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SUMMARY 

promotrng democracy abroad 1s one of three prlmary 
ob~ectrves rn U S foreign policy establrshed by the Clinton 
AdminrstratlOn Democracy promotion is both a worthy goal in 
ltself, and a means of pursurng the other key forergn policy 
oblectlves of preservrng Amerrcan natronal securrty and 
enhancrng U S Prosperity 

 his report rs submitted to the Senate Foreign Relatrons 
Commrttee and the House Forergn Affairs Comrnrttee, pursuant to 
Section 534 of the Foreign Relatrons Authorization Act, Frscal 
Years 1994 and 1995 This report rncludes a review of 
u s -sponsored programs to promote democracy, a statement of 
goals and objectives for such programs, recommendations for 
enhanced coordrnation of democracy program policies and 
programs, a review of all agencres involved in delivering IJSG 
funds to promote democracy, and a review of the feasibility and 
desrrabilrty of mandating non-USG funding for democracy 
promotion programs 

The report defrnes democracy programs as those that 
directly strengthen democratlc institutions and democratic 
culture It recognizes that other USG programs may contribute 
rndirectly or collaterally to the broad goal of democracy 
promotion, and that several U S Government agencres, most 
notably the U S Agency for International Development and the 
u S lnformatronO~gency, conduct many programs that support 
democratizatron rn a broader sense 

The report reviews the state of coordination among uSG 
agencres, and wrth democracy promotron non-governmental 
organrzations, as well as coordination between the U S and 
other donor nations on democracy promotion programs Several 
recent Administration rnitlatives to strengthen coordination, 
ranging from reorganization of key executive branch agencies to 
the establishment of a permanent Interagency Working Group on 
Democracy and Human Rights, are highlighted 

  he report also considers the comparative advantages of key 
USG agencies and WGOs, noting that they are differentiated not 
by their program activities ESX ae, but rather by the nature 
and tlming of their activities, and the delivery mechanisms 
that derive from their respective mandates and institutional 
structures It concludes that rnstances of duplication among 
the various democracy promotion agencies and organizations are 
rare On the contrary, a drvision of labor is rn effect which, 
with sufficient coordinatron, 1s mutually rernforcing, 
responsible and cost-efficient To impose a rigid model: ( whereby specific countries or activities are assrgned to 

\ 



partrcular agencles or organlzations, would hamper the 
effectiveness of overall U S. efforts to promote democracy 
abroad 

On the question of the feasibility and desirability of 
/ mandating non-USG support for democracy programs, the report 
frnds that doing so would rnappropriately restrict the U S / Government's abillty to provide effective democracy programs 

j Among other things, such a requirement would severely constrain 

\ 
the rapid response capabilities of those agencies and 
organlzations which delrver assistance and rmplement programs 

The report concludes that, despite substantial exlsting 
coordination efforts, additional steps are recommended to 
Improve coordination These include a greater involvement on 
the part of the Interagency Worklng Group In setting overall 
policy for USG democracy programs, more extensive 
~nformatlon-sharing among agencies and organizations, including 
a drrect electronic network among USG agencles on democracy 
programs, and the development of stronger analytical frameworks 
and performance rndrcators for use with respect to speciflc 
democracy promotion programs, as well as common tools for 
measuring democratic progress In speclfic countries 

I INTRODUCTION 

Three overarching objectives define the Cllnton 
Admlnistratlon's forergn policy These are (1) preserving 
American territo?lal and natlonal security, (2) enhancing U S 
prosper~ty, and (3) promoting democracy abroad The first two 
ob]ectives might be seen as ends. Promoting democracy, 
however, is both a means of achievrng the first two ob]ectives, 
as well as a worthy end in Itself 

 his relationship between ends and means in democracy 
promotion both strengthens and complicates such an rmportant 
policy objective History shows that democracies are more 
llkely to create free markets that provide economic opportunity 
to their citizens, and are more reliable trading partners 
They are more dedicated to the protection of civil and 
political rights Although the daily conduct of democracy may 
at times appear chsorderly, In comparison to the artificial 
order of some authoritarian regimes, democracy has proved to be 
the best framework for ensuring long-term stability within a 
country Democracies are less likely to create refugees 
Democratic socreties are also f a r  less llkely to wage war upon 
one another than are non-democratic states In sum, democracy 
1s the foundation of the international system that the U S 
must help to build in the post-Cold War era 

I 

The spread of democracy to natlons in the former Sovret 
Union, Eastern Europe, Asia, Latln Amerlca and Africa in the 



past decade stands as one of the most powerful and important 
political developments of this century It is also a tribute 
to the Arnerlcan ideal and to the enduring brpartlsan commitment 
to support democratic advances abroad Indeed, in no other 
nation has the promotion of democratic ideals and human tights 
been so frrmly rooted in forelgn policy 

This report 1s submitted to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and the House Foreign Affairs Committee, pursuant to 
Section 534 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1994 and 1995 Thls report includes a revrew of 
u S -sponsored programs to promote democracy, a statement of 
goals and objectives for such programs, recommendations for 
enhanced coordination of democracy promotion policies and 
programs, a review of all agencies involved in delivering USG 
funds to promote democracy, and a review of the feasibility and 
desirability of mandating non-USG fundlng for democracy 
promotion programs 

In producing this report, the Administration consulted 
closely with the leadership of Amerlcan non-governmental 
organizations Involved In democracy promotion Six of them 
-- the National Endowment for Democracy, The Asia Foundation, 
the National Democratic Institute for Internatlonal Affairs, 
the ~nternatronal Republican Institute, the International 
Institutes of the AFL-CIO, and the Center for International 
private Enterprise -- are directly examined in this report, 
because of their funding relationship with the U S Government 

An important component of this report was the rnventory of 
democracy programs funded, directly or indrrectly, by the u S 
Government To consider a representat rve sample, programs 
completed in FY 1993 and FY 1994 and program plans for FY 1995 
were surveyed for The U S Agency for International 
Development, The U S Information Agency, and The Department of 
Defense, which are directly involved in USG-funded democracy 
promotion programs, and the six non-governmental organizations 
listed above This exercise proved to be as revealing of each 
organization's distinct approach to democracy promotion and 
programs as i t  was of the substance of the programs 
themselves For that reason, although the conclusions of this 
inquiry are contai?led in t h e  body of t h e  report, each of t h e  
organlzatlons studied is proflled In the appendixes 

I1 DEFINITIONS AND GOALS 

The U S Government promotes democracy through its 
diplorr -ic efforts and program activities worldwide Speciflc 
democrczy promotion programs are one of the U S Governmwt's 
principal tools for advancing democracy abroad Democracy 
promotion programs are generally cost-effective, small amounts 
of funds, properly utilized, may have a large impact in terms 



of outcome Congressionally appropriated funds -- through the 
Foreign Assistance Act, Support for East European Democracy 
~ c t ,  Freedom Support Act, National Endowment for Democracy A c t ,  
The Asia Foundation Act and other legislative authorities -- 
comprise a large portion of the overall resources supporting 
such programs worldwide Other donor countries and some 
private foundations also contribute significant funds for these 
programs 

Goals and Obiectrvea 

Many activities of the US Government focus on promoting 
democracy abroad, For purposes of this report, however, 
democracy promotion programs are defined as those programs that 
directly bolster 

a democratic and tolerant political culture, 

a strong and participatory Civil sector, including free 
trade unions and independent non-governmental organizations, 

e respect for the rule of law and fundamental human rights, 

open, free, fair and multiparty elections, 

representative and accountable government, 

control by elected civilian officials of a professional 
military, and 

a free and independent media 

This definition excludes U S Government-funded programs 
whose principal objective is something other than democracy 
promotion, even where such programs contribute indirectly or 
collaterally to the broad goal of democracy promotion 
Economic assistance programs to countries in the midst of a 
political transition, for example, are not covered by this 
study, despite their critical importance to strengthening new 
democratic governments Similarly, U S ,  Government law 
enforcement programs (e g , anti-narcotics, anti-terrorism, 
etc ) are not covered by this study, even though a successful 
effort may help eliminate a grave threat to the democratic 
institutions of a foreign country Likewise, programs designed 
to professionalize and modernize military forces are not 
included in this study, unless the programs include an expliclt 
democracy component 

Democracy programs often represent only part of the 
programmatic work undertaken by U S Government agencie6 
USAID'S principal mission is to promote sustainable 



development, of whic democracy programs are a single, 
integral, component USAID prolects working with environmental 
and health NGOs, for example, also serve to strengthen a 
country's civil socrety Similarly, USIA works to strengthen 
the culture of democracy worldwide, by inst~tutional example -- 
as an active contributor to the free flow on information and 
rdeas among people, and as a seeker of dralogue with forelgn 
publrcs on issues of importance to the United States -- and by 
activities designed to sustain the democratic dralogue across 
natlonal boundarres On the other hand, the Natronal Endowment 
for Democracy and xts core rnstitutes are prrncipally concerned 
wrth democracy promotion, hence all their activities constitute 
democracy assrstance programs The Asra Foundatron represents 
a third model, that of a regionally-based multi-purpose 
organization whrch has as one central ob~ective the promotion 
of democracy 

Democracy promotion programs are directed toward both 
governments and non-governmental organrzations in all regions 
of the world, as well as broad movements of people and 
instrtutlons The range of activities IS consrderable and 
Includes, inter alia, support for 

constitution drafting bodies, 

0 free and farr election processes (includrng rndependent 
electron commissions), 

efficient, effective, responsive, transparent and 
accountable executive bureaucracies, 

* democratically elected, representative law-making 
rnstitutions at both the national and local levels, 

strong and accessible legal systems, including 
independent judiciaries; 

democratic political party systems; 

~ndependenv~non-governmental organrzations and labor 
unlons, 

~ndependent medra, and 

human rights monrtoring groups 

0 

A'1n response to this study, USAID created a new 
classif~cation system which more accurately identrfies USAID 
democracy assistance programs The new system dlstlngulshes 
between those programs that focus on democracy and those that 
involve democracy as a secondary or tertrary goal (See 
a p p e n d l x  wrth USAID proflle ) 



Reflectrng the complex nature of democracy, most programs 
support more than one of the institutions listed above, For 
example, a comprehensrve rule of law program might involve 
techn~cal assistance to help the legislature revise specific 
laws, exchanges and training for judges, prosecutors and 
police, and financial support for human rrghts groups that 
defend victims of human rights abuse Similarly, a 
comprehensive program to support an electoral process might 
involve exchanges, trarning, technical assistance and financral 
support to the election commission, politrcal parties, 
non-governmental organizations and the media, as well as to 
other agencies wrthin the executive branch Consequently, 
drsaggregatlng agency and organization activities into speclflc 
categories often proves quite difficult in practlce 

A review of the programs lnitrated during the past 15 
years, coupled with the strong endorsement of these efforts by 
leaders and crtizens of many formerly nondemocratic societres, 
support the conclusion that, considered curnulatrvely, 
u S -funded democracy programs have significantly contributed 
to the democratic transitrons now underway throughout the world 

Positing exact causal relations between democracy promotion 
programs and political outcomes Is drfflcult Agencies and 
organizations carrying out democracy programs monitor and 
evaluate their programs with the aim of improving the results 
achieved ~owev&r, it IS clear that evaluation methodology can 
be improved (See appendixes for a description of the specifrc 
approaches to program evaluation by institution) These 
efforts are designed to measure implementation performance 
standards ( e  g., project accountability), rapid response 
capabxlities ( e . g  , responding to a suddenly scheduled 
election), progress toward achievement of short term goals 
(e g., successful conduct of an election), and the achievement 
of long-term ob]ectives (e g , establishment of truly 
rndependent ]udiclary). The rmplementing agencies will use 
these evaluations In determining whether to continue or to 
modify programs in particular countries and in crafting future 
policres and programs 
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I11 COORDINATING DEMOCRACY PROGRAMS 

Interaoencv Coordination 

The Adminlstratzon has established several mechanisms to 
coordinate democracy policy and programs across the U S 
Government The most fundamental change is the reorgan1,zation 
of key executive branch agencies to create specific positions 
and bureaus that focus on democracy promotion These include 
the Bureau for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor in the State 



Department, under the new Under Secretary for Global Affairs, 
USAID'S Center for Democracy and Governance in the new Bureau 
for Global Programs, Field Support and Research, the Polrcy and 
Planning Unit in the USIA Director's office, and the position 
of special Assistant to the President for Democracy and Senlor 
Advrsor at the Natronal Securlty Councll 

In October 1993, the Administration completed a 
~residentially-mandated internal revlew of democracy programs 
 his enabled the Admrnistratlon to reach agreement on broad 
conceptual issues relating to democracy policy and programs 
The review proposed criteria for countries to receive pollcy 
priority in democracy promotron, and Identifled illustrative 
benchmarks to evaluate the progress of democracy programs 

The most effective interagency coordination on democracy 
programs occurs in the fleld. The Administration has 
instructed all posts to lnclude democracy and human rlghts 
ob~ectives, where relevant, In their Mlssron Program Plans In 
Eastern Europe, U S ambassadors charr Democracy Comrnisslons, 
which coordinate programs among USG agencies and with Amerrcan 
NGOS In Afrrca, embassies have established democracy 
coordrnating committees to review programs In addition, all 
embassies have been rnstructed to establish an interagency 
committee on human rlghts, normally chaired by the Deputy Chief 
of Mission 

The primary means of coordinating democracy pollcy and 
programs in washington IS the permanent Interagency Working 
Group on Democracy and Human Rights, chaired by the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor 
Established in early 1994, the IWG considers broad policy 
issues The overall democracy plans of particular countrres 
are reviewed through the IWG's six regional subgroups Five 
functional subgroups address programs in the administration of 
~ustice (co-chaired by the State Department Bureaus for 
Democracy and Human Rlghts and Bureau for International 
Narcotics Matters and International Crime); electoral processes 
(co-chaired by state and USAID) ,  crvll-military relations 
(co-chaired by State and DOD), crvll society (co-chaired by 
State, USfA and USAID), and free and open media (co-chaired by 
State and USIA)  9 

The State Department 1s responsible for consulting with Lhe 
National Endowment for Democracy (NED) and The Asla 
Foundation (TAF) on their broad program plans This 
consultation, which is required by the enablrng legislation for 
these two organizations, affords the USG an opportunity to 
provide guidance on the foreign policy rmplications of pfograms 
before they are approved by the boards of these two 

\ organizations At the same t~me, NED and TAF exist as prlvate 
independent entitles This rndependent status facilitates 



thelr democracy promotion actlvltles, whlch are sub~ect to 
expllcit fxnancial accountablllty requlrements Thls 
separation and distance from the USG also enables NED and TAF 
to work rn repressive or other sensitive situations where 
offlclal U S Government support IS not feasible 

While the admlnistratlon is committed to ensuring 
coordination among U S Government agencres, and will contlnue 
to consult with the NGOs, requlrlng formal mechanisms for 
coordination with NGO-sponsored democracy programs would stifle 
their flexlbrllty, and posslbly thelr effectiveness Thus, 
facilltatlng communication wrth NGOs, rather than formal and 
mandatory coordination, 1s the U S Government goal, both In 
Washington and In the fleld 

International Donor Coordination 

In rdentifylng democracy promotion as an integral component 
of u s foreign policy, the administration promotes rncreased 
coordination at the multilateral level This has provlded a 
number of lnitlatives with indlvldual country programs and at 
the broader policy level 

The Admln1stration encourages greater consultation among 
donor natlons regarding democracy assistance programs This 
frequently has led to the formation of ~nforrnal, in-country 
working groups to support an electoral transrtron or to promote 
~udlcial and administrative reform These efforts help assure 
the dellvery of $ consistent polrcy message and the provision 
of a coordinated, nonduplicative support and assistance package 

In addition, as democracy promotion programs are becoming 
common for all donors, more formal arrangements are appearing 
The United States was instrumental in establishing in-country 
coordinating committees for the group of donors to Central 
European countries (the "Group of 24") The U S also has 
participated in joint assessment teams that have been organized 
In the former Soviet bloc. A regional donor working group on 
financial management in Latin America, wlth strong U S 
particrpation, has focused attention on improved accountability 
and transparency Similarly, a new subcommittee of the Special 
Program of Assistance of Africa 1s coordinating donor 
cooperatron on governance reform, again wlth the U S 
Government playlng a leading role 

At the policy level, donor coordination is focused In the 
United Nations and the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
of the OECD The UN, with strong U S support, has played an 
active role in creatlng an ~nternatlonal consensus on hutnan 
rights norms and in facilitating political transitions, 
particularly in countries emerging from civil strife 



The Development Assrstance Comrnlttee is composed 
exclusively of donors and is focused on the orlentation of 
donor programs and best practices The DAC, agarn wlth strong 
u s encouragement, has taken the lead In hlghlightlng the 
issues of partlclpatlon and governance as central to the 
success of development It is currently pursulng an analysls 
of the possible role of the World Bank-led Consultative Groups 
as a mechanism for strengthening donor coordination at the 
country level on matters of good governance, includrng military 
expenditure, corruptron and rule of law 

Romania. A Case Studv In Coordlnatro~ 

The Democracy Corrnnlssion in the U S Embassy in Bucharest 
1s chaired by the U S Ambassador/Charge deAffaires, and 
includes all USG agencies involved in democracy promotlon, as 
well as leading Amerlcan NGOs The Commission meets regularly 
and coordlnates all USG-funded initiatives to promote democracy 
In Romania, lncludlng those funded under the Support for East 
European Democracy (SEED) Act Much of the assistance 1s 
targeted at indigenous non-governmental crganlzatrons, in an 
effort to build a strong foundation for polktrcal plurallsrn and 
a strong civil society Other priorities are to strengthen the 
independence of the leg~slature and the ~udzciary, while 
empowering, at a lower level, communltles and NGOs to build 
momentum for a more decentralized society 

Multilateral *coordination of democracy-building efforts in 
Romania revolves around the on-slte coordinating committee of 
the Group-24 The European Union, through the European 
Cornmisslon's delegation In Bucharest, acts as the on-site 
democracy coordinator for the (3-24 donors This process 
lnvolves arranging for embassies, International organizations, 
and NGOs mvolved in democracy-bullding to meet periodically to 
discuss problems, lessons learned and ~ d e - s  for new projects 
uSG entlties In Bucharest endeavo to coorainate their 
democracy-buildrng efforts with G-24 countries to avoid 
duplications and to strengthen specific programs 

In Washington, the State Department's Coordinator for East 
European Assistance maintains a regular dialogue with EU and 
G-24 representatives This IS done with a view to reinforcrng 
on-going in-country coordination efforts Equally important, 
the Coordinator for the SEED program oversees the rnteragency 
effort to provide assrstance to the reglon, and hls staff wcrk 
closely with those of other USG agencles at the program level 

IV FUNDING AND DELIVERY MECHANISMS I 

In most country situations, the strongest democracy 
prornotlon policy 1s one that ensures a Long-term commitment to 



democracy building, but that provides a number of flexible 
funding instruments Funds to promote democracy are therefore 
approprrated through two mechanisms to U S. Government 
agencies, such as USAID and USIA for their direct use, or to be 
contracted through American non-governmental organizations, and 
to U S Government agencres, earmarked for specific American 
NGOS with particular expertrse rn democracy promotion 
(specifically, the National Endowment for Democracy and The 
Asia Foundation) The latter NGOs are known as 
quasi-non-governmental organizations, or "quangos " Although 
"quangosn have a consultatrve relationship with the U S 
Government, decision-making authority remalns with therr boards 
of drrectors 

Funds appropriated for use by U S Government agencies send 
an important signal that the U S Government supports efforts 
to advance democracy in specific countries or, conversely, that 
it believes more should be done in this regard Such direct 
assistance thus serves as a more effective tool of 
conditionality In addition, such funding enables the U s 
Government to rncorporate democratic participation into broader 
development strategies 

~t the same time, annual earmarked appropriations provide 
key American "quangos" working abroad with critical core 
funding that gives them the flexibilrty to sponsor a range of 
democracy programs, reflecting the complicated nature of 
democratization, and the securlty to pursue long-term 
strategies The'grantmaking procedures of these organizations 
are normally less cumbersome than those of official agencies, 
which enables them to be more responsive to rapid changes in 
the political environment of a host country. In addition, 
these organizations are usually able to maintain freld staff 
abroad at a lower cost, relatlve to that of postrng USG 
personnel overseas 

U S government democracy program support is delrvered 
through the following mechanisms 

providing basic information through the media and 
publications, 

organizing citizen and leadership exchanges, 

conducting basic research and developing a technical 
leadership capacity, 

furnishing training and technical assistance, and' 

contributing direct financial and infrastructure support 



The implementing agencies for such programs include U S 
Government agencies, intergovernmental organrzations, 
non-governmental organrzations, and private contractors While 
interagency transfers occur in instances where a USG agency IS 
uniquely qualified, there rs a strong preference for use of the 
private sector rn provrdrng technical assrstance The Forergn 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, provides that "the 
facilities and resources of government agencies shall be 
utrlized when such facilrtres are particularly or unrquely 
suitable for technical assistance, are not competitive with the 
private sector and can be made available without Interfering 
unduly with domestic programs " 

In addition to promoting Improved coordination amonq our 
lnternatlonal partners, the Administration is committed to 
strengthening the democracy PrOmOtlng institutions established 
by international organrzations These institutions include the 
U N Center for Human Rights, the Organrzation of American 
States Democracy Unit and Inter-American Commission on Human 
~ights, the Organrzatron of African Unity Conflict Resolutron 
Unrt, and the Conference on Security and Cooperatron in 
Europe's Office of Democratic Instrtutions and Human Rrghts 

These instrtutions convey a legitimacy of purpose and offer 
a range of experience in their provision of technical 
assistance and other democracy promotron activities At the 
same trme, as organs of international organizations and as 
large bureaucraci*s, these institutions are sometimes unable to 
respond quickly or effectively, particularly in time and 
politically sensrtive situatrons. Even where international 
organizat Ions are committed to a credible democracy promotion 
program, their efforts are often appropriately complemented by 
the activities of prrvate sector organizations 

With respect to the private sector, the USG relies on both 
non-governmental organizatrons and private contractors The 
former category Includes NGOs that focus primarily (or 
exclusively) on democracy promotlon (e g , the four core 
Institutes of the NED covered rn this study) and NGOs that are 
Interested in implementing a democracy program because of 
geographic focus qr as part of other activities in a particular 
country 

The USG 1s committed to supporting the efforts of 
non-governmental organizatlons in the lmplernentation of 
democracy promotron programs More specifically, it recognizes 
the expertrse and unique resources offered by NGOs that 
concentrate on democracy promotion activities Nonetheless, to 
comply with USG procurement regulatrons and to ensure fafrness 
among all applicants, several factors are weighed in awarding 
contracts or grants Dependrng on the circumstances, these may 
include 



expertise with respect to specific subject matter, 

0 availability given the timeframe envlsloned for the 
activity, 

previous record in rmplementing a program, rncluding 
achievement of ob~ectrves and fulfilling of reporting 
requirements, 

relationships with prospective local counterparts, 

overall costs, and 

USG management and oversight capabilities 

Procurement reform measures should facilitate the Eormatlon 
of rmplementation mechanrsms that allow for more rapid response 
and ensure that the expertrse of American NGOs is effectively 
utrlized 

V COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGES 

The principal USG agencies involved in democracy promotion 
and the leading NGOs in this area are distinguished not by 
program activities per se, but by the nature of their 
activities, and the delivery mechanisms and timing that derive 
from their respective mandates and institutional structures 
Some, such as USAID, engage in programs that cover the range of 
thematic categories of democratization, but do not operate in 
certain countries Others, such as the core institutes of the 
NED, operate on a global basis but focus on specific areas of 
democratic development, such as encouraging democratic 
political systems (NDI and IRI) or strengthening civrl 
societies (AFL-CIO and CIPE) Still others, such as The Asia 
Foundation, work in the full range of democracy building 
programs, but focus their efforts in a particular region 
Currently, NED and TAF receive funds through line items in the 
U S I A  and Department of State budgets, respectively, and these 
government agencies exercrse audit responsibilities over them 
~lthough there may be overlapping areas of interest, which can 
be mutually suppogtive of each institution's efforts, Instances 
of duplication id the provision of assistance are rare On the 
contrary, a review found that a division of labor is in effect 
which, with sufficient coordination, is mutually reinforcing, 
responsible and cost-effectrve 

In providing assistance in the democracy sector, USAID 
concentrates on technical assistance training and frnancral 
support In addition to offering some small grants, uSMD 1s 
the only U S Government agency capable of providing large 
multi-million dollar, multifaceted rnitiatives to rernforce 



crltical aspects of democratization In a given country, 
especially long-term institutional development in the host 
countries Major USAID programs are implemented in countries 
that have been identifred as sustainable development partners 
and where the agency has permanent field missions USAID also 
administers programs in countries emerging from humanitarian 
crisis or protracted conflict, and in other countries where 
requested by the Department of State and where NGO mechanisms 
are available, but these programs are more circumscribed in 
scope and llmited in tune USAID is committed to managing for 
results; its projects have a specific stated objective 

USIA engages in direct programmrng overseas, through its 
exchanges, broadcastlng and communication activities These 
are designed to foster an ongoing dialogue between the U S and 
other nations, to nurture the personal and institutional 
linkages that would sustain that dialogue; and to promote the 
development of democratic institutions and a democratic 
culture It operates in most countries, covering all stages of 
democratic development, from authoritarian to fully functioning 
democracies USIA provides grants to private U S 
organizations to conduct educational and cultural exchanges, 
but tends more than USAID to conduct its own program actrvities 

A number of factors distinguish the program approaches of 
/ these two agencies USAID serves as an institutional source of 
funding for large-scale, complex grants, whereas USIA tends to 
conduct and coordinate its own programs on a much smaller 
scale In this fegard, USAID tends to work through major 
grantees or contractors, while USIA interacts directly with its 
overseas interlocutors USIA conducts programs in nearly every 
country in which the U S has diplomatic interests, while USAID 
programs are concentrated in countries that are judged to be 
candidates for sustainable development Finally, USIA programs 
are generally more concerned with the emergence of a democratic 
culture, while USAID programs focus more on the development of 
ldemocratic institutlons 

In contrast to USAID and USIA, which take a comprehensive 
approach t o  democracy promotion, the Department of Defense has 
a more specific thematic mandate DOD's comparative advantage 
is in fostering rn2litary organizations that are sublect to the 
authority of elected civilian officials, respectful of human 
rights, and loyal to the rule of law in a constitutional 
democracy U S military training and education programs on 
democratic values carry considerable credibility among foreign 
military officers and defense officials In addition, by 
combining education in democratic values with other 
professional military sub~ects, U S military education snd 
contacts programs encourage a wider range of military and 
civilian participants than would attend programs focusing only 
on a single toplc 



Quasi-nongovernmental organizations, such as the Natlonal 
Endowment for Democracy (NED) and The Asia Foundation (TAF) ,  
have the ability and funding flexibility that derives from 
their non-governmental structures Their Private status is one 
of their greatest assets, srnce it enables them to work ln 
areas of democratic development that may be too rlsky for 
official assistance programs, in countries where t h e  U S does 
not have an officlal assistance effort, and in concert with 
host country NGOs that might not seek ties with a foreign 
government Even these two organizations, however, exemplify 
two distinct approaches to democratic development NED'S image 
and experience in democracy promotion and its global character 
enable it, to work with pioneer (and often controversial) 
democratic movements, even exile groups TAF's 40-year 
experience in Asia, its network of field offices, and its role 
as a multipurpose organization permit it to support 
democratization at an angle and pace most sultable to a 
particular country, and over a wlde span of the political 
spectrum 

NED and TAF are grant-making rather than operating 
institutions NED'S core institutes, however, directly provide 
advisory and training services to promote democracy along their 
lines of specialization They are valuable not only for their 
expertise, but also for their ability to involve a wide array 
of Americans with experience in politrcal development in their 
pro3ects, usually on a volunteer basis Although the goal of 
these institutiohs, as well as others that seek to promote 
democracy, is to help secure long-term democratic reform, the 
activities of the core institutes frequently bear upon 
immediate U S policy interests as well For example, the 
NDI-sponsored delegation observing the 1994 elections in the 
Dominican Republic concluded that the elections were flawed, 
and was influential in formulating the USG's post-election 
policy for that country 

sia. NamLbia iand The PhllrPPines: S u c w s s  Stories 

The following case studies of U S -funded activities rn 
Russia, Namibia and the Phllipplnes are illustrative of the 
range of programs, required to address the complex nature of 
democratization 

Democracy promotion programs in Russia are one key element 
of USG relations wxth that country In the years since the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union, x t  has become evident that 
instilling democracy in the former republics will be crucial to 
the security of the region, to promoting economic development, 
and to building societies that truly promote the well-bdng of 
all their citizens This is a task made more difficult as a 
result of the Sovlet Union's legacy of one-party rule 



The stakes are hlghest in Russia, the most populous, 
resource-rich, and militarily strongest of the former 
republics One of the maJor goals of U S development 
actrvitles in Russla 1s to support democratization by promoting 
the electoral process and constitutional government, by 
advancing crvll liberties and respect for human rights, and by 
establrshlng the rule of law 

Although Unlt States Government support for aid to the 
Newly Independent cates 1s substantial, existing pro3ects have 
been in place for three years at the most, and many other 
ProJects are not yet off the ground As a result, the body of 
experrence regarding U S aid to Russia is relatively small 
uSG operations promoting democracy In Russia have focussed on 
strengthening polltical and civic organizations, fostering an 
-1depender- media free from censorship, establishing the rule 
of law bul t on the development of sustainable legal 
institutions, and rmproving the administrative and management 
abllrtles of local governments Some examples of USG-funded 
activities in Russia related to the promotion of democracy 
lnclude 

support for medra trainir- and technical -ssistance to 
establish a network of ~depe ?t tele lsion s ations, 
including ones In Mosco and 1 -,hny-Nov,orod (USAID, USIA) 

support fox educatronal reform, civic education, election 
reform, and free trade unlons that rncludes a grant for the 
Institution for Research and Education in Moscow to provide 
information and trainlng for independent labor unions, and a 
grant for fleld represer atlves from the National Democratic 
Institute and the International Republican Instztute to assist 
in political party and civrc organization development (USAID, 
USIA) 

Support to help make the Russian military more responsive 
to elected civilian leaders and a democratic constitution by 
education and training in the U S of senlor Russian civilian 
and military defense officials (DOD) 

Promotion 01 greater accountability by national, 
regional, and local publlc institutions to the citizens they 
serve USIA has conducted parliamentary exchanges and USAID 
has sponsored legislative staff training Grants have been 
provlded to the Atlantic Council and the Arnerlcan Foreign 
policy Council to promote civilian involvement in military 
affairs and to expose Russian government representatives to 
u S business and government activities Funding has a l m  been 
provided to a consortium of U S N G O s  to help local governments 
Improve municipal management and finance (USAID, Library of 
Congress, and USIA) 



Assistance to help Russla's government draft and 
interpret legislation, institute an effective peer lury system, 
establrsh bar assoclatrons, and develop continuing legal 
education programs in speclflc areas such as commercial law 
(USAID) 

Namibia gained its independence on March 21, 1990, 
followrng several decades of clvll strxfe between the South 
~fr~can-dominated government and the ma]orlty black 
populatron Since the first multi-racial elections in November 
1989, Namibia has been governed by the South West Afrrca 
People's Organxzation (SWAPO), led by Sam Nujoma, the Namiblan 
President The greatest challenge faclng the Namlbian 
government and xts people in ~nstrtutionalizing an indigenous, 
multiparty, multiracial democracy concerns the weakness of 
civil lnstrtutrons linkrng the Narnlbian state to its rural 
comrnunitles Additionally, there is a shortage of tralned 
legislatrve and ludicla1 personnel, an hlstoric lack of 
experience in parliamentary and governmental procedures, and 
inadequately trained defense and polrce personnel 

Since independence, Namibia has been among the brrghtest 
lights rn the most recent wave of democratic transitions in 
Afrxca Namrbla's constrtutlon provides for the protection of 
the fundamental human rlghts and freedoms of all ethnic groups, 
~ t s  bicameral legislature has wrtnessed vlgorous public debate 
among the SWAPO malorlty and the opposition parties, and the 
1992 local and rdglonal electrons desrgned to decentralize the 
decision-making process were categorized as free and falr 

~ u c h  of the credlt for these successes is attributable to 
the determlnation of the Namxbran people to realize a 
successful transitxon to democracy, despite the difficulties 
Inherent In developxng an entlrely new polltical structure 
Some credit also must be glven to a series of coordinated U S 
Government democracy programs These programs were successful 
because they were developed at the request and with the 
cooperation of the Namibian government and its citizens 

The coordinated effort among U S agencies and NGOs has 
involved the following successfully completed projects 

A trainlng program on governance skills for the 
Parliament by the Natlonal Democratrc Institute (through a 
grant from USAID) 

A trarnlng program for mrlitary offlcers and clvllians on 
the role of the military In a democracy (jointly funded by DOD, 
USIA, and USAID) I 

A CIVIC education semlnar for educators and NGO 
representatives by USIA 



A voter educatron program in preparation for the 1992 
local and reglonal elections by NDI (funded by USAID and NED) 

A USIS medra tralnlng workshop on polltical reporting 

The Philrpplnes has undertaken the dlfflcult path to 
democracy slnce the departure of Presldent Ferdinand Marcos in 
1986 The Flliplno government - led by Presldent Corazon 
Aqulno from February 1986 untrl June 1992, when she was 
succeeded by current President Fldel Ramos - has faced several 
challenges in its efforts to reform and develop the democratlc 
instltutlons that were weakened during Marcos' 20-year rule 
Foremost of these challenges 1s the need to promote more 
responsive, democratlc ~nstrtut~ons wlth greater citizen 
participation Also important 1s the need to promote rule of 
law, greater respect for human rlghts, and a negotiated 
settlement between the government and Communist and Musllm 
rnsurgents 

The coordinated effort of U S government agencres and U s 
NGOS has made Inroads Into solving some of the challenges faced 
by the Filrpino government and its people For example, U S 
technical assistance has been instrumental in bringing about 
frscal decentrallzatlon, with local governments realizing a 
seven-fold Increase In internal revenue allotments between 1989 
and 1993 and assumlng greater responslb~lity In overseeing 
government employees PVOs have become members of local 
government plannlng bodles and have facilitated the empowerment 
of mlcroenterprlses, and have provided legal advocacy of sound 
social, economic and environment causes Information from both 
the Government and NGOs Indicates a decrease In human rlghts 
vlolatlons for 1993, continuing the downward trend of recent 
years 

The following on-golng USG-coordrnated programs have 
contributed to the successes of democracy building in the 
Philippines in recent years 

Programs to promote PVO and local government development, 
in order to provrde opportunrties for wlder partlcipatlon In 
the democratlc ptdcess (USAID and The Asia Foundation) 

Activities to promote democratlc ~nstltutions' respect 
for human rights by a s s i s t i n g  wlth the development of human 
rlghts NGOs and urglng human rlghts tralning for pollce and 
clvillan mllltia (DOS, USAID, USIA) 

Actlvitles on princlples of governance for leading, 
Frliplno policymakers (USIA) 



Programs to promote legislative and judicial 
accountability respectrvely through support of such monitoring 
groups as Congresswatch and Courtwatch (The Asia Foundation) 

VI M N D A T I N G  NON - USG SUPPORT 

AS requested by Congress, the Administration has reviewed 
the feasibility and desirability of mandating non-U S 
Government support, including matching funds and in-kind 
support, for democracy assistance programs It has concluded 
that such a requirement would unduly hamper the US Government's 
abllrty to provide effective democracy assistance 

The Administration recognizes that the National Endowment 
for Democracy, its core institutes, and The Asla Foundation 
provide a unique public service in support of one of the 
principal goals of U S foreign polrcy In supporting this 
goal, the Administration appreciates the flexibility with which 
these organlzatlons operate This allows them to respond 
rapldly to changing political circumstances and to provide 
support to non-governmental organizations in countries where 
official development assistance is unavailable 

Mandating counterpart support would reduce this 
flexibility NED, the core lnstltutes and TAF might have to 
delay program implementation in some CirC~mStan~e~ Mandating 
counterpart support would open these organizations to charges 
of undue influence by special interest groups seeking their 
rnvolvement in particular countrres or in support of specific 
organizations Finally, counterpart support requirement would 
impose new and complicated bureaucratic requirements on them, 
which Inevitably would increase administrative costs 

Finally, the Administration is concerned as to the Impact 
such a requirement might have on the host country 
non-governmental organizations that receive fundrng from NED, 
its core instrtutes and TAF Many of these organizations are 
struggling under difficult political circumstances and with 
llttle ability to obtain funding from other sources A t  the 
same tlme, it is recognized that the U,S Government directly, 
or through Americp N G O s ,  should not be expected to provide 
financing for these organlzations forever 

Notwithstanding the conclusion that a mandatory counterpart 
funding requirement is counterproductive, the importance of the 
cost sharing principle for U S -based organizations and of 
their need to tap the private sector for support is clear 
Indeed, most of the U S organizations receiving funds for 
democracy assistance programs also obtain funds from nonrU S 
Government sources and rely heavily on in-krnd contributions, 
partrcularly with respect to the provision of technrcal 
assistance While this trend is lrkely to continue, the costs 
o f  imposing a mandatory requirement on these grantees outwelgh 
the benefits 



VII NEXTSTEPS 

In thrs report, the Admlnlstratlon has explained the 
rationale for ldentlfying democracy promotion as one of three 
key elements of U S forergn pollcy in the post-Cold War era 
At the same time the Admlnrstratlon recognizes that promotlng 
democracy abroad is a complex task, requiring programs that 
range from nurturing the culture of democracy to technical 
assistance for ~ t s  infrastructure Democratlzatlon often 
entalls non-llnear progressions and occasional backslldings 
u s efforts to promote democracy must reflect speclflc u s 
historical, geographical and geopolitrcal conslderatlons, as 
well as the different levels of politrcal, economlc and social 
development exhrblted In target countries, 

AS has been the case, a varlety of mechanisms is requrred 
to achleve U S objectives in thls realm These mechanisms 
should rnclude organrzations dedicated exclusively to democracy 
promotion However, to be both efflclent and effective, 
democracy promotion must also be well integrated into the 
act~vitres of other relevant U S Government agencles whose 
primary focus lnvolves such distlnct U S forergn pollcy 
interests as promotlng peace and security, fostering market 
economies that welcome trade and ~nvestment, nurturing shared 
polltlcal, soclal and cultural values, encouraglng sustainable 
development, protecting Americans from the effects of 
rnternational crlminal actlvitres, and preventing humanitarian 
and other cataclfsmlc crises 

Thls report has described the speciflc roles that several 
u S Government agencres and "quasl-nongovernmental" 
organizations play In the effort to promote democracy abroad 
The Adminlstratron belleves that thls array of mechanisms, and 
the diversity of approaches, represents a singular strength of 
the U S system Moreover, democracy programming rs a 
relatrvely new area, in whrch the most effective methods and 
approaches are not complete To llmrt the "tools" by 
prematurely assigning types of actrvitles to particular 
agencies or organizatxons may prove counter-product~ve For 
t h l s  reason, the report rejects a rigrd model whereby speclflc 
countries or actlvlties are asslgned to particular agencles or 
organizations Rather, effective coordinatron among the 
different U S Government agencles and quasi-non-governmental 
organrzations is critrcal for the achievement of overall u s 
objectrves 

As explarned rn thls study, the Adrninistratlon has taken a 
number of steps to enhance the coordlnatlon process The 
establishment of an Inter-agency Worklng Group on Democr&y and 
Human Rights, the formation and enhanced responsibilities of 
u S rnzsslon democracy teams, the emphasis on democracy 
promotion as an area of particular importance through agency 
reorganlzatlon, the development of an oblectlve-driven budget 



process, and greater interaction among the U S., other donors 
and non-governmental organizations all reflect a sincere 
commitment to ensure effectlve coordination Further steps, 
however, are recommended 

The IWG on Democracy and Human Rrghts has principal 
responsrbility for setting overall polrcy guidance for USG 
democracy programs Through regular meetings, the IWG 
facilitates effectlve coordination and role clarity among USG 
agencies engaged in democracy promotion actrvities The IWG 
will also serve as a vehicle to encourage enhanced 
communication among agencies at a variety of levels and 
functions, and to take the steps needed to develop a direct 
electronic communication network on democracy programs, taking 
advantage of exrstrng equipment and technology 

Functional sub-groups of the IWG, such as those for 
Administration of Justice or Free and Independent Media, will 
provide coordinating assistance and guidance in their 
respective areas for use by all USG agencles engaged in 
democracy promotion activltles The IWG will monitor and 
review each country team's democracy and human rights 
strategy The IWG will also make recommendations for the most 
efficient and effective implementation of the posts' democracy 
and human rights strategies 

This report, and a parallel GAO inquiry, highlight the 
challenges associated with compiling an inventory of 
u S -supported d6mocracy programs Uniform definitions for 
rdentifying democracy programs, and for distinguishing among 
the different types of democracy programs (e  g , rule of law, 
electoral processes, civil society, etc ) ,  are required 
Moreover, a modern data ~01le~ti0n system is needed that 
distinguishes between (but accounts for both) programs whose 
principal goal is democracy promotion, and programs that may 
enhance the prospects for democracy but whose principal 
oblective may involve promoting economic development, 
protecting the global environment or enhancing foreign 
understanding of American society Finally, the system should 
include not only information concerning U S Government-funded 

* efforts, but ideally those supported by other donors, private 
foundations and okher non-governmental actors This last 
effort may require coordinating a USG data base with those of 
other donor groups 

This report has compelled various U S Government agencies 
to initiate the development of such information systems USAID 
has improved on its existrng system for identifying and 
categorizing programs, while the NED is developing a system for 
taking rnventory of the democracy programs of all / 

non-governmental organizations The IWG on Democracy and Human 
~iqhts wrll ensure that these efforts are coordinated and that 
they result in the establishment of data bases for democracy 
promotron This will enhance the abillty of the USG to plan 



effectrvely and to avoid duplication In the provision of such 
programs 

The IWG will explore mechanisms for better utlllzing 
sources of information provlded by an array of USG agencies, to 
inform pollcy and program decisrons Unclassified ~nformation, 
lncludlng assessments and evaluation reports generated by the 
u s Government, will be shared with Amerrcan NGOs to enhance 
their capabilities and to avord unnecessary redundancies In 
developing programs Flnally, the Adminlstration will continue 
to consult wlth the Natlonal Endowment for Democracy and The 
Asia Foundation rn their program plans to ensure their overall 
consonance with U S forelgn policy objectives 

Slgnlflcant progress has been made In the area of measuring 
program performance Nonetheless, agencres and organizations 
involved In democracy promotlon programs recognize the need for 
addltlonal work The IWG wlll work with all agencles and other 
organlzatlons recervrng USG funds for democracy promotion 
programs to ensure that they have rn place adequate tools for 
measuring performance The IWG wlll also serve to facilitate 
comrnunlcatron among agencles regarding the development of 
analytic frameworks2 and performance lndlcators for use wlth 
respect to speclflc programs, as well as common tools for 
measuring performance In a particular country 3 

Effective democracy promotlon programs require the support 
of Congress and the Amerlcan people In addition to the budget 
presentation proc'ess, the Admlnlstratlon is prepared to consult 
with Congressional committees on efforts to promote democracy 
abroad Equally important, the Adminlstration will encourage 
the continued involvement of U S national, state and local 
officials and non-governmental organizations, who collectively 
represent the U S Government's most rmportant allles in this 
effort 

See, e g , USAID/CDIE, Welghing In On the Scales of 
Justice (1994) 4 

For example, public oplnlon surveys conducted by USIA 
serve as an evaluation mechanism for USAID democracy promotion 
proq rams 



APPENDIX I 

U. S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVEU)Pt3ENT 

USAID'S emphasrs on democratrc institutron building has 
ebbed and flowed slnce 1961 when the agency was founded. Such 
activrties constituted an integral part of the Alliance for 
Progress inltrative during the 1960s In 1967, Title IX of the 
Forergn Assistance Act stated as an objective "the maximum 
partlclpation rn the task of economlc development through 
the encouragement of democratic private and local 
non-governmental rnstltutrons ' 

In the 1970s, USAID focused on poverty allevration through 
participatory local institutrons, rural development programs and 
the rights of margrnal populations, including some emphasrs on 
local government Legrslation adopted during this period also 
required the consrderation of human rights performance in 
allocating foreign assistance In the 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  USAID democracy 
efforts Included lrmited human rights support under section 
116(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act and a major commitment to 
Administration of Justlce programs In Latin America By the 
second half of the decade, USAID was inrtiating pilot democracy 
programs in drfferent countries rn response to local condrtions 

USAID announced a renewed commitment to foster democracy In 
developing countrres in 1990 This required USAID missions to 
review their countzy strategies and to develop new programs in 
the democracy sector Consequently, a wide varlety of 
democracy-related programs have been initiated in all geographic 
regions With the fall of the Berlin Wall, several large scale 
programs were launched in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union, where USAID was previously not active 

In January 1994, USAID Issued Strategies for Sustainable 
Development The strategies underscore the integral 
relationship between economic and political development 
Moreover, as elaborated in the strategies, USAID cons~ders a 
country's democracy and human rights performance rn identifying 
development partners. The democracy chapter of Strategies lists 
the types of programs that USAID and other donors employ In this 
sector and delineates operational principles for implementing 
prolects 

The agency i s  now in the process of flnalrzing Guxdellnes 
for Strategrc Plans The Guidelines ~nclude a democracy 
technical annex that provldes an analytic framework for the 
development and rmplementation of democracy pro~ects in 
Washington and in the field identifies four areas of agency 
emphasis in the democracy sector, and suggests an approach for 
measurrng results in USAID democracy programs Collaboration 
wlth non-governmental organizatrons (NGOs), 



private voluntary organizations (PVOs), other USG agencies and other 
donors is highlighted in the Guidelines 

More that 141 democracy-related projects were in progress as of 
~y 94 (see attached Description of USAID Democracy Project 
Inventory) These proyects s u p p o r t  

constitution drafting bodies, 

free and fair election processes, 

transparency and accountability in the executive bureaucracy, 

democratically elected legislatures, 

respect for the rule of law and human rights, 

political parties, labor unions and other non-governmental 
organizations critical to democratic government, 

civic education programs at all levels of society, 

independent, financially viable media, 

development of effective and representat~ve local government, 
and . 

human rlqhts rnonltorlnq groups 

The types of programs within each category range from technical 
assistance and training to financial and infrastructure support, and 
budget allocations vary from small contracts and grants of less than 
$10,000 to much larger multi-million d o l l a r ,  multi-faceted 
initiatives Both governments and NGOs have been the recipients and 
beneficiaries of U S assistance in this field 

In executing these programs, USAID collaborates with, and 
supports the efforts of, other U S Government agencies Human 
rights programs under 116(e) are implemented under the dxrection of 
the Department of State USAID also supports the Department of 
Justice's and united States Information Agency's rule of law 
programs, and often builds upon the initial democracy promoting 
efforts of the National Endowment for Democracy and i t s  core 
institutes 

USAID APPROACH TO DEMOCRACY PROMOTIOU 

There are three general categories of countries receivlxlg USAID 
democracy assistance, and the USAID approach varies according to 



their drstinct needs Frrst, most of USAID's democracy programs are 
implemented in countries that have been identifred by the agency as 
sustainable development partners and where USAID has permanent field 
mlsslons Second, through rts newly-created Office of Transitron 
Initiatives, USAID also rmplements democracy projects rn countrles 
emrglng from humanitarian crises or protracted conflicts, A third 
category of countries where USAID operates democracy programs are 
those where the U S has a strong foreign policy Interest in 
promoting democracy and where USAID has approprrate mechanisms for 
implementation, notwithstanding the absence of a USAID freld mrssron 

The sustainable development category includes countrres at 
different levels of political development Some are ruled by 
autocratic regimes, but will permit the occurrence of limrted, 
Independent polrtrcal activrty Other countries have begun a 
transition process, but the pace of transition may vary from 
countries on the verge of multr-party elections to countries where a 
phased transition will take several years The sustarnable 
development category also Includes countrres that have completed the 
initial democratic transrtron phase, havrng conducted reasonably 
farr elections, and now requrre assistance during the phase of 
institutional consolidatron Finally, a few countries in this 
category may have democratic rnstitutlons that have developed over 
t lme 

Democracy programs In sustarnable development countrles form 
part of an rntegrated strategy Following a needs assessment, whlch 
includes consideration of the antrcrpated efforts of other U S 
Government agenclesand donors, USAID devrses a strategy that 
concentrates on a limited number of development ob~ectives 
Democracy promotion is not necessarily a strategic oblective for 
every sustainable development country ( e  g , because the countrresa 
democratic rnstitutions are farrly well-developed or because other 
donors are taking the lead or because the circumstances preclude an 
effective democracy program) In some countries, although democracy 
promotion is not a strategic ob~ective, USAID rnitiates discrete 
democracy activities because they represent targets of opportunity 
Moreover, in all countrres USAID programs in other sectors are 
designed in a manner that supports the overall democratization 
process withln the country 

The following op~rational princrples guide the development of 
all programs in the democracy sector 

ensuring participatron of local groups in strategic planning 
and program development, design, implementation and evaluation 

incorporating the concerns of women and rninorrties from the 
strategic planning through the evaluation phases, 

0 

pursuing program implementation in a consciously nonpartrsan 
manner, 



* encouraging relrance on trainers and resource persons from 
different countries, representing varyrng democratic practices, 
rather than relyrng exclusrvely on U S natronals and models of u s 
Government structures and practices, and 

utilrzing approaches t h a t  emphasrze sustarnability and local 
empowerment over attainment of short-term performance targets 

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

A sector assessment determines the specific content of program 
actrvitres In countrres where democracy promotron IS a strategic 
objectrve Emphasrs IS placed both on providing short-term 
assistance that supports an on-going transrtron process and on 
longer-term assrstance that focuses on developing or strengthening 
sustainable democratic instltutlons -- both governmental and 
non-governmental USAID recognizes that each country situation 
requires a different mrx of democracy program actlvltres, although 
past experiences provrde considerable guldance rn developing and 
implementing programs In conducting the assessment, USAID draws 
upon the consrderable expertise of the U S. Embassy staff, including 
the polltical section and the USIS Polltical Affairs Officer and his 
staff 

The Democracy Annex of the Gurdelines for Strategic Plans 
suggests the following analytic framework for consideration in the 
development of democracy pro~ects 

J 

Are the basic elements of a democratic political 
culture -- including respect for fundamental human 
rights, political space for independent groups, freedom 
of the press and broad comprehension regarding the rules 
of political competition -- in place? If not, USAID 
support might appropriately be directed toward human 
rights groups and other NGOs promoting democtatic change, 
including labor unions and the independent media; 

Are the basic institutlons necessary for democratic 
governance in place? If not, USAID should consider 
support for developing constxtutional frameworks, 
competitive aznd meaningful electoral processes, and 
legislative end judicial institutions necessary for 
the adoption and enforcement of laws and policies, 

Is there a system of effective and transparent publrc 
institutlons and are publrc officials accountable to 
the crtizenry? If not, USAID should consider the 
reform of the governance infrastructure In accordance wlth 
democratic norms, and I 



Does the non-governmental sector have the capacity to 
engage in meaningful public policy review and to 
monitor effectively the activities of government 
institutions? If not, USAID should support the 
development of an independent media, civic groups, 
mechanisms of civil society participation in government 
policy and decision-making and the establishment of 
cross-border and cross-sectoral networks of NGOs 

Democracy promotion is too context specific for USAID to lrmit 
its democracy promotion activities to a narrowly prescribed activity 
list with the above caveat in mind, USAID1s experience in the 
democracy sector 1s most evident in the following four areas 

promoting meaningful p~lltl~al competition through free 
and fair electoral processes, 

* enhancing respect for the rule of law and internationally 
recognized human rlghts, 

encouraging the development of an autonomous and 
politically engaged civil sociaty, and 

fostering transparent and accountable governance 

In developing programs in these areas, USAID relies on u s 
Government field personnel who are familiar with the specific 
political envrronment of the country in which they are based, USAID 
washington-based technical experts, and PVO/NGOs and contractors 
with whom USAID has on-going relationships. USAID also seeks a 
broad donor consensus on democratization principles, priorities and 
programs to maintain consistent pressure for reform, to assure 
adequate levels of donor S U P P O ~ ~ ,  and to encourage complementarity 
and economies of scale among donor programs. USAID'S field presence 
and development orientation, meanwhile, allows the agency to 
generate programs that  simultaneously bolster more than one core 
element of sustainable development 

V G PROGRAM PF;BEPPEIIIP;ZCE; 

USAID is commi$ted to managing for results in all sectors ~ h l s  
requires the identification of short-and mid-term indicators and 
longer-term obgectives at the outset of every progect. In the 
democracy sector, where experience in measuring results is still 
qulte limited, the specific indicators and obgectives vary by 
prolect, but they strive to cover both project performance and 
substantive improvements in the targeted area 

In addition to pro3ect evaluatron, USAID also conducts and 
sponsors applied research A recent study by USAID1s Center for 



Development Informatron and Evaluation (CDIE), for example, examined 
rule of law programs rn six countries and developed an analytic 
framework for use by USAID project managers in rnrtiating new 
programs A CDIE team IS now studying donor-funded civll society 
programs, USAID also sponsors periodic conferences, workshops and 
trarning seminars to revrew and share experrences rn the democracy 
sector 

VI DESCRIPTION OF USAID DEMOCRACY PROJECT INVENTORY 

USAID'S inventory of democracy projects IS provided rn the 
following sections Information 1s provided on. (1) USAID projects 
related to democracy and governance objectives, (2) the geographic 
scope of these pro)ects; ( 3 )  the fundrng levels associated wrth 
these proyects for FY 93 and FY 94, and ( 4 )  the types of activities 
carried out under democracy and governance projects A summary of 
the inventory and a descrrptron of the data included 1s provrded 
be low 

p r o ~ e c t s  USAID's rnventory found that in FY 93 there were 131 
active democracy projects, and 141 for FY 94. Projects were grouped 
into four categorres in order to distinguish between those that 
focus 3~1 democracy rssues drrectly and those that involve democracy 
as a secondary or tertrary goal The categorization is as follows 

Tier One Projects that focus primarrly on democracy 
oblectives For N 93, 77 prolects were categorized as Trer 
One, and 86 prolects for FY 94. 

C 

Tier Two Projects with an identifiable democracy 
component, integrated with other ob~ectives (e.g. environment, 
health, economic growth) In FY 93, 25 prolects were identified 
as Tler Two, and 26 for FY 94. 

Tier Three* Projects whose primary objective is not 
democracy promotion, but there is an antrclpated posltrve impact 
on democracy. For FY 93, 29 projects were considered 'her 
Three, and for FY 94, 29 pro~ects. 

G e o a r w  S c o ~ e  of Prolects* While the majority of USAID 
democracy assistance occurs through bilateral prolects (82 in FY 93 
and 97 in FY 9 4 ) ,  g number of prolects cover a specific geographic 
region, or in some cases are global in scope In FY 93, 38 
democracy proyects were implemented by USAID's regional bureaus and 
11 by central/global offices In FY 94, 35 democracy prolects were 
regronal in scope and 9 global 

USAID is in the process of developing systems to attribute 
regronal and global project assistance to the specific recipient 
countries that benefit from these pro3ects However, at gresent, 
data collection 1s in progress and, given the time constraints of 



this present effort, are not yet complete In future years, USAID 
will be capable of reporting on how total democracy funding 1s 
distributed across ald recipient countries 

F n The inventory includes all democracy 
projects active in erther FYs 93 or 94 and obligating money during 
those flscal years For FY 93, $316,730,000 was obligated for 
democracy and governance-related prolects, and for FY 94, 
$338,726,000 These figures report only the proportion of prolect 
funds that are intended to lead to democracy and qovernance 
ob~ectives Therefore, a project that supports private voluntary 
organizations In a given country and that aims to achieve 
environmental, health and democracy objectives in equal proportions 
would only allocate 33 3 percent of its total budget to democracy 
These proportions are assigned annually by project 
designers/managers and tied to the more reliable figure of funds 
obligated rather than funds expended (There is some discrepancy 
between the funding figures provided via this inventory, USAID'S 
Congressional Presentations for FYs 93, 94, and 95, and the General 
Accounting Office inventory conducted last year As mentioned 
above, USAID is refining its ability to inventory democracy 
proJects, reconcile inconsistencies in various Agency sources of 
data, and is now obtaining more accurate information than has been 
possible in the past ) 

s of activities Carried Out Under Dernocracv Proiects Each 
year USAID assigns codes to project activities so that the Agency 
can report on work completed at the sub-project level For example, 
an elections project might also include a large civic education 
component At the present, USAID activities are categorized Into 11 
headings and the numbers of pro]ects involving these activitles in 
FY 94 are summarized below: 

Civic education 
Civil Society 
Decentralization 
Electoral Assrstance 
Government Transparency and Accountability 
Human Rights 
Labor Unions 
Legal apd Judicial Development 
Free Flow of Information 
Representative Political Institutions 
Political Party Support 

Finally, USAID has presented the followxng inventory in two 
ways* first, presenting projects organized by country/reglon, and 
second, organizing projects according to the prlmary types of 
activities associated with the assistance / 



ACTIVE PROJECTS -------------- (all $amounts x 1000) 

Actlve Democracy Pro~ects FY93 13 1 

Actlve Democracy Projects FY94 = 14 1 

TIER COUNTS ------------- 

Tier 1 Projects FY93 = 77 
Trer 1 Prolects FY94 = 86 

Tler 2 Projects FY93 = 25 
Tier 2 Projects FY94 = 26 

Trer 3 Projects FY93 = 29 
Tier 3 Projects FY94 = 2 9 

Tier 4 Projects FY93 = 0 
Tier 4 Pro~ects FY94 = 0 

T ~ e r  5 Projects FY93 - 0 
Trer 5 Prolects FY94 = 0 

GEOGRAPHIC COUNTS 
---------we- 

Country/Bilateral Projects FY93 = 82 
Country/Bilateral Projects FY94 = 97 

Regional Projects FY93 = 38 
Regional Projects FY94 = 35 
Central Projects N 9 3  = 9 
Central P r o ~ e c t s  FY94 = 0 

OBLIGATION AMOUNTS ------------ 
~ ~ 9 3  Total DG Obligations = 316730 (Tier 1 = 208976 Tler 2 = 31293) 
~ ~ 9 4  Total DG Obligations - 338726 (Tier 1 - 284171 Tier 2 = 27841) 

ACTIVITY (ACSI) PROJECTS (Pro~ects contain multiple ACSI Codes) ------------- 
CIVIC EDUCATION Projects = 40 
CIVIL SOCIETY Pro)ects - 75 
DECENTRALIZATION Projects = 7 
ELECTION ASSISTANCE Projects = 39 
TRANSPARENCY ACCOUNTABILITY Projects = 32 
HUMAN RIGHTS Pro~ects = 23 
LABOR Projects = 9 y 

LEGAL/JUDICIAL DEVELOPMENT Projects = 5 5  
FREE FLOW OF INFORMATION Projects = 36 



REPRESENTATIVE POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS Projects = 27 
POLITICAL PARTY SUPPORT Projects = 2 

BUREAU COUNTS/AMOUNTS <<Tier 
BUREAU FY93 Projects FY93 $ FY94 Projects ~ 9 4 $  ------------ 
AFR 18 57853 29 82534 

ANE 9 18239 11 15773 

LAC 40 82350 36 52012 

AFR 4 11246 5 5570 

ANE 11 8575 13 11078 

LAC 1 1185 1 264 



APPENDIX I1 

U.S. INFORHATION AGENCY 

TO explain the distinct role played by the United States 
Information Agency in nurturing democracy, it may be helpful to 
emphasize that programs of USIA focus primarily on strengthening 
the ~ u l t u ~  of democracy 

Democracy is more than a set of mechanisms, such as 
elections, parliaments, courts or political parties For such 
institutions to be effective, they must be rooted in democratic 
culture: the values, understandings and practices that de 
Toquevrlle called the "habits of the heart " 

USIA, therefore, seeks to share news, information and 
ideas, to foster strong personal and professional contacts among 
those rnvolved in democratic life, and to establish links among 
democratic publics and institutions here and abroad. 

USIA does not, In the main, see its role as one of 
purveying U S foreign assistance (although it does enjoy a 
close and cooperative relationship with USAID.) It does not 
regard itself as a "donor" agency nor do those abroad with whom 
it works think of themselves as "recipients." In some respects, 
the agency's role can be better understood as assisting American 
democrats and democrats abroad in finding ways to encourage and 
support one another 

The great democratic surge that reached its height in 1989 
was driven more than anything else by growing access on the part 
of sub~ect peoples to information and ideas. USIA was and 
remains the lead U.S. Government agency in this fxeld. 

~roadcast&$g: The Voice of America, Radio Free 
EuropdRadlo Liberty and Radio/TV Marti and Worldnet 
broadcast ne,ws and information, present debate and specific 
programming about democracy to a worldwide audience of 
close to 100 million. As audiences and technologies have 
been chang~ng ,  so has USG broadcasting. increasingly, 
radio programs are broadcast v i a  placement on l o c a l  AM or 
FM stations, rather than by shortwave. Television programs 
are placed on local stations or viewed in U S Embassies 
and by personal cassette 

I 

USIA pi- Posts; USIA's special place among democracy- 
support agencies arlses from its worldwide presence. 
Information Officers in Embassies often provide one of that 
country's most Important links to that wider world of news 
and discourse 



The daily press digest, the U , l l e ,  published 
in English, French, Spanish, ~ r a b i c  and Russian, is 
distributed by USIS posts to key news outlets and 
oprnion leaders 

Through the Worldnet satellite linkup, USIA can 
provide coverage of important events and ideas, 
conduct televised press conferences and distribute 
video programming 

USIS field officers also conduct "narrowcast" 
conversations via dLgital m t e r w t i v e  v- or 
teleconference among government officials, experts, 
teachers and NGO leaders on problems of democratic 
life 

USIA's F o r e m  Press C_enters assist foreign 
3ournalists in the U S not only in covering events 
and trends in the United States, but also in drawing 
upon worldwide sources to channel news and ideas back 
to their home countries 

Through the agency's o m  media, education programs and 
relationships with other medra, USIA helps to support 
and PreDare who go on 
to develop the indigenous news and information 
resources in many countries 

The many &ormatron resource centers and at 
USIS posts abroad give access to books and magazines, 
and increasingly, to sources of information via 
electronic means, such as the l&g&slats database. The 
data made accessible ranges from U S. history and 
literature to legislative and legal issues to trade 
and investment information. Some four million 
acustomersn a year engage these worldwide resource 
centers. Distance learning programs and the 
establishment of public access terminals for 
electronic communication and research in U.S. history, 
political science, government and judicial and legal 
issues, increase the reach of democracy programs 
outsid9 traditronal venues. 

Not least among the functions of USIS posts in the 
freld is the exposure they help provide for the u S. 
Government and others to public opinion, culture and 
the media overseas USIA's Office of Research and 
Media Reaction conducts or sponsors _extensive D O U ~  
in foreign countries It also publishes in Washington 
twice-daily Media Reaction summaries of the fureign 
press Information and Cultural Affairs Officers 
report regularly vra cable and in quarterly 
assessments on developments abroad, these reports have 



important bearing on the status of human rights and 
democracy, the rule of law and the developments of 
civic life 

-and V m *  Information and ideas are often 
best conveyed through direct contacts between particular 
individuals, organizations and communities. USIA engages 
in a wide range of programs that bring together students, 
scholars, opinion leaders, ~ f f i ~ i a l ~ ,  experts and cultural 
figures, with particular emphasis on issues of democracy 

I£ access to information and ideas are what has driven the 
democratic revolution, perhaps the greatest threat to these 
gains today arises from fear, irrational anger and 
misunderstanding These are challenges addressed by a second 
dimension of USIA's programs activities that address the 
longer-term and deeper aspects of the culture of democracy 

Exchancles: Personal contacts among peoples of different 
cultures do more than facilrtate the exchange of raw 
information They provide the ~nslght and comprehension 
that makes it possible to communicate the "loreu of 
democracy, while at the same time mitigating stereotypes 
and emotional misunderstanding which foster strife and 
block ef fectlve communication. 

Nations wltk long and d~fferent histories and cultures see 
one another through lenses that often distort Such 
distortions are often amplified by the commercial medra, 
and sometimes by governments themselves. The best defense 
against false or drstorted understanding is a personal 
knowledge of the subject* be it a knowledge Americans have 
of foreign cultures, or knowledge others have of Americans 

uSIA is the lead U S Government agency in managing 
exchanges of persons with other countries There is, wlth 
good reason, a range of such exchanges: 

The academic exchanges typified and best known by the 
t Droaram constitute a major l m k  in 
ening the culture of democracy worldwide 

This program brings some 3,000 students and scholars 
from more than 140 countries to the U S to teach and 
study each year, and sends more than 2,000 Americans 
abroad Many of these students and scholars study 
specxfic issues of human rights and democracy. But 
even those engaged only indirectly with these sub~ects 
take away knowledge and understanding that resrsts the 
appeals of pre3udice and demagogy 



~ulbrlght is but one of several scholarly and 
educational exchanges. The Bradley program of hlph 
school manses has proved remarkably successful in 
broadening the outlook of young people from the NIS 
countries, and in opening the eyes of American 
students as well 

Euskle Fellows, lnterns in the field of public 
administration, have won high praise for the 
contributions they make to the new democracies. 

Humphrev Fellows concentrate on learning the 
professional skills and principles needed by public 
sector professionals from developing countries 

Alongside these programs of extended study and exposure to 
different cultures and ideas, USIA manages a number of 
other exchange programs that offer more targeted, short 
term opportunities for education and deepening 
International understanding Many of these programs focus 
on issues involving the rule of law, civll-military 
relations, free and independent media, the development of 
tolerance and conflict resolution 

The Internatiwal Visltom program now arranges visits 
to the U S for some 5,000 people a year. Among those 
who have been exposed to American values and the U S 
system of government through this program are F W de 
Klerk (South Africa), Alfa Konare (the first 
democratically-elected President of Mali), El 
Salvador's Alfredo Cristiani, and Prime Ministers 
~ilip Dimitrov (Bulgaria) and Joseph Antall (Hungary ) 

Some 500 American experts on an array of topics are 
sue- abroad each year on topics that stress 
democratic ideas and practice. 

The u s '  Ex- off ice programmed some 7,500 
private citizens in FY-1994 on exchanges with 
non-profit organizations in the U.S and abroad 
Relatiqns with this network of U S NGOs is a great 
resource for democracy support 

I11 OF DEMOCRACY AND WIDER 

uSIA'S efforts in democracy building are not so easily 
separated from other activities and programs of the agency that 
serve a multiplicity of Amerlcan interests, .-- 

The agency is working to secure intellectual property 
rights and copyrights for authors and creative artists USIA 
carries a large program of counseling for foreign students who 



wlsh to attend American universities USIA's Cultural Affairs 
Officers facilitate exhibitions and tours by Americans in music, 
literature, theater, dance and the visual arts. The diversity 
and richness of the American democratic culture provide many 
good examples to other countries seeking to establish their own 
democratic way of life. 

IV ITERIA POR STRATEGICE-G AND PROGRAN EVALUATION 

USIA employs a number of criteria and approaches in the 
deslgn and review of its programs in democracy and other sublect 
areas 

Each USIA post conducts a thorough annual review to 
establish thematic and programmatic priorities. Objectives are 
set and tracked in each plan They are very extensive, and 
closely coordinated with the overall embassy plan Democracy 
plays a large role in these Country Plans 

uSIA evaluates all countries in which it operates and 
ranks them according to their importance In the overall global 
effort of public diplomacy These rankings then help guide post 
and Washington programming and resource allocation. 

A new unit of policy and planning in the office of the 
Dlrector coordinates all global thematic issues llke democracy 
wlthrn the Agency, and between USIA and NGOs and other 
government departments and agencies. .. 

TO deliver more focused programs more efficiently the 
Agency has created a new core unit, the Information Bureau, that 
designs designs and helps deliver products and services for our 
field posts, 

In sum, USIA's role in supportrng democracy rs that of a 
communicator, facilitator and partner. It is a role both highly 
important and especrally cost-effective. 



APPENDIX I11 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

As noted above, the Department of Defense (DoD) has 
Jnique capabilitxes for the advancement of democratic 
values in military organizations No other USG 
organization has comparable experience, resources, or 
history for trainlng milrtary and civilian defense 
officials rn democratic values Educatrng this audlence 
is key to the process of democratization, particularly in 
the many states that are emerging from military rule or the 
constant threat of milltary coups Without civilian 
control of the military organizations that wield a 
society's most powerful instruments of force, other forms 
of democratizatron cannot proceed very far 

DoD carries out two democratrzatron programs: 
International Military Education and Training (IMET) and 
the Military-to-Mllitary Contacts Program (MMCP) Each of 
these is descrrbed in turn below 

OPERATING PHILOSOPHIES OF IMET AND MHCP 

IMET 

IMET is a low cost grant program providing 
professional military education and training ta foreign 
military and civilian personnel (in 1991, the Congress 
passed legislatian for "expanded IMET," which extended the 
original IMET program from military personnel only to 
legislators and other civilians involved in military 
matters) Through IMET, future leaders of foreign defense 
and non-defense establishments are exposed to U S values 
regarding human rights, democratic institutions, and 
civilian control of a professional military Courses 
offered under IMET include professional military education, 
management, technical training, defense resource 
management, civil-military relations and military 
~ustice/human rights. IMET also provides orientation tours 
in the U.S for countries new to the IMET program. 

Milrtarv - t o  - M i l l ~ v  Contacts Proarm 

MMCP is a program designed to facilitate 
military-to-military contacts with the emerging democracies 
of Central and Eastern Europe in conjunction with the 
Marshall Center located rn Germany In FY 1995 Congress 
directed the establishment of the Nimitz Center, a parallel 
progtam to encompass countries under the U S Pacific 
Command's area of responsibility The MMCP seeks to create 



a dialogue between U S defense personnel and select 
countries' defense ministries in order to shape these 
militaries to be supportive of democracy, obedient to the 
rule of law, and loyal to a lawful constitution. The 
process begins with a Military Liason Team (MLT) working in 
country to determine the functional needs of the country. 
Traveling Contact Teams (TCTs) are then designed and sent 
in country to provrde expertise in specific functional 
areas identified by the MLT and host country. The MMCP 
also provides familiarization tours, conferences, and 
exchanges of military and civilian personnel to accomplish 
~ t s  objectives 

The primary differences between IMET and MMCP are 

IMET 

Formalized Training Outreach Program 
Shapes Individuals Shapes Institutions 
An effective security assistance tool Helps Identify tools 
Primarily CONUS Primarily Overseas 
Long-term Short-term 

RDI-N WITH OTHER PROGRAMS AND D-S 

Under recent Congressional legislation, IMET and the 
MMCP are coordinated through the Department of State The 
Department of State's office of Resources, Programs, and 
policy oversees the relationship between IMET and MMCP and 
related programs elsewhere in the federal government 

The Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), under 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense of International 
Security Affairs, administers the IMET and MMCP programs. 
Through its overseas representatives and other information 
sources, DSAA tracks the subsequent careers of individuals 
who have gone through the IMET program. Many of those who 
have received IMET training have gone on to prominent 
positions in their respective military or civilian 
organizations and,have contributed to democratization. It 
is difficult to measure, however, whether IMET alone has 
caused these individuals to advance democracy, enforce 
human rights, and achieve civilian control of professional 
military organizations Democratization and individual 
behavior are Inherently complicated phenomena and, 
inevitably, some of those who have undergone IMET training 
have been less democrat~cally-oriented than others 

.I 



As a more direct measure of program effectiveness, 
DSAA gathers feedback from IMET graduates themselves and 
from their home institutions, and these responses are 
almost invariably posit~ve and enthusiastic. In addition, 
IMET students are asked to give critiques of specific 
courses of instruction Finally, DSAA monitors overall 
productivity information on IMET, keeping accounts of 
numbers of programs and students and funds expended. 

The MMCP is a relatively new program, and its 
administration has been tasked to DSAA only as of 
September, 1994 DSAA wlll implement evaluation procedures 
for this program analogous to those whxch xt applies to 
IMET 



APPENDIX IV 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY 

The National Endowment for Democracy (NED) was established 
in 1983 to promote democracy throughout the world through 
private, non-governmental efforts. It is a privately 
incorporated non-profit organization with a Board of Directors 
composed of leading citizens wbo have demonstrated a commitment 
to its mission NED annually funds programs of four core 
institutes -- The Center for International Private Enterprise 
(CIPE), the Free Trade Union Institute (FTUI), the 
International Republican Institute (IRI) and the Natronal 
Democratic Institute (NDI) -- as well as many discretionary 
grantees Through its Board and multi-sectoral grants program, 
NED embodies a broad, bipartisan consensus in favor of U,S,  
efforts to promote democracy in foreign countries 

NED'S democracy assistance focuses primarily on the 
non-governmental aspect of democracy-building recognizing, that 
an essential element of democracy is the exrstence of a civil 
society of voluntary associations that provides a buffer 
between the individual and the state. This focus contrasts 
with the inevitable shifting of priorities that government 
agencles with varied responsibilities undergo as circumstances 
change 

In 1992, NED'S Board adopted a Strategy Document whlch sets 
forth its operating philosophy as a three-point "strategy of 
comparative advantage " First, as a non-governmental 
organization able to provide political assistance to democratic 
forces in repressive or other sensitive situations where 
official U S Government support is not feasible, NED positions 
itself at the "cutting edgen of democratic advance. As a 
result, NED places a "greater emphasis on countries where there 
1s significant resistance to democratic political change from 
governmental authorities and powerful entrenched interests" 
(e g in the Islamic world) In fulfilling its global mssion, 
NED wlll remain engaged in those transitional democracies where 
beleaguered democratic forces require support. 

Second, as a tuplti-sectoral institution, NED provldes a 
"full packagen response to the complex needs of emerging 
democracies through its core lnstltute~ representing labor, 



business and the American political parties Frnally, as an 
lnstitutlon whose sole mission IS the prornotlon of democracy, 
NED serves as a bridge between intellectuals and practitioners 
and a catalyst able to brlng together a network of democracy 
promotion institutions Practically speaking, NED fulfills 
this role by gathering together those who are or have been on 
the front lines of democratic change with their counterparts 
from other countries and also with scholars who can provrde 
them wrth a useful comparative and historical perspective 

The success of NED's operating philosophy is best 
illustrated by the use of NED as a model for the creatron of 
similar institutions in other countries NED-like entitles 
have been established in Canada (The International Center for 
Human Rights and Democratic Development) and in Great Britain, 
where the Westminster Foundation for Democracy was specifically 
modeled after the Endowment 

AS a non-governmental organization, NED operates wlth a 
degree of independence from the U S Government which allows it 
to take risks and be lnnovatlve However, all of NED'S 
operations are undertaken In a manner consistent with broad 
u s national rnterests NED consults on an ongoing basls wlth 
the State Department, through the Bureau of Democracy, Human 
~lghts and Labor, with USIA and wlth U S embassies abroad on 
programmatic matters . 

Through the 1980s, NED's Congressional appropriation 
administered through USIA was the principal source of funds for 
its own operations and the operations of the four core 
grantees, and supported basic infrastructure costs as well as 
program activities for all five organizations on a direct cost 
basis. Beginning in 1991, the four Cora grantees began 
receiving substantial additional funding directly through USAID 

Despite the fact that the core grantees now receive 
significant USAID funding, NED funding is critical to the 
effectiveness of the core institutes Although all of their 
pro3ects must be approved by the NED Board, NED funding gives 
the institutes a £>exiblllty of operation that they do not have 
w ~ t h  direct USAID funds. For example, NED funds enable them to 
maintain a stable staff and engage in program development and 
planning NED funds also enable these institutes to move 
quickly into n e w  situations, develop innovative programs, and 
operate in countries such as Vietnam, China or Cuba where USAID 
funds are not available 



NED'S budgeted operatlonal costs, Including staff, space, 
and related expenses, have increased only slightly from 8 1% of 
its annual appropriation in 1988 to 11 7% rn 1994 This 
Increase has resulted from the implementation of lmproved 
procedures for prlorrtizing and evaluating grant awards and for 
financial management and oversight of grants, lncludrng 
increased audrt coverage of grantees To equitably distribute 
basic infrastructure costs among fundrng sources, the core 
grantees have developed lndlrect cost rates ranglng from 2 2  2 5 %  
to 33 5% ln FY93 These rates are currently being revised and 
most are expected to be lower for subsequent periods. In 
general, NED llrnlts U S grantees responsible for administering 
dlscretlonary grants to 10-15% of the grant to cover 
adminrstratlve costs 

NED'S Statement of Prlnclples and Oblectlves maintains that 
" ~ n  all circumstances, the Endowment will continue to encourage 
efforts by ~ t s  grantees to seek other sources of funding, and 
where posslble will assist rn those efforts " NED and its core 
grantees recently compiled an estrmate of non-U S. Government 
resources for FY93 (frgures Include cash and donated services 
and materials) as follows (1) CIPE- $1,551,927; (2) FTUI- 
$3,323,643, (3) IRI= $176,278; (4) NDI- $1,136,261, and ( 5 )  
Discretionary Grantees- $2,242,143 

Democracv Proprams 

NED programs -fall into three major categories. pluralism, 
democratic governance and political processes; and education, 
culture and communications The goals of these programs are to 
strengthen civil society, help build democratic polltical 
instrtutions, and promote democratrc culture, respectively. 

Programs wlthin the pluralism category include the 
development of independent private-sector institutions, 
especially trade unions and business associations, as well as 
clvlc and women's organizations, youth groups and human rights 
organizations 

The democratic governance and political processes programs 
Involve efforts tq  promote strong, stable political parties 
that are committed to the democratic process. This area 
rncludes programs that promote the rule of law, strengthen the 
unity and effectiveness of the democratic forces in 
transitional situations, encourage dialogue among different 
sectors of society, and advance democratic solutions to 
national problems It also includes programs which bolster the 
effectiveness of parllaments and improve relations between 
clvllian and mxlitary authorities 0 



Programs in the educatron, culture and communrcations 
category are armed at nourishing a strong democratic CIVIC 
culture, including support for publications and other media 
~ l s o  included in this category are trainrng programs for 
~ournalists, the production and drssernination of books and 
other materials, and programs of democratic educatron 

NED is also movrng ahead In the areas of research on 
democratic development and international cooperatron in 
promoting democracy Implementatron in these areas is 
currently underway through the Endowment's International Forum 
for Democratic Studres which has held a major research 
conference on wEconomrc Reform and Democracyw and meetings with 
other publrcly funded non-governmental democracy promoting 
organizatrons In February 1993 In addrtion, the Forum rs 
establrshing, largely with fundrng from the private sector, a 
Democracy Resource Center (DRC) whlch will consist of a lrbrary 
and archives, an electronic data base and an rnternational 
"bulletrn board" on democracy The DRC will collect, organize 
and disseminate rnformation and analysis produced by and about 
groups and organizations working to strengthen democracy and 
will facilitate a multidirectronal flow of rnformatron aid 
ideas among these groups 

NED'S strength is found In its ability to conduct programs 
In some of the most difficult areas of the world in whrch to 
work For example, NED 1s supporting the rebuilding of crvrl 
society rn the former Yugoslavia through grassroots initiat~ves 
In every one of rts former republics. This program includes 
the provision of material assrstance to independent media 
outlets rn Serbia, Kosovo and Montenegro, thus ensuring the 
survrval of the only alternatrves to the government-dominated 
medra rn the region 

NED also has taken advantage of its non-governmental status 
to provide support for initiatives that the U.S Government 
would find difficult to do directly for political reasons For 
example, NED provided a core grant to Mexico's Civic Alliance, 
a newly created coalition of over 300 civic assoclations, to 
help it carry out a program of training monitors and other 
election-related a,ctivities for the recent presidential 
electrons 

NED'S flexibility and non-bureaucratic character has 
enabled it to move quickly to meet critical demands For 
example, rn Central and Eastern Europe, following the fall of 
the Berlln Wall, NED helped organize election and 
post-electoral instrtutional assistance in advance of direct 
U S Government assrstance R 



Evaluation 

Each proposed project submitted to the NED Board of Directors 
must have a fully designed plan for assessment of the extent to 
which it achieved its objectives, and no project can be renewed 
before an rnterim assessment describing the progress of the 
grant in meeting its objectives However, NED notes that the 
gradual, cumulative nature of democracy building requires an 
appreciation that the impact of specifrc projects may not 
always be immediately apparent 

Because the Endowment is not a large developmental agency 
and has relatively limited resources, it has not tried to craft 
broad country rndicators for democracy against which to measure 
the impact of NED-funded projects Still, the Endowment looks 
carefully at each project to see what lessons can be learned 
about rts contrrbutron to the advancement of democracy, 

A full-time coordinator on the NED staff is responsible for 
desiqnrng, implementrng and managing the strategy and program 
for evaluating grants Evaluation criteria are developed on a 
project basis NED monitors the progress of grants through 
on-site visits by NED Program Officers, self-monitoring by core 
and discretionary grantees, and independent evaluation of 
selected projects by outside experts. 

Independent evaluations have been useful in identifying 
some organizations whose impact, credibility or project 
implementation did not appear to warrant further assistance 
from NED More often, they have provided useful insights into 
management or planning weaknesses 



APPENDIX V 

THE A S I A  FOUNDATION 

The Asia Foundation has supported programs to advance the 
values, practices, and institutions of democracy in Asia since 
the Foundation's inception in 1954 TAF is a multi-purpose, 
publicly-funded, regionally-focused organization established 
for the purpose of assisting the peoples of Asia in the 
development of their own societies and encouraging cooperative 
relations between Asia and the United States The Foundation 
has been on the forefront of constru~tlve political, economic, 
and social change in Asia for 40 years, worklng In partnershxp 
with Asian governments and non-governmental organizations to 
promote more democratic political systems characterized by 
broad participation, the rule of law, government accountability 
to the public and the protectron of citizens' rights The Asla 
Foundation provides an established, trusted mechanism through 
which Asians and Americans can work together in pursuit of 
common democratic goals 

Asia Foundation programs focus on three broad areas 
strengthening democratic instrtutlons and processes, assisting 
~siap efforts to establish stable, free market economies, and 
promoting Asian regional ~00peratlon and productive U S -Asian 
relations In additlon, the Foundation supports programs under 
two major cross-cutting themes, women's political participation 
and the environment 

Asia Foundation democracy programs are enhanced by the 
Foundation's multr-purpose character. The Foundation's 
extensive work rn such areas as economic reform and the 
environment gives rt essential access and credibility in some 
of the key substantive policy areas where democratic processes 
are playing themselves out These processes do not take place 
in a vacuum, removed from real policy concerns and competing 
interest groups, and Foundation democracy programs recognize 
and build upon this fact by focusing on policy outputs as well 
as the processes of democratic decision-making In Asia, 
popular support for democratic governments may last only as 
long as governmeqt performance on economic, environmental, and 
other policy issues is seen by the public as meeting society's 
needs To be effective in the long-term, democracy programs 
must therefore be complemented by attention to the actual 
performance of democratic governments on key policy issues 
Funding from USAID for programs in substantive fields not 
dxrectly related to democracy promotion plays a helpful role in 
this regard. In addition, tne Foundation's role and image a s  a 

I 



multi-purpose organization, rather than solely as a democracy 
organization, makes it a more attractive and accepted partner 
In the eyes of many Asian governments. 

A second cornerstone of the Foundation's operating 
philosophy is ~ t s  in-country presence The Foundation's 
established network of 14 fleld offices in Asia and its 
longstandlng on-the-ground presence provide it with an 
extensive range of contacts with government and non-government 
leaders in almost every Aslan country This allows the 
Foundation to understand the cultural sensitivities, historrcal 
background, personalities, regional ~ ~ m p l e ~ i t i e ~ ,  and political 
rlsks that can affect the prospects for effective democracy 
programming in a given country context. The in-country 
presence also allows for greater flexrbility and quick response 
time, more effective program monitoring and evaluation, and 
constant dlalogue with both grantees and other donors 

The Asia Foundation also benefits from its status as an 
independent, non-governmental organization The Foundation 1s 
able to work with Asian NGOs -- and such government bodles as 
legislatures and Supreme Courts -- which may not be comfortable 
receiving funds from a U S Government agency It is able to 
program in sensitive areas -- such as law and human rights 
programs in China -- and to take certain risks that would not 
be possible for a government organization. In countries such 
as Mongolia and Vletnam, the Foundation's private status 
allowed it to begin importart program initiatives in advance of 
the involvement Of official U.S aid programs. 

Finally, the Foundation takes the view that building and 
consolidation of stable, democratic, systems in Asia is a 
long-term process There will inevitably be disappointments, 
delays and even backsliding, as societies largely unaccustomed 
to democratic discourse and political compromise wrestle with 
the huge and complex task of constructing workable institutions 
that will allow for broad publrc participation, the peaceful 
accommodation of competing interests, and the effective 
delivery and monitoring of government policy and performance. 

Manaaemnt and F u n d w  
> 

The Asia Foundation receives lts core funding through an 
annual Congressional approPrlation that is administered through 
the U S Department of State For N 1994, this General Grant 
appropriation was $16 0 million The Foundation also received 
u S Government funding from the Agency for International 
Development totalling $23 1 million in FY 1994, all of it on a 
per-prolect basis and the ma)ority going for programs in fields 
other than democratization Private contributions adde* 



another $2.6 million, bringing total cash resources for the 
year to $41.7 million In-kind contributions, which 
overwhelmingly consist of book donations to t h e  Foundationgs 
~ o o k s  for Asia programs, totalled $10 1 million for the year 
The Foundations's support for democracy programs in FY 1994 
accounted for 67 1% of its general grant program spending, and 
56 6% of program spending for all sources. In FY 1994, TAFgs 
indirect cost r a t e  was 2 7 . 2 % .  

In recent years, as USAID has become increasingly 
interested in the areas of democracy, law, and governance, the 
Foundation has been able to increase its USAID funding 
significantly However, as the percentage difference above 
indicates, the Foundation contrnues to regard its annual 
general grant appropriations as the most important funding 
through which it develops its democratization. 

First, General Grant funds are far more flexible than funds 
from USAID USAID funds are approved for specific activities 
in specific countries and do not allow the Foundation the same 
ability to make adjustments within individual country programs 
-- or to move funds from one country to another -- when 
circumstances In a country change or important new 
opportunities arise elsewhere Second, USAID funds are not 
available for work in such important countries as China, 
Vietnam, Korea, Taiwan, Thailand and Pakistan, so General Grant 
funds must be utilized to support democratization programs in 
these countries Finally, USAID funding carries an additional 
layer of compliance requirements, adding administrative burdens 
and reducing program flexibility and cost-effectiveness. 

AS was noted earlier, the Foundation's independent status 
1s an important asset in the Foundatxon's abllity to operate 
effectively in sensitive democratization areas. However, the 
Foundation does maintarn close cooperative relations with the 
U.S Government and with other democracy organizations. At the 
field level, Foundation Representatives meet periodically with 
the Ambassador and Embassy staff to dlscuss broad Foundation 
program directions. 

The President of the Foundation meets regularly with the 
Assistant Secreta,ries and the staff of relevant Department of 
State bureaus, including East Asia and the Pacific, South Asia, 
Global Affairs, Policy Planning, and Financial Management. The 
Foundation's budget plans are made avarlable to all of these 
offxces Further, during the course of the year the 
Foundation's President and Washington office staff brief the 
Department on the progress of the Foundation's programs in 
different areas. Department of State senlor staff and the 
Foundation's President testify together in support of the 
Foundation's budget before relevant Congressional committees 



In addition to periodic consultations and briefings on program 
progress, the Foundation submrts an annual report to the 
Department of State covering frnancial information and all 
projects funded 

The Foundation also maintains close cooperative relations 
with USAID Foundation staff routinely meet with USAID 
counterparts both formally and informally to discuss issues of 
concern to both organizations Foundation staff also meet with 
counterparts from USIA in order to discuss project ideas, 
ensure that each is informed of the other's activities, and 
avord duplication of efforts This is especially true in the 
area of exchanges, where Asia Foundation programs are almost 
always Linked to larger, in-country program initiatives 

In categorizrng ~ t s  programs, the Foundation utilizes a 
grant monitoring, information, and evaluation system that 
divides its democratization programs Into five marn 
categories Legrslatrve Development, Law and Justice, civil 
Society/NGOs, Medla and Communications, and Democratic 
Governance 

Foundation efforts in Legislative Development rnclude magor 
assistance programs wxth most of the national parliaments of 
the Asia-Pacific region In many countries, these programs 
help to b u ~ l d  the institutional capacity that is essential if 
Asian parlramentS are to assure their legltimate role in 
complementing and balancing the political and governmental 
power of the executive branch. These include orientation and 
trainlng programs for Members and staff, computerization of 
parliamentary operations, strengthening of comrttee systems, 
development of bill-drafting and budgetary analyszs 
capabilities, and strengthening of library, information and 
research services. Equally as important as burlding 
institutional capacity is the need to ensure the responsiveness 
and, ultimately, the popular legitimacy of democratic 
legislatures in the eyes of the public. To this end the 
Foundation supports programs designed to promote greater 
citizen awareness, access, and participation in parliamentary 
processes through,such mechanisms as public hearings, public 
dissemination of parliamentary proceedings, training for 
parlramentaty reporters, publlc opinion policy on issues before 
the legislature, increased Member-constituent contact and 
accountabll~ty, and independent watchdog groups to monitor 
legislature performance in different substantive areas 

In the area of Law and Justice, Foundation assistance 1s 
almost equally balanced between support for formal instl-tutions 
and assistance to non-governmental groups seeking to make these 



institutions more responsive and more accountable to the 
public On the government srde, the Foundation supports 
judicial training institutions in a number of Asian countries, 
providing technical support for the drafting of laws and new 
constitutions, assisting efforts to improve )udicial 
administration, and supporting government efforts in the 
compilation and dissemination of the law t o  the p u b l i c .  On t h e  
non-governmental side, the Foundation assists a large number of 
human rights organizations throughout the region, assisting bar 
associations in upgrading professional standards and 
safeguarding the rights of lawyers, supporting needed reforms 
in legal education, promoting citizen awareness of rights 
through legal assistance NGOs, and prov~ding greater access to 
justice to disadvantaged groups in society through 
village-based community mediation programs 

In the Media and Communications field, the Foundation 
supports numerous journalism training programs for the print 
and broadcast media It encourages reforms in media laws that 
provide for greater press freedom and a wider diversity of 
views in the press The rights and the professionalism of 
~ournalists are being advanced through support for ~ournalists~ 
associations, which also serve as important centers for public 
debate on key policy issues in many countries. 

In the Civil Society/NGO field, the Foundation has since 
the 1950s encouraged greater pluralism and participation In 
public life through the development of a wide range of 
independent citrzens groups. These organizations include 
professional societies, women's organizations, environmental 
and consumer groups, grassroots development organizations, and 
independent public policy centers. Throughout Asia, Foundation 
assistance has benefitted literally thousands of such groups 
over the years, and has ranged from the provision of start-up 
institutional support to staff development and management 
training efforts; from programs designed to secure legal 
protection for the non-governmental sector, to research and 
publication projects designed to help citizens mobilize around 
issues of concern to them, and from programs to strengthen 
in-country and multi-country NGO networks, to efforts to 
increase the flow of funds to public interest NGOs through the 
development of i~digenous Asian philanthropy. Under the 
Foundation's Wdmen In Polltics initiative, NGOs staffed by and 
benefitting women throughout the region receive special 
encouragement to work together to achieve greater access for 
women in policymaking processes at al l  levels of government 
and society 

Finally, the Democratic Governance category includes the 
Foundation's extensive work with government accountabilzty 
agencles such as audit boards and counter-corruption 



commissions; its support for free and fair elections through 
work with both government electoral commissions and NGO 
poll-watching groups, its limited (and strictly nonpartisan) 
work rn political party development, its programs rn support of 
more effective and accountable local government, and its work 
rn the important field of civil-military relations 

Evaluation Procedures 

The Foundation consrders it essential that democracy 
programs be tailored to the particular circumstances, needs and 
concerns of each rndrvidual country, and that these programs be 
designed, implemented, and evaluated in a comprehensive and 
intellectually rigorous manner Asia Foundation programs are 
carried out within a country strategy and program plan that is 
developed by each freld office and approved through an 
extensive annual budget review process that considers what has 
been accomplished in the past, as well as what is planned 
Projects are defined in terms of concrete objectives to be 
achieved, and each prolect lnvolves a baseline description of a 
key problem, a program and operating plan for addressing the 
problem, and a set of evaluation benchmarks against which to 
measure progress toward the project objective The Foundation 
prepares evaluative reports on each rndividual grant, including 
specific grant outputs and impact assessments. The Foundation 
also utilizes external evaluators to examine whole country 
programs and particular substantive program areas 
Foundation-wide 

I 



APPENDIX VI 

NATIONAL DPIOCRATIC INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

The National Democratic Institute for International Affairs 
(NDI) is an independent non-governmental organization 
affiliated with the Democratic Party. NDI was created to meet 
the broad objectives of the National Endowment for Democracy by 
working with foreign counterparts in the development of 
democracy abroad, NDI's programs are designed to promote 
democratic institution building, to strengthen democratic 
electoral processes abroad, and to foster cooperation wrth 
those dedicated to the values, institutions and organizations 
of democratic pluralism NDI fulfills these ob)ectives in a 
manner consistent with the broad concerns of the United Statese 
national interest and with the specific requirements of the 
democratic recipients of ~ t s  assistance 

NDI approaches democracy assistance programs from the view 
that the establishment of democratic institutions is the best 
way to assure sustainable development NDI programs focus on 
the roles and functions of political parties and other 
institutions fundamental to democracy 

NDI has consistently tried to maintain pluralistic 
relationships abroad, opting to work on a multi-party basis to 
avoid being ldedlogically pigeonholed or used for political 
ends This approach helps ensure that NDI's work does not 
interfere In a country's political process, but rather supports 
broader democratic development objectives. NDI does not 
presume to impose solutions nor does it believe that one 
democratic system can be replicated elsewhere. Rather, NDI 
shares experiences and offers a range of options, so that 
leaders of new democracies can select those practices and 
institutions that may work best in their own political 
environment 

NDI's approach to democratic development work has three 
distinct characteristics First, NDI, along with its 
Republican counterpart, is the only organization dedicated 
solely to politdal institution-building. Second, NDI's 
programs rely on volunteers who donate their time and expertise 
to support the Institute's hands-on technical assistance 



programs NDI draws upon a growing network of more than S O 0  
volunteers around the world, saving the U.S. Government 
milllons of dollars in consulting fees, 

Third, NDI has structured its programs to be multinational, 
marshalling the talents of expert political practitioners from 
the U S and around the world. The most successful NDI 
programs have been those where U S experts have joined with 
others to share practical democratic skills. NDI believes that 
people making the transition to democracy require diverse 
skllls and experiences; the ins~ghts of democrats from other 
nations are often more relevant than our own. Such a 
cooperative approach conveys a deeper truth to nations 
attempting a transition to democracy that they are not 
conceding something to the U S when they develop democratic 
institutions, but are jolnrng a community of natlons. 

NDI is not a grant-making organization, but rather responds 
to requests for technical assistance Sometimes the Institute 
enters into cooperative agreements with organizations in order 
to supplement or enhance joint efforts 

Mand7ement and Fundlng 

NDI consults closely with the State Department and u s 
embassies abroad to ensure that any NED-funded activities by 
NDI are not duplicative of USAID or other USG-funded programs 
Many requests for NDI programs are generated by U S. overseas 
missions As a core grantee of the National Endowment for 
Democracy, the State Department reviews all of NDI's NED-funded 
program proposals. In addition, as a core grantee, NDI is 
sublect to extensive U S Government oversight. Separate GAO, 
USAID, USIA Inspector General and independent auditors have all 
scrutinized NED and NDI 

NDI relies on funding from both NED and USAID. NED funding 
allows NDI to react to evolving political situations, adjust 
its program priorities to respond to new opportunities and 
maintain its independence in pursuing program objectives. 
Funding from USAID has traditionally been available to further 
programs already begun with NED support. These USAID funds 
have provided the,resources necessary to maintain a continuous 
field presence in many countries and to sustain, on a long-term 
basis, political development activities 

NED-funded programs have been at the "cutting edgew of 
democracy promotion activities because direct government 
funding is sometimes less timely and can be limited by a 
variety of geographical, substantive and other restrictions. 
For example, USAID funds are not always available for 
multi-party 



political development activities, or civil military relations 
programs,-both important institutional priorities for democracy 
bur lding 

NDI'S programs are concentrated in new democracres, 
societies in conflict and nondemocratic countries with strong 
democratic movements By working in these areas, NDI seeks t o  
consolidate existing democratic institutions and nurture 
peaceful transitions to democracy NDI's program approach 
maintains the degree of flexibility necessary to respond to 
changing circumstances In a political environment In 
addition, NDI's programs are based on continuity of 
relationships with its partners abroad By maintaining close 
contacts over a period of time, NDI is sensitive to the 
changing realities in a particular political situation. 

NDI focuses its programs in the following functional areas* 

Polltxcal and Civrc Organization NDI conducts 
programs to assist the development of pol~tical 
parties and civic groups engaged in the democratic 
process NDI draws political experts and eivic 
organizers from around the world tc forums where 
members of fledgling parties from across the political 
spectrum, as well as nonpartisan civic groups can 
learn first-hand the techniques of organization, 
communicatron and constrtuent contact. Where 
political parties carry a negative stigma, NDI 
programs focus on those nonpartisan groups that are 
engaged in the political process by providing 
assistance on transparency and accountability in 
government, techniques that promote communication 
between crtizens and their representatives, and clvic 
and voter education programs. 

Electlon Processes* NDI programs utilize electxons as 
a vehicle to help develop these nascent institutions 
that are the foundation of a civll society. NDI 
experts provide an independent perspective on proposed 
election systems and the electoral infrastructure in a 
number ok countries holdlng democratic elections for 
the first time The Institute provides assistance to 
organize election monitoring programs, such as 
pollwatching and independent vote counting systems 
NDI also organizes large-scale lnternatlonal observer 
delegations that promote citxzen confidence aqd 
participation in the election process, that assess the 
honesty of electoral procedures and help to deter or 
expose electoral fraud 



Governance* NDI endeavors to promote representative, 
responsive and transparent governing institutions as a 
vital component of a democratic society NDI programs 
focus on the political organization of legislatures -- 
the foundation of functioning legislatures -- 
providing assistance on legislative procedures, 
staffing, constituent services, legislative oversight, 
etc.  The Institute's programs also focus on local 
governments In addition, NDI conducts programs to 
bring together military and political leaders to 
promote dialogue and establish mechanisms for 
improving civil-military relations. 

Specific examples of these programs can be found in Chile, 
Russia and South Africa In May 1985, NDI began a relationship 
wlth the leaders of Chile's democratic opposrtion during a 
NED-funded conference on "Democracy in South American that 
eventually led to a three-year program in support of free 
elections in Chile During 1987, with NED funding and later 
with USAID funding, NDI provided grants and technical 
assistance to the parties involved in Chile's National Accord 
~ h l s  effort eventually led to multi-party elections and a 
peaceful democratic transition 

In Russia, NDI used NED funding to convene a meeting of 
democratic reformers from city councils throughout the Russian 
Federation This seminar included municipal experts from 
Europe and the U S. and provided a setting for newly-elected 
officials to learn about the powers, responsibilities and 
functions of democratic local governments as well as the role 
of political parties in local governance. This effort 
ultimately led to the formation of the League of Russian 
Cities, dedicated to the coordination of city activities and 
information sharing. With additional USAID funding, NDI has 
opened a permanent field office in Moscow and has been engaged 
in long-term democratic political development, including 
training domestic election monitors and assisting with national 
voter education campaigns 

With funding from NED, NDI began a civic and voter 
education program in South Africa even before a framework for 
democratic elect5ons was set NDI conducted a series of 
election workshops that was later expanded with USAID funding 
into a full-fledged national civic and voter education campaign 
aimed at promoting participation and confidence in the 
electoral process 

NDI monitors and evaluates programs according to / 

established evaluation procedures, which include written 



critiquesr NDI staff lntervlewsr organized assessment sessrons, 
and oral and written feedback from participants All programs 
are evaluated ~nternally, and many programs are reviewed by 
independent evaluations NDI seeks to address four broad 
issues in its evaluations 

1 Have funds been properly spent?, 
2 Has the program carrred out activities as set forth 

rn the original proposal?, 
3 Have partrclpants and rndependent observers found 

that the program responded to the needs of 
democratic organizations or institutions?, 

4 Have the recipient organization(s) or institution(s) 
performed drfferently/improved as a result of the 
program? 

In addition, evaluations address specific indicators 
relevant to each program 

NDI notes that programs related to the political process 
often must be approached differently than other development 
programs Success often comes months or even years after a 
program begrns NDI like other organizations involve6 in 
democratic development, i s  therefore careful to stand behind, 
or support, rather than stand in front of, or lead, indigenous 
democratic movements and institutions Similarly, i t  believes 
that credit must be given first and foremost t c  the democratic 
activists on the ground -- self-aggrandizement of the democracy 
assistance runs,the risk of undermining the very efforts of 
those activists. 



APPENDIX VII 

INTERNATIONAL REPUBLICAN INSTITUTE 

The International Republican Institute (IRI) was formed in 
1984 as a non-governmental organization affilxated with the 
National Republican Party IRI was established to foster 
democratic self-rule through closer ties and cooperative 
programs wlth political parties and other non-governmental 
rnstitutions overseas 

IRI conducts programs outside the United States that 
promote and strengthen democratic Ideals and institutions, In 
particular, IRI works with polltical parties in order to 
further freedom abroad 

In deciding on the location and nature of its programs, IRI 
prroritizes countries of present or historical U S interests, 
and IRI's ability to effect change and achieve concrete 
results Countrres are prioritized in groups, or tiers The 
"Trer One" countries Include Russia, China, Ukraine, South 
Africa and Cuba Roughly two-thirds of IRI programs are 
directed at political partres 

Manaaement b Fundim 

IRI receives funds from NED (Asia, Latin America and the 
Middle East) and,from USAID (CIS, Eastern Europe and Africa) 
In FY ' 9 3 ,  IRI's indirect cost rate was 31 24% and for FY '94 
lt 1s projected at 29 63% (calculated by total cost less 
support grants and equipment) 

IRI'S democracy programs can be categorized as follows. 

-- -n Build&na and Partv Tr-. IRI conducts 
training for party activists on grass roots organizing, 
internal governance and comrnunlcation. 

-- Civic Education and Voter Awareness: IRI conducts 
seminars and &onferences on democratization, and sponsors 
civil education at the grass roots level 

-- uuuort.for Electoral Processes. IRI has administered 
election observer delegations i n  twenty-seven countries in 
Europe, Latin America, Asia, Africa and the Middle East 



-- Governance Tra- IRI organizes conferences and 
seminars on toplcs such as free market economics, municipal 
governance, women's issues and political party dynamics, 

-- nternational Polltical Excham* IRI has convened 
rnternatlonal conferences and exchanges in the former 
Sovlet Unlon and Latrn America, and has brought large 
delegatrons to Republican Natlonal Conventions in the U S .  

-- PFa~andula.~_on-~ IRI conducts 
research on issues such as the social costs of structural 
economic reform and supports related policy development 
programs in Latln Amerlca 

1 ~ 1 ' s  Vice-Pres~dent for Programs and its Regional 
Directors regularly evaluate programs according to detarled 
crlterla encompassing effectiveness on fairer electoral codes 
and elect~ons, greater popular partrclpatron, especially among 
d~senfranchised groups such a s  minorities, women and youth, 
more proflclent democratic political parties, electlon of 
democrats, and successful governance by democrats in power 

Based on these crlterla, IRI has in the last year 
terminated programs in fourteen countries, heavlly modified 
programs In some ten countries, and initiated programs in 
eleven countries, lncludlng Chrna 



APPENDIX VI I I 

AFL-CIO'S INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTES 

American trade unions have a long and proud history of 
support for democracy and of free, independent trade unions at 
home and abroad As a part of this effort the AFL-CIO formed 
four international institutes to assist the development of free 
and democratic labor movements around the world. In 1962, the 
AFL-CIO formed the American Institute for Free Labor 
Development (AIFLD) whlch works with unions in Latin America 
and the Caribbean The African American Labor Center (AALC), 
which the AFL-CIO established in 1964 works with counterpart 
unions in Africa In 1968, the Asian-Amerlcan Free Labor 
Institute (AAFLI) began its work with trade unions in Asia and 
the Pacific, The Free Trade Union Institute (FTUI) was formed 
In 1977 and works with developing unions in Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union These four international institutes 
are supported with funds from the National Endowment for 
Democracy, USAID, and USIA (the last to administer 
rnternational visitor and exchange programs.) 

The programs conducted by the AFL-CIO's international 
institutes are a natural outgrowth of the American labor 
movement's historic commitment to democracy and human rights 
Underlying this commitment is the clear understanding that 
freedom of association is a fundamental right essential in any 
free society As democratic organizations created by workers 
in their pursuitof a better life, unions are a vital means of 
citizen empowerment, and an indispensable mediating institution 
between ordinary people and powerful elites. In nations as 
diverse as the Philippines, Chile, South Africa, and Poland, 
ordinary citizens, through their unions, have had a positive 
and decisive impact in furthering democracy. 

The work of the AFL-CIO's international institutes is based 
on a principle long put forward by the American labor 
movement: that democratic trade unions are an indispensable 
component of a functioning democratic society because they give 
working people a voice in the political and economic policies 
that directly affect their lives In addition, independent 
trade unions are often the only mass-based organizations which 
are inclusive, a& not ethnically, racially, religiously, or 
gender based They represent, therefore, a major opportunity 
to promote political and ethnrc pluralism 



The four institutes have provided educational, material and 
moral support to organizations representing tens of millions of 
ordinary working people and their families. In countries 
making the transition to democracy, the institutes are able to 
sponsor many kinds of assistance programs, ranging from 
services to improve leadership skills to legal assistance to 
support for newspapers and other publications. These programs 
are guided by a common approach which stresses building 
indigenous capacity, encouraging accountablility within 
organizations, and empowering as many individual workers as 
possible 

In those countries still suffering under dictatorship, the 
institutes' programs support the activities of those 
individuals flghting for fundamental rights and freedoms, 
especially freedom of association In these situations the 
emphasis is on encouragrng the institutional development of 
democratic organizations such as trade unions in order to keep 
the democratic movement alive 

Management and Fundinq 

Programs of the four institutes are planned and conducted 
in consultation with the U S Department of State and the 
respective funding agencies involved in the particular 
program The institutes work closely with USAID's Global 
Bureau tc coordinate programs directly funded by USAID An 
ad-hoc working committee comprised of AFL-CIO and institute 
representatives~ high level USAID officials and chaired by the 
Assistant Administrator of the Global Bureau meets on a 
quarterly basis to discuss policy and structural issues 

Program activities in each country are conducted in 
consultation with the U S Embassy Labor Attache or other 
Embassy officials charged with labor reportang 
responsibilities Institute representatives have regular 
consultations wrth USAID staff posted abroad. 

AS noted above, AFL-CIO's rnternational institutes receive 
funds from several sources In general, NED funds are used for 
~nnovative, new programs designed to meet immediate needs or 
crises and to br9ak ground for long-term, comprehensive 
programs often supported by USAID funds. NED provides quick 
and early funding for small projects that can stimulate the 
development of democratic rnstitutions and the building of 
civil society USAID-funded programs are more geared to 
developmental activities in lesser developed countries and are 
directed more towards institution-building 



With three decades of experience behind it, the AFL-CIO has 
developed a set of priorities to guide the programs of its 
international institutes. Where democratic unions exist, the 
institutes provlde assistance by increasing a union's 
capability to protect their members* interests at the 
workplace The institutes also help unions to represent their 
members in the political process and to hold governments 
accountable by promoting rule of law In addition, assistance 
from the institutes is directed towards developing and 
expanding unions* capability to provide services, such as lob 
training, health care, day care, and legal assistance, to their 
members 

Where democratic unions do not yet exist, the institutes 
try to identify labor and human rights activists and provide 
them with material and moral support Finally, institute 
activities aim to enfranchise workers by expanding their 
economic decision-making capabilities This is particularly 
important in countries threatened with growing unrest as they 
attempt to institute malor economic restructuring programs 

Whenever possible and assuming funding is available, the 
AFL-CIO*s international institutes programs establish an 
in-country presence in the form of a fleld office staffed by 
experienced Amerlcan trade unlonlsts and local citizens These 
fleld offices facilitate long-term relationships and networks 
of contacts that are necessary for successful programs 

The nations of Central and Eastern Europe and of the former 
Soviet Union are in various stages of democratic transformation 
and disarray. Economic upheaval and massive unemployment are 
severely testing the strength of democratic institutions in the 
nascent democracies of the region. By their nature, free 
unions represent one of the best hopes for successfully 
traversing these minefields and FTUI is working to assist 
them In Russia, for examplet FTUI, suppozted by both NED and 
USAID, has helped build free and independent unions through the 
work of the Russian-American Foundation for Trade Union 
Research and Education, which serves as an educational center 
for the stlll-fragile democratic unions in Russia. The 
Foundataon's staff includes an American labor educator based in 
MOSCOW and rt conducts training programs on economics, with 
particular emphas~s on privatization, restructuring, 
unemployment, and social infrastructure issues The Foundation 
is also trainrng labor educators in collective bargaining and 



other pract~cal tools of union building, FTUI also provides 
legal assistance and guidance to trade unions and workers in 
Russia For example, legal guldance has been provided to the 
Independent union of conductors of the Moscow Metro in a 
dispute over work conditions 

In Africa, AALC consults with trade union leaders and 
conducts numerous democracy programs, including monitoring and 
publication of violations of trade unron and human rights, 
rebuilding democratic institutions after the fall of 
authoritarian regimes and the preparation of workers to 
participate in national elections Unions receiving AALC 
assistance were central to the successful democratic 
transxtlons in such countrles as South Afrlca, Malawi and 
Zambia 

In Asia, strengthening democratic rnstitutions, such as 
unions, presents unique problems AAFLI has sought to 
strengthen the voice of Asian workers in the face of often 
repressive governments In the Phrllppines, AAFLI worked wrth 
the Trade Union Congress of the Phillpplnes (TUCP) to support 
programs whlch could reverse the sllde to dictatorship in the 
mid-1980s For example, NED funding supported the delivery of 
health care services to union members -- an Important benefrt 
that was key to building the loyalty of workers to independent 
unions This base of support  allowed the TUCP unions, with 
substantial support from AAFLI, to play a central role in the 
"people Poweru revolution. Following the revolution, AAFLI 
helped the TUCP conduct various programs to promote and protect 
worker and human rights, rncluding the Human Rights Radio Drama 
Program which allowed the TUCP to reach out to the general 
public with radio dramas focusing on the protection of worker 
rlghts 

For many years, AIFLD has supported the struggle of 
democratic unions against tyranny in Latin America. AIFLD 
assistance to the Chilean CUT, for example, has been credited 
by CUT and by former President Aylwin as crucial to their 
opposition to General Pinochet. In recent years, AIFLD 
programs have concentrated on promoting labor code reform, 
Improving the admrnrstrat~on of justice and enhancing the role 
of democratic unipns in ensuring that worker interests are 
taken i n t o  account as governments design and implement economlc 
restructuring programs 

Evaluation Procedures 

The lnternatronal labor institutes' programs are evaluated 
to ensure they meet program ob~ectrves The Institutes conduct 
ongoing internal evaluations both by Washington 0 



headquarters and field staff Independent evaluations of 
institute programs are conducted by USAID and NED 

Program evaluatrons attempt to measure the impact of 
activities on the development of democracy and independent 
trade unlons, and on efforts to protect worker rights Program 
objectives and verlfrable lndlcators are an integral part of 
program proposals Oblectlves focus specifically on what is to 
be achieved and are deslgned to be reasonably measurable 
Usrng qualitative and quantitative criteria, programs are 
evaluated to measure whether these ob~ectives are achreved 
However, measuring Impact requires substantial data which may 
only be available over a long perlod of time 



APPENDIX IX 

CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

The Center for International Prlvate Enterprise (CIPE) was 
founded In 1983 as an affllrate of the U S Chamber of 
Commerce It is one of the four core grantees of the National 
Endowment for Democracy (NED), drawrng on the capablllties of 
both the NED and the Chamber, the world's largest business 
federation In ~ t s  eleven years of operatron, CIPE has 
sponsored some 300 programs in over 50 countries in Eastern 
Europe, Asla, Latin Amerlca and the Middle East 

CIPE'S efforts are dlrected at the link between 
democratlzatlon and economic development By supporting 
Indigenous organizations, lt works to promote the legal and 
institutional rnfrastructures of market-based democracy, 
lncrease business partlclpatlon in the democratic process, 
strengthen entrepreneurlal culture and the middle class, 
facilitate freedom of information, and foster clvil society 

As a principal partlclpant In the National End~wment for 
Democracy, the Center for Internatlonal Enterprise (CIPE) 
supports strategres and technlqucs that address market-based 
democratic development Free exchange of ~nformation, freedom 
of association, educational opportunities, freedom of movement, 
and a legal framework wh~ch protects rights, upholds 
commitments, provides cornmon terms of reference, and supports 
the basic mechanisms of exchange are all vital to both 
democracy and private enterprise By fostering buslness 
rnstitutrons commxtted to these values, CIPE plays a key role 
~n encouraging and sustalnlng democratic principles and 
infrastructure Through rts economic advisory programs CIPE 
helps newly-formed democratic governments tackle the complex 
issues of economic growth whrch enable them to fulfill the 
promises of a better life offered by the transition to 
democracy At the same time, CTPE's support of private 
enterprrse and lndrvidual entrepreneurship reinforces the 
importance of individual effort and self-determlnatlon, baslc 
concepts in democracy -- and contributes to the strengthening 
of a middle class,accustomed to choice and competition -- not 
lust of products and services, but also of ideas and values 

Manaaement and Fundina 

CIPE maintains close tles with the U S .  Chamber of Commerce 
for ~n-country coordination, as well as with U S A I D ,  through the 
country missron U S I A  1s an important partner for publication 

/ 



of CIPE's magazine, F co- It also works wlth 
a number of NGOS, including the Westminster Foundation and the 
Soros Foundation CIPE is managed by a 16-member Board, with 
international bipartisan experience 

The NED coordinates the overall mission and strategy of 
CIPE and other grantees and acts as a central clearinghouse and 
source of information on a variety of private sector democracy 
programs coordination meetings, briefings and contacts between 
program officers and regionally-oriented organizations The 
NED plays a critical role rn program approval, providing 
oversight and streamlinrng operations 

In the 1994 budget, CIPE was granted $4 152 milllon from 
NED Of that figure, $3 3 9  million went for direct program 
costs and $ 75 milllon was attributed to CIPE1s indirect cost 
rate, for an indirect cost rate of 22 5 % .  It is CIPE's policy 
to support projects in which NED funding is complemented by 
contrlbutlons from other sources 

CIPE contributes to specific, indigenous pro~ects often 
supporting new organizations with small grants Through its 
grantees CIPE sponsors a wlde variety of programs, including 
legislative advisories, economic policy analysis, press 
training, corporate governance, organization development and 
entrepreneurship training The key target groups of grantee 
organizations are legislators, government officials and other 
political leaders, yournallsts, business leaders, entrepreneurs 
and students 

CIPE*~ programs are categorized as follows 

-- lative Advisory Services, which provide 
legislatures and the public with economic analysis and 
cost-benefit information on draft bills (Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Poland) 

-- ~ i c  and E c w m l c  Educatron Proarams e.g seminars on 
privatization for government officials and for broadcast on 
television (Cfech and Slovak Republrcs), publishing 
newsletters, ~ournals, policy papers, textbooks (Poland, 
Russia), courses in entrepreneurship and brokerage 
(Ukraine, Romania) 

-- Corworate G 0 v . s  e g training corporate 
directors (Poland, Hungary, Czech and Slovak Republics), 
providing technical assistance for organizational and 
institutional development M 



-- chnical Assstance Proaram e g provldlng expertise 
on critical lssues affectrng transitions to market 
economies (Ukraine, Romania, Poland, Czech and Slovak 
Republics) 

-- pportrnq Local Chambers of Commerce Programs 
supporting local Chambers have been undertaken rn Botswana, 
Kenya, Tanzanla, Zlrnbabwe, Zambla, Swaziland, Nlgerla, 
Indla, Egypt 

m l u a t  Ion Procedures 

AS the GAO found In a 1991 audlt, evaluatlon has been a key 
part of CIPE's program development Not only does lt enable 
CIPE to replrcate successful elements of prolects, rt also 
provides feedback and lessons learned for rmprovlng future 
prolects CIPE's multl-layer approach to project evaluatlon 
includes grantee self-evaluation and program officer evaluation 
of each project, flnanclal audlts, flle revlews and field 
vlslts by CIPE evaluatlon staff as needed, and commissioned 
evaluations by outside consultants for some prolects or program 
types Addltlonally, CIPE conducts a cornnrehensrve five-year 
revlew of strategies and projects The curnulation of these 
monltorlng and evaluatlon efforts 1s reflected In CIPE's annual 
plan establlshlng goals and prloritlas for programs and funding 
targets 


