghanaians never did
understand why they were gStting there with an duminum processing plant that processed bauixite
and they had bauxite and they wouldn’t use Ghanaian bauxite.

The Berg report essentialy focused on maximizing what you could get out of the raw materids.
To too many Africans, | think it seemed like that it was advocating adead end. That the African
countrieswill dso be araw materia source. Larry Saires (USAID Africa Bureau Deputy
Assgant AA ,ed.), who was an absolutely tremendoudly effective economist. He knew how to
put economic argumentsin plain English. | camein and was Deputy in Africa DP and Larry was
just super-successful in getting people to understand the differences between Asaand Africaand
why Asiahad indudtridized so fast and Africahadn’t. The only example | redly remember, |
can't recreate his argument, you'll haveto interview him. But, the low labor ratesin the Asan
countries dlowed manufacturing companies to go in and be ale to build on afarly discipline
workforce that was willing to work for very, very low wages. In Africa, as the countries became
independent and they kicked the expatriate coloniaigts out, Africans felt that they should get the
wage the expatriates had gotten. So, if the norma going sdary for ataxi driver was athousand
dollars ayear with an expatriate driving the taxi, you know, the African thought that he ought to
get athousand dollars ayear. Meanwhile, in Asayou had the taxi cab driversfor twenty five
cents. They said, they moved up too far too fadt, in terms of what they provided. And,
manufacturing companieswoud look at Africaand look at Asaand the Caribbean, and go to the
Asaand the Caribbean. And, the Africansfelt congtantly just betrayed. They took it very
persondly, but no one would come and make an industrid investment and dedl with the



Africans. It wasthe fact that your economic factors, your land, labor, cost of capita, everything
was jud totdly dysfunctiond. That didn’t find too many willing ears.

But, | wasin Africa DP from ‘82 through ‘87, five years. | think that was the one major shift
over that time period as more African countries turned around and started seeing that sections of
the Berg report made alot of sense. They started devel oping host country policies, and you had
awave of capitaism, if you will. It was more theat the governments redlized that the path they
were on wasn't going anywhere, and so therefore, “let’ s try something esg’ than any red
conviction; they fdt that the answer was do what they tell us. A combination of circumstances
was that most of the donors, Margaret Thatcher for Britain, | forget who in France; Reagan for
the U.S. would appreciate private sector capitalism as a more appropriate answer.

Q: What happened to our program in that process, the USAID program?

JOHNSON: The USAID program was very much boxed into the functiona accounts where
Congress made funds available for agriculture, hedth, education, other sectorsin diminishing
amounts. More was avallable for agriculture than for other sectors. The underlying premises of
legidation was the New Direction legidation. 'Y ou had funny accounts that redly weren't
gopropriate. Y ou had legidation that assumed you had the indtitutional strength to move directly
to the outlying poor and to sustained development. And, you had the entrepreneurship private
enterprise method of development. All three were working themsalves out during that five year
time period. It was an extraordinary to be working on it, becauseit redly turned out, | don't
know if you want blow-by-blow end result, but the end result was there sno oneway. Thereis
no one solution that works for every country and that it re-enforced the strength of the way the
USAID Misson Directors in the field misson programmed funds, because it emphasized that
each country’s got to be alittle bit different based upon alot of historica factors, politica
variables, you know, what have you. What you had was a continuation of many of the
indtitutiona support projects, some of which just got caled other things.

Q: Such as?

JOHNSON: Edgerton College, Phase | and Phase |1 and its faculty of agriculture. Sector
projects, dthough they worked with agricultura department, they would be caled extenson
outreach. It would involve getting the faculty of agriculture s planning department involved in
what you could do.

A lot of thetitles of the projects were no longer illugtrative of where the money went for and
how the project would be implemented. | think they passed mudter, if you will, with dl of the
authorizing officers and legd officers, what have you, because the papers would direct
themsdaves to the intent of the project. 1t would be to develop the capacity of the Ministry of
Agriculture to do rain forecasting, so that emergency programs and storage programs can reflect
lowering therisks of dangers or provide dternate ways of meeting dangersin years when there's
aghort fdl intherain. Itispartidly achange in the way people approach the problem. It was
partidly achangein the lingo in terms of vocabulary used to describe the problem. And, it wasa
reflection of 80s percent of the USAID’ s &&ff, the mogt critica client group, if you will, of

things that don’t work. Of people who got redly frusirated &t trying to work with corrupt
governments where they knew what they’ re doing is going to get ripped off; of people who have
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run out of patience with governments that promise, and promise, and promise and never do
anything.

The fact that McPherson came in and moved the program around, alot of people who felt very
grongly that USAID had smply not been strong enough; had not been tough enough; had not set
its expectations and its requirements high enough in the developing countries. It gavethem a
fertile place to bloom and spread their ideas. So, McPherson redly did not face interndly alarge
opposition in terms of where he wanted to take the program. 1 think, initialy when you see his
initid public satements, he saw it mainly as atechnica assstance agency. The senior peoplein
the Agency made amgjor push o that within about Sx monthsto ayear after he was there, he
was taking about the policy component and having a policy impact of what was going on, and
that the technical assistance was broadened out. Still, | think he had abias againgt large scde
capita projects.

The Agency, dso at that point lost the funds to be amgor player. The projects had become so
expengve that you didn't redly have alot of support in the Agency for staying involved in that
area. Although, some of the capita project officers fdt that we were missing the boat, that we
should go in asaminor partner with the World Bank or with the other donors and that we could
play avery ussful role.

Q: Was there any fundamental shift in the types of programs that got approved and those that
didn’t? What, in fact, was the difference between the two administrations other than the
rhetoric?

JOHNSON: The rhetoric was aways strongest during the first year or so. It wasagradud. John
Bolton was one of the strongest ideologues came in as Generd Counsel. He quickly found out
that within the USAID’ s system the General Counsel doesn't redlly do alot of policy pioneering,
30 he switched over and became of head PPC, which was our Policy Planning Coordination
Bureau. I'd say by the time he left, he was a very effective Development Specidist. He till had
astrong ideological approach, but he calmed down and he would look at the projects and
whether or not they made sense in a given country. He stopped trying to do a cookie cutter type
of approach.

Q: Were you involved in defending the Africa region budget to PPC ? Or for country programs?

JOHNSON: To some extent. The way USAID development planning worked was over time the
Adminigtrator gradually delegated more and more authority to the head of each regional bureau
for project gpprovas. And, then over time, even more authority to the Mission Directors. DP
would gt in as essentidly the saff arm or the critica am to attack a project, more so than
defending or presenting a project. Very few projects went up to the Adminigtrator, as | recdll.

Q: What were you attacking? On what grounds did you attack a project? What were you
looking for or trying to avoid?

JOHNSON: Initidly, | was trying to just bring some coherency to the whole process that the
questions are asked in one country of one project would be the same similar questions asked
acrossthe board. Theinitid difference was that you had more projects coming which had a
private sector component usudly working through a PV O, a private voluntary organizations or
non- government organizations. The integrated rurd development gpproach had pretty much
died of itsown collapse. So, you didn’'t have that many big integrated projects coming in.
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You gill had alot of indtitutional development projects coming in, which | think made eminently
good sense and supported. One of the things that Tanzania had done, which worked out very
well, was they were doing amgor hedlth project with the government. During the first two
years, USAID covered dl local codts; third year, the government picked up 20 percent; the next
year another percentage; a the end of the five year project they would be funding 50s percent of
it and then if we extended the project two years, which we usudly did, by the end of the project
they would be paying al of the costs. So, | tried to take that and build it in to other projects, so
what | brought to DP was a very broad knowledge of how things worked in West Africaversus
how they worked in East Africa; what some of the start up problems you would face when you
went into a country to begin with.

| guessindtitutiondly, organizationdly | fought very, very hard to have the annua budget
submission as the basic planning and programming document that we used. The DAPs (country
Development Assstance Program documents) were good. They were interesting and provided
overdl policy guides, but it was our annua budget submission which looked at three years. And,
put the three years of Operating Expenses (OE) and staffing againgt the three year projected
projects. It made absolutely no sense for countries to think that they could start up five new
projectsin one year when they had two people and one of the people was going on home leave.

Inthat sense, | guessin the early years| tried to concentrate more on the practicality of what
could reasonably be done with OE availabilities and staffing and project budgeting. And, then
over time, that Strategy worked out for the overall Africa Bureau, and the Bureau set up asystem
basicdly of triage that you have countries in which the U.S. could make amgjor development
effort that looked like the country was taking proper steps, that we could mobilize the taff
resources to work in that country. Y ou had smal countries where you might be able to do PVO
activities or NGO activities or regiond activities of some sort — the ones with very small
missions, three to five person missons. But, bascaly, they were not growth candidates.

And, then you had the basket cases in the food shortage category of countries; they were there
because the country’ s own performance was so poor and because palitical relations between the
U.S. and that country were so poor, like Angolaat that point. You ssimply didn't have the basis
for doing aregular development program 'Y ou might do a mgor intervention, you know, aone
shot deal of some type, or you might begin a program that could overtime be graduated up unto
category A of being a reasonable development candidate.

We tried to rig the system essentidly. Countries that were in the middle group, we wouldn’t let
them over notify Congressin the sense that at the end of afiscd year funds would become
available; because what you' d planned to use them for you couldn’t. So, every country wanted
to be standing ready and willing to take extra funds so they would over notify Congress then they
could take money at the last minute. In small countries the Mission could usudly get it obligated,
because they could walk papers through the government. We wouldn’t let them over notify. It
became very unpopular, because we didn’t want more money going into those countries. If
money became available, thisis where we would put it. Essentidly, most of the effort was trying
to work out which countries belong to which category, working with the economist aff, which
at that point we had beefed up considerably.

We had five or Sx economists who were working in an economics unit. Then we had two or
three economists and anthropologists, afood aide specidist and a program officer who worked in
amulti-disciplinary unit that tried to work on the sector plans and the long range plans. And, we
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had a budget unit that tracked the budget and tried to make sure that obligations got made and
expenditures did not exceed obligations. | think, over time we began to see for the five year
period that | was there; you began to see some an establishment of priorities among country
programs where the factor of good performance by the host government was evident. We were
way wrong sometimes. Countries that we thought were giving us good performance, weren't.
Countries where we anticipated good performance fdll gpart into the Civil War. Wetried to
factor that in, to begin to put in performance of host countries.

We maintained an interest in inditutiona development, but we did move far more closgly to
immediate impact projects, where you had to be able to show what the indtitutional strength
would be used for. What we were planning on doing with, for example, an andytica planning
unit once you established it, and you staffed it, and you had made it more effective, what were
you going to useit for. Also, then to be building in (well to be honest about it, | guess some of
my vices) regiond offices, the regiond programs, and regiond inditutions; in what kinds of
conditions did they work and what kind of conditions they didn’t work.

| was very much a supporter of the REDSO offices, smply because the East Africa office had
just been alife saver when | was working in East Africa. It isnot set up to do what we used it
for, but it was alife saver. Theregiond inditutions, yes, if the governments themsdves were
Setting them up. | gave up on regiond ingtitutions where we tried to convince governments to
create regiond ingtitutions. Y ou could see from the beginning that they were going to be donor
cregtions, not a African country crestion.

Y ou asked what changed developmentally in terms of programs or projects. |I'm not sure that
anything innately changed. | mean, things changed at the margin. You did see greater
involvement of PV O organizaions, you had amuch higher budget going for Africa. One of the
anomadliies of the early Reagan years, was when you set up the firewall between the military
programs and the domestic programs. USAID got classified with military assistance program,
because that’ s how the Republicans saw us, the best friends money can buy. But, as aresult of
being classfied over on that Sde of the budget, we had the best budget in the 30s years | worked
with USAID. We had higher budgets every year; rdativey little rank hasding from Congress
about what the budgets go for and where. We had higher budgets, we had more countries
involved; we had a broader array, | think of todls, in terms of working on development by
bringing in the private sector, by bringing in the PVO's, and the mgor bresk through, which
turned out not to be so mgor, was where we had the African Development Fund, which would
be specid fundsjust for Africa

Q: A structure adjustment type of process?

JOHNSON: An IMF crigstype of process, which was useful, but what Larry Saiers did building
on what Phil Birnbaum (AA for Africa) had done, was to convince Congress to create an Africa
Deveopment Fund that would separate off Africamoney from the rest of the Agency. The
Agency took the foolish position that we don’t want an Africa fund, because the Africa Bureau
would get more money if it was just in with the rest of us. And, we said, uh huh, right. And,
ub-rosdly and surreptitioudy we continued to work with those Congressiond people who
wanted to have a pecid fund. Whilel wasin DPit wasamillion dollarsfor Africa. A third of
that was Economic Supporting Funds; athird of it was Development Funds; and athird of it was
food aid. When they set up the Africa Development Fund, they set up, | think it was eight



hundred million dollarsin development funds and it later became abillion, | think, I’m not redly
sure. But, anyway they amost doubled the amount of development aid assstance. Part of that
was an assumption that Economic Supporting Funds would no longer be used in Africa, that

we d have a more developmentally oriented approach. That didn’'t happen, because the war was
dtill going on and we till had clients states and we till provided ESF funds to clients states.

And, we still used the Phil Birnbaum Specid Fund for Africaas away to support the emergency
crises, IMF-type of Stuations. But, part of the argument for getting the African fund set up was
not just for the money, as it was to free the Bureau from having to provide fundsin the Strict
place (functiona accounts) categories. And, that the redlity of African development needs,
meant that you couldn’t put 80s percent into agricuture and get anywhere. Y ou also needed to
work in other areas. It was avery logica argument, very effective argument, never redly made
it. We got the Africa Fund o that it wasn't earmarked, but created whole new concept of soft
earmarks where we had to report back to Congress that, okay, we no longer had X amounts
legidatively satisfied for population. We had to report back to Congress on what we were doing
on population. A good thing in environmentd issues, other things like that. The red intert in the
underlying structure was to free the Africa Bureau and reflect the priority of development, as
opposed to the geo-palitica interests.

And, it did that to some extent, but to an even greater extent it got Congress involved in what we
did in Africa. Much more micro management that never redly ever totaly changed. After the
Africa Development Fund was established, we till had most of the programs in agriculture;
second to agriculture was hedth and population. Y ou didn’t have amgor shift in the sectors.

Y ou did have a shift in that we were much more involved with host governments in doing policy
formulation, economic policy growth and policy formulation. Sector grants which functioned as
Supporting Assistance Funds (ESF) were non-project types of assstance. | don't think anybody
suspected that in a sense that the money was much more closdly tied to the policy directions and
generd support that then logicaly you could trace; that it eventudly worksits way down to the
farmer and the small farmer, the small person. B, it did not result in the redl poverty outreach
that people expected. Didn't redly result in different sectors, becoming more or less centra to
the program.

Q: What about the private sector, not the PVO area, but the enterprise sector? That was a very
important priority at that time. Was there any initiative in that area in the African Bureau that
you wer e working with?

JOHNSON: Very little. The African Bureau had worked quite a bit in the private sector in the
‘60s. One of thefirg jobs | had in Centra West Africawas working on the private sector,
guarantee private sector loans, the OPIC, Office of Private Investment Corporation, what they
did, and something caled Cooley loans, which was usng local currency generated by other P.L.
480 programs to give loans to indigenous businessmen.

PL480 commodity program. Mot of those, the OPIC types of things tended to be aflash in the
pan. The private sector guys who went looking into Africain terms of investing something got
quickly negative, because of inability to work with loca governments who redly saw them as

red coloniaists coming back to grab off assets. The Cooley loans, most of them turned out to be
unprofitable and we wound up owning textile plants and shoe factories and anything dse. We
went back in Sudan and as a matter of fact, one of the first things we had to do was pull them out
al thelocd currency loans that had been made, that for some reason that | never understood,



were dl shifted to the AsaBureau. The AsaBureau had dl the records and so we pulled up to
find out what assets we gill owned in Sudan and if we till had any nationdization issues or
expropriation issues. So, by the time, ten years later when | was working in Africa DP, theview
was highly skeptical, alot of the private sector concerns So, | tended to ask alot of questions.
Mr. Ruddy loved it when | asked questions of socidist governments or other governments. So, |
hed full support in terms of doing thet.

Q: What do you think we could do or did anything work?

JOHNSON: | cannot right off hand think of anything that worked. In one of my first meetings
with Frank Ruddy (AA for Africain USAID), | had just come back from Ugandaand | was
trying to explain to him that the Ugandans wanted usto put in asugar mill; they were having to
import al of their sugar up through Nairobi and the Kenyan Railroad; they had alot of cane
syrup and they could make sugar asthey had in the past. And, that a sugar processing plant
would be absolutdly sure to go in Uganda and beyond that you could become aregiona
marketing facility and sdll to Rwanda and Burundi and Eastern Zaire. One of the problems with
doing that was that there was a World Bank team in Burundi working on a sugar processing plant
50 that they would no longer have to import through Tanzania, they would have aregiond

facility that could sdll to Burundi, Rwanda, Uganda and Zaire. For most of the investments that
people talked about making or the host governments wanted them to make (let’ s put it that way)
essentidly, their financia feasibility depended upon setting up a series of legd protections and
giving them a protection that nobody else had accessto. And, Snce we were pushing for open
markets, open societies, most of those investments were not gppropriate for usto get involved in.
Off hand, | can’t think of any we did in Africathat were large.

Q: Were you creating an environment for investment? Was there anything of that type of
program?

JOHNSON: Most of the policy work that was being done with Birnbaum’s Africa Development
Fund, or Africals specid fund and then later the Africa Development Fund. Most of those were
basad upon cresting a climate or cresting an environment in which indigenous private enterprise
could progper. Although, there were some components that would relate to foreign investment,
such as the gahility of the currency, control of exports, imports, that kind of thing. Maost of the
emphasis was upon getting rid of rules and regulations and monopolies that prohibited small
enterprises from being developed indigenoudy and interndly. And, world wide, there were alot
better places for investment, in Ada and Latin America than they werein Africa. So, you didn’t
have alot of people pounding a our door. For most of those who did they wanted specia
protection and specid rights. And, we said, do we want to encourage the government to do that.
Y ou have to be competitive or it's not an appropriate investment.

One of the other things | remember that Ruddy did that indtitutionally broke tota holesin the
wall was, he had atwo day seminar with banking ingtitutions who called in their banking officers
from Nairobi, Johannesburg and Ibadan and talked about how they functioned, how they saw
private sector and a private enterprise, and what they could lend for and what they couldn’t lend
for. And that most of these guys who redly were Senior Vice Presidents of the banking society
could not gpprove aloan of more than a hundred thousand without sending it dl the way back to
their headquarters bank for afull review. Thiswas when our Mission Directors were doing
twenty million. So, it’sredly surprising a the limit of confidence they hed and a the level of



investment they were looking to. It opened up awhole new source of information on Africathat
we never tapped, because those guys knew Africaand knew it in away that we had no idea.
That was, | think was beneficia and good that broaden participation and broadened our view of
what it took to make it al happen.

Q: Maybe we should touch on the New Directions policy, when it was fading away. Do you have
any special views about the purpose and the structure and what wor ked and not worked in that
concept?

JOHNSON: My perception of New Directions was it was crafted by avery smal group on the
Hill and essentidly it represented compromised legidation. And, thet if they dl gave Nixon

what he wanted on Vietnam, you know, but do what the Hill wanted in terms of development. It
wouldn’t be that important anyway. At that point, it had got gunned down and down and down.
A big chunk of the USAID budget was going to Vietnam and the Far East. And, so the
legidation wound up being written by avery smal group of people on the Hill who redly, inmy
opinion didn’t really understand how the USAID program worked and tried to tie it to far too
narrow definition of what you needed to do for development. Even if you redefined it so that the
U.S. was not interested in development that the host government had to do development and the
big multi level donors had to do development. We were interested in improving the quality of

life of the people who were the rurd, rura poor, rurd mgority. | think that definition of what

the USAID’ s role should be was working there. 1 think USAID wound up being less helpful than
it could be and many countries where we did those programs were very sdect narrow in time
frame. | think that over time, it was dmost like the integrated rurd development activitiesin
Sahel. You had five years extension, seven years before the donors pulled out, you know, there's
nothing left. 1t hadn't made any difference.

Q: The time frame was too short?

JOHNSON: The time frame was too short, but it was aso, countries didn't have, | mean people
understood thet if you don't have the physica infrastructure of roads that you' re not going to get
very far. That devdopment is... | guess for Somdiathey useto talk about... that it isimagining
that you were trying to provide assstance to a country that went from Maine to Florida and asfar
west as Chicago and you had roads that would take you as far as Annapolis and Richmond. How
in God' s green name do you get resources out even in an emergency feeding program without a
physicd infrastructure. Gradudly, over time, partidly by the falure of awhole lot of the
integrated rural development projects, people understood that you aso need a human capacity
infrastructure. That doesn’t mean that everybody hasa Ph.D. It doesn’t mean that you trained
lawyers and doctorsin place of engineers, but that you need skilled peopleif the country’s going
to run. The legidation was Ssmply too narrow, because it assumed you did legp frog and have
growth in one area that would be sustainable. Also, it was early, but | think they were beginning
to get some of the sustainable development arguments towards the end of that period in DP.

Q: Their concern was sustainability?
JOHNSON: Yeah..., of what happens when donors pull out. It was pretty funny though; it was

coming in as one of the arguments. Intheinitia years people made, | think aredly good faith
effort and ultimately wasted hours and hours in debating philosophy and New Directionsto say,
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okay, what is the need for a project; what does this mean for countries. By the end of the time
period, people sort of paid lip serviceto it, but went ahead and developed the program they felt
the country needed. 'Y ou had some ridiculous cases where in the Congressiond Presentation we
were suppose to identify who the beneficiarieswere. And, there was avery narrow definition of
New Directions. Y ou had projects costing millions and millions of dollars that benefitted the 20
familieswho livein section A. Or cregting adatistica anayss unit in the Minidry of

Agriculture with the beneficiaries being the 2.2 million small farmers who benefit from the fact
that they can forecast weather. So, the link between what we did and the beneficiary became
more attenuated and spread out and definitionly full of loop holes that you could drive aMac
truck through.

At that point, | don’t think anybody in Congress cared in terms of standing up and jumping up
and down. They didn’'t have enough success stories either from us or from other donors to where
they could say, you should do more of this. Oddly enough, the PVYO community had come over
from being a strong critic of what we were trying to do, to being a supporter of what we were
trying to do and saying, yeah, USAID needsto work at the policy level in the capitol, because
you get the policies right, you get the resources right before our smdl projects will have a chance
of working. And, you need to have USAID training midwivesif our rurd hedth policy isever to
have an impact. The PVO community became much more, | think a supporter of USAID, but
gl fet that in too many cases USAID went for the large project over the smal project that they
weren't attuned to on the Hill.

Q: What about the three Deputy system (three DAAS) in the Bureau? That was a major
organizational change fromwhat it had been before. How did you find that since you werein
the middle of it all?

JOHNSON: Yeah, | wasinthemiddle of it al. Each of the geographic area deputies realy felt
the need to have their own Development Planning Office (DP). So, they basicdlly created afull
time workload for DP and weren't willing to say, well we have to do this Liberia paper next
week, we'll do Kenyathe week after that. Y ou had just a congtant Saffing pressure in my office
so that | had to wind up brokering between the two deputies and satisfying neither. Y ou had an
inability to broker resources where the Ethiopia program became the East Africa contingency
fund and | got to program whatever | wanted to do, rather than it go back to the Bureau. Both of
the geographic deputies wanted to do that. That their initid OY B’s at the gart of the year gave
them their quota of money and if you had to switch around you switched around within your

area. They didn’t want to lose money to the other geographic deputy. On the other hand, when
it cameto a criss and they needed more money, they wanted to take money from the other
deputy. We had classc stuations where, | can't remember, | think it was the DAA on one side,
and Glenn Patterson was Deputy on the other side, and Glenn left town and headed for Paristo a
Consultative Group meeting on Mauritius where he had been told in his briefing papers by dl
gopropriate people that he would offer Mauritius X million dollars and fed free. Phil wasleaving
town and going to a debt rescheduling in London and he was going to a round table meeting in
Geneva. S0, heleft town; the PL480 that was supposed to be promised to Mauritius that Glenn
was giving away in Paris. We wound up with people trying to double count using the same
resource twice.

Q: Wasn't the principal Deputy supposed to be dealing with these kind of things?



JOHNSON: Ray Love (Deputy Administrator African Bureau) was supposed to be deding with
that sort of thing and in theory | was supposed to be dealing with that sort of thing as head of DP
and working with both sides. | dwaysfdt that | blew the whistle that hey, we ve got duplication
or competition here that somebody needs to set the priority for the whole Bureau and that Ray
would do that. Ray didn’t see that as part of his job supervising the two Deputies. 1t'salittle bit
like John Withers (Director, Office of Development Resources) being able to articulately
describe what was wrong with an office and forget to mention that he was the Office Director
and therefore had some respongbility for sraightening it out. Ray didn’t see hisjob as
supervising the Deputies and so when | would say, hey Ray, | need some backup, | need some
support, he would tell me things, good things, in terms of negatiating pointsthat | could then go
and negatiate with the two deputies. But, it was till me negotiating with two guys. It didn’t

work out very well. PL480 was probably the most difficult to try and work out, because of the
resource that' s programmed outside the Bureau. The budget levels tended to be contentious, but
we worked those out, mainly because Frank got involved in those when he was there.

Q: Why do you think they created a three Deputy arrangement?

JOHNSON: The fedling was that the Bureau had grown too fast; too far; too many countries; that
the span of control for one Deputy was Smply too gredt.

Q: Do you think it worked?
JOHNSON: No. | don’'t think it worked at all.
Q: What did other people think about it?

JOHNSON: In terms of the comparisons that go on between the Africa Bureau, the Asia Bureau,
the LA Bureau, Middle East, what other configuration do you have. You still wind up with the
AfricaBureau' s papers being the latest to get in; that they had gpparently the mogt difficulty in
meeting deadlines; had gpparently the most difficulty in recruiting staff, competent to fill

positions, because we weren't regarded as being a competitive recruiter. So, that whole
management overhead range didn’t change that asfar as | could see. Both of the Deputy AA’s
saw their job as getting more resources for their area, which was not an unusua need, but it was
just the opposite of where | guess my head was at the time.

| was arguing that it wasn't a question of more resources, that you could pour money into Sudan,
| mean it'sblack hole. Y ou could pour as much money in the sand as you wanted to, but you
weren't going to get anything out of it. Essentidly, we showed six countries where we had a
reasonably chance of having development. The politicaly hot countries thet attracted alot of
money were the mogt risky in terms of development results. As a substantive argument under all
that, you had a gradud shift of resources from Centrd West Africato Southern Africaand from
Central Southeast Africato North Africa. We had more money going into the Sudan and the
Somdi and into the Zambia and Zimbabwe and less going into the Sahdl, that middle belt which
essentialy were the poor countries. We had some mgjor policy clashes over East African
countries with the new Deputy Adminigtrator of East Africaand Somaia. He rolled back and
pulled the plug on Somdia. The package of projects that the misson had come in with
represented starting up seven new projects in the space of 18 months. And, we had amgor,
major fight over the ABS budget submission in which Glenn Patterson tried to keep everybody
camed down and under control, but that he treated it as an illustrious ABS. Where | wasin the



hard head radical fashion pushing for getting Somdis to zero in the budget process, or if you do
anything you do it through the economic supporting funds. They smply didn’'t have a
development case. Glenn and then Lois Richards (new DAA and replaced Phil and to my
surprise, | worked very wdl with Lois.

Q: Who was that?

JOHNSON: Loais Richards, who | thought would micro manage and she didn’t a al. About that
timethat | decided that my effectivenessin Africa DP had cometo an end. | wasin too many
fights and was losing too many fights. Mark Edelman was the new Assistant Administrator for
Africaand Mark redly wanted to pick his own DP Director. He was hung up on the fact that |
was Civil Service and they wanted somebody from the Foreign Servicein there,

A leave of absence—1986

S0, | decided to make one last push at getting into the Foreign Service. | would take a year off
and go down to the Univerdty of North Carolina or Duke University Medica Center, which ran
aweight loss program and it was tied into basicaly physiology, medica, exercise and nutrition
and seeif | could get mysdlf in well enough shape so | could go in to Foreign Service. So, they
agreed and gave me leave without pay to go off and do it and | went down to North Carolinaand
found out that | was right on schedule. It was perfect timing for my mid-career criss, on the way

| want to do it and when | want to go. It turned out to be an extraordinary beneficid time period
for me, just in terms of thinking where | stood and what | wanted to do. | loss some weight, but
not enough. So, came back to USAID and USAID didn’t know what to do with me.

Temporary TDY in Sudan—1987

JOHNSON: Thiswas 1987. Came back to the Agency; well first of dl, | was a GS15 program
officer and had been a GS15 at that point amost 10 years. Mogt of the jobs that | quaified for
were filled with Foreign Service Officers. Most of the Foreign Service Officers were Senior
Foreign Service Officers, so they had to down grade the job in order for me to qualify for it.
When | came back from North Carolina | took the position that that was very flattering, but how
about upgrading me rather than upgrading thejob. They said, ummmm. So, | wound up doing a
whole series of temporary TDY’s. Went out to Khartoum for six or eight months. Went from
Khartoum to the South Pecific, aregionad organization. The Regiona Development Organization
for the South Pecific was located in Fiji and there handled eight or nine other countries.

| went back to Sudan and | worked on that job, which to this day the job description is classified,
Because during the two months | was out there, they had a mgor flood where Khartoum got, |
guessit was 24 inches in 12 hours and the whole place was flooded. | never did the job | was
supposed to do anyway, which the job was bring food into Tigris and Eritreain order to stop the
refugees coming into Eastern Sudan. The government of Sudan supported it, but the Mission
Director in Sudan fdt that he should not handle it, because he was working with the government
0N some new programs, SO | was detailed to the Embassy. Then, because of the flood you
couldn’t get any travel, roads washed out, no food moved, anything. So, | wound up doing three
months of counsaor work with political refugees. 1t was very interesting, but it was side track.
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Q: Did you ever get involved in delivering food to the refugees?

JOHNSON: No.

Q: It never happened?

JOHNSON: Well, it happened after | Ieft, but during the period | was there it didn’t.

Theldands of the South Pacific for two months—1988

JOHNSON: | I€eft there in July of *88 and went to the South Pecific.
Q: South Pacific, that’s quite a transition.

Washington till couldn't figure out what to do with me, so | continued on my seriesof TDY's
and went to the South Pecific to the Regiona South Pecific Office, which had a Regiond
Development Office in Fji with no bilaterd ad to Fiji. But, Fiji was the idands that had the
connections like Barbados did. Fiji had the airplane connectionsto get in and out of al the 11
idands thet were receiving aid from the U.S. | went out to South Pecific for two monthsto do a
grategic planning document with themes. There were certain themes that would be carried on
throughout the idands, but each idand would haveits own bilaterd laid program. And, the one
theme of course, was population and hedlth. Ancther theme was environment; another theme
was the private sector initiative in fishing and some agricultura exporting idess. | wound up
doing a dtrategic plan and the budget submission, which caled for increasing the levd to the
South Pacific from about five to Sx million ayear to 20 to 30 million ayear. That was accepted
in Washington.

Q: What about your role in the South Pacific?

JOHNSON: | was going to say, the South Pacific came through at that point with the offer for a
TDY and | took it. It wasavery smdl office in terms of budget and people. They had gotten
approva from the Asan Bureau to use persona service contracts for staffing in lieu of direct
hire. So, they had OE funding contractors and a green light from the Bureaw.

At that point, I’d worked with start up countries and regiona programs enough to where if they
wanted someone with my background to take alook at, you know, what would be ajustification
for increasing the program levels. If you increased them, how would you staff yoursdf to carry
them out and manage them and what would you do, subgtantialy. And, the judtification of why
we should do more in the South Pacific was dready agreed to. The AA for the AsaBureau was
aformer Peace Corp volunteer from one of the idands and the Assistant Secretary, Deputy
Assgtant Secretary of State for Africawas aformer Peace Corps volunteer from one of the
idands, and George H.W. Bush had been off in the South Pecific. We were coming up on the
50" anniversary of World War 11 and the fact that thousands of Americans lost their lives
fighting over theseidands. Essentidly, they had been ignored by usfor the next 50s years. So, |
came back with a strategic plan for the area which argued that the Regiond Office should run
each country as a separate devel opment objective.

Q: Each country?
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JOHNSON: Each country, which | had a hard time sdlling, because you had countries with a
total populations of 2,000 people. Y ou know, it was..., why do we want to have aUSAID
program? Why can't we just have regiond projects and then they could get some of the regiona
benefits. | was backed up by John Woods who was a Mission Director. The argument was, the
Regiond Office can back stop the programs, but if you redly want to have an impact on the
countries, you have to interact with their developing planning office, their Minigtries of Hedlth.
You can't just have aregiond contractor who wandersin and out of al the countries. In the redl
amdl idandsit probably did make senseto only do atraining program, but you set atraining
program before them, rather than having aregiond training program that just drops scholarships
here and there.

And, in terms of management, that they should keep the Regiona Office in Fiji, which was the
old problem that you know about from Abidjan. Fji was well enough off to where they redlly
didn’'t have a development program there. But, because it was the nexus of al the airplanes and
the traffic, if we have the USAID Office there, then the Embassy would get upset that they had
al these USAID people wandering around and no USAID program in Fiji. Eventudly the State
Department put ESF money in to Fiji and wound up having asmal ESF program there that
worked primarily, as | recdl, on ademocracy project helping provide Xerox machines, a
parliamentary house and other thing like that.

The program was strongly environmental. That became the mgor thrust to what we did on each
of the idands where we Sarted a program, which got into private sector marketing, private sector
agricultural development and marketing, because you had afairly active private sector import-
export group that did export copper and (?) So, you had something of a nucleus there to work
with.

| started up aprogram in New Guineawhich asfar as | could figure out was like 20 years behind
Africa And, got pushed into doing some developmentd activities there, rather than doing
inditutiona development, which iswhat | thought we ought to do, but they wanted more
presence, so they wanted USAID to do more things. We wound up working on abig fishing
project there that was pretty successful. We werein fishing as our agriculture sector. It wasa
nice little program and lasted about three years. No, it lasted longer than that, because this was
in ‘88 and Brian Atwood (USAID Adminigtrator) saw the South Pacific as one of the programs
to be consolidated when he grouped the programs; the people out there kept saying, but they
shouldn't, thisisn't fair. These programs and the governments work. The host countries are
doing what they ought to do. At that time, we were cutting programs out in countries where the
host government wasn't carrying its share of the burden and etc. etc. etc. Theimplication was
that if you cut a country out thet it was awrong doer. And, theidands didn’'t do much, but they
weren't very big.

South Pacific |Idandsfor 6 months—1988
Q: Why were we interested in the islands at that time?
JOHNSON: It was a combination of reasons. The mgor thrust was that then, the Assistant
Adminigtrator for the Asa Bureau had been a Peace Core volunteer out in the idands and one of

the Deputy Assistant Secretaries of State for Africa had been a Peace Core volunteer on the
idands. The 50" anniversary of World War 11 was coming up and it was the Guadacand, the
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Solomon Idands, Tarawa. All the namesthat are familiar from World War 11 movies, if
anything dse and the American shed blood for. A feding that nothing had happened since
World War 11, and that a number of the idands were essentialy French colonies. We had
American Samoa, which was essentially a colony. The assistance to American Samoa and to the
northern idands, the Marianas, | forget who else was up there, were dl handled by the U.S.
Department of Interior, which sent out alocd rep and tried to run aid programs and absolutely
did not want any advice from USAID on its experience in running aid programs. In most
peoples opinion they were running a disaster and so the idea was that USAID would become
more involved in the Southern Peacific; would show by example how you could help the idands
that maybe the Department of Interior would pick up on, and that the idands were, as smdl as
they were, they gill were represented in the United Nations. Therefore, the U.S. should remain
on good terms with those idands and most of them were supportive of the U.S. So, you had a
combination of reasons. | think, the case for increasing the aid levels was made before | did a
paper. The paper just served as the written paper trall, if you will.

Q: Thiswas Economic Supporting Assistance fund?

JOHNSON: The Economic Supporting Assistance fund (ESF) and approximately at the same
time, they did gpprove amillion dollars for ESF funds for Fiji, because the Ambassador was so
upset that there were no bilatera ad to Fiji and he had his seven person USAID Office there.

Also, extremdy interesting, the U.S. had negotiated a fishing treety, which involved Japan, dl

the idands, and the American fishing flegt, asto what kind of fish could be taken, and what time
of year the tonnage and everything. Then, & some point and I'm not redlly sure of the time
period here, but | think it wasin 1985 or ‘86, one of the idands had seized an American fishing
boat for fishing illegdly in their waters. 1t was like the mouse that roared kind of thing. They
had gone out a night and saized the boat while everybody was in town at atavern and then here
was the U.S. threatening to send carriers and airplanes to get the fishing boat back. Partidly
because there were fedings for that and for other fishing kinds of conflicts and collisions, the
U.S. negotiated afishing treaty, whereby the American Tuna Association, the American
Fisheries Association, or something, the equivalent America marketing group put up ten million
dollarsto be available for fisheries, fishing development or fishy problems, fishy reated
problems ontheidands. And, USAID became the adminigtrator of that ten million dollars. It
totaly bypassed the USAID structure and the congressiond structure in Washington. It came
through the State Department and the private sector directly to the governments, which as part of
the agreement they’ d written with the governments, the government had to co-program with
USAID on the use of the money. So, there was this chunk of money which aso in some cases
involved the local currency that the USAID Office out there programmed and most of it was for

fishing, fishing development.
Q: So, it wastied to fishing?

JOHNSON: It was very loosdy tied. The USAID Mission did the tying more than the actua
agreement, because the agreement had enough loop holes to drive the proverbid truck through.
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Q: What did they do with all that money; the fish money and the 25 million dollars?

JOHNSON: Like | said, you had rurd hedth, primary hedth and family planning activities. You
had an HIV/AID’ s Program; you had an environmenta program. Again, on each idand there
would be a different type of environmenta program, so they did vary. But, the environment was
amagor theme of the whole program. In fishing development we put in piers, outfitted boats to
have long nets intead of short nets. One of the Women in Development Program... the women
do the fishing in the coves where you wak out into the water and the weater is never higher than
your waist. Men do the long haul fishing where they’ Il go out in the boats and stay for two or
three weeks and then come back. So, we worked with the women to come up with ways where
they could do the cove fishing and create better conditions for them so they didn’t wind up with
0 many related problems and diseases from wading in the water up to their waist. There were
educationa programs on how to not fish out certain coves, because the tendency was to fish until
the cove was completely non-responsive and then move to another cove. So, we worked on
some environmental programs with the women. We worked with alot of PVO'swho were out
there.....

Q: Local or international ?

JOHNSON: International, but primarily U.S. related to Peace Core Volunteers who had been in
the idands and then had come home and had sat up some sort of continuing relaionship, the
Friends of the South Pecific. The Peace Core program was very active throughout dl the idands
too. I'mtrying to think of what ese.

Environmentaly we had a mgjor issue with the Japanese; the Japanese fishing approach was to
catch everything in these huge nets and then dump anything that wasn't commercid fish, which
resulted in an enormous waste of fishing resources. So, we had a couple of negotiations with the
Japanese in trying to work out joint fisheries programs with the Japanese.

With the education program, which we hed a scholarship program, having scholarships for each
idand, which was a continua pain in the neck, because the students had to go to Fiji to get an
American Visa They couldn’t get one out of the Embassy or the Counsdlor Officer on their own
idand.

All of the visa applicants had to go to Fiji and USAID worked out away of having housing and
food for them while they waited for their visas to come through and then they would pay for their
arport trangportation to the States. We were congtantly missing deadlines in terms of the student
has to be here by August 29™" in order to start orientation. And, September 20 the student was
dill gtting in FHji waiting for hisvisa. A lot of just redly strong fedings | guess| came away

from the South Pacific asto what isthe Embassy rolewas. | had amuch easier time picking out
aUSAID rolein theidandsthan | did the Embassy role. The Embassy redly was ameet and
greet for American investors. It was a place for them to go in and say hello, shake hands, get a
briefing about the local economy in the countries and then leave.

Q: Were there any Americans to worry about?
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JOHNSON: Had alot of tourists, mgjor tourists, that if you are going to Audtraliaor New
Zedand, Hiji isaconnecting flight and has an enormous investment from the Japanese on aoll
development. 1t'samgor tourig attraction. The Fijian government actualy worked it very
nicely where they built each hotdl but didn’t sell the beach front. The beach front was
considered needed land, but the hotels could get long term leases on the locd area. But, then
they had to st down with the local chiefs and figure out employment opportunities for how the
Hjians could actudly get thework at the hotels. In Fiji it was particularly difficult, because
higtoricaly when the British came and set up the colonies, they found that the Fijians were very
quarrelsome, not very productive as farm workers; they wanted to set up sugar plantations, so
they imported Indians from Indiawho then worked the sugar factories and the sugar plantations.
As aconsequence, they set up an incredible polarization of society between the Indians and the
Hjians. Indians had been there for four generations and 200 years later are till consdered
Indians. And, if anything happens the India Consular goes trotting down and tries to work it ouit.
They al carry Indian passports. They're the Fjians after 20 years.

Q: What size population are we talking about?
JOHNSON: Small, very small. | can’t remember.
Q: Under a million?

JOHNSON: Definitely under amillion. | remember some of the idands we worked with were
like 2,500 and 7,000. A big idand was one that had over a hundred thousand. Fiji isthe most
developed of dl theidands, but | can’t remember what the figures are.

Q: Did they have any local capacity to carry out the programs?

JOHNSON: The Fijians had an enormous loca capacity in trained Indians. Y ou had very few
Fjians who redly wanted to go to school. They didn’t like school, so they wouldn’'t goiniit for
advanced degrees and they wouldn't stick around to get their degrees. The Fjians liked
primarily to volunteer for the U.N. military police. They're scattered al over the world with the
U.N. security arrangements, because that’ s an admira and honorable way to see world and then
you go off and do somefighting. Higtoricaly, avery war liked people. It's military
arrangements are till admired and honored. Very few Fjians go into business. A lot go into
government, but they don’'t go into business. The Indians tend to predominate in business and
lawyers and doctors in professond fidds. 'Y ou would have had a very high trained capacity of
Fjians.

Our problem isthat, because Fiji did have a high trained development capacity and they had a
high per capitaincome, we didn’t do bilateral assistance with Fiji. We had the Regiona
Officers, but they worked with the Solomon Idands, the Christmas Idands, a couple of French
Idands that are sill under the French contral, al of which have extremdy limited development
cgpacity. They smply didn’'t have functioning government structuresin alot of ways. Mot of
them, however, had been taken over in some sort of adoption fashion. Like New Zedand had
particularly close relationship with two or three idands, Audtralia had close relationships, the
French had close rlationships with different idands. So, one of the things that USAID had
carved out as an area that we would work on was donor coordination in trying to get more donors
into one &t of idands, so you didn’t have one donor dominating the whole economy and the
government. They were trying to develop little mini-donor group discussions. There were half a
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dozen interregiond organizations. An interregiond organization on shipping; interregiona
organizationd on hedth; interregiond organization on arlines and 0 on to get the idands to see
themsdlves as working together through those interregiona groups.

Q: Poalitically they would never be brought together?

JOHNSON: No, paliticaly they had no interest; they had no background of history of being
associated with each other. Fiji and Tonga probably had a history of fighting each other more
than anything else and would use the long range canoes dmost like the Vikings did to wage war
back and forth on each other. Beautiful, beautiful part of the world though. | could see why
people served as volunteers or had anything to do with it, you know; they would have afeding
of continuing commitment of trying to do something in that area.

Q: Most of our work was carried out through PVO'’s?

JOHNSON: PVO'’s and some contract groups. The USAID office essentialy conssted of about
seven people, three of whom were OE funded private service contractors. One was Augtrdian;
two, | think were New Zealand; and one was a New Zedander married to a Carabaos girl. The
argument was that they smply couldn’t recruit Americans to go out there when they’ d have
vacancies and they’ d try to go through the USAID Personnd System to fill the vacancies.

They'd come up with people who were willing to go out there for ayear or two years

Q: How many Americans did we have?

JOHNSON: | think there were only about four (USAID) Americansthere. The problem was that
the South Pacific program had been perceived as a good place to go on your last tour before you
retired. Therewas very little activity there. Then, they sent John Woods out who was a product
of the Africa Bureau; he was very activist and raring to go and by no means, mentdly or
physicaly ready to retire. They sent him out because of the promise or the mandate, if you will,
that they were going to increase the program and he should start in motion dl of the stepsiit

would take to increase the program.

Q: How did the projects work?

JOHNSON: The projects worked redly well. Sharon Fee wasin the Regiond Officein *96 and
‘97, ten years after | left; | talked to her about the projects and they were al working. The same
projects weren't till active, but the Mission was dill in the same generd theme areas of working
with beneficiaries on the environment, working private sector, and hedlth, population and
HIV/AIDS. They worked pretty well. Sharon said they got reglly good cooperation in health
from the governments, that the people that were assigned to the projects tended to be good and
tended to stay with the projects. Therewas't alot of switching around. She was very upset
when the Atwood' s (USAID Adminisirator) decision that came down in ‘95, * 96 to close down
programs that weren't performing, which became trandated into close down programs without
loca (support ed?), because she felt that it was the wrong program to close down. They pulled
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the USAID Office out of Fiji; | think they do some genera regiond support types of things out
of the Philippines.

Q: What happened to the projects?
JOHNSON: The projects were ended. Contractors were sent home.
Q: They just finished work and walked away?

JOHNSON: They walked away, yesh. Sharon’sfeding was that the implication and dl of the
public announcements were that we were closing down programs in countries where the host
governments hadn’t held up their part of the bargain, or for poor performance, or for various
invidious kinds of reasons. And, the South Peacific essentialy got tired of that brush, whenin

fact, the programs there worked very well and that they’ d made good progress on dl of the
individua type gods and in the generd themes of hedth and environmenta, but smply because

it was asmdl program. The political Godfathers, if you will, in State and USAID who had
supported the expansion were out because they were Republicans, so essentialy we closed them.

Q: Do you think we had a substantial impact with that program?

JOHNSON: It'shard to say. And clearly, the U.S. had a subgantia impact on theidandsin
World War 1l. | mean, just absolute total impact on the idands to where they developed, you
may have heard of them, Cargo Cults, where the airplanes flew in with al this cargo of specidty
items and food and drinks that no one in the idands had ever seen before. So, they developed
religious cults around the shipment of goods and services through these cargo planes. | wastold,
to this day, you will have an isolated tribe that essentidly worships an icebox. They’ll adorn the
icebox with candles and wresths and periodically have services there, and periodicaly they'lI
open the doorsto seeif it sfilled up yet. Since the icebox is till empty, they’ Il close the door
and say they haven’t prayed enough. And, they cal them Cargo Cults and they’re ill active
throughout the South Pecific.

At the same time you have absolute fird rate air service, Fiji Airlines flown by the Fjians, you
have the Air Traffic Controllers, who dl have moved into the modern world and clearly handle
communication equipment with no problems. 'Y ou have one of the more sophisticated inter-
idand shipping systems for export goodsthat | think has ever been devel oped.

It is much more difficult there than in the Caribbean, because in the Caribbean theidands are
closer to each other. Essentidly to this day, you can sail from one Caribbean idand to another
and not lay down or put your anchor out and stay overnight and then go the next day during day
light. In the South Pecific, you' re talking about weeks where you' |l go before you see the sight
of land again. The South Pacific isahuge ocean. It islike one little finger tip on your piggy; it
would be the Caribbean compared to your whole body being the South Pecific Ocean. So, you
think about the Caribbean as being idands, and they are, but not in the same sense of isolated,
long distance, communication kinds of things that you face with the South Pecific.

Q: What about the impact of health and education programs?

JOHNSON: Hedlth programs, from what | got back, had ahard time. Not because of lack of
personnd; it was just lack of priority. The South Pacific Idanders tended to be very hedthy.
They didn’t pressure the government for alot of health services, because they just didn't see a
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need for it. Some, who were trying to work with the HIV/AIDs Program, were trying to break
through, the myth that the South Pacific Idanders don’t get HIVV/AIDs, you know, weren't
susceptible to them for some reason. The doctor that was out there said, thet part of the trouble
was they had avery, very low rate and it was hard to figure out that maybe there was some
reason why. S0, he was trying to get some AlDs research done out there to see whether or not
there was some naturd immunity going on. | think, even in terms of raising the awareness of
people of critical diseases and how vulnerable idands can beto a critica disease, redly had an
impact. Again, | think people brought to the United States, trained in the United States, returned
to home, had the mogt lasting impact that we had.

Q: Good. Anymore on theislands? You were there how long?

JOHNSON: First trip out | was there for two months and later | went back for another TDY and
was there for about Sx months.

Over athree year period | did a series of overseas TDY'’ s that went from working on the
management assessment in Latin America, in Brazil, Peru and Mexico, to doing the Sudan for
refugees with the Embassy, to doing the strategic planning for the South Pacific. At one point |
asked Ray Love, who at that point was Counsglor to the Agency, how long was personnel going
to let me keegp doing this floating around and charting my own individud TDY’s. At that point, |
reported to no one, other than Ray who used to be my boss when | wasin the Africa Bureau. So,
| asked Ray, how long was personnd going to let me keep on doing this. | was enjoying it and |
was getting alot of overseas experience, but | couldn’t redly see that the Agency structuring this
program just for me. A lot of peoplein Personnd were still mad a me, because | pulled off two
yearson TDY to Cameroon. They were questioning whether what | was doing was serious or
was it just my own development program. Ray’s response was, that aslong as there was a need,
essentiadly the Agency had to send somebody. If it hadn’t been me, it would have been

somebody else.

For awhile there | became a specidist on the idands, that was the other thing. | worked in the
Seychelles, Marianas, Comoros, Madagascar, Indian Oceans Idands, and then | worked the
South Pecific Idands, and then when | came back from South Pacific | went over to Grenada and
| worked in the Caribbean Idands. Most governments functioned. The areas are smal enough
and their variables are enough under control that the idands do okay. Much like Hong Kong or
Singapore. It'sjust alot more feasble than if you're talking about Somaiathat goes from
Maineto Floridaand asfar as Chicago. It has one road that goesto Richmond. Idandswere
fun.

Grenadain the Caribbean—1989-1990

Q: Let’stalk about Grenada, because it had an interesting part of U.S. involvement. What was
the situation when you got involved in Grenada. You were assigned there, | guess for awhile.

JOHNSON: My perspective on Grenada was very much from an organizationa perspective. |
was gill wandering around and the Agency didn’'t know what to do with me. They never offered
me a permanent job, o | wastaking al these TDY. Thefeding that the more experienced | got,
the better officer | would be. And, after the invasion of Grenada, the Caribbean had a Regiond
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Development Office in Barbados, which again was a Stuation where Barbados didn’t receive any
direct bilateral aid, but had the airplane connections where you could get to the other idands. In
the RDO Caribbean program, they had a series of regiona projectsin agriculture, hedth,
shipping, democracy. The Misson would establish an OY B (Operating Y ear Budget) for each
country within the overadl Washington dlocation. The individua countries and individua
embasses hated it. They fdt that they should get their allocation directly from Congress. So, for
the two years | was down there was a period where the RDO was trying to keep each of the
countries happy with this regional approach. Meanwhile, the State Department was agitating for
abilateral approach. State was getting ESF funds, specificaly directed to a country and for, an
example, aproject to build the road in Antigua. We aso ended up with congressond earmarks
saying that you will spend X amount of dollarsin'Y country.

In the midgt of dl this, when Grenada was origindly invaded, the firg thing they did &fter the
shooting stopped was to set up abilateral aid program, which was to help the country. It was set
up with an USAID hilaterd officein Grenada, St. Georges, it had its own bilatera projects; it
had its own alocation of funds from Congress. But, the Associate Director in Grenada reported
to the Regiond Director in Barbados and for some of the technical specidists would pull on Staff
out of the Regiond Office.

As| heard it after the fact, the Misson Director in Barbados had spent mogt of histime on
Grenada, figuring quite accurately that that was when he got the 8:30 cdl every morning from
the Nationa Security Council saying, what's happened. His visibility rested much more on what
happened on Grenada than anywhere dse. What was most controversid abot it, isthat the
ressons we went in with the invasion were threats to the life of the medical students, but also
because the Cubans were building this modern airport that they described as a dagger pointed at
the heart of the U.S. Wdll, in the firgt 18 months, we sent in areport and said the most important
economic thing to do wasto finish the airport. That the availability of direct links with the U.S.
redlly controlled any other thing they wanted to do in that country. Aslong asthe only way to
get to Grenada was to go to Barbados overnight and take an idand hopper, they smply weren't
going to get the kind of investment and development, etc. etc. etc. So, we wound up finishing
off the arport. By thetimel got there, it was like two or three years later, the emphagisin
Grenada had—

Q: And what year was that?

JOHNSON: | wasin Grenada from 1989 to 1990. By thetime| came into the picture, the
emphasis that was on we have to show we made a difference in Grenada and that the Cubans
were bad guys and we were good guys had pretty much evaporated. The RDO in Barbados was
trying to resbsorb the idand back in to the regiona infrastructure. The Ambassador on Grenada
was trying to maintain abilateral saff and bilaterd USAID program. The man who had been the
Associate Director had his new assgnment somewherein L.A. And, if you were headed down a
path of adiminating the office, it didn’t make sense to replace him, because you were moving
everything back to Barbados. On the other hand, if you were going to maintain a separate office,
then you needed to replace him. So, | was the compromise candidate to go out on TDY. B, |
had no dreams of being assigned to that job, so that | wouldn't have any built in incentive to try
and keep it on the Ambassador’ s track.
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| knew the RDO Director in Barbados and he trusted mein that | would keep him honestly
informed as to what was going on. So, | spent ayear in there, (originaly supposed to bea TDY
of 60 days and they were going to make the decisonin 60 days.) A year later | was ill out
there, because they never could make the decison. They would write briefing memaos up
through the USAID structure, and from the USAID structure over to the State Department
dructure. Meanwhile, the political desk officers on the State side were writing briefing papers
up to their guys and over to the other guys. Paperswould go al the way up to Secretary
Eagleburger and we would get acable saying, it's up in Eagleburger’ s office, he'll decide in the
next ten days and then two weeks later we' d get a cable saying, Eagleburger had to go to Russa
and he passed this down to so and so who' s going to have so and so take alook at it. It got
nowhere. In the meantime, Ford Cooper was the Ambassador, an excellent Ambassador.
Despite dl of his pulling and tugging, the program gradudly became aregiona program. The
individua direct bilaterd USAID projects began to phase out and in their place were components
of the regiond effort so that you could tell the Grenadians that the same amount of money was
going to Grenada. The U.S. government was not logng interest in Grenada and that USAID
wasn't pulling out and al the rest of it.

Q: What did we do?

JOHNSON: It arted out, like | say, the mgjor effort was on the airport. Once the airport was
finished the mgor effort was to try and get American airlinesto fly direct so that you had a direct
link between Grenada and the U.S. Ford Cooper, the Ambassador, took a direct role in the
negotiations where he would call up the American airlines and say, OK. what do you need and
they' d tdl him, well we need this amount of cargo space or this amount of radar control and a
tower or whatever. So, then he/d call up the Grenadian ministry and say, okay, thisiswhat
you've got, now what are you planning on putting up there. Then he cdled me and said, USAID
put in acontrol tower. Y ou know, he was the one who was the spider, sort of at the center trying
to pull everybody together to get afunctioning airport and he eventudly did. The American
arlines used Puerto Rico as their hub for the entire Caribbean, so you couldn’t get aflight

directly from New Y ork to Grenada. Y ou had to go to Puerto Rico and then to Grenada; they felt
that was better than having to go through Barbados. Y ou aso ended up with American airlines
essentidly wanting alot of guarantees and concessions from the government, which in the initid
years made it much more profitable for American airline and less profitable for the government,

in terms of the government waiving its norma landing fee and whatever it was they had.

In addition to the airport, the mgor push was to try and get American investors to come down
and look at investing Grenada and so USAID organized a series of hotdl investors who came
down and looked at the possibility of investing in hotels. A couple of venture capitalists came
down and looked at the possihility of investing in anything. A couple of people came down who
were actively associated with cruise lines and wanted the government of Grenadato expand and
modernize the port a St. Georges so your bigger cruise ships could come through. They had dl
the arguments about what a cruise ships with a growing range for passenger traffic and a number
of people, anumber of vigts, and this was the way that Grenada should go in terms of the
tourism.

Meantime, | was over in the corner causing trouble. Firgt of dl, I’'m like the cruise line investors
and the guys who came down pushing that. | was telling the government of Grenada to be
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careful, becausg, if they base their tourism on cruise ships, essentidly the cruise ship has no
infrastructure requirements. If you have acruise ship, a cruise ship can go to any port and if

there’ s a problem with water facility to where your water tanks are contaminated in St. Georges,
you know, they just goto . Lucia. There' s another military coup or palitical unrest in Grenada,
you know. Why not go to Dominica. They have absolutely no investment to stay there and work
with the government. Hotel investors, on the other hand do. They have an interest in putting up
aninfrastructure; they’ ve got a commitment; and they’ re going to stay with you for the long

haul.

Pus, which may be less unpopular, so you look at Grenada, there' s something like four hundred
thousand Grenadians on theidand. There are another four hundred thousand who werein
Canada, Ballston, and the third place in the Northeast. The Canadians outside the country were
shipping fundsinto the country so you had amgor capitd inflow coming from them where they
would send money for their uncle to start up a Bed and Breskfast, and their aunt to sart alittle
hamburger shop. And, for somebody e se, this whole range of smal scae entrepreneur activity
just growing like mad, being funded by the Grenadians outside the country sending money home.
Thiswas far more in Grenada s interest than being nice to Hilton Hotel and having a huge Hilton
Hotel bill, which wouldn't cregte the jobs; it wouldn't have the impact on the economy, and it
probably wasn't going to happen anyway, despite the fact that we kept seeing dl the hotd |letters
coming in. One of them actualy was Doug Bennett, who had moved to South Carolinaand hed
some sort of intra capital program going and he came down to Grenada on one of these investor
tours. | think, in the USAID in terms of organizing investment groups was redly proactive and
did more in Grenada than any place ese I've been, but | don't think the economic climb-hanger
in Grenadawas right for the kind of things we were talking about doing. Where we saw
investments by Americans and these big scale things, just didn’t have the impact that dl of the
amdl scaeinvesments of dl the little enterprises were having.

Q: Were we doing any local projects?

JOHNSON: | had some training projects; | had an industrid project: what happened was
immediately after the invasion went in, they went for capita infrastructure. So, they built an
industrial warehouse park; they had built roads dl over the idand; did community centers and
schools, and it was the Dixon Martyr (?ed) gpproach across the board. And, even continued that
pretty much. The preference of the investor self-help fund was for brick and mortar activities.

The classic example of the good and the bad, was that they talked the Embassy into funding a
two bedroom housing unit that would be adjacent to a community hedlth post. They couldn’t
convince the government to set up the community hedlth post, because the government didn’t
have adoctor to send there, because there was no housing for a doctor when he got there. So, the
Ambassador talked to the investor on this self-help project of putting up this two bedroom house
and then they went on and started discussions with the government to get arural hedth post.

And, once they got the rura hedlth post they started trying to get the doctor. Eventudly, it
wound up that it worked. It dl fit together, but it was not by any overal, up-front agreement,

you know, that if | do this, you do that or the ideaiisto put afully staffed hedth post here and
we'll al work on our piece of it. 1t wasloca people working on one piece a atime and it
worked.
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One of the things when | was there that we were working on was to clear the (USAID ed)
warehouse out. So, we were doing donations to private volunteer organizations, orphanages, and
schools and clinics. One of the things that we found in the warehouse were 20 Sgns, which were
these big metal signs about the sze of this desk, which would be what, four by six, complete
with the USAID clasped hands and the red, white and blue inggnia saying, welcome Rondd
Reagan, sAf -help project number 22 school. Or, self-hep project 38 community center. They
were ordered and supposed to have been put up al over the idand before Reagan came down on
hisvidt in ‘89, ‘88 and hadn’t gotten therein time. So, they had them dl in the warehouse. So,

| said, look you guys, it's a shame they didn’t get put up when Reagan came, but you spent the
money and you can't just leave them gtting in the warehouse, the auditors will kill us. We have
to show that we did something with them. So, Fdlix, our Hedlth Advisor, you know, why don’t
you sart going around and making arrangements and we' Il put these up and if the communities
wants to have allittle ceremony we' Il have the Ambassador cut aribbon or something. And Fdlix
who had worked for USAID, but he was then working for the Embassy, an extremely intdlligent,
talented young man looked a melike | was crazy. He sad, no. | said, what do you mean, no,
we have to put these up. Well, you wouldn't want to put them up. | said, why wouldn't | want
to put them up? He said, well dl those places that we put up that we were so proud of, they
haven't been maintained, they need painting, they need shingles put back on or shutters put back
on. And, you coudn’'t have the Ambassador go out and shake hands for this dilapidated project.
Y ou' d have to put some more money into it before you could take it, you know, beforeit'sa
good opportunity. | said, well think of something to do with these sgnsthen. So, what he
decided to do with the signs, that since the saf help program was ongoing we' d use the sgnsfor
new programs where we d put in a community center, painted a school or something.

Q: Was welcoming Reagan on it?

JOHNSON: Do something with them. You couldn’t hardly let them St in the warehouse.

Intheindustrid park where we' d built the building and put it up and put in the water works, we
were aso trying to set up within the indudtrid dte achild care center. We would aso do baby
wellness hedlth activities. The problem with that was that everybody agreed to do it, but nobody
could find gppropriate funding, because you had the funds that were going into the warehouse
that were suppose to be for structura components; you had the funds going in to the regiond
hedlth projects which were suppose to provide commodities, but they couldn’t pay for salaries. |
got involved in negotiating with about three different people who were getting USAID funds for
three different reasons. How al three of them could work together to come out with the child
care center if everybody agreed was agood ideato do. It was probably asillegd ashdl, if an
auditor ever came down and said, where did you put this dollar, because we were meshing funds
from dl over the place.

We a0 had ahig push on trying to do eco-tourism. St. Georges itsdlf is a beautiful 17" century
city built around anatura lagoon. 1t goes up the hill to seejust an incredible vistaand theré sa
huge fort on one of the points of the lagoon that had originaly been built by the Spanish,
conquered by the French, conquered by the British, conquered by the French. Y ou know, it sort
of changed hands two or three different times and was currently serving as the heedquarters for
the national police. We began another project to clean it up, reinforce the wals a couple of
places, put in lighting, a ectricd and lighting system where it could be used for tourism. That
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was fun. It was something that | don't think USAID would ever have done anywhere dse. It
was actudly being funded in Grenada under aregiond project, where | don’t know that anybody
else knew that we were even doing it until they came down there. But, it was visudly an
extraordinary dtractive Ste.

Q: Nothing in agriculture?

JOHNSON: A agriculturaist named Oleen Hess who is probably one of the world' s leading
experts on cocoa was in Grenada working on a cocoa project as part of an agriculture outreach
effort working with farmers on the kinds of pesticides that were best to use, and the things that
he knew from working around the world in cocoa projects, a different world. Cocoa made alot
of sensefor an idand economy, because you didn’t have refrigeration problemsin terms of
shipping and exporting it. We were aso working with a company known as “1dand of Spices’,
because they produced so much cinnamon, vanilla, nutmeg, everything. One of the things we
brought down was McCormick’s marketing expert. Got him to come down to the country and
take atrip around seeing al the different spices that could be sold by McCormick and offer them
essy rdationships at atime when our existing relationships in Madagascar were rocking. So,
McCormick was interested in developing other sources of supply, and they came down and
reluctantly said they just couldn’t do it because it was atoo smal scae operation, in terms of
McCormick’ s battling plant, grinding factory, etc. that Grenada just couldn’t ship enough every
single month. So, that one fell through.

But, then they had some Grenadians go to aspice, | don't know, for high tech you'd cdll it atech
far. 1 don't know what you cal it for food and spices. But, they basicdly had abooth at afood
and spices thing where they wound up making marketing arrangements with a couple of very
small gourmet, organic food types of restaurants and grocery stores. So, they were increasing
their exports in agriculture and in cocoa. We were working on the actua hedlth practices and
harvesting mechanisms. On the other hand, we worked more on the terms of trying to set up
private sector contacts and to provide the government of Grenada with what information we
could about world prices, world marketing, what kind of environment did they face when they
were trying to market their products. | thoroughly enjoyed it, because it was a solid year that |
spent doing implementation. We weren't talking about new projects, you weren't talking about
drategy, you weren't talking about where do we go from here. It was just making sure that
what’ s there works well and somebody figures out where you go in the long run.

Q: They did work and were implemented.

JOHNSON: The projectsworked. | think it was that Floyd Cooper just could not convince his
State Department colleagues to hold the line.

Q: So you werethe last USAID person?

JOHNSON: Last USAID person. | ended up closing out the USAID Office. We gavethe
telephone equipment systems switchboard to Lacenia Jordon up in Guyana and gave most of the
office furniture to PV O’ s and other people around theidand. | had the pleasure of working with
one of the best, most knowledgeable and trained people I’ ve ever worked with was the Executive
Officer in Grenada. He had sarted life with USAID when he was 16, straight out of high school

113



in Guyana. He worked hisway up through the whole USAID hierarchica management system
and became the GSO and Exec Officer. He closed down Guyana;, he was in Jonestown. He was
in charge of the evacuation of the bodies from the Jonestown crisis. He ends up closing down
USAID Guyanawhen we pulled out of Guyana; opened up a Grenada office. In the midst of the
Grenada assignment, he got pulled out to Panama to close down the Panama Office, because the
Mission Director knew Carl Cullus and hed full faith that Cullus could handle it, even though
Cullus had no Spanish. From everything | heard he did asuperb job. He got rid of dl the
furniture; closed down the office; found jobs for the employees. From Grenada he went over to
Barbados and was the GSO over Barbados and then later | heard that he went back to Guyana
when we opened up the USAID Officein Guyana. Anyway, he read more books. He knew
every single rule and regulation on the adminigrative office Sde and what | could and couldn’t

do in terms of record keeping and dl the rest of it for closing out the projects and closing the
office down. The Grenadians were most unhappy. They saw closing the office as closing the
USAID program. No matter how much PR, we did about the amount of money, would change
their view.

Q: Did we keep going with our assistance?

JOHNSON: The entire RDO Caribbean budget was getting cut, so less and less aid was
available, so there was less and lessfor Grenada. And then, RDO Caribbean got caught in Brian
Atwood closng down asmal prograns. So, essentidly they did see the writing on the wall.
Ther point was that when the U.S. camein... thefirg time | wasthere, | got in ataxi from the
arport and said something about the invasion. Thetaxi cab driver stopped, pulled off the road,
turned around and gave me alecture. It wasnot aU.S. invasion; it wasaU.S. rescue misson
and the troops came down to rescue the Grenadians. And, as aside light they helped out the
medica students, but it was redly like an antique what those marines came to save, because they
had been under a 24 hour curfew for aweek. The driver objected to me calling it an invasion.
So, it sort of reflected everybody in the country and the government. We dways saw the U.S. as
having come down there to save them. And, asacorollary of that, they redly thought that when
the U.S. left that Grenada should be like Puerto Rico and that was their definition of success, to
be like Puerto Rico. And, the USAID projects we worked on worked, but there wasn't aturn
around. It was not amassive program, you know.

Q: You mean we were not prepared to take it on as a commonwealth country?

JOHNSON: Perpetud client. We weren't prepared to adopt it as part of the commonwedlth.
And, the Grenadians felt very much betrayed that we weren't sticking to the course, that we
weren't staying with it. So, | closed down the USAID Office and left. They were not happy
campers.

Q: When was that?
JOHNSON: It wasin Jduly of ‘90.
Q: Let’sadd your last comment about Grenada before we go on to the next.

JOHNSON: I’ d never been any place where Americans were not more popular than Grenada.
They redly and truly appreciated the fact that Ronald Reagan had sent the troops down. They
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did not fed that it was an invasion. They fdt that the troops came to save them and they went
out of their way to express gppreciation to any American, tourist, government officid, or what
haveyou. At the same time, they were bitterly disgppointed, because they felt that by coming
down there that America had more or less adopted the idand and why didn’'t weturniit into
another Puerto Rico and that Puerto Rico was their symbol for successin the Caribbean.

Q: And all while you were there?
JOHNSON: Yeah, | wastherethen. | wasthere‘88. So, it's been 10 years now.
Q: Have you been back?

JOHNSON: Never been back. | understand that American airlines no longer flies directly to
Grenada, because there weren't enough people to warrant their trip.

Again | was on temporary assignment to Grenada while the State Department and USAID sorted
out what they wanted to do about having a gaff there. Eventudly, they pulled al the staff out of
Grenada and centrdized it in the Regional Development Office. Essentialy, the year thet | was

in Grenada, the State Department and the USAID went back and forth with policy papers asto
whether you needed an independent USAID Office in the Grenada, or whether everything could
be handled efficiently and effectively out of the Regiona Office of Barbados.

They sent memos back and forth and they’ d get up to Eagleburger and he' d send them back and
say, work it out. Then, nobody could ever work it out. So, then findly after I'd been therea
year, it was clear that they weren't going to be independent and so they phased out the USAID
Office and | went back to Washington;

Other Agency Assignments—1990-1994

Q: What about some of these other assignments? You talked about management assessments,
what were those?

JOHNSON: | forget now if it was under Woods or the subsequent USAID Adminigrator, his
name | can't even remember now, but they did alot of delegationsto thefidd, in terms of
increasing the respongibility and autonomy of the field posts. There was an intellectud or logica
feding that if you deegated the responghility, there was a need to find some way to measure
accountability and that you needed to undertake some type of program as to how well did the
field use its ddegation to authority. Different Bureaus handled it different waysin terms of
trying to do misson assessments. The overdl generd thrust was that it was supposed to be a
management tool so that your team assessment would go only to the Assstant Adminigirator in
the Bureau. It would not become public if you will, for other people to pick on the programs.
So, it was seen as an internd report, and it was seen as something that worked.

| guess| did management assessment in Somali with Ray Love heading up theteam. | did
management assessments in the Latin America Bureau where we had three countries and (7?), |
can't even think of hislast name now, he was a Lain America hand, head of the Latin America
DP Office. He headed up the team, in both places, in Samoaand in Latin America. Wewent in
with open ended questions for the Mission Director. What can we do that will help you? What
problems do you want to identify that you want to bring as a management issue? What problems
do you want to identify that we can take back and report to the AA, what have you, you know,
back at the fort? So, they tried to keep it from being awitch hunt type of inspection program. It
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was seen as acollegid effort where you recognized that an awful lot of the problems were long
distance communications and that these teams then served as away of bresking up some of those
communication problems, being interactive and dl of the rest of it. My only experience with it
wasin Samoaand in Latiin America, asthat nothing was done with the reports after they were
done.

Q: What were the main issues raised?

JOHNSON: Let me seeif | can remember. In Somdia, it wasinternal management of the
USAID Officethere. It had grown from afive to a saven person initidd USAID office to where
you had over 30 Americans and probably over 50 to 80 loca hires; they had set up a compound.
It turned into abig operation. The problem was, that despite having such abig operation in
everything actudly, it didn’t work. So, if you wanted a message sent over to the UNDP Director
you sent a car and adriver with amessage. That staffing and organizing the logistical support
needed to overcome the basic limits of the society, just pushed the Embassy and most of the
donors up to their limits and meant having large USAID support staffs there when you redlly
didn't have that large of an USAID Program.

Y ou had primarily technica assstance, which the Somalis welcomed, but it wasn't what they
redly wanted. What they redly wanted was for us to come in and build dams, build roads, put in
the country infrastructure. The misson management assessment was that the USAID office had
essentidly very low productivity, Smply because they were trying to operate in an environment
which didn't sustain any efforts. That was a conclusion; it wasn't arecommendation that you
could do much about, other than it offered some defenseif later PPC and OMB wanted to cut the
numbers of people there and got into the perpetua game of how come two people can deliver X
million here and it takes 20 peopleto do Y million there. What we came back with in the
Management Assessment turned out to be useful ammunition for why it takes more peoplein
some places.

The only substantive issue | can remember was the PL480 Program. The feding was that the
PL 480 Program should be cut way back. It had had too great an impact on Somdia slife and
was essentialy being worked into the system where it was common practice that as the men and
young boys would take the herds out, the women, old people, and children would go to the
refugee camps and depend upon the food provided by the donors. They were no longer refugee
camps, they were permanent settlements. That one was a hot politica potato that nobody could
do anything with.

In Peru, the Management Assessment had to ded with the practice a that time of having a
USAID Officer handle Uruguay and Peru. He was stationed in Peru and he aso handled
Uruguay. It had dl of the problemsthat | was familiar with from having worked with the
regiond programsin Africaand South Pacific, that the way they were set up was a universa
congraint, you can't be in two countries a the sametime.

In Brazil, the USAID Office there was respongble for one of the largest programsin theworld in
family planning, where the U.S. provided the contraceptives, it was acommodity drop, like the
old commaodity import programs. However you want to put it, we were putting large commodity
assgance into Brazil. We had a policy statement from USAID saying that we would not do
commodity dropsin Brazil, because Brazil was an advanced development country and had

116



foreign exchange of its own. What we would provide should come from within a sdlected ligt, a
more limited ligt of technica assstance, trying to establish connections with American
Universties, scientific, blah, blah, blah. Our mgor program was a commodity drop and no one
was prepared to either acknowledge that the policy needed to be changed. If you wanted to do
the commodity drop and the reasons for it in terms of family planning, world-wide issues were
S0 constrained, then go ahead and just change the policy and say that you're going to do it. No
one wanted that option, because they felt that it would open the door to too many other countries
that redly wanted foreign exchange support. Changing the policy for the family planning
program was not consdered a desirable option, because Brazil was the largest country in the
Southern hemisphere, had mgor population problems; it was consdered aleader in what it
would permit family planning organizations to do.

S0, our management assessment team had absolutely no impact that | could ever tell on that
particular issue of policy going in one direction and practice going in another. The USAID

family planning office in Brazil was one American who had aloca hired saff of about three or
four people and worked primarily through PVO'’s or the organizationdly equivaence of
indigenous PVO's and indigenous equivaence of the Ford Foundation where someone would set
up alocd foundation to handle X, Y or Z. Primarily the program was family planningin
conjunction with some hedth activities and some public education activities, but mainly it was
providing the condoms.

They were beginning to get active in democracy programs, primarily by sending Brazilians to the
Statesto atend seminars. They weretrying to get involved in environmenta issues with the
Amazon Rain Forest. The USAID Misson had no support from the Embassy for getting
involved in that area. It had very limited support from Washington; i.e. environmental

specidigts, but nobody esein program or policy area, and limited money that they could throw
a theissue.

Q: Well, did Management Assessments come up with the issues, did you identify issues that you
felt were real problems that hadn’t been raised that you felt needed attention?

JOHNSON: No. The problems were dready known. It was not in any sense a Sherlock Homes
investigation trip.

Q: But, sometimes Mission staff were not open on issues

JOHNSON: To alittle extent, not much. That happened in Somalia where people wanted to
come up and whisper in your ear and say, | can redly tell you the true story. But, for the most
part, the issues were dready redly known. They weren't surprised at either the USAID Office or
the Embassy. More than anything else, it was a chance to get the issue out in the open and on the
table and a document where presumably people would have to ded with it. Although, | found
that they had been working on deding with it. 1t was something like, in Brazil the USAID

Officer had been trying to push for environmentd participation, because of therain forest in the
Amazon. He had smply been dapped down by Washington, saying, you're in too many fieds,
you're trying to do too many things, concentrate on your contraceptive program and don’'t worry
about the rest.

| started fedling that the USAID Officer was somebody in country who talked to people about
development issues, then felt we should be willing to participate in trying to work out an answer,
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even if that only amounted to cal on someone from Army Corp of Engineers, who was knew
what happened in the Western United States in terms of damming up rivers and setting up water
control programs and then 20 years later, what was the impact of having done that. Getting
people like that to come down and participate in working groups or seminars with Brazilians
who were facing those same kinds of issues.

Agan, in Somalia, Ray Love participated as ateam leader. He was the Deputy Assistant
Adminigrator for Africa, and in Latin America, ? who was head of the Policy and Planning
Office participated. The Assessments served aredly good purpose, sensitizing Senior Bureau
Personnd to what was going on in quote, “better missions.” | think that was probably the most
useful thing it did. In mogt cases, it did not turn up surprises.

Q: Was anything done with the reports?

JOHNSON: No. By practice and by policy areport was given to the Assstant Administrator for
that geographic area and then distributed throughout the Bureau as he so determined. So, there
was no automatic distribution. The Latin America Bureau dways had somebody from the
geographic office on the team, so the geographic back stop essentialy had a copy and they knew
what was being argued. The African Bureau, I’m not sure, but | think that we had a policy that
we gave a copy of the report to the Misson Director and to the Office Director for that
geographic area. Other than that it went to the Assistant Administrator.

Q: What happened to the delegation of authority process?

JOHNSON: Not much. | think the L.A. Bureau, probably being the most structured Bureau, had
afairly eaborate sysem for how they were going to follow up on the delegations of authority. |
remember being told about it, but | don’'t know thet | ever saw one interna study that they did..
At that time, the field offices were to send in proposed projects in the form of a document called
aPID. Then, Washington would approve the project concept, lay out anumber of areas that they
wanted to make sure that the fina project analysis covered, and then the Mission Director would
have fina authority for the project.

A LA Bureau study of 20 PIDs on how they related to the fina project paper and contract scope
of work found no relaionship in those 20 incidences; that the project paper in terms of the PID
would have abasic concept or an idea of what areato get involved in. But, most of what they
identified in the PID were the avenues that they would work on, but when they did the project
paper anadysis. they turned out to be ether ineffective or low priority areas and you should work
somewhere dse. So, the Project Paper would sill work on the same problem, but in other ways
it would be very different from what was originaly approved. The process then of taking a
project paper and turning it in to a scope of work for a contract team, aso then involved another
generation of growth and change. The contractors frequently had never seen the origind project
paper, much lessthe PID. By the time the project had boiled down to capsules of paragraphs that
would go into a Congressiond Presentation on what the project was about, by the time you
whittled a hundred page document down to two paragraphs, it read very close to what the PID
would read like. The project would have the same title and the same name and functiondly bein
the same function area, but, at the sametime, it would aso be very different. | think Congress
frequently thought of it as USAID not be trustworthy. They would go out on field trips and they
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would get their briefings before they went and then they would look at the projects after they got
there. There was much variaion in the norma evolution of a project from the impact of the
people involved would have on it. Y our PID would be written by one set of people; your Project
Paper by another set of people, and your contract team was athird set of people. The project
mostly became how the contractors thought it should be.

Q: What was your view of that process?

JOHNSON:Y ou could never run a control say in a sense of having two projects and one be the
project that did what the PID said dl the way through and the other would be the project that
normaly evolved and then compare the end results with atraditiondly scientific method. It just
wouldn't work. They were dways trying to figure out what if’s and maybe' s, the peer
gpeculation on what would have been different if we had done something different. | don’t think
there is away to assess the relative impact of what two different projects would have been if they
had been X, Y or Z. There aretoo many variables. Keith Sherper (from the Africa Bureau and
later Agency Councilor) use to argue that every project that USAID did was anew project,
because it was done in a different country with adifferent set of host country characters, with a
different set of USAID Misson characters. So, it was the firgt time for everyone and held out
little hope for lessons learned or trandferability of knowledge.

Q: What did you think about that?

JOHNSON: First, | thought it was smplicity to the point of being unreal. When | thought about
it, I thought well, he actually has a point thet, okay, it'sthefirst time a project has ever been
donein this country with this set of host government characters and this set of American
advisors. At the same time, the American advisors were bringing to that project dl the lessons
that they’ ve learned, ether from reading or participating in other amilar efforts. So, thereis
caryover in terms of having a professondly trained group of people who work with host
governments and probably where USAID made its worst mistake was when it went from
providing technica assstance directly to doing contractor assistance.

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: Y our contractor assistance in many, many casesis excelent, but it isnot, asarule
provided by people who see that as a professiona career. Nyles Brady use to talk about it (he
was head of the Science and Technology Bureau). His view was that if you wanted to be an
international expert on corn, you didn’'t go work for USAID, you went to work for one of the
international centers that had research on corn. Then, if you needed him in any particular effort
to help the corn center in Bangladesh, you would hire him and he would come out and he would
help provide the corn assstance. The technicd, scientific base assstance is often the least
important component in why our projects succeeded.

The most important thing as to whether our projects succeeded or failed was who in the host
government worked on it and what their agendawas. And, did their agenda match the
government’ s agenda.in terms of what they thought they wanted to accomplish. Then, the
second variable that would be critical would be the technica assstance team. 1t wasn't a case of
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us funding a corn team to go out and do corn research, as much as our funding a team that would
go out and help that government build the capacity to adapt and utilize research that was coming
out of the corn centers, or coming out of other areas. And, that | think does require the
experience that comes from people doing that in three or four different countries. We lost alot
of that when we stopped using direct hire. | think in the last four or five years they’ ve tried to
recoup it by hiring back into the Agency, people who had been effective, you know, those who
had tried it. They were affiliated with the university or something and they went out and they

did it and they liked it and USAID taked them into coming on board USAID asadirect hire.
Because, USAID’sown internal hiring mechanisms were so screwed up, frequently, the only
way to bring somebody in was in the IDI Program, which was the International Devel opment
Intern Program. When | came it had an average age of 24 and the last average age | heard
quoted was 42, where essentidly you weren't bringing in interns, even though they were newly
hired to the Agency, you were bringing in career people with solid technical accomplishments.
So, | think the Agency needed that group of people. It was unfortunate that the only way then to
tap into that resource was through another program which aso would have provided people for
the Agency to use.

Q: Right. It destroyed the IDI Program.

JOHNSON: Yes, destroyed the IDI Program. | think it resulted in ared professond gap of
about eight years, which was then adisaster. They did it by the RIF in * 97 (the Reduction in
Force process,ed). | useto think when | was an Office Director and | would talk to other Office
Directors or Mission Directors: | said, do you fed like the adults have dl gone home and I€eft the
children in charge of the play pens. Because, there were dl these people that | considered
compatriots of mine that were till young and thet al of the adults had left and that we werein
charge of the programs. But, then the (Assistant Administrator for Management, ed) came dong
and wiped out what he considered to be the old dinosaurs and now | go back into USAID and |
look at people who are Officersand | feel ancient. It's not the group that was ten years behind
me, but it’s the group that was 25 years behind me.

Q: o, you think the capacity of the Agency has deteriorated a lot?

JOHNSON: The knowledge basis has deteriorated. The experience level that |et’s you say, “look
| know that got tried before in these three countries and it didn’t work for these five reasons. So,
don’'t develop a project based exactly on what failed over here unless you know for sure why it
failed and why thisis going to be different.” | think that kind of perspective has been lost.

Q: Along, with an attitude that they weren’t really interested in what happened before, others
experience, or did you find that there was some interest?

JOHNSON: Intdlectudly, you would talk to people and get some interest, but my reection is, |
never fet that the people that came in with Clinton were serious about development. That was
my capsule that these are not serious people. And, that in a 10 to 20 minute conversation, yeah, |
think you get into redlly interesting conversations about the need for history and perspective and
dl theregt of it. Walk out the door and it walks with you. There was no follow up, if you will. 1
fet very much, | guessit was the four yearsthat Carter wasin that | felt that therewas a
collegid, ared sharing of professona goa's between overseas people, Washington people, and



political gppointees. They didn't dways agree. Fight their heads off tooth and nail, but there
was a community of interest asto what you wanted to accomplish.

The eight years with Reagan and the four years with Bush, the Agency did better in terms of
money than it did anytime | was there, when Reagan set up the fire wall between the military
defense nationd security Sde of the budget and the domestic Sde of the budget. USAID was by
definition included in on nationd security defense military. So, our budgets went up very well.
McPherson was probably the best Administrator that | worked for, just in terms of having alogic
or athought processin back of what he wanted the Agency to be or become. | think with the
Republicans there was a strong bent that it took time before that became reasonable. When they
firs camein, | would consder it irrationd. | remember thefirst time | ever met McPherson, |
was Eagt Africa Geographic Office Director. We had disasters in Ethiopia; we had disastersin
Tanzania; we had disagters in Sudan, and so | went down in his office one Saturday.

Q: Who was this?

JOHNSON: It was me and McPherson and whoever at that time was the head of OFDA who |
don’'t remember, and Fred Schick was there.

Q: From Latin America?

JOHNSON: Yes. And, there were other hangers on. | don’t remember who was there. But, |
remember Fred trying to explain to McPherson Company how USAID had dways, that when
disasters happened, USAID helped, that we didn’t redly draw aline between the Cold War
boundaries, etc. etc. etc. and he said, we' ve always helped in disasters. M cPherson looked at
him and said, that’ s before we were here. And, took a very strong ideologica viewpoint asto
whether we should provide assistance to communist leaning countries like Ethiopia. Eventudly,
the publicity in Ethiopiajust got so horrendous that the Agency, became a massive donor.

Back to what | was saying, that McPherson had a sense of what he wanted the Agency to doin
an organizaiond logic that went through it. | think the subsequent years where Alan Woods was
Adminigrator, but essentially was sck mogt of the time and had very poor relations with his own
deputy and so he wouldn't redlly delegate to the deputy. He tried to delegate around the deputy
to theregiona AA’s and then Roskins who had basicaly had no interest in anything other than
taking photo opportunity trips asfar as| could tell. But Roskins saw delegations of authority asa
way of getting things out of his office where he didn’t have to dedl with them. So, you wound up
with alot of things being delegated to the Regiond Bureaus and to the Missions for avariety of
reasons.

Theideaof accountability that was built in the first delegation, which | think was with

McPherson, was McPherson wanted to make sure that people il did what he wanted them to
do. So, hewanted afeed bank system that would tell you what's happening out there. Most of
the other administrators and AA’ s who wound up delegating things as the years went by talked
about accountability, but it was more in an accounting sense of making sure where the money
went, rather than, did people make the right development choices, did they push the right sectors,
etc. etc. | think out of 30 yearswith USAID, I’ ve seen three Mission Directorsfired. And, all
three of them were fired for things that were considered misuse of operating expense money, you
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know, individud persondly life styleissues. Nobody got fired from making the wrong
development choice.

The ideawas that Mission Assessments would be used as internd management tools between the
missions and the Bureaus, that they worked to improve communications and people knew more
about what someone was doing, but | never saw that one redly led to follow up actions that said
something should change. Now, admittedly in the L.A. Bureau, | didn’'t have afollow up role
and in the Africa Bureau | had more of afollow up role, because | was working there. At that
time when we did the Somdia Assessment, | had been Office Director of East Africaand | was
Office Director of Development Planning and | did not see that it resulted in any follow up.

Q: Okay. What else did you do besides Management Assessment?

Study on USAID Mission staffing—21990s

JOHNSON: | worked with John Koehring (Head of Development Resources, Africa Bureaw, ed)
when he did amgjor eva uation to come to a recommendation on the appropriate relaionship or
ratio between the size of the USAID Mission staffing and the Size of the country program and
how that related to a delegation of authority. 1t became known as the In-country Study and was
supposed to take three months and ended up taking nine months.

Q: Why did it take so long?

JOHNSON: Because there were so many variables involved and the original thrust that this was
going to be the sudy to end al studies. Previous studies of the same kinds of problemson
mission size and program size had been undertaken, but no one had ever taken, undertaken a
world-wide sudy using dl the variables. And, smply because it had been an issue for so long
there were innumerably past sudiesthat had been done on individual countries or comparisons
to Kenya and Tanzania or comparison with Mexico, which was an advanced developing country
and now another Agency. Therewasalot of materid. It was alarge team John Koehring, Ed
Hogan, who was Director of DP, the Dick Blue, who was &t that time at the Center for College
Studies, and had previoudy run the PPC’ s assessment office, Peter Askin (former USAID
Director) was part of it, Rosemary Delp (later head of Personnel) was part of it, Victor Moldrun
(7). Rosemary Delp at that time was liaison, Vic Moldrun was head of the Policy from the PPC
Bureau, ex Misson Director, Byron Bdl, ex Misson Director, Herb Miller, and me.

Q: That’s atalented group.

JOHNSON: Yes, it was tdented, but it was way to big. For everybody in USAID, the ultimate
career successis being aMission Director. When you are aMission Director it’s frequently
you're like agod, because you're trained in everything, and if you want this, it happens, you
know, it just works well. Then, you have al these people who came back to Washington as ex-
Mission Directors and they have area hard time learning how to be ex-gods. So, we had ateam
proposdl, avery bright, very talented people, al of whom had been holding senior jobs for a
farly long time. And, al of them had their own ideas of how you should run a misson program.
Essentidly, the study that was findly produced was very well received by ?, who accounted it
remarkable that USAID produced such a critical study and was willing to admit in public to as
many of the things that would be insane about it, in terms of Saffing and how decisons were



made and just how the whole system worked. It was fairly well received in Congress, but it
quickly became another study that went on a shelf that didn’t get very much use.

Q: What was its main conclusion about over seas missions?

JOHNSON: That overseas missons were critica to affecting development. Y ou could not do
development at long distance, because you had to work with host government officias to make it
work and that your chances of having something that was sustainable, which was abig issue at
that time, your chance of having something sustainable increased to the extent that you worked
in-country and you had a chance to meet and know and support key people in the host
governmert.

The mgor factor affecting sze of misson should be the devel opment competence of the country
that you'rein. And in the andysis the only thing that redly related (staffing to program) was the
length of time the misson had existed. So, your bigger missions tended to be those who had
been in place in gable environments for afairly long time. The Philippinesis one example, and
then Latin America and Panama. As the years passed, new mission programs aways tended to
have fewer gaff. And, because of the nature of new programs, it always looked on paper thet if
two people can move 20 million daollars here, why does it take 20 people over there?

The study did not find away to redly anayze the rdationships and say that it looks like amdl
daffs can move large amounts of money in the early days of the program, and then speculate on
combined opinion why that was true, because during the early days of the program were
emergency assstance and commodity assistance, as well as over time as the program became
larger you got involved in more complex issues. The New Directions was cited as one reason
why there was a need for more USAID people overseas in the field, you know, sort of a
potpourri. CDIE which had been a sponsor of the study did take it and put out the conclusion as
agenerd guideline of hereé swhat to think about when you' re staffing a misson, but we
recognized that individua circumstances may dictated an answer and so everybody was pretty
diverse what they wanted to for Saffing sze.

Q: There certainly should have been a relationship between the requirements for staff and the
complexity of the program, first in terms of whether it was non-project assistance or project
assistance and then whether it was multi-sector or focused?

JOHNSON: No sir.

Q: No connection?

JOHNSON: No, because what you had you see were people with different experiences and
different life experiences, if you will. They would argue that for a Economic Support program,
which would involve alot of ether budget support or commodity import program, that if those
were to have the impact that you wanted, you still needed in-country staff economigts; you had
experts on exports, tariffs, taxes who could help with a problem on occasion with that kind of
assistance. So you might wind up with tax specidists and legd reform and tariff and customs
specidigts, whereas on a different kind of program you might need agricultura advisors, hedth
advisors and what have you. But, to have the impact you wanted you needed the people. You
couldn’t relate different kinds of assstance that well to staff Sze. We had some countries where



we were putting millions and millions and millions of dollars into a country with like two people,
Brazil, which essentidly was a commodity drop, we were providing condoms. And, you had
some other examplesin another geographic bureau.

But, a that time, the early *90s when we did the study, essentidly Koehring came out with a
recommendation that every Misson should have a Core Staff and they identified what the types
of the Core Staff would be. And, then you could bring on other exports as needed, depending
upon the task of the program, etc. etc. The Program Office people like it, because the Program
Officer was one of the designated criticd staff. The Project Officer people liked it, because the
Project Officer was one of the saff. The Controllers were also needed staff. | forget about the
Executive Officer whether or nat, | think the Executive Officers were core staff too.

Although the study did not endorse nor did it say that everybody € se could be hired by contract,
that' s what people read it as saying. That your USAID Officers became your generdidts, your
overhead management people and that everybody el se you could get on contract as needed,
technica people, including economigts as technica people, which drove the economids crazy.
To me, in 1961 a number of agencies were integrated that dealt with foreign assstance. |
showed up in 1967 and it was clear that there were separate streams of people. The personne
system was treating each one as a separate category of people. Each one had a career
development scheme that was their own, had their own mentors, if you will. And, essentidly
over 30 years, | didn't see that change that drasticaly.

Q: What was changed?

JOHNSON: In your technica assistance, which went back to the old Point Four days and the
Truman era, you had TA project assistance, capita project assistance, which went back to the
Development Loan Fund. Y ou had food assistance, which went back to, | guessit’s early days
of the Marshdl Plan in Europe, where it was seen that the U.S. had surplus food and the world
was hungry and this was the mechanism for doing it. Then, you had a separate category of
people, food aid specidists, who worried about what was the legid ative background, what were
the adminigrative rules, how did you move food aid. So, you had technicad assstance, capitd
assistance, food assistance, and then program assistance, which essentialy were economists who
wanted to readly moved capita associated with large policy reforms that would get dl the
policies straight. Each of those different groups had some career path of what you did, and how
you got trained, and what you were supposed to know and what you weren't supposed to know.

Over the last 30 years, more rather than less, it has become both a career objective aswell asa
necessity for people to take tours in the other areas so that a Program Officer would work in a
combined program/project office where your office director would be a program officer and
your deputy officer would be a project officer. And, the next time around, the project officer
would be the director and you have a program officer as deputy. People became more use to
working and understanding what the rules and regulations were for the other kinds of assstance.
Over time, the other kinds of assstance became subject to the same rules and regulations. If
Congress and lawyerstried to iron out inconsistency so you, if you knew the rules and
regulations on capital assstance, you aso pretty much knew technica assstance and program
assstance. There were some individual pieces of paper that you had to learn. So, the combined
program/project type of program, | think is pretty much sill evolving.
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Q: What about the application?

JOHNSON: Again, the circumstances got filtered through everyone' s own persona experience.
There were parts of the report that could be used to support awide variety of the different
approaches. | think in hindsight, it was started wrong, it was aimed wrong. | didn't redly figure
that out until 1 was in Madagascar two yearslater. Mary Norris, who was then the Program
Economigt in Madagascar got another cable from Washington saying, you know | wonder how
come it takes 30 people in Madagascar to deliver blah, blah, blah. And starting dl the questions
al over again about ratio, the program staff, the project size, the program size, and so Mary
Norris brought it in to me and she wanted me to help her with it and | said sure, it's an issue that
I’'m familiar with. Then, she pointed out something that | had never even thought about, but |
think she hit it right on the mark, is that in the whole context of managing inputs versus
managing outputs, thet al of the controversy in dl the years of study had aways looked at how
you manage the inputs and can you relae the Sze of your s&ff to the dollar magnitude of the
inputs. And, no you can't, because it’s the outputs, that’s what you're redlly looking to have,
And, in acountry like Madagascar where you have seven people and then you have 20 million
dollars, you're looking for a different kind of impact and in Eritrea where you have one person
and 50 million dollars. And, that dl of the studies that had been done had redlly focused on
looking how you manage the dollar inputs which is the bean counter, the green eyeshade view,
al of tha, where did the dollars go and what did they buy. And, that in affect where USAID
had, well the overseas concept of having people overseas seems to have been bought by
everyone. All of the literature out right now, Atwood and al the policy statements, even the
griping from Congress, al agree that you need people oversess.

Q: And now the World Bank.

JOHNSON: And, the World Bank is now leaning that way too, so beit. | know when we started
the NIS Program (Newly Independent States- Eastern Europe ed.), the question was whether or
not since we were working with countries that were far beyond the advanced country level they
didn’'t need in-house people. Once again, we needed in-house people. We don't hear redlly
gripes about that anymore. | think people still raise the question of why the saffing is so

different in different countries and try to correlate that with the program inputs, and that what
everybody use to do is take a big breath and step backward and try to correlate with outputs. |
don’'t know if Mary’skid will ever get anybody down that line or not. That'sone | push in terms
of taking with people.

Q: A key factor that made that possible was confidence in the government and therefore, its
ability to affect the outputs, because you could turn over the implementation (inputs) to a
confident government—a very decisive factor. Anyway, that’s very interesting. So, what did
you do after that study?

The Asia Bureau on Private Enterprise programs—21992-1993

JOHNSON: After that I’d been directed to work with the Eurasia Program. The Asia Bureau
didn’'t know what to cdl it, because cdling it the Former Soviet Union sounded like Florida State
Universty (FSU). The State Department wanted to call it the Soviet Independent States Program
(S1S) in hopesthat you would have a consolidated type of federation with dl of the Russian
countries still staying under one government. So, they were il indsting on having thet redity
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show up in the names we gave to our staff program and our project. Thiswas ‘92, ‘93. when |
went to work in the Asa Bureawl.

Q: Okay. Let’s get to that first then.

JOHNSON: The Development Planning Officein the AsaBureau. They were reorganizing the
AsaBureau to put Asaand Private Enterprise Bureau together. They had awhole
reorganization scheme to go with it. One of the functions with the DP Office was supposed to be
able to somehow make that a happy marriage, a collaboration of interest. In fact, it was atribute
to the Assstant Adminigrator for the Private Enterprise Bureau, who was an ineffective lady.
They wanted her to have a broader exposure to program content and impact on the Asa Bureau
and 0 sheindsted that she bring her private enterprise expertswith her. Therewasaso alot of
feding that Asawas an area in which private enterprise stood a better chance of moving out asa
magor theme in some of the more advanced countries.

Q: What was your view of the Private Enter prise Bureau function and what they were trying to
do?

JOHNSON: The AA never supported me, | would go with him to the big meeting and everybody
would talk about private sector initiatives and how we can be bold and take risks and move out in
thisarea, and | would be the person to say, ook, when you start talking about this, it sounds like
you' re talking about Mike Milligan's Junk Bonds; every scam that’s ever been run. Y ou ought to
be just alot more careful in terms of what you try and do and how you try and doit. Thething
was, | was the conservative one in the crowd of saying that the Agency had alot of experience
with private enterprise programs. The Africa Bureau had an Office of Private Enterprise back in
the ‘60s. We had private enterprise programs, and private initiatives, and awhole bag of history
of involvement with the private sector. People ought to be more familiar with the fact thet it
exised, as well as be more sengtive to the fact that, there are things that happen in the private
sector that you ought to be able to know exigts, even if you don’t want to face the total
implications. Case and point.

Large amounts of money were being generated for the private sector in the Caribbean going into
investments in hotels, in arports, training companies, etc. Therewas avery strong feding that
mogt of the money was generated by the drug traffic and was being laundered for investment in
the private sector. And USAID was being associated with the drug traffic. Ther€ sjust awhole
range of scams and possibilities for corruption that you get involved in when you hit the private
sector. The norma course of business doesn't happen in government transactions. Or, if they do
have any government transactions, they are clearly illegal and you can trace it to somebody and
they get fired or in prison or whatever. The private sector isavery tricky place in which to

work.

| dso hdped dart the U.Spresdentid initiative on the environmenta for Asa, which was, based
on what I"d seen the people do in the South Peacific on environmenta issues.

Q: Did thisintegration work or what happened or did the Private Enterprise Bureau fade away
in the process? What happened?

JOHNSON: It lasted for about two years until the eections and then with that coming in it just
began to fade away. The remnants of the Private Enterprise Bureau got moved to the Global
Bureau and dill exidts
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Q: What should be USAID’srole in the private sector, private investment?

JOHNSON: It should focus on cregting an environment in terms of looking at the rules and
regulaions, a the road blocks that inhibit indigenous private sector efforts. The Reagan/Bush
people, who wandered around the Andes, got very frustrated with USAID; it was sort of like
turning an ocean tanker’ s direction; it was willing to change and did change in looking at
indigenous enterprise and what rules and regulations needed to be changed with that. These guys
would go jumping up and down the hallways, what about America enterprise? How about
sending atrade misson? How about funding some commodity purchases so we could buy
tractors and help out John Deere? They saw private sector as being an American investment
oversess and | don't think professionally that USAID ever saw it that way. USAID was more or
less under duress and heavy pressure so that it got incorporated into some programs. But, | think
for the most part, USAID saw American investment oversess as being something that was the
legitimate province of the Commerce Department, the Export-1mport Bank, the OPIC (Overseas
Private Investment Corporation), avariety of other places with the invesment instruments and a
mandate for that. USAID was neither an gppropriate inditution nor did it have any red killed
people who were interested in doing that. | had a couple of people get grafted on to the Agency
who had skills and talent in that area, and they’ d get very frustrated because they couldn’t
penetrate the USAID bureaucracy They couldn’'t get people to do anything

Q: As| recall, they wanted to make direct investments. They wanted to promote a particular
enterprise and make an investment in this particular enterprise or that enterprise.

JOHNSON: Yes. They would find it, for some reason the tourist industry seemed to be very
active, but they’ d found somebody in the tourist industry who wanted to make a direct
investment to put a hotel in a country and the hotel company would buy the land, which in affect
meant that the host government would contribute the land. Then, they would put up the hotel,
but they wanted USAID to pay it for the roads that would be required to get from the airport to
the hotel; for USAID to pay for the training programs; for people who could run the hotel; and/or
become aminority owner of the hotd. And, they saw no conflict of interest. They saw no
government ethica problem and essentialy being the front man for particular ingtitutions.

AA for the AsaBureau, who | think very highly of, was extremdy talented and ran avery good
program, but | remember one meeting in which she was saying that a USAID Mission Director
should be willing to go into the host government and promote a particular private sector
American investor. My reaction wasthat | couldn’t think of aMission Director worth a... who
would do that. 1t wasjust atotaly inappropriate role. She and | probably talked 30 minutes
going over that. She saw it as something that is very common in the private sector where she had
worked. That if somebody worked for you, performed a good job, that you very much would go
in and recommend him to somebody else and say, this man’s agood man, he can perform the
job. But, it did depend upon getting a kickback from that guy, you know, it was just wrong. |
sad that for me, for aUSAID inditution, for a USAID Mission Director to go into some
government officid’s office and vouch for a private enterprise, you know, implied that U.S.
governments stood in back of that guy. It wasaU.S. government guarantee, because the USAID
Director was the U.S. government employee. Otherwise, the government wouldn't listen to him.
It would be an interesting recommendation, other than the fact that it sounded likethe U.S.
government was promoting it and would stand in back of it, and if it, say, should fold, we would
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makeit right. The Misson Directors couldn’t makeit right. There wasalimit asto what they
could do and so they shouldn’'t go in and promote individud projects. And, shedidn’t
understand my viewpoint. 1 mean, she honestly could not see why that would be a problem.

Q: Okay. Interesting. What were the other initiativesin the Asia Bureau?
JOHNSON: The environmentd initiative.
Q: What was that?

JOHNSON: The AA wanted to have a Presidentid Initiative and so she wanted DP to think of
some potentid initiatives. So, | came up with environmentd initiative as being something that
meshed with Presdent Bush and his policy statements on environment, that it is something that
you could probably get the President attached to it as a hook, because Bush had served in the
South Pacific in World War 1l. The whole story of World War |1 was till surrounded with all
these names like Solomon Idands and Tarawa and dl therest. There was something that also fit
with the fact that the U.S. actualy did produce some of the better environmental equipment that
was on the market internationaly and so in good conscious we could promote other governments
into buying that equipment for cleaning the air or water or what have you. S0, it was seen as
promoting American exports, aswell as working on environmental policy issues with people and
governmentsinthe Asaarea. Also, bringing in PVOs. That was one of the things that | wanted
to make sure happened. That when we defined the private sector, initidly the private sector
people defined it as helping U.S. exporters and so | worked to make that again to include both
the PV O groups who might participate, as well as an indigenous private sector entrepreneurs,
rather than just the single focus.

Q: What happened to it?

JOHNSON: | don't redlly know subsequently what happened to it. | worked on it avery short
time, in the AsaBureau, avery short time.

Q: Did she have a sense that the Asian Bureau was trying to find a role for itself on a new
initiative and that it had out lived its earlier development role?

JOHNSON: Y ou got some of that among the career Asapeople. And, offhand | don't think the
AA had that asamotive. She was apolitica gppointee. She saw it more as an evolution of the
program to where you had more contacts with the advanced and open countries, fewer contracts
and with the totaly undeveloped. But, | don't think that she saw the initiative. She did not see
the environmentd initiative as away to try out anew ground, as much as she saw it asanew

type of mechanism that could be used in relationships back and forth. | think the career Asan
people redly did wonder what was hgppening in terms of their life long interest and involvement
invarious Adan countries. And, as those Asian countries grow and develop, what should be a
USAID rdationship or would there be a USAID rdationship.

Q: Okay. Does that take care of that?
JOHNSON: Yes.
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The Task Forcefor Newly Independent States (NI'S) of the former Soviet Union

Q: Okay. You said your next assignment was to work on the Task Force for the devel opment
program for Russia?

JOHNSON: Right. The United Soviet States of Russa had collgpsed, the USSR. Out of that, no
one was quite sure what would develop. The State Department saw some type of federa
relationship and they tried at first very hard to shape and direct the USAID program into
supporting some of the regiond initiatives. Mogt other andysts in the academic community, as
wdl asfairly high leve andysts coming out of NATO and the U.S. Defense Department, saw
absolutely no hope for the federation existing and saw no reason why it would beto the U.S.
benefit if such ardation did exist and very much promoted working with the 11, 12 different
countries that were becoming independent states. The initid USAID work on thiswas given to
Richard Bissdl. (I forget at that point whether he was head of Science and Technology Bureau or
head of PPC. It had been rearranged so often.

Q: SandT.

JOHNSON: But, he asked Barbara Turner who had been with the Agency and had |€eft to go
work with afoundation and was coming back to the Agency to head up the Task Force. So,
Barbara started building a Task Force that initidly was like seven people, then it was 17 people,
and then it was 27 people, and then it was 70 people, and it just sort of grew like topsy. Asan
evolution despite the fact that | stood there and stlamped my feet and waved my hands and told
people that based upon what I’d seen in the Sahel and East Africa, that you could not run a
program with seven people, that it would grow to be larger, that you should start from the
beginning on planning for alarger team, but you should start from the basic fundamentals of
having enough office space, enough computers, yellow legd pads. Y ou know, | mean you
shouldn’t start with seven, then eight, then nine, then ten, and deven. If you just inched your
way aong you will aways be behind the eight bal. You'll never be properly office housed,
because you told someone that you only needed eight offices and the next thing you tell them
you need 28, then you tell them you need 80. So, asaresult they findly came up with the 80
offices, but they were scaitered on five different floors and different wings of the State
Department. Internal communications on the Task Force were made more difficult, rather than
eased, in sort of arrangement.

What isthe saying: “ people who don't learn from history are doomed to the repeated it.” Wall,
that' s the same thing here. The State Department couldn’t understand why we needed alarge
saff force, that we could do it with asmal group of people. In this case the people who are
working within State had never served in LDCs. They considered themsalves the cream of the
State Department, because they worked on Russia and Eastern European countries, they were the
best of the best. They didn’t see anything that was coming around the corner that they couldn’t
handle, much better than those people dready in USAID who were use to working in those little
poor third world countries. 'Y ou know, we not working with nuclear powers.

| made the argument and tried to work on them over time. What USAID did was to manage the
introduction of change. How much change can you push for; how much is a reasonable degree
of change you can ask somebody to make in X number of years, what' s the rate of change; how
do try to be sengtive to unanticipated affects, even if it was a good ideato begin with, you know,
s0 the consequences aren't working out too hot. And, if the State Department would think of us
that way they would understand why it would be redlly effective for the people and country,



because you redly only get that kind of country, host government knowledge about competence
of personnel and that dynamic that says, yeah, but a country is Smply not making adequate
progresson...; it'sashell game. Or, yesthe country isredly trying to implement the program
but they’ re handicapped, because Joe Blow was killed in a car wreck and you know, just dl of
those things that go into knowing truly what happened in the host government.

But, | have to admit it was fun. It wasjust incredible to watch the Soviet Union dissolve and the
independent States take their place in trying to figure out how much we knew about those States,
and what was going on in them, and who would be the American experts that we could tap into,
and what kind of programs made sense. As usua again, it was the same and it wasn't because |
was associated with it. They followed the same pattern asthe Sahel and in East Africa. They
garted out with the emergency assistance program where we sent in disaster teams that would go
with particular air cargo loads of assistance to get some assurance that it got to the people, rather
than being diverted to the military base and being used for the military. 1 worked with terms of
reference for the first emergency team that went out and | had awhole section on things that they
could find out for us that would be useful for later that it would not take alot of time. It was
clear their mgor purposein gaff time was to the emergency shipment in trying to make sure that
those got to somebody that needed them.

But, in the meantime, if you wak around town and just tak to afew people; you could find out
how many peoplein that area use abank. What kind of banking arrangements are there. The
State Department said they till don't have banks, you don't understand, they never had banks.
My reaction was, there probably isn't a branch of the Soviet banking system, but | am 99.1
percent sure too that they have got loca tradersin that area who send money to their relatives
who go somewhere else and that money transfer is represented by a piece of paper and it’s not
represented by people waking, you know, money cash metal across the border.

| thought the basic lesson from dl the emergency stuff that | had worked with in Africawas that
there are ways to do emergency aid so that you begin to lay afoundation and can lead to other
kinds of activities and that your emergency assistance doesn’t have to be disruptive in a sense of
interfering and destroying the locad agriculturd markets. You can handleit sothat it is
supportive of longer term solutions. And, the first teams that went in, which were these disaster
assistance teams, they were going al over the place, could come back with some information on
how the loca economies worked, not &t the officia level, because you could go to a piece of
paper from the Embassy and read about the officid level. But, a the unofficid levd, | was just
talking to people, well how to you get something to so and so who livesin so and so; how do you
send mall; isthere atelephone locally; how many peoplein thistown have ateephone. You
know, only two people have atelephone, but ten people had cellular telephones.

It islong range information and the State Department said it would look too much like spying
that if we had al this emergency team going in and asking these kind of questions, that it would
be disruptive and that the USAID people on these teams should limit themselves to making sure
you knew where the food went. USAID decided that it was premature to start asking those
questions, because the decision had not yet been made about putting in a USAID g&ff in those
countries. So, despite my best efforts, we wound up starting aday late and adollar short trying
to catch up with their people, so thisiswhy | am alittle skeptical about experience, lessons
learned. No one ever redly wantsto learn alesson except the person who learned it to begin
with.
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But, wefindly did reach an agreement. James Baker, who was Secretary of State, did what was
in effect was supposed to be a courtesy cal on each of the governments that were becoming
independent. Up until then, the State Department had been holding a line that they were going to
have a Regiond Embassy in Moscow handle dl of these countries. Baker came back and he
gave the gaff the ingtructions, there will be an American Embassy there, you will raise the
American flag. And s, the State Department went into a scramble of its own asto how to put in
13 Embassies, the Embassy Staff and logigtics and the delegation of authorities and who reports
to whom. The Moscow Embassy was just furious, because this whole area that had been under
their umbrella was suddenly going to be 13 Ambassadors who reported directly to Baker and the
Ambassador Strauss in Moscow. But, actualy Strauss did an extraordinary good job.
Everything thet he worked on persondly turned out well.

Q: Who?

JOHNSON: Strauss, who was Ambassador to Russia, who has aleading the rolein the
Democrétic Party; he was appointed as Ambassador to the Philippines; he came back and heis
now in alaw firm here in Washington. He was superb. Everything | ever heard about him, dl
the meetings that he chaired and what happened in terms of the State Department growth, and the
USAID growth, you know, from my point of view were sensble; very common sense. You
know, let’sdo it, we' Il worry about some of those other things you' re concerned about later.
But, his gaff was redly trying to hold on to power in a sense that they had previoudy been
responsible for the entire USSR and 60s percent of it was being taken avay. Therewasared
guestion as to whether Russia, which is afederation of States itsalf, whether that would hold
together and that one till periodicaly surfaces as to whether that will hold together or not. But,
once a decision was made, then we would have Embassesin theindividua countries and then
the decison was made that we would have aUSAID Office. Initidly, because of our own
gaffing problems and logistica problems of moving people around, we would have a Regiond
Officer in Armeniawho would handle the Caucus area, and a Regiond Office in Kazakhstan to
handle Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekigtan, Tgikistan, Turkmenistan. Then, we had aRegiond Officein
Russa

Q: That was a huge responsibility?
JOHNSON: Enormous respons bilities and we sent them out with awing and a prayer.
Q: What could they do, or what did they do?

JOHNSON: Firgt of al, | managed to get some very senior experienced USAID people
interested. Unlike earlier programs that | worked with where you recruited someone who was
farly new but very promising and essentidly you talked them into taking a chance, because they
were young enough in their careersto try this. We managed to recruit very senior personnel from
USAID who just found the whole context fascinating. We had Craig Buck go to the STAN
countries, Pakistan, Tgikistan, Kyrgyzstan. | can’t remember now who the other ones were.
The Misson Director in the Philippines, | cannot think of his name, was being trandferred from
Indonesia to the Philippines and we caught him while he was in mid-flight and talked him in to
going to Russaand then we spent the next year and a haf trying to get his household affects to
him
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Q: It was Jim Norris?

JOHNSON: Yes, Jm Norris. His household affects had aready been shipped from Indonesiato
the Philippines and we were trying to get them to ship them onward to Russia and the Philippines
couldn’t ship, because they didn’'t have any codes. But the way bureaucracies work, they
function when you have the sign language or Sgn codes that says, goto A, go to B, go directly to
jal and don’'t passgo. Wherever your rule was you need to have it written down somewhere so
people can find it. Inthisoffice, we didn’'t. There was Smply no time, things were moving too
fast and USAID fdt that they had to follow the State Department’ s guidance and the State
Department was geared to a much quicker turnaround time, that if you decide this today and you
change your mind on Thursday, then you can make that decison. And, we had inthe USAID a
pipdine of how you move people, how you get things going is much longer than that. So, you
have to tell me now so0 | can have three people next September. So, I’ ve got Six monthstime to
recruit them, to get them there, to get their household effects there, to lease the house, to lease
the office, and dl the rest of it.

Q: What do these people do when they first arrive?

JOHNSON: Jack of dl trades. They started with the emergency and the emergency follow up.
Y ou know, getting assistance sent to the right places.

Q: Such as?

JOHNSON: Whether it was food, whether it was non-fat dry milk, whether it was cheese, Red
Cross bandages, sterile hypodermics, what have you, that we pulled heavily off of USAID’s
OFDA (Office of Foreign Disagter Relief) funds until the Congress gave us specia funds for
Russa and then we gtarted pulling off of the Russiafund. So, part of that time we were redly
handicapped in how much we could do, because you didn’t know what was coming down the
pipe. Luckily, Barbara Turner had the sense to when the initid discussons on the Hill were
going on, to dip in that al the funds, the pragmatic funds, for administrative expenses, so we
didn’'t have to worry about USAID having enough operating money to support us; we could use
the program money for it. | think thet redly saved usin the long run.

You aso had redly taented people like Jm Norriswho's a professond senior guy fully,
practiced by the background in dedling with host government officias and embassies and
explaining economics and explaining relationships for aid agreements, and for World Bank
agreements and what USAID can and can't do. At the same time, there was no support staff.
They had no GSOs, they had no Exec Officers; they had no Contract Officers. Basically, they
were carrying the entire load themsel ves where as much assistance as we could get by pulling the
peoplein TDY and sending people out on TDY for support. But, if you don't have the staff, then
you don't do the paperwork; you know, it just doesn’t get done. If you don’t have the g&ff, you
dill have to lease the building and if you don't have the Exec Officer to handle some things than
whoever’ s the ranking USAID officer doesit. Thework of wiring offices, ordering telephones
and getting telephones ingalled, making sure that stuff isn't stuck in customs, you know, that
doesn’'t go away, somebody’sgot to do it. If you don't have an Exec Officer or ajunior officer
to do it, then your senior officer goes and doesit. That'stheway it wasin Moscow. So, alarge
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part of what the first guys did was essentially housekeeping of setting up the support base. They
could handle other kinds of activities and people.

Pretty much the areas in which we would be involved grew out of a series of seminars (not redly
the right word), but basically what Barbara organized. Back in the first days when the Task Force
was just being set up, they had a series of seminars, three-day workshops, where representatives
would be invited from Russia and various parts of Russia. Y ouwould have donors who are
dready active in Russaand you'd have U.S. experts in those areas and they would organize
technicd lines so you' d have an energy working group, you had an environment working group,
you had a nuclear working group, you had hedth working groups. And, pretty much the areasin
which we did things were set up and flowed out of the origind selection of different working
groups, and that was pretty much done by the donors, the U.S., World Bank, Germany. They
had e-mail and phone conversations at fairly senior levels and sort of carved out these big chunks
of aress.

Some of them directly related to things that we were interested in like how nuclear energy was
processed and handled, and the security of nuclear energy, where military war heads were a
magor national security issue for U.S. So, we had one group of people who just worried about
that, and worried about Chernobyl and how the Chernobyl Nuclear Factory had been designed
and the fact that the Nuclear Facility in Romania had exactly the same design as Chernobyl and
could easily blow up like Chernobyl did. That led to the donors and the U.S. talking to the
government of Romania and trying to get the government of Romania to close down the nuclear
facility. And, the Romanians responded very sengbly that they lived in avery cold country
where cold was a factor two months out of the year and that the Nuclear Power Plant was their
most reliable source of warmth. That made it more difficult, because the Uzbekistan border hed
been closed and the Romanians and the Uzbekistans were actudly fighting a that point, and
they’ d put an absolute blanket embargo on any fud ail being shipped in to Romania. The only
other way that fud ail could get into Romania was through Turkey and Turkey was a continua
historical opponent, so the Romanians were alandlocked country with no accessto any other
source of fuel, so they wanted to keep the nuclear power Plant running or they wanted the donors
to guarantee that their fud could comein. You had very specid particular interests like that
scattered al over the area.

The interesting thing from my view point was that (for at that point the 25 years I’ d been with
USAID), the push had been on doing better planning, of more effective planning, more
successful planning, of being able to have plans so then you could see what your progress was,
you could go back and evaluate. At one point | understand, we' d inssted that the governments
have anationd plan before the donors would help them. Inthe case of the Soviet Union, the
USAID organization had moved from a Task Force through severad subsequent stages to where
eventually we became a Bureau, independent and all to oursaves.

When the Bureau was set up | was going to be the Office Director for the Development Planning
Office and the State Department had an absolute tissy that we couldn’t cal it a Planning Office,
because that had too many overtones of Russian state planning. What we wanted to do was
convince the Russians to do entrepreneur, pre-market capitaism, so they didn’'t want an office
cdled planning. They didn’t want an office caled devel opment, because that implied that we
were being materidigtic: Russawas a country equa to our own and that we could do
development in dl the other countries, but this was amagor European dly and we couldn’t do
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development there. So, we came up with Office of Policy and Program Coordination, so that we
didn’'t have any other buzz words that State didiked.

But, at that point, no one wanted to do any planning. The State Department was absolute
adamant that we had to do entrepreneurs and capitdism. Almogt al the peoplein USAID
wanted some kind of a sector plan, an economic plan, you got to have some kind of strategy

that’ s based on what’ s the host government’s plansare. And, the answer was no. Wewill do
things on target of opportunity basis. In my opinion, the State Department took far too great a
control of the budget. It isatribute to every bit of diplomacy that Macolm Butler (head of the
program in Washington) had or that Barbara Turner had that you had any kind of decent program
at dl, because they spent 90 percent of their time fighting fires on bright ideas that some junior
officer in State had had about what would be good to do. Frankly, there was nothing particularly
wrong with their idess.

There swas one guy wandering around who wanted money from USAID to set up amodern
supermarket grocery store, which could show the Russians how you could go into one store and
buy your fruits, your vegetables, your mests, your sundries and then go to the checkout and
checkout with everything, as opposed to the Russian current scheme of you go to a store that
only handled bread. Then, you go up to the window and you get a voucher for bread; then you
go over and you show your voucher for bread to the attendant who gives you aloaf of bread,
then you take your loaf of bread back and stand in line to pay for your loaf of bread. And, that
we should do this grand supermarket scheme. My reactions was, that’snice. If he's got money
and he wantsto do it, fine, but it's not something that USAID should do. There are European
countries this day which don’t have multi-department grocery stores. The French get dong just
fine, buying bread in one store and cheese in another store. Y ou know, let the Soviets do it
however they want to, it's not something that had a high priority for something we could do.

The State Department was furious, because they thought that it had to be high priority, it was
highly visble, you know you see what blah, blah, blah. In al due respect that's actualy what

they’ re fter, they saw it astargets of opportunity and so we could have impact within Sx months
and they could have aprogram. | just got more and more tired of dedling with them and | had
nothing but admiration for the fact that Barbara Turner managed to keep the program 90s percent
the same. But, it isinteresting asalot of these programs for USAID are ones in which people
were encouraged to do targets of opportunity. Thet if you found an inditution that you could
work with that had a continuing connection with American Universities that had somehow been
maintained through the Cold War, find it. Just anything that looked like they could have a
continuing link with an American inditution, or aPvOor ...

Q: Werethey (PVOs) there?

JOHNSON: Y eah, they werethere. Incredibly enough they were there. Land O’ Lakes Dairy
Cooperatives had been there for years, working very low key and hiding under a bush, but they
were there. What essentialy we did was we funneled money. Any American indtitution that had
some kind of contact or link with someone in the former Soviet Union that could be reated to the
origind working groups that were set up by the donors that started the whole process.

Q: But, you did have a framework for the different programs from the seminars. That was a
degree of planning.
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JOHNSON: Right, you had that kind of framework and those groups from the very beginning in
cooperation with people who had made life histories of knowing about or learning about the
Soviet area. They weren't neophytesin any sense. They knew the Soviet Union; they knew the
systemn; they could speak Russian; others had been there many times. But, there was no attempt
to use those groups as planning groups in any structured sense of having, you know, here are
gods, here' s our basdine data; you can see how far we've moved. They worked; they got
together; they came up with things that were pretty sensible.

Q: And go to the person in the field with these categories and look for opportunities within those
categories.

JOHNSON: Pretty much. We probably gave out our briefing books to everybody we sent out,
and s0 the massive quantities of what had happened in the working groups, various policy
satements by Secretary of State Baker, as to what the policies were, everything like that, and
told people to draw an oath that that was as much guidance as we could give them. That
operationdly was the guidance; we will try and build a saff under you, but recognize &t first you
will be out there by yoursdlf. So, for at least the first generation of projects, you know, go with
things that are dready in place. If theré' san American PV O that for years has had some type of
relaionship with the locad Community of Christ Church Outreach Day Camp Center, go for it.
Fund the Day Camp Center. Build into your curriculum how greet cgpitdismis. But, basicaly
the chance to spread the money to have visible impact in as broad a section as possible and that
our operaiona method of doing that was to lean on pre-existing links with someone in the
American system. Beit PVO; be it academic...

Q: Didn't that lead to these mega projects with the U.S. institutions?

JOHNSON: It |eft alot of proposaslikethat. It probably would have happened, except that was
adde growth to what initidly was pure technica assstance to what a strong IMF program and
the World Bank supported doing. Putting Supporting Assstance funds (ESF) into the Ukraine. It
was our own dumbness, | guessis how you put it, that we mentaly envisioned the Ukraine and
Romania and Kazakistan stretched out on one belt. And, they were dl very different countries.
Like Ukraine, had one of the first banks; it's the largest country in Europe. 1t is much larger than
Germany or France. The program in Ukraine we started was avery smdl technical assistance
program primarily worried about Chernobyl, you know, quickly became to the point where we
were amgor actor in the internd reformsin providing Supporting Assstance (ESF) in
conjunction with the IMF. So, the big chunks of money started going for the economic reform
policies and programs as opposed to—

Q: Import kind of things?

JOHNSON: Yeah. And, some just budget support, rather than the technical assistance taking off
on the big multi-mega umpteen billion universty initiatives and on like that. What wasdso a
problem was on the Hill in the House or the Senate. In order to get abill passed for support to
Russia, we had every living President write and support it and every past Secretary of State write
and support it. But, then the Congressmen and Senators would give their vote only if their pet
initiative got included in the bill.  So, there were hundreds of earmarksin the bill for assstance.

In the conference meeting between the House and the Senate, most of those got dropped, but
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they were kept, quote as * soft earmarks’, which our legidative office, and more importantly the
Sae€ slegidative office, fet that we had to honor, because otherwise you wouldn’t get the guys
vote the next time around. You had really small scale projects written into a soft eermark.

Q: Like what?

JOHNSON: That we should provide assstance to the airplane links between Russia and the Far
Eadt of the Soviet Union; that we should promote better trade back and forth, and that should be
done through airlines that had existing passenger service prior to June 10 of 1985 what. It took
one year to st that up. It was under Ted Stevenson from Alaskawho for years wanted us to build
the airports and runways in Alaska and in Vladivostok or whatever it was. We had one earmark
that encouraged us to experiment with long distance education using televison as a means of
reaching across under-populated areas, based on the model of telecommunications used by

schoal digtrict 22 in Portland, Oregon. It waslittle things like that up to big things like to get
ladies support we wound up with 20 million dollars earmarked for Vermont dairy products.

Q: To buy?

JOHNSON: We used money to buy the dairy products and then ship the dairy products out and
digtribute them to various people, various groups. | mean, everybody wanted a piece of that
action and everybody on the Hill had a different idea: did you trust the Russans? Did you use
this as an opportunity to further embarrass and humiliate old leaders, did you usethisas an
opportunity to train the youth of Russa? There were specific ingructions that we bring, | think it
was 500 teenagers in on youth educeation in our high schools. Y ou know, Cooperative Extenson
Program that we had had for years, | think. But, it was extremely difficult, because that program
had so many ties that were pulling in different directions and the basic coordination was being
done by State, which was, | don’t know whether it was better or worse than USAID would have
done, but it was different. 1t was another complicating layer that we had to ded with in terms of
making any decisions about the budget, about the staff, anything. At that point when | was ready
to pull my hair out, Clinton won the eection and set up trangtion teams to work with each of the
cabinet little agencies and Golar Butcher (former AA for Africa) was picked asthe trangtion
leader for USAID.

Q: Before we go into the transition period, how do you size up your experience with the NIS
countries and how long were you there?

JOHNSON: | was there for about ayear and a haf and then broke into the transition team work
and then came back for about ahdf ayear before| retired. | was Director of the Office of
Program and Policy Coordination and then | went to the transition position. When | came back |
was a Senior Advisor. | think they concocted some sort of title of Senior Policy Advisor, but it
was being a specia assstant to Barbara Turner.

Q: She was the Deputy then?
JOHNSON: At that point she was the Senior Deputy Administrator working with Macolm

Butler. The AA and then later when Ma colm left and Tom Dyan camein. What Barbara wanted
was somebody who worked with her, but who was senior enough to where when she had
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conflicting meetings she could delegate me to go to one of the meetings and spesk for her asa
subgtitute DAA. It wasagresat job. You couldn’t have asked for a better job, but by thetime
that came dong | was so burned out that | just wanted to retire. | was very cynica about the
entire process.

Q: Why?

JOHNSON: The NIS process: | think it was so micro-managed by the State Department and it
looked like the future of the Agency just evolved more and more, no consultation or coordination
or State Department setting foreign policy objectives or anything in thet role, but it was more
that they micro-managed the day-to-day operationd level and had no fed that development was
a professond technique that you learned. That it was something that anybody could do. It was
mainly a process of processng money. They saw USAID as being ussful to keep around,
because USAID had certain operationa tdentsthat they didn’t have in terms of being ableto
handle money transfers and commodity transfers. But no respect for USAID professionaly.

Q: I know there was no effort at the higher levelsto try to separate these functions.

JOHNSON: Interestingly enough, Macolm Butler did some of it, probably more effectively than
anybody esedid. When the program first started, and he was the senior coordinator in charge of
it and then later asit kept growing the internd fight was whether or not it joined the Eastern
European Bureau or became a Bureau of its own. The decision was made that it would be a
Bureau of its own under Macolm Butler and that Butler wound up working, | would, say 95
percent of histime trying to keep State under control.

USAID would periodicaly show up in aform of one of the senior PPC people or somebody in
the Adminigtrator’ s Office. They would shake their heads at what we were doing or what we
were not doing and it would go away again. Macolm had no backup or support for cover from
the Adminigrator, from Generd Counsdl, from PPC, from any of them. They were perfectly
prepared to tell Macolm what they thought Malcolm should do, but they were not prepared to go
meet with State and tell State, yeah, nay, thisisit, thisisn't it. So, Macolm had to make the best
dedlsthat he could to keep the program going.

The main problem with that in what | saw much more in the Eastern European effort than in the
INS effort is, that the whole staff in the Eastern European effort knew that essentidly whatever
State wanted State would get. And, if they had afight with State and they tried to buck it up the
channels on USAID’s sde that no one in USAID would support them. So, everybody started
cutting the best dedl they could. Y ou wound up with it being done a the Assstant Desk Officer
level and the junior control level, because they’d just cut the best dedl that they could get,

because they didn’t see any help in getting a better dedl or pushing it further up the ladder. In the
INS, I think people did see grounds for hope, that Barbara and Macolm would go to bat for them
and had more success than failure in terms of saying like, thisis the way USAID works and this
iswhy USAID works thisway and we' re going to keep working this way.

Q: What were the primary factors guiding State, what they were pushing for or what they wanted
that we disagreed with?

JOHNSON: From the origind staff of these working groups, the State Department had
designated State people who were supposed to follow up on each working group. So, they had
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an education expert who was a Junior State Department Officer who had worked, | think in
Canada before; they had a housing officer; they had somebody comparable to each of these
daffs, but they were very Junior State Department Foreign Service Officers. Because, interndly
indde of State, ingtead of it being run by the Bureau for European Operations, which would be
more equivaent to our Bureau structure, the State Department set up a separate Task Force that
would handle al of the key issues of Eastern European and INS to where, | think, a one point on
USAID budget decisons, we had five different pointsin State to clear with, which involved their
Task Force, their Regional Bureau, who otherwise wasn't involved with the program, their
legidative office who never told our legidative office what they were doing. To the point, | kid
you not, a one point the State L egidative Office had sat up a Senate briefing where they wanted
to brief the Senate on the budget breakdown of what the U.S. Executive Branch would be asking
for. They setit up, had it al ready to go, the Senate staffers called USAID and said, State is
coming up here this afternoon, don’t you think you ought to come too? So, Marianne Sullivan
(USAID Legiddtive Affairs) grabbed me and we went up and we got the briefing on what our
budget was going to be like from State as they gaveit to the Hill. It was the most round about
coordination, communication that I’ ve ever heard of and then they went ballistic over no changes
were dlowed in the budget that thisis what they said in the budget and thisis what they’re going
to do.

USAID finagles budgets dl the time, you know, you go up, you go down, your percentages shift.
So, haf our time was spent trying to fit what we were going to do anyway into one of their
datements as to what they said they were going to do. Housing was a big issue with them,
because the Soviet Union was pulling back dl of their military from Eastern Europe and there
were no military barracks to put the military people in. There was afairly greet fear on the
Soviet'ssdethat if they didn't have something, preferably they’ d like some employment for
these people, but in the meantime until they could get the employment generation going they
needed housing for them, definitely. So, we entered in to an emergency housing program. It
was raiond, but it was very much a commodity drop. It didn’t leed to any other reformsin the
housing system, changes in their rules and regulations which related to why it takes 20 years to
build your house. It didn’t do anything about the underline problems; it was just aband ad, a
patch. And, in that particular case, State loved us, because the Housing Office got the funds and
they moved fast. They were happy with it and their response and actions were such that State
was very happy with it. On the Sde lines, you know, | was Sitting there gripping it up, it sa
band ad, it'sapatch, it didn’t do anything about the underline problems. And, the State
Department didn’t care. It's not that they didn’t believe me, it is they didn’t care about the
underline problems; the problems that would come up in ten years or 20 years.

Q: Just a quick short term effort?

JOHNSON: Very quick, very short term, keep the lid on it, make sure it doesn't fal apart .

Q: Very superficial, in some sense, you know, a quick response is sometimes needed, but you
have to do more than that. Well, okay. You can add more on thisisyou want with it. But, you
helped out with the transition and what was that job?
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Worked on reorganization issues and the “No Name Task Force”

JOHNSON: To back up a couple of years when | was wandering around foot loose and fancy
free, | was working with PPC on trying to trandate the In-country Study Report into a
meaningful internal guidance and not getting very far with it, because everybody wanted to make
afootnote for why they should be different under certain circumstances. Mark Edelman was the
Deputy Adminigtrator who had previoudy been my bossin the Africa Bureau. So, Mark decided
that there' s been, wdll the Agency had just gone through amgor reorgani zation sponsored by
Roskins. A consulting team came in and they came up with different organizationa boxes that
they moved around al over the place. Mark wanted to do another reorganization study, but not
in asense of moving organizationa boxes around. He wanted to look at what would be the
change in policy given that the Cold War had come to an end and assuming that USAID would
continue to have arolein post-Cold War world, what would that role be. So, he formed
something caled the “No Name Study Group—the “No Name Task Force.” Because he didn’'t
want alot of rumors going around the Bureaus and the agency that we were going to have
another reorganization or getting people upset, because there had dready been so much action.
And, it was Mark Edelman, who was Deputy Adminigtrator, Ray Love who was Counsglor,
Senior Foreign Service Officer, the man at that time who was running Generd Counsd as acting
DC, Larry Saiers from the Africa Bureau. | think there were one or two people that | can't
remember, with me being the Secretariat, or the drafter, or the articulator, and coming up with
drafts about what | thought about the Agency, did the role of the Agency change because the
Cold War had stopped. If it had changed, was there something different we should be doing that
we weren't doing. That took about, | guess we worked on it for about six months and it was
caled the “No Name Task Force.”

Q: What did you produce?

JOHNSON: Produced a paper, as usud and presented it to Roskins and Roskins thought it was
excdllent, very good. Thiswas like six months, finished probably in August or September before
G.H.W. Bush and Roskins and then they were out the door and the new Adminigtration was
coming in.

Q: What was the particular message from this paper?

JOHNSON: To recregte the argument: there' safairly active body of opinion intellectudly,
academically, and throughout the government, that with the Cold War ending and East/West
issues no longer predominately shaping policy and programs, you would move to North/South
issues and that would become, the agenda for the next decade. | argued that that was wrong and
managed to sustain that through the Task Force and on to Roskins.

Q: Why were they wrong?
JOHNSON: Merely because the countries, the developing world, had during the Cold War taken
on client status with one or other of the super powers. Asaside linetherewas alot of discusson

that what the real North/South i ssues were between the devel oped countries and the undevel oped
countries and the mgjor focus attention should be the U.N. The U.N, working through a Myers-
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Briggs Persondity type of test: developed, undevel oped, less developed, rdatively developed,
whatever way to characterizeit . | argued that it wasn't going to happen.

Primarily it wasn't going to happen because the third world south countries redly did not have a
community of interest and a common agenda that they wanted to pursue their interestsin an
internationd forum like the U.N. or the IBRD. They liked being abdle to hit up individuad donors;
they had different agendas one from each other. If you will, the operating tactics that they had
used during the Cold War of trying to play one side off another side would probably go away
snce they now had one superpower to ded with. But, they still maintained that in terms of their
negotiating positions they would find different actors within that system to try and play off. And
the North/South agenda smply would never be adopted as a common agenda, either by the host
undevel oped countries or by the developed countries and that we were probably in for a period of
more commercid mercantilism, you know, rivadry, than we had previoudy beenin. So, that
there would be more discord rather than more commondity and that from USAID’ s point of
view, the need for donor coordination would be greater than ever. Our ability to do coordination
would redly depend much more on the White House and the State Department than on what
USAID could do. They were going to have to set the lead and we could work at the fringes, if
youwill. The World Bank Consultative Groups or the U.N. Round Table mechanism. But, the
overdl donor coordination would have to be through State and the White House. That was my
maor issue, S0 | guessthat’s the one | remember.

The other issues that | dedlt with were the health question and private sector activity, had the
Agency gone far enough or did they need to go farther. A large part of the vocal ideas that were
thrown around were again the tension between USAID wanting to do locd entrepreneur
capitaism, versus doing promation of U.S. exports and capita investment. The paper came
down primarily on the USAID being an activist in creeting the environment and promoting loca
entrepreneurism while being a briefing agent for interested American private sectors, that
certainly we could brief them about local rules and regulations, but providing much more of a
fadilitating role for American investment and a direct supportive role for loca entrepreneurs.

Q: Did the paper include anything about the major areas of program activity, like environment
or democracy or anything like that?

JOHNSON: It talked alittle bit about again it, but, | guess, it was pretty much the Larry Saiers
argument. We need to move away from the functional categories that Congress funds; that we
needed to have a broader array of rules, if you will, that we needed to take a much more
aggressive role with Congress and fight both the use of actua earmarks, aswell as soft earmarks.
Otherwise, we were going to wind up being the Agency of parks and condoms as Larry
described it. And that the next immediate country was the window in which we could have an
influence on the Hill, and change it, etc. etc. etc. There was some aitention given to what would
we do if the functiond earmarks went away. How would we program our funds, what would be
different about what we'd do. | can’'t claim that that was particularly ingghtful. It said, you
know, give us more flexihility in terms of looking a how fast projects could be implemented and
making professond judgements about priorities. But, | didn’t get a strong fedl from anybody
that there was a mgjor, untapped, untouched problem, that if we had functiond flexibilities we
would go do them. Part of that was because we did alittle bit of everything. We were scattered
into so many sectors, ideas, functions, that one of our major problems was that we needed to pare
that down. We needed to do fewer things and do them better. | can’t recal anything that came

up.
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Q: So, you prepared that and then we had a change of Administration. Did anything happen
with that paper?

JOHNSON: Nope, not that | ever heard. We did do the presentation to Roskins and he said dl
sorts of nice things about the good sounding paper, but it went on a shelf. All of my papers that
never went anywhere.

TheTranstion Team —Clinton Administration—1993
Q: o, election came and Clinton came into office, what then?

JOHNSON: The “No Name Task Force Study” was done and over with and then | went to work
on the NIS and did the Soviet Union hit for ayear and ahdf. Then, Clinton got dected and
Golar Butcher, who had been my bossin the Africa Bureau, under Ambassador Korry in the * 70s
was selected to head up the transition team for USAID. She cdled me up and sad, | believe it
was Sandy Burger who was the head of the overal internationa team had recruited Golar to do
the USAID part. Golar told him that her health was not up to doing it, because she had had a
couple of strokes and that she just didn’t fed that her health was strong enough to do it. Burger
sad, look pick any staff you want, whatever resources you need we' |l get them. So, Golar said
shewould do it. She called me up and asked meif | was interested in working with her and |
sad, “Yes maam.” And, she got in touch with Gayleatha (Brown ed?), who had been her
gpecid assgtant and who was currently working in the State Department as a desk officer, |
think. They had another black woman who was active in politics, Bob Lester from USAID who
was alawyer, who's worked with every USAID organizational scheme for the last 20 years, |
think. And, the Chief of Staff, dso hisname | have forgotten, were the trangition team. The
basic mandate of the team was to task USAID to do vision papers for the new administration,
which would highlight things that would have to be decided the first Sx weeks, first Sx months

in office, othersthat could be delayed until later. But, essentidly USAID was tasked to do the
basic briefing papers. Then, the overal Task Force would read what USAID did and decide
whether it was acceptable or ship it back to USAID and saying, what about this, or what about
thisor that. The guy from the Hill, I cannot remember his name, he was a Senior Foreign Policy
Steffer.

Q: Dick McCall.

JOHNSON: No, Dick McCall was working with the trangition team, but he wasn't working
specificaly with USAID. But, McCal was the one that most of the time when we did briefings
over a the big team, if you will, it was the only one a State, USAID, USIA, dl of the Foreign
Affars Agency, Dick McCal was our contact person. Anyway, the guy from State did abasic
draft of what he saw where Clinton would take the USAID Agency in terms of changes or
revisons or mgjor issues and then Lester and | reworked what he did, put it into an overdl paper
and Golar would sign off on it and transmit it to Sandy Burger and then we redid it. We had a
short piece on suff that USAID put together in terms of ranking priorities and a trangmitta note
sending back to Sandy Burger and Dick McCdl. Golar worked with awoman from the private
sector, who did personnéd decisions or personnel recommendations, recommending things that
should be done.
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That process went from November through December (1993) and then the trangition team broke
up and everybody went back to their home office, except | went on Christmas Eve vacation and
when | came back it was a comedy of clowns type of operation where it seemed like on January
20", somebody on the Clinton team realized that come Monday morning after Clinton was sworn
in, he was going to have dl these agencies that had no representation from Clinton. And, come
Monday morning you're responsible, you'rein charge. So, the mgjor effort in the two or three
days before the inauguration, they brought in Clinton’ s supporters who would serve as eyes and
ears, or acting outposts, or acting administrators, or somehow liaison representative of the White
House to the different agencies. At that point, Warren Christopher was aready semi-designated
to take over as Secretary of State. Basicdly, he told the Clinton people that he would be the
Clinton representative who looked after foreign affairs that he didn’t need any of these politica
appointees. And so, USAID and USIA and Peace Core and OPIC, no not OPIC, were basically
listed as reporting to Warren Christopher and that he would handle dl policy issues until
permanent heads of agencies were established.

In the meantime, because of the old Carter International Development Cooperation Act (IDCA),
USAID was under something called the Overseas Operations or something that included the
Commerce Department and OPIC was over in the Commerce, OPIC and Export-Import Bank by
the Commerce Department. USAID was lumped together with dl these agencies that were seen
as domestic agencies with an export promotion priority. So, come Monday morning, (name?)
and (name ?) Office said, we're here from the White House. And (name?) said, | beg your
pardon. So, absolutely nobody had told USAID that they were coming; nobody had told State
they were coming. State had dready told them, don’t show up at any of the foreign affairs
agencies, because Warren Christopher isin charge. And, these guys, one had been the advance
man for Clinton in Arizona and the other was a Cdlifornia businessman who had been activein
democratic politics snce the days of McGovern. He had gotten on aplane in Cdiforniaand
taken the red eye specid overnight and gone directly from the airport to the White House and
had been given a briefing on his responghilities as the Clinton Liaison Officer and then went to
(name?) office, who said who in the hdll are you and where did you come from and what are you
talking about. So, evidently that first week was just total confusion. With, of course, nobody
redlly willing and able to say, go away. He didn’'t know Christopher had told everybody to go
away and State was upset with us for having somebody. USAID had another trangtion team,
Clark and Phillips, who were the two guys sent over from the White House.

Actudly, | got acdl in Texaswhile | was on Christmas vacation, telling me that Jm Michadl
(USAID DA) and Sherper (USAID Councilor) wanted me to stay on the transition team so there
would be somebody from USAID working with Score(?) and Phillips. Then, | got back to town
and Score cdled me and said how much he wanted me to stay on the trangition team, meaning
inrhouse and al, etc. etc. etc. So, then | went to talk to Malcolm Butler and said, hey, the dedl
was | was rdeased from the NIS Task Force for six weeks, the origind ded. And, thistime the
dedl would be that | would stay up on the trangtion until we got a permanent Administretor,
which nobody knew when that would be. It could be amonth, it could be six months, it could be
ayear.

So, | went down and talked to Malcolm Butler about what was going on, etc. etc. And,
Malcolm’s advice was that it was redlly something that | couldn’t turn down. They had both,
Michael and Score had asked meto stick around, but | redlly shouldn’t stick around. 1t probably
wasn't going to be any fun at dl, but his past experience that anything got tied up in
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reorganizationd, organizationd staffing, new policies, etc. etc., that whoever did the briefing
became a defender of the status quo. That no matter how you tried to word something, that when
you explained how something worked, it ways sounded like you were defending it, even if the
redlity was that it was something that you had originally opposed and didn’t want to see done,

but you lost and let the program do it that way, and so you explain it to somebody dse that thisis
how wedo it. Anyway, they probably would caich dl of the flack from being a defender of the
status quo and he redlly couldn’t release me from the Task Force and not somehow replace me.
They needed somebody; they were short, desperate, etc. So, | findly worked out with Carlos and
with Michadl that | would go ahead and stay with the transition team and that Carlog(?), my
Deputy would be promoted up as Acting Director and be the Director, even though on paper |
was till on thejob, but he would be in the job.

Q: Inthe NIS?

JOHNSON: InNIS. So, | stayed with the Transtion Task Force until August or September of
that year; they went through awhole series of people that might or may not be interested in it,
who might or may not fit certain criteria, you know, that the White House personnel group had,
and we started congtantly doing briefings for people sent over from the White House who were
potentid candidates for Administrator or potential candidates for something.

Q: That was your main function?

JOHNSON: That was our main direct function. The secondary function was briefing Score.
Score was absolutely tremendous.

Q: Who was this, Score?

JOHNSON: Dick Score. He was nominated to be the White House eyes and ears. He had no
officid delegation of authority. Jm Michad had dl of that. But, everything they did they
checked with Score to seeif that fit what the current White House line,

Q: Within USAID?

JOHNSON: Yeah. And, Score supposedly had the contacts with the White House to where he
could seeif it passed the sniff test or if it needed to go to the White House or further checking.
Score' s an engineer by training, was an extraordinarily competent man who got very frustrated
every time he got into the internal workings of USAID, you know, absolutely bureaucratic and
red tape, and that how on earth do we ever get anything done when we had that many different
basesto touch. In later life, he wound up being the President’ s specid envoy to Bosniato try
and do an emergency rehab roads and water supplies program there. He became very
sympathetic to what it means to be operationa. | understand he did afairly good job. He spent
hisfirgt three months somping his feet and throwing temper tantrums, because the system
wouldn’t produce what he felt it ought to be able to produce with a 24 hour turnaround.
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Q: Was there any substantive function there in that role in terms of new directions for the
Agency or anything of that sort?

JOHNSON: No. Only extremely peripherd. Y ou know, talking people through why, what does
the Agency do now, what are their issues, especidly for Score and for some of the other palitical
gppointees asthey gradudly arrived. But, not redly developing the kind of creditability, | think
that the new people would turn to me for ideas on what do you do next. They very much saw me
asahold over from the last regime.

Q: So, there was no new thinking or no attempt to view the world differently and how we
responded to it?

JOHNSON: | don’'t know of anything. A couple of usthat started work with the new crowd
came to the conclusion that they were, their viewpoint of USAID was a reflection of the early
“70s and New Directions and that USAID had moved into private enterprise and capitalism to the
detriment of al the New Direction ideds of working with the rurd mgority and the poor, etc.
The things that they talked about, the things thet they wanted briefings on were like echos from
the*70s. There was an unwillingness or an inahility to recognize what the Agency had learned

in the last 15 years, and more importartly, that host governmentsin the LDC world had learned.
And, that the LDC attempits to dismantle some of the economic rules and regulations and change
the rules of the game, which came out of the Berg (Elliot Berg report on Africa, ed) report and
al the work done through the * 80s on getting the government out of things and dlow loca
entrepreneurs to have a chance. They were very suspicious of, but somehow the 12 years under
Republican Adminigtration had tainted everybody. We were redly dl greedy capitdigstrying to
manipulate these countries into a postion where they could never develop. Whereas, what we
ought to be doing is putting money directly to work in rura areas and direct action programs,
which would make a difference in the qudlity of life—a tendency to see everybody who had been
there through Reagan and Bush as somehow tainted and the need to get rid of those people and
bring in fresh people and an unwillingness, in my opinion, an unwillingness to recognize thet the
12 years had happened, that the world went on without Carter, the world went on without their
politica gppointees, and that not only had USAID changed, but the world had changed. Even
more importantly from what we did, that the LDC world had changed and that not only were we
active in the LDC world, we were dso active in Eastern Europe and the NIS and in Russia. And,
this was awhole new bal game and each Adminigtration gets a set of dumb priorities, but you
ought to recognize that some progress was made in the last 12 years and the world was not the
sameworld it was as when you left in the early ‘ 70s. That was probably the most substantive
role| played.

Q: S0, you carried that on to August and September of ‘ 937?

JOHNSON: Yes, that carried up until August or September of ‘93. Then | went back to the NIS
as aspecid assgtant to Barbara Turner on the NIS Program, Former Soviet Union Program. |
essentialy came to the decision that | wanted to retire probably around March or April and we
worked out that I’ d retire end of September, 1994. So, the last period was with the NIS. It was
an extraordinary job and because Barbara had full faith in me, she just let me do anything that |
wanted to do, so the problem, | think was on my side. | wasjust burned out by that point and |
was tired of dedling with the State Department and | wasttired of dedling with the new group that
had come in at USAID, who in my fina conclusion were not serious people. Atwood had come
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over asthe Adminigtrator and he congtantly built up expectations and then destroyed them,
because he would send out policy statements and policy papers, and make statements to the
troops, and have open forum meetings where he would say absolutely everything that people
wanted him to say.

He was very articulate, very dynamic, you know, USAID is positive, we ve got agreat blah,
blah, blah, blah. Then, he'd turn around and go back to this office and let Larry Burns (AA for
Management) make dl of the decisons, who was his new chief operating officer who knew
absolutely nothing about development. He thought USAID could be run primarily out of
Washington and that you could run it through a computerized system which he was going to
develop cdled the New Management System where you would put in performance factors and
they’ d get multiplied by other factors and at the end of it the computer would rank al of the
countries as to who should receive budgetary funds, alocation of funds, and that you redly
didn’'t need people overseas. He quickly worked himsdlf into the most hated man at USAID,
smply because heredly saw it as amechanica kind of activity and | saw no point of sticking
around. | didn’'t have any fun any more and I'd dways said that I’ d stay with USAID aslong as
it wasfun. And, it was not fun, it was painful every day. You fdt like you were congtantly
fighting firesto try and kegp something from going off thetracks. But, while you were working
on one ralroad, another railroad completely went off the deep end.

Retirement— 1994 and after

Q: Okay. You retired after your last assignment with the NIS countries and when did you retire?
JOHNSON: In August of 1994.
Q: | see. And, when you werein retirement did you have any special assignments of interest?

JOHNSON: In*95, | retired in ‘94 and before | retired the people in Science and Technology had
asked if | was available to participate in an evaluaion. They wanted meto go in August and |

told them that | wasretiring in August. They said, well we'll get back to you. And, it turned out
that the evaluation wasn't until February and March of *95. | went with the Management Service
Science, Inc. and was doing evauations for S and T, which became the Globa Bureau and
participated in that and did—

The Global Bureau’sLinkage Program — an evaluation - 1995

Q: The evaluations of what?

JOHNSON: The Globa Science and Technology Bureau had a program which supported
linkages between American Universities and overseas universties. They had been through three
years of this linkage program and were starting into the next round of award of grants. There was
afar amount of controversy asto whether they were working or not working, or what exactly
were they doing. So, the Global Bureau sponsored an evauation that looked at three linkage
programsin Africa, two in Mexico, and two in India There was a Six person team and we
divided up in to two people each and took a continent. | went to Africaaong with alady from
Tuskekee University. We did two linkages that were in Uganda and one in Mozambique. Out of
those, one in Ugandawas totdly off from its origind target, which was human rights linkages
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between the University of Uganda Law School and Florida University. It had gone off into
seven or eght different avenues, none of which wereinitsorigind proposal. Then, there was
Uganda School of Medicine linked with Cleveland, Ohio, Western Reserve Medical School and
that one was just doing extraordinary well. It fulfilled every hopein the origind contract or the
grant, which had Universty Specidists coming out from Cleveland to Uganda working with the
people in the Medical School, primarily on epidemiologica studies with aside specidty in
HIV/AIDS, which was amgjor issue. People from the University going to the United States for
ghort term seminars and training in specidized programs st up for them by the Universty. They
were linked, they had e-mail communications that were linked back and forth and just very
active, very dive, avery collegia kind of rdationship. Then, we went to Mozambique, which
was a disagter for atotaly different reason, which was the Harvard International School. | can't
remember if it was 1S or just Internationd. | think it was Harvard Internationd Ingtitute of
Studies or Science. It received a grant to work with the Mexico Medica Schooal.

Q: In Mozambique?

JOHNSON: No. Harvard received agrant to work with Mexico on medica issues. Part of the
grant was the idea of strengthening ties between third world countries. So, Mexico did alink
with the Mozambique Medica School. And, the people in Harvard were advisors who over time
got caled into Mozambique. But, the people in Mozambique never understood that theirs was a
secondary grant to Mexico. They werejust totally confused. They fdt that the contract with
Harvard had been technicdly abused, and in terms of strengthening or ingtitutional contact, or

any of these linkages that were supposed to be happening, none had happened. And, no one had
linkages with Mexico.

In the meantime, the weight of the grant, anyone who knows an overseas underdevel oped
ingtitution, knows how precious funds are. The Stuation in Mozambique had gotten so bad that
the head of the Medical School in Mozambique refused to sign the agreement with Harvard that
would free up hislocd currency. Because, Harvard would not give him an accounting of where
al the money in their grant was going. And, he fdlt that there was too much chance of the grant
funds being misused and that he would then get blamed for it, but he had sgned the loca
agreement, S0 he refused to Sgn the loca agreement. | think that the whole concept of the
Mexico and Mozambique relationships may have worked if they had been differently
programmed, because Mozambique was not that far from itsindependence. It wasvery feisty
and it had a chip on its shoulder about, we can do it, we don’t need outsiders help. And, the
Mexican Medical School wasfairly leftist and aso, you don’t need outside help, you can do it
al. So, emotiondly there were some problems. They just never understood the grant and they
couldn’t figure out how come they never got any money in to the grant, or if they got any money
in the grant why Harvard wouldn’t explain to them where the rest of the money was going. And,
the Mission had been unaware of this whole program, because it wasa Globa Sand T Bureau
program initiative, which went to Harvard and Harvard had contacts with Mexico.

At the same time, the Misson wasin the process of developing afairly large hedth sector plan,
but they were ayear and a haf to two years away fromit. If the Sand T grant had been done
differently, it could have been agrest initiative in that whole sector, which would not have taken
Mission money or bilatera money. We could have given them awhole series of contacts and
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could have developed a base of knowledge a Harvard that they could pull on. However, it never
happened.

So, we came back from Africa and reported that two out of three links were disasters and one
was going well. Then, we found out that the team that went to Indiafelt those were going
superbly, the team that went to Mexico, felt those were going superbly, and so the find
evauation that was written up for USAID said that they wereworking. | said, what do you mean
they’ re working, there’ stwo out of the three that worked. They said, well, that it was Africa
These are our advanced sophisticated grants which may not be gppropriate for Africa. | said,
“No, no.” The problemsinvolving the grants were not on the African Sde, they were on the
American sde. | found out that the consulting agencies have never redly understood the order
of clearances. So, when the team report gets turned into a consulting company, you know,
they're free to rewrite it however they want to. | decided that | did not, | felt likeditsoI'd
retired.

The evauations would be a good way to use whatever knowledge I’ d developed over the years.
And, after that exposure, | thought nope, eva uations are not the way to go. One, because | was
very frustrated at not participating and fixing what | found wrong. That | wanted to go talk to
peoplein USAID, the Misson about al the things that | thought they should have done, which
clearly was inappropriate for a contractor to do. Secondly, because | felt that areport got written
that had my name on it over which | had very little editorid control. So, | decided that my work
with USAID had been interesting and for the most part, extraordinarily chalenging, but it was

just time for me to walk away from it and get on with my life. So, | didn’t do anything more

with USAID, and | redly didn't intend to do anything more with USAID.

Q: On this University linkage business, this wasn’t linkage based on prior relationships between
American and devel oping countries institutions? What it sounds like is a new relationships that
hadn’t existed before, is that right?

JOHNSON: It varied. Each University had to write a proposa to USAID asto what they would
do. In some casesthey did have a pre-exiging link withthe country. Even in some casesthey
had callings a the school, but it redly varied tremendoudy.

The grants to Florida State University were to work with Uganda, human rights efforts under the
law school. It was backed up by the fact that Florida State University had been active in Uganda
for many years. They had an African studies program at Horida. They had recruited severa
Ugandans who served on the schoal faculty, plus there was an extraordinary Ugandan who had
served as the patriarch of the school in Uganda. The human rights divison in the School of Law
was anew division. The University of Florida s origind proposa was to work in environment.
They were going to work through the University Environmental School and work in
environmental areas. When they talked to the University in Uganda, they said that they'd redly
much rather them help them develop a human rights division in the School of Law. So, Horida
sad, fing, it'sdl to the good thet thisisyour initiative and they set up the arangement. The
arrangement was between the Forida and area of studies and the Law School. Then, Florida
pulled in some people from Horida Law School and human rights activigts.

| am trying to think how to summarize their problems, because most of the problems were in the
terms of the grant on the American Sde where essentialy they were charged with writing
quarterly reports to USAID saying what they’ d done and then reporting on how they’ d used the
budget. Technicadly, those reportstold the truth, except they didn’t tell..... Onceyou'd beenin
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country and started talking to the Ugandans and then reread the reports, you could see what they
had glossed over and in between the lines what they’ d left out. So, the reporting mechanism was
one of the main problems that Horida was smply glossng over its problemsin reporting to
USAID. Secondly, they had alot of trouble convincing American professors to go to Uganda.
S0, they came up with the idea of taking dl the money that would have otherwise been
programmed for per diem expenses for staying ahotel. At that point, hotels were not in good
shape in Uganda, but they took the per diem money and built a house and called it the Florida
House. It wasset asdefor TDY vidtors coming from the U.S. and if anybody from the U.S. was
thereit could be used for others. Meanwhile, the grants specificaly prohibited any construction
under the grant and taking what would have been the per diem to pay for house sort of stretched
the interpretations redlly way off.

The origind purpose of the grant was more towards getting the Ugandan University Law School
involved with government in trying to establish a human rights record of what was within the

law in generd terms. And, instead the main emphasis had gone to developing an East Africa
Law School and Publications on Human Rights. Academicaly, the people in FHorida thought
thet it was greet, but it redlly was't within the origina terms of the grant. | thought it was far
more academic than intended. If their mgor effort was supposed to be working with the
government, it was going to be an extremdy long range hands off point of view. The origind

man who was heading it up; who was in the law school and headed up the human rights divison
had quit and gore to London. The second person who had headed up the rights division had
come to the United States on a scholarship. The man that...when we got therefirgt of dl, we
could not identify who we should talk to before we left the United States. | sent faxes, e-mails
and telephone calls, but nobody got back to us. Wefindly got one cal from the guy at Florida
State University who suggested that we skip going to the Uganda at al and just come down to
Florida So, we arrived and wondered whether we would find a project there or not. We were
immediately met in the grandest tradition; we met two different groups of the Ugandans and that
were fighting it out in factions at the Law School for different faculty reasons. One met us a the
airport and took us to the hotel, and another showed up at the hotd later that night, and both were
eager to tell usthe true story of what was going on. What had happened is that the Law Schools
or Universities or Inditutions and their bureaucracies had gotten al involved in bureaucratic in
fighting on the Uganda side as to who was going to get the status of having the degree and who
was going to be able to pass out scholarships. And, the publisher perish syndrome had taken
hold.

Q: Well, stepping back from that specific one, looking at the evaluation overall, what was the
assessment about the idea of these linkages?

JOHNSON: The overall assessment was that they worked very well. They provided a vaued
opportunity for linkages to be developed between non-governmenta sources.

Q: And that they should be continued?
JOHNSON: Should be continued and expanded, if | recall correctly.
Q: What were the main things that needed to be improved, if anything?

JOHNSON: Asl recall, I'm probably no longer accurate on my numbers, but there were
something like 13 colleges, universties, vocationa schools that had gotten grants under the first
two year go around. And, there were another 13 who had gotten them the second year. Thiswas
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for the 26 grants outstanding and this was in the third and fourth year at the time of the
evauation. The decison was made not to evauate the second group of 13, because they hadn’t
been active long enough for it to work, but they did adesk audit of the first 13 and then six of
those had overseas evaluation. Essentidly, the conclusion was that it was too soon to tell
whether or not they’ d have any sustain ability. For the most part, the universities had had prior
contacts with the country, if not the particular ingtitution. There was a strong feding that alink
had been established that would be sustained over time, but it was smply too early to tell that the
mgor issue of any sustainability over along time was going to be financed. And, the
universities and host country ingtitutions had worked to create linkages on dl other fronts, but
neither sde had figured out how they would do the financing once the program finished. There
was afairly strong recommendation in the report, as| recall that USAID should reconsider the
two year limit to the grant; that they smply wouldn’t be long enough and that USAID should
provide more fundsto assigt it over along term. They aso fdlt that this was an appropriate tool
that could be extremely useful in countries which were graduating or had graduated and for the
advanced developed countries that no longer received bilatera assstance from USAID. That
this represented away to have U.S. involvement in the world to both help the country and bring
back from the country the perspectives of what was going on throughout the world.

Q: Do you think the program had support within USAID?

JOHNSON: | think the program was basicaly unknown within USAID. Asalarge ingtitution,
the different grants were mainly the concern of the different Bureaus that gave the grantsand in
thiscaseitwasSand T or Globd. It wasin atimeframe when Globa was reorganizing and
going through trangtion, and pulling people in and pulling people out. As | understand it, under
the old organization there was a center that worked with colleges, a University Center, under
which this particular grant was monitored. That University Center was combined with severd
other activities and ultimately Globa set up a Center for Human Resource Development. Asl
understand it, the University Center was sort of an gppendage that no one paid much attention to
and itsfunding isfairly smdl and that's about it.

Q: How big were these grants, roughly?

JOHNSON: | think they were dl under amillion. They varied, but | would say anywhere from
five hundred thousand dollarsto amillion. So, in terms of USAID’ s overdl funding, they are
very smal. Likein Mozambique, | could see where this kind of a grant would have provided
just an extraordinary indght in resources for the Misson in developing its own bilaterd mgor
health sector plan. Rather than providing funding for temporary assgnments, project design
teams, the grant could have been given that linked Harvard and the local university, etc. etc. etc.
Wouldn't have counted as hilatera money, wouldn’'t have committed the Misson to anything in
terms of following up, it could have been very useful. But, because it was laid out in isolation it
was irrdlevan.

Q: So, it wouldn’t have required a lot of the programming work over the long time?
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JOHNSON: No. From the American University’s point of view, it wasn't peripherd. It wasthe
exactly what they wanted to do. So, | don't think that they were the ones at fault. | think it was
USAID who smply didn’t give it enough thought to how this could be used.

Evaluation in Madagascar—1997

Q: What about other assignments?

JOHNSON: After | finished the evauation, | stayed away and said no whenever anybody talked
tome. But, inearly ‘97, Gary Nelson gave me a cal who was afriend of minein USAID who
had dso retired and he' d been doing some consulting work. He had to go to Madagascar for six
months and he didn’t want to take that long, but he said he'd try and find somebody to help him
and so he called me. I'd said I’d try it, because the job was going to one place and staying there
long enough to have some impact on what happened. Secondly, because it was one of the few
countriesin Africathat I'd never made it to; and third because part of the trouble with
evauations for me anyway, was working at this third hand distance. Working for a contractor
who had a contract with USAID. And, in the case of the Madagascar job, it would be a Persona
Services Contract directly between me and the Agency. So, | said yes and he worked out the
detailsand | went out to Madagascar from June to November of ‘97.

The basic problem was that the Deputy Mission Director was moving up to the Mission Director.
At the same time the U.S. mission support team had been cut to seven. Of the saven full time
positions, five were vacant. Either because people hadn't arrived at post yet, or people a post
were taking home leave, and so it wasjust the Mission Director and an Internationa

Development Intern (1DI), there over the summer. Although some people stayed and some
people left, it was eventualy atwo person operation over the summer. They wanted somebody
who could come out and be jack of al trades, do whatever came up that needed doing, aswell as
work with the economists to come up with anew strategy for their program devel opment

process. When it was approved, it had four strategic objectives under the new terminology.

Overtime, the Agency put the squeeze on the missions; if your country didn’t qudify asa
development case, you couldn’'t have four objectives; you could only have two, etc. etc.
Madagascar had had afairly good reform program in place with the IMF, but it had a series of
elections and internd politica issues. They hadn’t been meeting their IMF requirements, so the
Mission had put them on awatch list and then subsequently USAID in Washington had said,
well since they’re on the watch ligt, you know, we have to cut the saff, which iswhy it went
from 14 to seven and ther objectives went from four to two.

So, | went out there and found that | just thoroughly enjoyed it. It was highly operationd. It
turned out that | redly didn’t get involved that deeply in the Strategy, in of writing the Strategy. |
was just a resource back-up person for the economist, which | felt was good, because | think
USAID made a mistake when they turned strategy writing over to outsiders. At that point, | was
an outsder.

The Misson’s program was either being phased out or trying to move from four objectivesto
two. They were trying to take things that they hadn’t been doing or had planned to do under
some of the objectives and consolidate them. And, they were winding up with two objectives,
one in environmenta programming and one in hedlth and population programming. Their
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agriculturd activities they were reworking to phase into the environmental side so that you
would have a combined environmenta agriculturd gpproach. And, their economic support
program that they had, | think to support the IMF reforms, was up inthe air. They didn’t know
what to do about it.

For the first three months dl | did was provide support. | found that there were extraordinarily
talented people (Madagascans) out there and they redlly didn’t need me, other than they needed
an American to say, yestha'sfine. Then, when the American staff started coming back, they
were d 0 very taented and very strong. The head of the environmental/agriculturd unit came
back and | started working with her. | felt their basic thrust on the environment was that aslong
asyou did pure environmenta work, it smply would not be sustainable. People invaded the
protective lands, because they needed to for economic reasons. They needed to chop down the
wood for firewood, either to heat their own home or sdll to the Charcod Company. They needed
to eat the animal's; they needed the space for planting corn, which the animals would et if they
didn't kill theanimals. It wasjust al sorts of economic reasons as to why the hope to preserve
some of the protective areas was in trouble. 'Y ou had preceded aong the lines of trying to find
economic ways that were of use to local farmersin protecting the habitats, Madagascar isthe
home of, | think about 400 species of plant and animal life that don’t exist anywheredse. So,
there were mgjor U.S. Private Voluntary Organization initiativesthere. | wastrying to work with
the Bornfree (7ed) effort, which was pure environmenta conservation and preservation.

| worked with the government, which was primarily concerned about economic growth and
devel opment but was beginning to see that there could be some advantages from ecotourism. But
it but felt that they needed to do something about the farmers who lived in these areas and
generate dternative employment for them. It had the understanding of al the different active
groups that were partially concerned about what happened. Unfortunately, | thought their mgjor
mistake was that they were repeating some of the things that happened in the Integrated Rurd
Development programs, where certain areas were set aside for development. In the Sahel and
Africa, otherwise sdf contained, political units, were picked. Agriculturaly, you could help that
group reach, move more quickly on the development of these activities, but providing an
insulation around it. So, that it usudly had specia funding and specid rights and specid
privileges under the local government. | thought that the only significant wesknessin

Madagascar was that they were setting up units to work on intermixing the economic activity and
environmental conservation activities, which in effect were being set up as Integrated Rurd
Development programs. They weren't called that, but they had the potentiad of having the same
vulnerahilities. The other part of the agriculture program that they were trying to mesh dedlt

with exports, working with the different groups in Madagascar to promote exports.

Q: Did you find an alter native approach that didn’t destroy the environment?

JOHNSON: They'reworking onitisal | can say at thispoint. It wasjust too new. They had
gotten to the stage of setting up separate governing authorities. They were having a series of
public rdations, public education meetings where they were pulling together the loca farmers
and the environmenta groups, they had alink with some of the community development groups.
And, then because the agriculture program included work on export promotion, they had linksto
the business community; they had representatives show up, but it was far too early in the

program.
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Q: What about the health population initiative? Was that going anywhere?

JOHNSON: The hedlth population initiative was going greet guns. | had very taented loca
government folks to work with. While | was there some of them were gearing up to get ready for
apolio vaccination campaign. They had polio vaccine and getting it around to dl the different
digtricts and then doing a big public relations campaign with banners al over the sreets. It
seemed to be going quite well. They were working with the Adminigtrator of Health on various
outreach programs, and this particular one was polio vaccination. They had had other outreach
programs; they had a PL480 Title Il Program that was run by the Health Office where they tried
to ablend school feeding program into other health activities.

Q: Did they have a centralized health system, primary health system, district officers and all that
?

JOHNSON: They did; they had the rhetoric or the philosophy of why the system worked. My
guess could be because it was an idand. 1t was mideading. The Minigter of Hedth made (you
know, and all countries probably should do it.) made regular inspections and cals on different
hedlth units. In Madagascar, adthough Madagascar rates as one of the poorest countriesin the
world. For agood 25 to 50 year period, it was amgjor colonid capital. The country had al of
theinitid invesments. They had roads that go dl over the place, they had good schools
buildings, they had dl of the capitd bricks and mortar indtitutionsin place. And, they had
excdlent ports and harbor facilities; they had good airplanes, a good airport facility; atelephone
system that ran dl over the country.

And, they became one of the origind laboratory areas for USAID’ sinitiatives on computers and
the Internet access that was named for Mickey Leland for the Leland Advisory. Actudly, they
had hired a Leland coordinator for the Misson who was working on setting up a government unit
and a government telecommunication law. They had previoudy nationdized the telephone
service and they were moving to privatize the telephone service. The Leland Advisory was
working with them on that initiative; they had cyber cafes and hotels to an extraordinary extent
for acountry that is nomindly, in terms of GNP one of the poorest in the world. They had aten
year dretch where essentialy the government wasted itsdlf in to bankruptcy, and now it' strying
to work through its debt. The Ministry of Hedth is decentralized and in the pattern of the
government, they had decentrdized many of thair activities. But, because it was anidand it
didn't have, | think the kind of impact it would have in Botswana or Tanzania

Q: Were those the major programs, and family planning was really well accepted?

JOHNSON: Those were the mgor programs. Family planning was redly well accepted. The
access to family planning, as | recal was not a controversa area. The Misson was funding a
campaign on AIDS, a public avareness of AIDS and safe sex. | know they had a big PL480
nutrition activity going on.

Because Madagascar isin the path of hurricanes and cyclones, they had dmost perpetua disaster
relief going on for the eastern end of theidand. | fet they were doing redly wel in terms of
Setting up the disaster assistance that led into some of the longer term programs, especidly in the
hedlth area, which | think happened, because hedlth was the organizationa unit that had the
management responsbilities for disasters. They were very credtive in ways of linking the
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disagter assgtance to the ongoing hedth programs, both as epidemiologica studies and gaining
knowledge about the generd hedlth and nutrition of the area, aswell as operationaly
grengthening Minigry of Hedlth in terms of what they provided to the area. They were
beginning to work with the agricultural people in finding waysto link the agricultura people to
the disaster service s0 that you could have longer term devel opment effects.

Q: How did you find working with the government?

JOHNSON: It was gresat. It was extremey well educated, talented government. Stay away from
the politicians. The politicians would frustrate you. All they were interested in was the rdative
politica strength, but again, they had aredly strong technocret level of government that wanted
development to happen and were trying to make development happen. The morde among the
Madagascar USAID geff; | have never been any place where the mora€ sas high. And, they al
fdt that they made a difference.

Q: | gather by the time you wer e there that the economic reform process had broken down and
the government was not following through on its commitments.

JOHNSON: Policy had broken down. The government has not followed the IMF reform
measures. The U.S. and other donors, six to eight months before | got there, had amagjor
demarche with the government, saying that their ability to help support Madagascar would
decline. So, for about Sx months the government had gone through dl of theinitid stages of
denying the IMF reforms thet were needed and it had come to the point of saying, well yeah they
are needed and we will do them, but we just can’t do them as fast as you want them. So, during
the sx months that | was there it was a question of trying to monitor the steps the government
was taking, trying to find out from other donors exactly how much movement was occurring and,
if any was occurring. In generd, it was looking pretty good.

Ones tendency to hope that everything will work out, so | think there was a bias on the hopeful
sgde. There' s dways the point that they’ ve taken afew steps. The problem the Mission was
having at the end was trying to convince Washington that steps were being taken, because, at that
point, Washington had dready phased down the staff support from 14 to seven. They had cut the
budget and had pretty much told the Mission to stay with the genera theme of parks and
condoms, staying with the environment and population..

One of the funny problems; ironicaly funny, isthat because Congress fdt very srongly that we
should be getting more involved in environmental issues and had for along time had very strong
population and family hedlthy, you know, the lobby on hedth. Nobody redly wanted to cut the
budget for Madagascar; the way in which the African Bureau made its eermarks in two of the
redly tough categories. Nobody wanted to move Economic Support Funds for economic growth
into a democracy fund, which is more earmarked or more broadly interpreted than are earmarks,
and so become very competitive in terms of countries trying to get them. And, that’s wheat the
Mission was fighting with Washington about; thet they needed to continue to receive Economic
Support Funds to work on the mgjor economic issues and some of the political issues.

Like | sad, | found, we were into implementation and it was very much into implementation of
some of the reforms that Atwood and his crew had been taking about. | found mysdf just
totally with the wrong vocabulary. | asked for acopy of the projects and there was no longer a
list of activities by projects. You had lists of activities under various supporting sector objectives
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and they were getting ready to do a contract and go out for bids on the contract and | asked for
the project paper and they said, there is no project paper. And, | said, wait aminute, wait a
minute, wait aminute. How do you know what you're doing. Wdll, it'sal written into the
contract.

From asmdl point of view, they had mgor, mgor delegations of authority for the entire
program. The Misson had practically no delegation of authority on the Operating .Expense sde.
Massve changesin dl of the program documentation in terms of how you identified for
Washington what you wanted to work on and then the fieddd dmost totaly in charge of figuring
out how to doit. But, out of practically no delegation of authority. So, everybody else was
trying to manage for results and manage the outcome and keeping al of their paperwork on that
level. The Controller had to have paperwork on how much money did you get and what was it
gpent for on theinput Sde. The New Management System had just totdly collgpsed, the
compuiterized program which was supposed to bridge to the country had totaly collapsed. It was
like being present at the evolution type of thing. Y ou could see the changes, changes were
happening and they were moving things much fagter. | found mysdlf being the consarvative old
type. Areyou redly sure about what we have been doing?

Q: How do you characterize the new programming system? What are the basic concepts behind
that?

JOHNSON: Its purpose was in managing for results to set up the program so that your eyeis
aways on the outcome that this is where you want to end up five years from now. | think |
characterized it earlier that some of what the New Directions did. This put more emphasis on
results, and the purpose of the project, for example, isto strengthen the Ministry of Agriculture.
And, under the New Directions policy, the purpose of the project is to strengthen the Ministry of
Agriculture so that it can provide Extenson Services for smdl farmers — the outward
orientation in the management for results. It's taken that the next logica step, which isthe
purpose of the project, isto strengthen the Ministry of Agricultures so that it can provide
extension outreach services for the farmers so that they can grow more corn, or more sorghum,
or morerice. And, that your project is successful if more rice is grown, more corn is grown,
rather than being judged as a success because the Ministry of Agriculture has ahigher budget.

Q: Didn’'t we have those kinds of objectives in the projects before?

JOHNSON: Sometimes they were there, but | think it's a question of flushing them out and
putting more emphasis and higher priority on them and making them more consciousin terms of
your taking to the contractors, talking to the government. It becomes the subject and you work
your way backward from, okay, extenson needs to grow more corn, how can that happen. Well,
firg of al we could try and do aland reform or then we could do this. And, you work your way
from the statement of the problem back to what kinds of things you can do about it. 1n many
ways you gtill do the same things. Y ou have a contract with the University of 1daho that says,
grengthen the Minigtry of Agriculture,

Q: What did you have in the lieu of a project paper?
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JOHNSON: Y ou have the scope of work in the contract, which then becomes your working
document between you and whoever you hired.

Q: How do you know how much to fund it for?

JOHNSON: I"ve never figured that out. In terms of figuring out how much money its going to
take to grow more corn, which iswhere the system idedlly leads you, they’ re not there yet. In
terms of, (I’d been involved in other projects in other countries) in other timesyou’ d Sit down
with the contract team and the contract team would tell you they’ d never seen the project paper.
That was an internd lead document. And, what they were working off was the scope work in the
contract. There were some lawyers | know, and some controllers who have fdt very strongly
that project papers are interna documents and they have tried to say, it isillegd to show theseto
acontractor.

Q: Particularly the budget.

JOHNSON: So, | think that this systerm makes for more open communications with the people
who write the implementation edge of your projects. | don't think they have every issue solved.
Thereis ahuge gap between managing for results and looking at your activities from our point of
view, which now has a parale system of looking at your inputs and how much they cog, o that
everybody is redly doing double duty. We have yet to convince Congress, but they have tried to
report to Congress on the basis of the sector objectives and the development results and Congress
sad, how much money are you giving to the country. So, now they do a country write up as an
annex of gppendix E or something. There's more confusion with the Hill on what is the Agency
trying to do and how meny countriesisit working with, and isit redly subgtituting geo-palitica
issuesin the dlocation of funds for development issues. And, on that one, | think they are
probably right. We need the geo-political; we look at the weighted system as to how projects are
supposed to be prioritized, you know, how they’ ve been built it into foreign policy objectives.
And, that in itsdf, to me, ditorts the system.

Q: They always have.
JOHNSON: Congress was dways being suspicious of that particular €lement.

Q: Isitjust a choice of where a program s concentrated as a top dollar or a bottom buck or a
mixture process? In the old days, people thought that the priorities should be set by the Mission
in the host country that senses what the priority should be and where the focus should be based
on what the situation is in the country?

JOHNSON: I'd say it is still amixture; partidly influenced and warped in the large big part by
the Hill by what eermarks and language the Hill putsinto the legidation. It's dso influenced and
warped by the State Department in terms of what they perceive or identify as our political
interest. And, it isaso influenced by things that the USAID headquarters office does in terms of
gaffing cuts, Operating Expense availability; what skills are on-cdl within the Agency as
opposed to outside the Agency.

Q: Does the Agency then select a certain area that it wants to concentrate on, program areas,
like population health and environment?

JOHNSON: USAID has been for so long on the kick of consolidation thet it’'s hard to redly tell
what's different now from what was 20 years ago. The rhetoric is pretty much the same that you
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want to focus, you want to concentrate, you want to cut back on the numbers, the types of
problems that the Agency works on. In an effort to do that, for example, part of the
reorganization of the Globa Bureau was to set up five Centers of Excellence, which would
incorporate or represent the five areas that the Agency was going to concentrate on. Dueto
public outrage and politica push, they added the sixth, which was Education and Human
Resources. They had origindly put education development inside another center, but they broke
it out as a separate activity so that it could be tracked better as to what we were doingin
education development. So, the Globa Bureau wound up with six Centers and one specid area
of development: education and human resources.

The six Centers: | mean thereisa 1) Center for Economic Growth and Development, which they
had incorporated with the agriculture area. And, thereisa 2) Center for Population, Hedlth and
Nutrition; thereis a 3) Center for Environmentd issues; thereisa4) Center for Energy issues;
thereisa5) Center for Democracy (and Governance, ed) and 6) Education and Human
resources. So, the genera themes are not that different. They didn’t try and graft on anew area
that the Agency hadn’t been working with aready. The various initiatives that people promote:
either State Department wants us to do or somebody on the Hill wants usto do, or that the
Adminigtrators decided that we should do it. They're ill both fairly broad; they' re al over the
map.

You wind up, if you'reasmall program like Madagascar, doing the traditiond, volunteering to
be the guinea pig for dl theinitiatives, o they got the Leland coordinator. They volunteered to
be one of the test Sites for the partnership arrangements between USAID and contractors; they
volunteered to be alab for the new organizationd arrangements. They wound up being digible
for awhole variety of activities just because they were willing to volunteer. Y ou sill wind up
with abilaterd country program, which is described in some sort of planning document, plus
initiatives which were extraordinary and outsde the program, or which have been added to be
part of the program, but only exi<t, because there was a specid category of funding. If you go
back to the logic of specid initiatives with specid funding, it isto promote and get Sarted a
program that otherwise would have met alot of resstance; an array of issues, which the Agency
dtill faces.

It is the same problem that when McPherson came in, McPherson got alot of good publicity
from the Republicans and alot of creditability with the Republicans onthe Hill by a public
relaions stunt of taking back funds from countries that had not been expended. And, wrapping
those dl up into, I think, 16 million dollars; he had this huge check made up. It waslike ten feet
long and four feet wide, and there was a picture of him at the White House presenting the check
back to the Treasury in front of Presdent Reagan. Everybody within the Agency regarded it asa
sunt. In many cases, the projects still needed that money. It didn’t make sense to teke it away,
and others, yeah the money was available and would ordinarily be deobligated over time, you
know, why make amanpower headache out of it by pushing to have it dl done by acertain day.
But, McPherson got alot of persond creditability from the Republican Sde of the Hill and from
the President in the White House.

| think Atwood did the same thing in terms of amuch vaued initiative of closing down missons,
of cutting back on the number of overseas missons and wound up closing thirty some posts. |
think because of that he got alot of creditability with the Democrats and the Republicans, that
this was a new tough management and that he was redlly going to concentrate and straighten out
problems. | don't think it'sworked. | think in most of those countries where we officidly
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closed out amission and pulled the staff back, we wound up scrambling to find other kinds of
initiatives that could be done through the Globd Bureau, like the university linkages program,
(cited above,ed.) So, one of the big issuesin the Globa Bureau was who' s responsible for
countries after we cut bilaterd relations and whet criteriado we use in deciding what the
relaionshipswould be. That actudly is one of the issues that’s in my current contract with the
Globd Bureau to be worked on.

Q: Were there other things that you worked on before we wind up; after Madagascar?

Varioustaskswith the Global Bureau

JOHNSON: After Madagascar, | came back to the States. | was energized, you know, on
working with USAID and doing something. Barbara Turner caled me up and asked meif |
would be interested in working in the Globa Bureau. She was moving over to the Global

Bureau asthe new DAA and was very interested in my in doing somework for it, and | said, yes
| definitely would. So, dl of my earlier ambitions about not wanting to work directly for the
Agency; that it would be better if | worked through a third party, turned out to be wrong, and that
it's much better to just go back and work directly with the Agency. Thereisapoint a which you
haveto tell yoursdlf that you' re a contractor. Y ou are not a program employee and you have to
be willing to step back in some areas and let people who are junior officerslearn, the way |
learned when | was ajunior officer. You can’t take over from people just because you' ve done it
ten times and you can do it again; it'sno big dedl. For them it' sabig ded and it’s exciting and
they want to doiit. | think as a contractor you have to keep reigning yoursdf in on those kinds of
areas. But, right now | have done two short-term jobs for the Globa Bureau and they’re talking
about doing some more and | would be more than interested in doing something.

Q: Various ad hoc subjects?

JOHNSON: They are ad hoc subjects; they’re dmost dl with USAID’sinterna organization and
gpplications; | wanted to take advantage of things | had done through the 30 years. | found that
one way to do that was on these short term jobs by just talking with people. To some extent, itis
like getting two guys together and they tdll old war stories. And, at the sametime, there's
information channeled that you pass on. There are some things that | use to do that I'm very
good &, like strategic planning. | don't think it's gppropriate for an outsider to do. They'reto
come in and write a paper and leave is not what the strategic plan isdl about. And, no strategic
plan, that worksit's because you spent alot of time talking people into agreeing thet that’s where
you want to grow the program.

| spent alot of time and energy on the implementation and support of that particular pproach.
So, in my opinion, | think I'm the best strategic planner that the Agency turned out. | don't think
that I’ m terribly creative, but | think I’'m ahell of asengtizer or | can spot patterns and say,

that' s true over there, and thisis true over here, then if we did this here, you know, type of
relationship. It'sfun, I likedoingit. It'slike putting crossword puzzles together. But, | don't
think thet is as useful ataent for an outsider to bring the bear. For some of the areas | can just
higtoricdly say, these are the different things that USAID had tried and these seem to have these
problems and those seem to have that problem.
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Summing up after 30 yearsin international development

Q: That opens up an opportunity to look back over your career. What are the lessons over the
30 yearsor so of your work that you feel stand out as universal lessons or conclusions that till
guide you when you approach development issues and approaches and new programming? It's
a broad subject, but maybe there are certain things that stand out, mostly at the project level, but
also at the level of strategies on which you’ ve done a lot of work,?

JOHNSON: The mgor one, the lessonthat | would pull out of it, that | would reemphasize
anytime you go back into it is. you have to pay attention to what the host country wants. It isfar
too easy to get ahead of the country and then you get to the point where you' re more invested in
the success or failure of the program or the project of the country.

That lesson, | think, actudly started in Ghana 30 years ago. We had a program anadlystsat U.S.
Office of Management Budget (OMB) who was absolutely certain of the fact the U.S. shouldn’t
provide more than 50 percent of dl donor assistance to any country. They use to make us go
through these endless exercises in Ghana of trying to figure out how much assstance the U.S.
was providing, versus somebody e se providing and aways keeping the U.S. at 49 or 50 percent.
And, given the fact that donors differ in terms of obligation accounting, expenditure accounting

or pledging, it'sjust in many ways a paperwork exercise.

But, in other ways, in looking back | think he was right that the U.S. makes amistake when it
becomes amgor donor. It'slike the old song about, if | owe you six hundred dollarsI've got a
problem, if | owe you sx million dollars, you' ve got a problem. We wound up that we had so
much investment in Vietnam that we couldn’ t control the Vietnam government, because they
knew that we weren't going to pull out, because of our mgor investment. The eesest mistake to
make is that because the U.S. cared about something so much or that we think it's so important
to achieve, that we wind up with our investment being, either financid investment or emotiond
investment, greater than that of the host country.

Q: What about in program areas like population where the country is not aware of a problem or
for whatever reason is unwilling to address it or didn’t want to get involved or accept advice on
the program area and yet it’s something that you knew was important. How do you deal with
this gap between what our understandings are and what we think isimportant and we know it’s
going to be a big issue and what the country’ s view is?

JOHNSON: Population and family planning probably represents the best example of the
USAID’s efforts to change the Situation; introducing and accelerating a change that we saw as
beneficia and positive. If you look back at it, | think the population and family planning people
made some initid mistakes in terms of going fagter than the host country really wanted to go.
Ghanawas one of the firgt countries in Africathat had government support for family planning.
And, the U.S. funded contraceptives for the country. | remember Burt Gould (USAID Mission
Program Officer in the 70s,ed) telling me about atrip he made up to Northern Ghanawhere
everybody in the Mission was on standing orders whenever they went out on TDY'sto various
places in Ghana to check and see what was happening with contraceptives, because they’d had a
magjor breakthrough of letting drugstores sell contraceptives. And, so everybody was supposed
to go into a drugstore and find out where the contraceptives are. Were they on the shelf,
available or were they undernegth in a closet, you know, how easly were they accessible. So,
Burt told the story, it'salong involved story, but the punch line was, the pharmacist had foam
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contraceptives which he was sdling as aform of shaving lotion, an instant greasy matter that you
could put on your face that would let you shave more eedlly. | think that hgppened throughout
the family planning, nutrition, health period where alot of it was spent on public education or
educating policy makersin getting policy makers to see what was hagppening and then moving
into the logigtics of implementing it.

| remember the population people use to have a Rapid Assessment program that they did. They
would go around to various countries and show to the decison makers that if your population
growth rate continued at a certain leve, these were the number of schools that you had to build
in order to educate them. These were the number of teachers that you had to train in order to
daff the schools. Just portraying the implications of demographic growth and letting people see
what the results were. It was not necessarily carrying a message of, you have to do this, but a
message of, look thisis a problem. Y ou can work on the problem anyway you want to, but the
problem isthis and family planning is one way to address it and increase training of teachersis
another way to do it.

The Agency made public discusson of family issues and population growth legitimate
development issuesin terms of having the studies, e.g. in the Uganda and the information so that
you could talk about it. In many cases, the U.S. government’ s tendency is to throw money a
problem. And, people put more money into the population programs than they could redly use
for public education, demondration. Then alot of that money wound up going for funding
contraceptives that went in the back of closets and never got used or the classic one that showed
up in al the sudies, like in Egypt where the condoms got used as balloons for birthday parties.

There are rates a which you can move and pour more money into a problem, but it doesn't
necessarily accelerate the rate of acceptance. Y ou can be creative and you can use the money in
alot of different ways to attack the problem and set it up as an experimentd Stuation where you
expect eight out of ten to fall and then push on the two that were successes. The Agency has
never been in agood position to talk with Congress. We were the experimental agency, but

we ve never redly sold that to the funding agencies. So if we try ten different things then we
better have a pretty good understanding or reason thet al ten will work. And, if eight fail then
somebody in USAID failed. And so there' sthat problem in introducing change.

One of the things about population and family planning that we did in the Africa Bureau, was it
was to introduce it dong with a hedth module, if you will, where it was doctors talking to
doctors; it was talking about the hedth implications for mothers; it was taking about family
spacing as opposed to family planning. Just an arrangement so that family planning and hedth
became synonymous. The gtaff that did hedth did family planning. The bureaucratic group that
was responsible for one was responsible for the other. There'salot of evidence that show that
there were other avenuesthat could be used. Education of women. Show the clear correlation to
desired family sze and actud family size. | wastrying to think of another good example now
besdesthe education. In generd, | think the USAID was, it was intdlectudly alovely place to
work, because you had bright people who were concerned about issues and who tried to figure
out ways to work on those issues. In some cases, like population of family planning, it became a
force in of itsdf in changing the opinion on the Hill, changing legidation, aswdl as changing

how the issues in development were framed.
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Q: Do you have any other area?

JOHNSON: | think the environment is beginning to be one of those areas. | don’t think it has
happened yet, and | think initidly the whole push for environment was much more of a Hill
initiative, but after the Hill pushed it, the USAID darted hiring people in that area and they
became an internd lobby for it, aswell as an education lobby of showing how environmental
issues were relevant to success in other fields. Much like population did with the Rapid
Assessment Projections. The environmentd people had done with pushing natura resources. If
forests keep being cut down &t the rate they’ re being cut down, you know, it will be X number of
years before they are exhausted. And doing the basic satistical analysis helped create public
education and awareness.

| think in energy that we have the people who are talented enough to do that, but it has not
becomeamain lineissue. For example, the Misson Director in Tanzania, Vern Johnson, was
worried about agriculture,. That aslong as people are limited in what they could plant, harvest,
take care of by the within the limits of their own physica energy, you were never going to get
basic reform in the agriculture sector. Trying to introduce anima energy into the equation or
trying to introduce tractors into the equation; finding ways to atack that energy limitation. |
think we was on theright track. | think the energy people ought to be much stronger within the
Agency than they currently are. The agricultura people wound up being the ones who fended
off bad ideas. That their overseas experience became the barrier at the gate that helped kill crazy
idess, in terms of being practica people who had afed for what would or wouldn't work. So, |
think they’ ve kept the Agency on numerous occasions from going down the wrong trail. | don't
know other than, the massive publicity that went to the Green Revolution in Asia, that the
agriculturd gaff had, as a group, an impact on host country ways of thinking and doing business.

Q: What about other areas of lessons and conclusions?

JOHNSON: The Agency should continue to be primarily a country focused overseas mission
focused Agency. | think that's the unique talent and skill that we can dl add to the equation. |
think, in recognition that 30 years ago, you were the only game in town; that’s not true any more.
There are anumber of other American inditutions and groups functioning oversees, ranging
from private sector, private volunteer organizations, individua entrepreneurs, universities,
immigrant sponsored groups. There'sjugt alot of links, if you will, between the U.S. and the
rest of the world and that USAID probably will continue. | don't see any dternative; | think the
merger of USAID with State came as close during this last couple of years asit has ever been
and the fact that it Stayed an independent Agency, it will pretty much stay an independent
Agency. | fear growing interference from State, but | think that will be less and lessimportant,
because | think USAID will continue to be the important funding source, aswell asan
operationa source. But, | redly seeit being asmdler player in interacting relationships.

Q: Let’sjust talk a little bit about the relationship of both Sate and USAID which is essentially
the relationship of political/security interests and the development interest. Do you feel that
they are in conflict and that the political security interest priority undermines the efforts to deal
with development issues or do they complement each other? What' s the relationship?

JOHNSON: | think the political/security interest in geopalitics warps USAID, in terms of people
being assgned to work on certain problems, in terms of funding available for the staff, the
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priorities. It warps the funding for the gaff, and it warps program funding, because | don't think
large amounts of program money areredly thet criticd. | think the tendency of Americansisto
throw money at problems, so when you have big geopalitical problems, you immediately want to
put alot of money on that problem, to the detriment of the development activities which could
use the money for the development programs, but you sill do the other activities. Y ou do them

at alower rae, you try and finagle other donors, etc. etc. But, | think the main problem is that
the geopolitical problems are a category where we care more than the host government does. We
have to save Somdi. No amount of money we put in; no Marines landing on the beach. To save
Somdli at that particular point and time when Somali was tearing itself apart. Y ou can do
emergency assstance which helps ameiorate some of the agony that the innocent stand-byers
auffer, but in effect when you do that you are dso lowering the pressure on the loca groupsto
find asolution, to the extent that they care about their people at all. 1f they don’t care about thelr
people, you probably wind up with them stedling the supplies, which then enablesthem to
continue hiding them as opposed to running out of food and drink.

Q: Shouldn’t they share more than the other people?

JOHNSON: This reminds me of a college freshman course | took. | can remember the professor
doing avery dramatic theetricd type of thing, other than being adry lecture. Hewastaking
about the big debate in the Hill and Congress: who lost China, who was to blame for losing
China. And, the witch hunt that went on with the State Department and the Hill and various other
places. His question was, Chinawas never oursto lose. Why ask the question?

It was avery Smilar Stuation in Somadia Somdiawasn't oursto lose and it really wasn't ours
to save. | think for dl of the immediate public sympathy that goes to the pictures of the garving
people that went to Biafra during the Nigerian Civil War. It really doesn't help.

Q: You mean we shouldn’t be providing humanitarian assistance?

JOHNSON: | don't see anyway that we could step aside from it very honestly. | think it'sa
characterigtic of the American culture and one that in most cases, you know, | think it sa
positive atribute that we have of wanting to go in and help. We need to be more redistic about
what we can help with. | think there is a growing body of people who actudly have worked in
enough emergencies to where they can take the concern that is generated by the emergency and
move it for programs which have amore lasting impact or beginning to set up afoundation for a
lagting impact. Emergency feeding programs that don’t interfere with loca growth and pricing
of products. If the U.S. was more flexible, which it has gotten over the yearsin terms of acrop
failure in Zimbabwe resulted in U.S. shipping our excess commodities to Zimbabwe. We got
better a seeing inter-reactions in programming when we got gpprova to buy corn in Tanzania,
which was having asurplus year. Sdll the Tanzania corn to the Zimbabweans Aswe begin to
figure out those relationships, | think we' ve gotten better at what we do. Although theré sbeen a
lot of loosening of the purse trings, if you will, theré' s dill alarge feding thet if we do
something to help othersin a short term, it ought to help the rest.

Q: Isthat how our objectives get mixed up?
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JOHNSON: Yes. | remember one discussion | had, thereis one type of policy put into the
legidation or into USAID interndly, that you will buy 50 million dollars worth of John Deere
equipment, and then we look for places overseas where we can peddle the John Deere
equipment. But, that’satotdly different approach from working with the host government and
deciding that U.S. tractors are appropriate due to the soil Stuation and rainfall Stuation, and
tractors from John Deere are competitive and so you wind up buying tractors from John Deere.
In both cases, you wind up with the same product, but for very different reasons and anaysis.
Agan, USAID is apromoter of American enterprise and investment as opposed to USAID asa
promoter of establishing an environment that is conducive to investment. Y ou know, | think one
works better than the other, but it is successful and ends up at the same place.

Q: What isthe interaction of the political/security and the development interests? Any other
aspects of that?

JOHNSON: | don't seethat they ever fade or go away. | think USAID compounds the problem
frequently by saying that we can do both. We can respond to the geopoalitical imperative and
actualy aso achieve development objectives.

Q: Do you find that there is a difference of perspective in terms of time frame in which one wants
to see results between the State Department’ s political/security interestsand USAID’s
development interest?

JOHNSON: Very much so. | think I’'ve commented on it before, as the State Department |ooks
for immediate impact. Some of which has a publicity, a photo opportunity. They're intdligent,
they’ re super intdligent in some ways. They will not argue whether or not the problem that
you'reraising isared problem or not. Frequently, they just take the tact, we' Il worry about that
sx months down the road; we Il worry about that two years from now. They redly do define
their goals and objectives in avery short operationa timeframe, We are blessed with people like
Harriman or Marshdl, who in the early days of the Marshal Plan had alonger term view. But,
for the most part, State’ sinternal pressures and reward system goes for keeping the problem
under control, not solving problems. Honestly, they talk about USAID and the State merging.
Thelr two corporate cultures are different. If they merged, | think the USAID approach would go
esawhere. It would find its voice or its avenue in the various universities or the lobby groupson
the Hill. | don't see the State Department changing.

Q: Okay. Another dimension of your experience that you would like to comment on.

JOHNSON: | think the other thing on the geopoalitical sde: | would say that the Eastern Europe
and Russia and the Newly Independent States program is probably the best expression of
geopolitical needs driving fund dlocations. | think that the Agency and the U.S. were
extraordinary lucky in having talented people from USAID who worked on that. And, whether
they werein Russa, or Macolm Butler here in the States, and certainly Barbara Turner. | think
they did alot to speed up USAID methods of working to try and meet the State Department’s
repeated, to me, obsesson about results. After working on that program, | will admit that if left
to itself, USAID could happily fund studies, study after study, after study. A classc example
being OMV S, the Senegd River Organizationd involving Senegd, Mdi and Mauritania, dl
three of which had interests in putting up a dam on the mgor river that flowed through al three
countries, and which resulted in, Dr. Adams' expresson of office buildings being built in order
to hold studies (by various donors and the OMV S,ed.) that were done.
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The State Department does provide a good emphasis, that you should do something now, don’t
just study the problem. USAID in many ways has been shell shocked by having tried things that
failed or tried good things and had unintended bad results. Thereis very much the reaction of
once burned, twice shy. Some of that shynessisvaid, you should learn from lessonsin the padt,
and some of it isjust they don’t want to go through the chaos of congressonad queries and audits
and everybody jumping up and down and second guessing on the Sddline. So, if somebody is
likely to second guess, they do a study about it before hand.

One of my bosses, (who was actudly avery, very good boss) used to say that if you wanted to
know how to get to Chicago, and he was the most imaginative and cregtive person | knew in
figuring it out: you could go by train, you could go by cand boat, you could go by arplane, and
figuring out dl the ways in which you could get there and what the various costs and draw backs
and time would be. If you asked about going to Houston, he would give you arange of the
problems involved and how you could get there. If you asked him whether you should go to
Chicago or go to Houston, he'd go back and do more studies on the how, rather than the why.
And, that you' d get to a point where you have to pick Chicago or Houston, and the study itsalf
wouldn't tell you which oneto pick. | think the State Department provides a good approach that
pushes USAID to go ahead and take some action. Asmuch as| criticized them in their short
term time frame, | would dso criticize USAID for having the ultimate long range term plan of

not wanting to do anything until they’ d studied it to death.

Q: But, as you say, the studies have grown out of the experience that some things might or might
not work or you didn’t know enough about?

JOHNSON: Yeah. You want to raise the income of peoplein Caarn so you want to do a project
that will generate jobs. The result is that they will then leave agricultura farming, comeinto a

city and take ajob that will raise incomes, which looks like adesirable thing to do. The
unintended consequence of it isthat it leaves behind women and children who become asingle
family head of household type of problem, that the income that is generated in the city is used by
the men to drink and gamble and does not flow back to the farm and the women and children.
Studies have shown, in many cases, that, if you generate jobs for women, the money that they

earn ismuch more likely to be invested in the family for better hedlth, more education. No one

in ther right mind would do a project with the god of the project to raise money for men to
increase taverns and such places.

There are unintended consegquences of some of the projects we did. We had an organization with
associated jobs, we' ve pulled men in to the city, but didn't offer families any place, you know,
that’ s what happened, an unintended consequence. Part of that USAID has learned to cope with
more comprehensive studies to begin with. They learned to cope by putting in the project papers
funds that could be used to cope with some of those unintended consequences as they show up;
and by more effective monitoring what the results of the projects were as opposed to monitoring
did the money that was supposed to go to equipment actually go to equipment; and by
monitoring the impact of who got the equipment, how was it used, and what were the
environmental consequences.

USAID has gotten smarter and more sophisticated through experience and has ways to try and
cope with some of the problemsthat | had identified as coming from State Department’ s rush to
movefad. | don't think we have a good methodology of teaching USAID g&ff dl the
knowledge that’ s been gained. 1t mainly istransmitted by persond experience and then by word
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of mouth, and by cdling on colleagues work, if you will, hey, | know Tom used to work in the
Philippines, and he worked on a problem like thet, talk to Tom; where you do it dl informally. |
know Al Hoban who was anthropology professor from Boston University, he said USAID usd
up its own human capita faster than any Agency he had ever seen.

Q: What does that mean?

JOHNSON: They were hiring a person because he was technicaly competent, well trained at the
edge of hisfiedd. They would send him for sx years into the boondocks where he becomes six
yearsout of date in hisfield and three years |ater retiring him, but never investing anything in
bringing his knowledge back up to where it was when they redly hired him. He would use the
example that in the military services the satistics show that 30 percent of your time — if you

have 20 years in the military—that 30 percent of your time is spent in actua forma course work,
going to the defense inditute, going to the navy intelligence indtitute, going to Harvard

University. That another third of your time is spent in more informal learning Stuaions. In
USAID you don't get either, you don't get the formd; you don't get the informal.

Q: USAID did have a development studies program and they did have people sent off for
training, | guess. But, | guessthat’sfairly small?

JOHNSON: In 30 yearswith USAID and | had six months at the Foreign Service Indtitute on
economics; | had two weeks at the Senior Management Course on how to be a good manager,
and | probably had atotd of three months training under the Senior Executive Service Training
Program that’ s where you go down to the Federd Executive Ingtitute in Charlotte or up to the
Kings Point Civil Service Inditute. So, | spent ten percent of my time.

Q: Do you feel that there are many people that come in who are interested in what’' s happened
before and learn about what’ s worked or not worked or do you find it hard to get people
interested in past experience ?

JOHNSON: | redly can't decide. Inworking on the transition with the Clinton people, |
presumed there would be alot of interest in not talking about the history and what happened
when and why and what some of the issueswere. There was an equdly strong fedling of, like to
get rid of the old dinosaurs, the ones who prevent new thinking. | think political appointees
showed an unwillingness to listen, you know, to what they thought was a greet new idea and find
it had aready been tried before. At the same time they had alot of curiogity about, what's gone
on in the past; how come countries aren’'t devel oped.

| think some of that does exist. There was a point in time within USAID when people thought
they had the answer to development and, more recently, so did the economigts. They thought if
you put the economic palicies in place, everything ese flows, it works; very true. Except inthe
Somadlia, the IMF guy say, it really doesn’t matter what policy they adopt, because they don't
have the indtitutions to carry it out. 'Y ou have astrong push for democracy and the rule of law,
contract rights, land titles, so that, if you get that system set up, the country will then work out its
own problems and development will happen. People keep looking for the silver bullet (1 don't
go asfar as Ken Sherper in saying tha everything that USAID doesis new and that it is new to
this country and to this set of people). But, | think, thereisalot of what worksin one country is
different from what works in another. 'Y ou take what you can from what you can learn and you
use that and figure out what ese you need to know. Much more, you get pragmatic. | don’t
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think that your economic policy or democracy policy represent the ultimate answers. If | had to
pick an ultimate answer, I’d pick education. If you could only do one thing, I’ d do education and
primarily starting off with bringing people to the United States for graduate studies and then if

you had enough money and you could do it, work your way down to universities and then work
your way into the host country on educationa policy of trying to promote policies that would
have an impact.

Q: You found that the case?

JOHNSON: Yes. That's partialy based on going to Somalia, Sudan and Uganda and finding
that the lasting remnant of what we used to do there were the people who had somehow had had
contact with the U.S. under the old program. They’d trained a |daho; they'd trained at Salt Lake
City, what have you. And, partidly it is due to educationd ingtitutions by their own internd
cultures and mandates are more open to keeping records about what’ s happened and looking at it
and seaing: are there any lessons you can learn and being sdf-andyticd. | think those are
vauable skills that anyone who comes to the States for any kind of technica education, picks up
that genera approach to aproblem. | think that kind of problem-solving gpproach isin many
ways what differs us from the French or from the Scandinavian countries. There has been alot

of discussion that third country education is more efficient and it’s less costly and it’'s much

better to send someone for veterinary training to the University in Senegd where the conditions
are closer to what they are in Cameroon, and they spesk French, so the guy getshistraining in
French, and he comes back and he does have a technica base that he didn't have before. But,
he' s missed the whole exposure to an education in problem-solving —an educationa approach
based upon establishing your basdine data and look at what happens, so then you can tell what
you should have been doing.

Q: Let’sturn to another direction Do you think over the 30 years that you’ ve been involved and
looking back on the overall Foreign Assistance Program, has it made a difference in the world of
development or in devel oping countries?

JOHNSON: It's been like aroller coaster ride. Sometimes you are redly up high and you're
having alot of impact, and then sometimes you' re headed straight downwards. And, you re
watching what you worked on so hard and find it working and then wiped out. | think of the
Rwanda there were development efforts by the donors aswell as USAID that had redlly worked
in Rwanda and had in many ways had had an impact upon the country; a promising future. It
was graded as one of the countries in Africathat could realy makeit and then it went straight
down into hell on earth astheinternd triba fights broke out.

One of the things in Madagascar that made just an incredible impresson on me was the high
morde of thelocal hire staff and how they were redlly convinced thet they were making a
differencein Madagascar. | think that USAID succeeds when it has locd nationds, who,
because of USAID backing or because of USAID funds, redlly fed that they’ ve had an impact on
their country. | think the ultimate test of whether USAID should continue, or matters enough to
where you want to keep it going, reglly comes from the host countries to the extent thet they fed
that what we do is beneficia or that the people that we have had impact on over the years fed
that we can help solve a problem, and redlly make a difference. And, asthe economist & Yale,
who worked alot on development use to say, our money didn’t get our viewpoint accepted, our
money got us a seet at the table so that we could then present our viewpoint. | think USAID
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made a difference in what got discussed at various tables, both in the forma governments and
informd ingtitutions. | think they made a difference in what topics were discussed, what
solutions were discussed or how much attention was paid to a problem that we perceived as
being critica that other people didn’t think was that important.

Q: Such as?

JOHNSON: Population was the very best example. |’ ve used it before, but it was something that
we fdt was important and that we didn’t have to convince other people it was important. | think
Elliott Berg and the whole push to private sector, entrepreneurship of getting the government out
of certain things and having the government regulations changed is another excdlent example of
where we ve put something on the table. In this particular case, it was an Elliot Berg's study on
Africafor the World Bank. So, in the end, it wasn't us who made the light shine in midst of
darkness, but we, as a donor and as a country, redlly saw to it that what Berg was getting out and
the issues that he raised were the subject of discussion in more places, and had more impact than
the World Bank would have had.

Q: What about other areas?

JOHNSON: Human Rights. | think Carter, when he tried to make human rights part of our
overdl foreign policy projections and relationships, made amgor differencein the State
Department and the diplomatic interchange. Although the State Department tried to keep human
rights as something that it had; it wanted to program human rights money. Inevitably, aslong as
it was aforeign policy concern we started incorporating it in our dialogues and | think that's
made a difference. Again, initidly in the places where you can show USAID made a difference
in what was talked about and what was on the table.

Q: What about in Africa and the Sahel; one of the things you worked on?

JOHNSON: | think it made a difference in terms of inditutional capacity to handle droughts and
emergency disasters. | think we made a contribution in terms of increased training of the
manpower base of who, in those countriesis il there, can worry about the problem. We didn’t
make a difference, eg. in that Niger remains a very poor country Stting in the middle of the
Sahel Desart and on the border of the Sahel Desart. Unfortunately, it will never be aNigeria It
just does not have the natural resources. | think because we were there the people have a better
chance of making use of their resources, but whether that glassis hdf full and sustaindble or like
Rwanda devel opment work vanishes overnight. No bets.

Thereis nothing inevitable with the U.S. assstance. | think at one point in our history, we saw
development dmost as evolutionary, that you move from this stage to that stage, from that stage
to that stage and that development was an absolute good that would occur even though the
intermediate stages were painful. | don't think that’ strue, | don't believe that anymore. | think
that development is not something that will autometicaly, at some point, happen. We gill have
the pocketsin Appdachian, Texas, Cdifornia Lord knows there' s been enough publicity about
the educationa issues ingde the United States and what’ s happening. Y ou don't find permanent
solutions in mgor problem areas. What you' re looking for, if you're lucky, are is people who
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are willing to make a commitment to work on an issue and then you let a thousand flowers
boom. Y ou tried as many different ways as you could figure out.

Q: Well, thisleads us to your thoughts on how you size up your experience in foreign assistance.

JOHNSON: It has been extraordinary. | worked for anumber of very good bosses. | worked on
arange of interesting problems and that a an age of 28 or 30 years old, the Agency had alot of
faith in me and put alot of responsbility on me. As| look back at it, | can't think of doing
anything ese. There' s absolutely no sense of here' s another career that | wishl’d doneand I'm
sorry that | didn’'t do it and now I'll go doiit. | can’t identify anything | would have rather spent
my lifeworking on. There are arange of problems that you spend 30 years knocking your head
againg the wall trying to figure out solutions and at the end of that you're going to have a
headache and that’ s dl you can show for it. But, as a significant problem, you having a 30 year
headache. | can't think of a problem like the developing countries and the range of pain and
agony and starvation that till isrampant. There are sections of Cameroon where you dtill have
human davery; there are section of Sudan where the U.S. tried to start amgjor initiative to help
orphans and we kept sending these cables back to Washington explaining that the orphanage that
they wanted to give a grant to had black southern Sudanese who were adopted by northern
Arabic Sudanese as aform of davery. It was not an adoption in any sense that the Americans
recognized it; but it was a problem to work on.

Okay. It would have been fun to have been amillionaire. 1t would have been fun to have dl the
money in the world, spend it on anything you wanted to do, but | can’t imagine spending 30
years watching the stock market go up and down or trying to figure out the difference between
the junk bond and atriple A bond. | couldn’t spend 30 years worrying about that, and so | have
no second thoughts, no regrets whatsoever about spending time on the issues that | did, working
for USAID. When | retired for acouple years after that, yeah | said | enjoyed it; but | wouldn't
recommend it to anybody.

Q: That was my last question: given your experience and career, would you recommend to a
young man, young woman who has just come out of school to go into this international
devel opment business?

JOHNSON: Yes. When | first retired my answer would have been no, because | would have
seen that as: do you recommend somebody making a career out of USAID. The way you phrase
it, make a career in the business of internationa development, definitey I'd say yes. But, | think
what' s happened is, there are many more ways to do that now. Where USAID was the only game
intown in many senses, there are other organizations in development on the outsde. But you
know, USAID was the mgjor actor. | don’t think USAID will continue to be the mgjor actor in
most areas, mogt functiona fields, most countries.

Q: Who will? Who's going to take the lead?

JOHNSON: Don't know, don’t know. There are a number of NGOs, non governmental
organizationsin the world. Some of them are operationa and they run programs oversess.
Some are lobby groups and they just try to have legidation passed that have certain eements.
But, as a group they’ re much more active overseas than they were 30 years ago. They have
developed and trained their own staffs to where they do have a professiond cadre now that they
use; the universities and colleges are looking for ways to be active overseas. They face funding
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problems. But, the interest and the desire to work on development kinds of problems are very
much in the universty community.

| think the internationa arenais more substantive than it use to be. For along time, the World
Bank and the IMF both were regarded as the professionas and regarded themselves as the only
professonds. You have other internationa avenues opening up. Asa product of my own
experience with them, | have a bias againg regiond organizations and | just tend to think that
they do very little and they syphon off trained people that could be used bilaterdly. But, | dso
bite my tongue and say some of those are doing alot more than | thought they could. Starting
from such smple areas as westher prediction, where you have inter-regiona weather studiesto
telecommunications and looking at telecommunications on a broader basis. The World Trade
Organization and how it tries to establish the rules of the game. You've got alot of regiond
ingtitutions which were becoming more important and are taking more of arole. In someway, |
think the World Bank will probably remain the overal senior advisor, if the government wants a
senior advisor. They probably won't turn to USAID. They may turn to USAID in certain
sectors or on some problem areas. And, part of that is because the U.S. will dways have more
money than other people have. But the senior across the board development expertsa The
World Bank will probably wind up with that kind of knowledge. And, for someone interested in
economic development across the board, I’d recommend that they try and get ajob at the World
Bank. If they'reinterested in internationa development, then USAID is perfectly a good
avenue. But, there s dso other avenues, even CARE,, if they want to get more involved in the
humanitarian and emergency side of things.

Q: Any last thoughts you want to add at this point?

JOHNSON: I’d recall a Joan Crawford movie where it has her going up the stairs and she turns
back and looks a the people in the lobby and says, hang on, it’sgoing to be ahdl of aride.
That's sort of the way | feel about the past 30 years. It's been extraordinarily interesting,
chdlenging, dl the positives you want to say about it. | think the one areathat | would redly, if

| could change something in the USAID, would be the divide between Foreign Service and Civil
Sarvice, which | think isaleftover of past organizations, but has resulted in damaging people. |
think | am extraordinary lucky as a Civil Servant to wind up with the jobsthat | held. | can aso
say | never felt discriminated againgt in USAID, because | wasawoman. | never felt
discriminated againgt in other sections becauise of being ayoung person. | dways fdt that there
was a bias againgt me because | was Civil Service and that the Foreign Service people said, well
what do you know abot it, you' ve never been there. | think that is so strong throughout the
Agency.

Q: Except in your case you had an opportunity to be overseas.

JOHNSON: It dso convinced me that in the Foreign Service, it's different when you' re overseas.
And, like | said before, overseas, and the Missions, the ultimate career objectiveisto bea
Mission Director and in many ways Mission Directors are gods. And, you come back to
Washington and there you are, an ex-god and they don’t pay any attention to you. So, overdl an
A+,

Q: A good place to stop. Thank you for this most interesting interview.
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