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Chairman Flake, Ranking Member Markey, and distinguished Members of the subcommittee,
Thank you for inviting the Congressional Research Service to testify today. I will begin with a summary
of some of the key trends and questions for U.S. policy and congressional oversight of security assistance
in Africa. My prepared statement below also includes a more detailed discussion of current U.S. security
assistance programs on the continent, with information on funding levels, where available, and the broad
policy objectives behind them.1
Today’s discussion is timely. Driven by growing terrorism concerns and other security priorities, we are
now seeing a major increase in U.S. security assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. While security assistance
has long been considered an important foreign policy tool, both to build relationships and to address
foreign policy priorities, U.S. officials have also increasingly viewed such assistance as a strategic
instrument for mitigating potential national security threats and reducing the possibility that U.S. forces
might be required to intervene overseas.2 From northeastern Nigeria and Libya to Somalia, state weakness
and instability have contributed to environments in parts of Africa in which violent Islamist extremist
groups have been able to expand their reach across borders and share tactics, training, and weapons with
other like-minded groups. Three years ago, there were four Africa-based groups designated by the State
Department as Foreign Terrorist Organizations. Today, there are twelve. At least one, Al Shabaab in
Somalia, has attracted Western recruits, including U.S. citizens.
Fragile states and under-governed spaces present the international community with other potential threats,
such as maritime piracy and illicit trafficking. Recent conflicts on the continent have taken a massive
human toll, and they have been costly. In South Sudan, for example, the United States has provided more
than $1 billion in emergency relief aid in the past year and a half to stem a humanitarian crisis caused by
that country’s return to conflict. Conflicts like South Sudan’s threaten to erode or erase the development
investments the United States and other donors have made, and they place a broader strain on neighboring
countries. As an indication of international concern with such conflicts, which dominate the U.N. Security
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Council’s agenda, more than 80% of the U.N. peacekeepers deployed around the world today are serving
in operations in Africa.
Twenty years ago, the U.S. Department of Defense saw few traditional strategic security interests in
Africa.3 After large U.S. military aid allocations were made in the 1980s to counter Soviet influence
(including via reportedly large arms transfers), U.S. military casualties in Somalia in 1993 took a toll on
American willingness to intervene directly in African conflicts. By the mid-1990s, U.S. security
assistance allocations were shifting toward a focus on conflict prevention and on building the capacity of
African forces to keep the peace. The 1998 U.S. embassy bombings in East Africa and the 9/11 attacks,
along with subsequent terrorist activity on the continent, changed U.S. perceptions. U.S. security
assistance spending on the continent has since been on the rise, notably to respond to perceived threats
from transnational violent Islamist extremist groups.
U.S. security assistance still comprises a small percentage of overall U.S. foreign aid to Africa, but both
have grown considerably. Total U.S. aid to Africa in FY1985, for example, was just under $1 billion, or
roughly $2 billion in today’s dollars. Total U.S. aid provided by the State Department, USAID, and DOD
for sub-Saharan Africa in FY2014 was at least $7.8 billion, not including certain types of humanitarian
aid or Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) funding. Security assistance in FY1985 for Africa was
$168 million, or about 17% of all U.S. aid for Africa at that time, according to testimony by State and
Defense Department officials.4 In FY2014, security assistance, by CRS calculations, may have been
roughly $800 million, of which almost $500 million was provided through State Department funds and
almost $300 million under DOD authorities, representing approximately 10% of the aid total for Africa.
Security assistance figures do not tell the whole story, though—U.S. military engagement on the
continent has been growing over the past decade, and African militaries are benefitting from a growing
range of activities and joint exercises with U.S. forces that are difficult to quantify in dollar terms.
A large proportion of U.S. security assistance today supports efforts to counter violent extremist groups
on the continent, representing a broadening of U.S. security interests beyond the 1990s-era focus on
peacekeeping capacity building. The largest share supports the African forces fighting Al Shabaab in
Somalia. That effort, for which U.S. funding has totaled more than $1.4 billion in the past decade, has
been primarily funded through the State Department’s Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) account, but PKO
funds have been increasingly supplemented by DOD, using legal authorities granted by Congress to build
the capacity of counterterrorism partners around the world and particularly in East Africa.5 Without U.S.
and other donor support, the security gains against Al Shabaab in the past five years would likely not have
been possible.6 But the mission is not over—Al Shabaab continues to pose a threat, increasingly in
neighboring Kenya and other parts of East Africa, and Somalia is far from stable. Additional funds have
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been provided to build the counterterrorism capacity of Somalia’s neighbors, namely Kenya, Djibouti,
and to a lesser extent, Ethiopia. DOD counterterrorism assistance to East African countries, under the socalled “Section 1206” (10 U.S.C. 2282) and related regional “train-and-equip” authorities, has averaged
between $40-$60 million annually in the past five years (some but not all of which has supported
AMISOM deployments by these countries). Planned and proposed assistance to Nigeria and its neighbors
to counter Boko Haram appear set to represent a sizeable new DOD infusion of military aid to that subregion, and DOD and the State Department both continue to allocate significant counterterrorism
resources in the Sahel region of West Africa.
President Obama’s new Counterterrorism Partnerships Fund (CTPF), proposed by the Administration and
authorized and funded by Congress on a limited basis in 2014, could represent a doubling of the United
States’ security assistance spending in Africa relative to FY2014 totals, if the funds requested in FY2016
are appropriated and obligated as the Administration has proposed. If Congress concurs with the
Administration’s assessment of the threats and security challenges on the continent, questions for
congressional oversight center on whether the U.S. response is appropriately calibrated to meet them. In a
tight budget environment, questions about the return on investment also arise. In order to make such
assessments and answer such questions, Congress may examine the ways in which region-specific
assistance information is reported by the executive branch. In the 1980s, for example, State and Defense
Department principals routinely testified side by side and provided region specific assistance request and
reporting information broken down by security and non-security assistance. Such reporting does not occur
today for a variety of reasons. This leaves appropriators, authorizers, and executive branch implementers
without a clear and common operating picture on current programs, priorities, and proposals.
Security assistance programs in Africa to date have produced mixed results. There are some clear
successes, but there are also indications of challenges related to absorption, sustainment, and
accountability. The State Department’s PKO budget is also being used as one of the primary vehicles for
counterterrorism assistance in Africa, and for important contingencies beyond its origins as a
peacekeeping support mechanism. Congress originally drafted PKO with broad authorities, but Congress
may wish to examine its current uses and scope given these trends. More broadly, it is extremely
challenging to compile a comprehensive picture of how much security assistance is being provided to
each African country, given the complex patchwork of legal authorities and programs under which the
State Department and DOD are currently operating. This poses a potential challenge to congressional
oversight efforts regarding both appropriations and overarching policy issues.
Potential additional considerations for Congress include the following: In addressing violent Islamist
extremist threats, to what extent should the United States focus on improving partners’ ability to meet
near-term counterterrorism objectives versus longer-term efforts to counter radicalization? Does the
current approach strike the right balance between military aid and law enforcement and justice sector
investments? Between tactical training and long-term institutional development? Is U.S. foreign
assistance to support improved governance and local service delivery keeping pace with security sector
enhancements? While military aid may be able to facilitate operations that shrink terrorist safe havens and
create a window of opportunity to improve stability, are such efforts sustainable if host governments are
unable or unwilling to hold territory and improve conditions for their populations? And finally, what
happens to U.S. security sector “investments” when partner governments’ objectives diverge from those
of the United States?
Many African countries face governance challenges that present potential risks for a partnership
approach. For example, the political and security crisis in Burundi, which has been a major troop
contributor in Somalia, presents U.S. policymakers with a dilemma, as there appear to be few options for
replacing the more than 5,000 Burundian troops currently deployed in and around Mogadishu, who rely
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heavily on U.S., UN, and European assistance. Uganda and Chad, both viewed as capable
counterterrorism partners, are led by two of Africa’s longest-serving presidents and have governance
challenges of their own. Some U.S. security cooperation relationships may complicate the United States’
ability to press other foreign policy priorities, including the promotion of human rights. Notably, the
Administration has continued to partner closely with the Ugandan military while stridently criticizing its
record on gay rights.
Finally, any broad examination of U.S. security assistance raises questions about partner nations’ capacity
to absorb and willingness to sustain and secure this assistance. In sub-Saharan Africa, these challenges are
particularly pronounced. Donor-funded security assistance rivals or outweighs the defense budgets of
several key African security partners (notably Burundi, Djibouti, Mauritania, and Niger, which all
reportedly have defense budgets under $50 million annually).7 Further, questions arise about partner
countries’ capacity to secure equipment transfers, which may present additional risks, as exhibited for
example in Mali, where news reports suggest that soldiers who defected to insurgent and/or terrorist
groups in 2012 took U.S.-origin equipment with them. Indeed, recent developments in Iraq and Yemen
highlight the inherent dangers in defense transfers to fragile states.

Overview: Security Assistance in Africa
Security assistance has long been viewed as an important foreign policy tool, and building partnership
capacity and supporting stability operations have become increasingly important components of U.S.
security strategy since September 11, 2001. The 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance states that “across the
globe we will seek to be the security partner of choice, pursue new partnerships with a growing number of
nations—including those in Africa and Latin America—whose interests and viewpoints are merging into a
common vision of freedom, stability, and prosperity.” Recent U.S. official documents and statements
have described a shifting, and increasingly volatile, global security landscape, with parts of the world
experiencing unrest that is contributing to “a fertile environment for violent extremism and sectarian
conflict, especially in fragile states, stretching from the Sahel to South Asia.”8 The Obama
Administration’s 2015 National Security Strategy states that “we embrace our responsibilities for
underwriting international security because it serves our interest, upholds our commitments to allies and
partners, and addresses threats that are truly global.”
Sub-Saharan Africa is an area of growing focus for U.S. national security policy. In 2007, President
George W. Bush established U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM), the U.S. military’s first geographic
command entirely focused on engagement in Africa.9 In 2012, President Obama issued the first U.S.
Strategy toward Sub-Saharan Africa, identifying the advancement of peace and security on the continent
among four main objectives.10 The 2015 National Security Strategy declares that “ongoing conflicts in
Sudan, South Sudan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and the Central African Republic, as well as
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violent extremists fighting governments in Somalia, Nigeria, and across the Sahel all pose threats to
innocent civilians, regional stability, and our national security.” The proliferation of violent Islamist
extremist groups in North and sub-Saharan Africa is of major concern to U.S. officials: 12 groups on the
continent are currently designated by the State Department as Foreign Terrorist Organizations, of which
eight have been listed since 2013. Despite notable economic progress in some countries and a popular
narrative in recent years of “Africa rising,” instability in parts of the continent continues to cause largescale human suffering and displacement, and remains a major challenge to development.
Out of more than 106,000 United Nations (UN) peacekeepers currently deployed around the world, more
than 80% are serving in operations in Africa.11 One of the world’s largest multilateral stability operations
today is not a UN mission—it is the African Union (AU) Mission in Somalia (AMISOM), comprised of
more than 22,000 African troops, most of them U.S.-trained and equipped. Many African countries are
prominent troop contributors to other peace operations. Half of the UN’s ten largest troop contributors are
African countries, and Ethiopia has become the world’s largest troop contributor to such operations
between its personnel in UN missions and AMISOM.
The proliferation of stability operations on the continent (12, including the UN operations, AMISOM, the
nascent multinational task force to counter the Nigerian violent extremist group Boko Haram, and the AU
regional task force to counter the Lord’s Resistance Army, or LRA) highlights the extent of ongoing
conflict and state fragility in Africa. However, the increasing contributions of African forces to those
missions also emphasize the growing capacity, and will, of many African countries to respond to these
challenges.12 Notable is the willingness of several African troop contributors (some in pursuit of their own
perceived interests) to take on stabilization mandates that go far beyond traditional peacekeeping,
deploying in an offensive capacity to countries with ongoing hostilities, like Somalia, where there is no
peace to keep. Amid ongoing debates about the extent to which peacekeeping operations should become
engaged in counterinsurgency and counterterrorism activities, the African Union has, to date, authorized
three missions—in Somalia, Mali, and Boko Haram-affected areas—explicitly to counter violent Islamist
extremist threats.13 With extremely limited AU financial resources, such deployments have required
significant voluntary external assistance to troop-contributing countries, much of which has come from
the United States and European donors.
In its FY2016 Foreign Operations budget request, the State Department describes the promotion of peace
and security as “one of the United States’ highest priorities” in sub-Saharan Africa, citing state fragility,
conflict, and transnational security issues. The request includes almost $470 million in base budget
funding specifically for Africa to support security sector reforms and capacity building; stabilization
operations; counterterrorism and counter-narcotics initiatives; maritime safety and security programs; and
other conflict prevention and mitigation efforts. Significant additional funding is being sought for Africa
in the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) request for the Administration’s Counterterrorism
Partnership Fund (CTPF).
DOD’s security cooperation funding for Africa also appears set to expand substantially under its FY2016
request, primarily through its global request of more than $2.1 billion in CTPF funding, to build on funds
appropriated in FY2015. According to DOD, the CTPF request reflects “the vital role that our allies and
partners play in countering terrorism that could threaten U.S. citizens.”14 In testimony on the FY2016
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DOD budget request, AFRICOM Commander Gen. David Rodriguez described the command’s efforts to
work with African partners and build their capacity as “vital to advancing our national interests of
security, prosperity, international order, and the promotion of universal values.” He also argued that
“Africa’s growing importance to allies and emerging powers presents opportunities to reinforce U.S.
global security objectives through our engagement on the continent.”15
The State Department and DOD’s FY2016 requests for security assistance in Africa are discussed below,
following a summary of the various authorities and programs under which that support is provided.

U.S. Security Assistance Accounts, Authorities, and Programs
The U.S. government provides assistance to foreign security forces through both bilateral and multilateral
initiatives. Congress has authorized many of these efforts under the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of
1961, as amended, and the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) of 1976, as amended. Pursuant to these
statutes, the State Department takes a prominent role in determining U.S. security assistance policy, its
role as a foreign policy tool, and its possible impact on broader U.S. foreign policy. Presidential Policy
Directive (PPD) 23, issued by President Obama in 2013, outlines policy guidelines for planning and
implementing security assistance and strengthening coordination among agencies. It reaffirms the State
Department’s lead in policy, supervision, and general management of security assistance. The State
Department administers the programs authorized under the FAA and the AECA, although DOD
implements several of them. In recent years, however, Congress has also supported an increasing role for
the Defense Department in shaping U.S. security assistance, often with the concurrence of the Secretary
of State, through the authorization and appropriation of funds to conduct certain security cooperation
activities, primarily for, but not limited to, counterterrorism purposes. The majority of U.S. security
assistance in Africa is military aid; assistance to police and other law enforcement agencies is
comparatively small. These programs and authorities are discussed below.

U.S. Assistance to African Militaries
State Department Authorities
The most widely known of the State Department’s military assistance programs are the International
Military Education and Training program (IMET), Foreign Military Sales (FMS), and Foreign Military
Financing (FMF). These programs are implemented by DOD’s Defense Security Cooperation Agency
(DSCA), and are managed at the U.S. embassy in the recipient country by AFRICOM’s Offices of
Security Cooperation (OSCs) or Defense Attaché Offices (DAOs).16 IMET provides training at U.S.
military schools and other training assistance for foreign military personnel on a grant basis, and is
primarily designed to build bilateral relationships and introduce participants to elements of U.S.
democracy, such as the American judicial system, legislative oversight, free speech, equality, and respect
for human rights. A subset of IMET training, Expanded IMET (E-IMET), provides courses on defense
management, civil-military relations, law enforcement cooperation, and military justice for both military
and civilian personnel. Other programs for which the State Department provides policy guidance are
Foreign Military Sales (FMS), which allows countries to purchase U.S. defense articles, services, and
training, and the Foreign Military Financing (FMF) program, which allows foreign militaries to acquire
such items through grants.
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Globally, the FMF program is the largest grant-based U.S. security assistance program, having risen from
just over $3 billion in the late 1990s to more than $5 billion today. Congress appropriates the bulk of FMF
for Israel, Egypt, and Jordan, in support of Middle East peace treaties and other U.S. policy objectives.
Sub-Saharan African countries are minor recipients of FMF (see Figure 1), totaling an average of under
$18 million annually over the past 15 years. For FY2016, the State Department has requested $19 million
in total FMF for sub-Saharan Africa, with just under $7 million in bilateral requests spread across nine
countries, and another $12 million requested in regional funds from which other African countries may
benefit. Africa’s share of global IMET funding is proportionally larger, averaging $12 million out of
roughly $100 million globally in the past 15 years. IMET funding is spread across a larger number of
countries, with most African countries receiving at least $100,000 in IMET assistance per year.
Figure 1. The FY2016 Foreign Military Financing (FMF) Request
By region, in thousands

Source: State Department FY2016 Foreign Operations Congressional Budget Justification
Note: This chart indicates enduring and OCO global FMF allocations as requested for FY2016.

The bulk of U.S. military assistance to African partners, however, comes through an often-misunderstood
foreign assistance account known as Peacekeeping Operations (PKO). Not to be confused with the
Contributions to International Peacekeeping Operations (CIPA) account, which funds assessed
contributions to UN operations and tribunals, PKO is often understood to finance voluntary assistance to
peace operations, including training, equipment and deployment support for troop contributors.17 But the
legal authority for the account is broader, allowing for support to a range of stabilization and crisis
response initiatives: “The President is authorized to furnish assistance to friendly countries and
international organizations on such terms and conditions as he may determine, for peacekeeping
operations and other programs carried out in furtherance of the national security interests of the United
17
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States.”18 Unlike FMF and IMET, which are implemented by the U.S. military with State Department
guidance, PKO programs in Africa are often implemented by contractors overseen by the State
Department, although U.S. military personnel sometimes participate in certain programs.
PKO appropriations have grown substantially in the past 15 years, from $150 million in FY2000 to nearly
$500 million today (see Figure 2 for the FY2016 PKO request). Unlike other security assistance accounts,
PKO funding has gone primarily to sub-Saharan African countries in the past decade, with funding levels
for Africa ranging from $200 to $400 million annually. PKO funds have been the primary vehicle for U.S.
support to AMISOM and other regional stability operations, including the original AU mission in Darfur
in the mid-2000s, the early years of the Ugandan-led counter-LRA mission in Central Africa (beginning in
late 2008), and the initial AU deployments into Mali and the Central African Republic (CAR) in 2013 and
2014. PKO is also used to build international peacekeeping capacity through the Global Peace Operations
Initiative (GPOI), which has largely focused on training, equipping, and supporting African
peacekeepers.19 According to State Department officials, roughly 60% of GPOI funding goes to African
recipients, depending on requirements and available resources in a given year.
Beyond support for peacekeeping, PKO has also funded several major security sector reform initiatives in
countries transitioning from conflict, including Liberia, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), South
Sudan, and Somalia. Prior to the outbreak of South Sudan’s internal conflict in December 2013, the
United States had invested almost $330 million in PKO funds since 2005 to support the transformation of
the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA), the former rebel movement that with South Sudan’s
independence became the new country’s national armed forces. In Liberia, more than $200 million in
PKO funds, along with some FMF and IMET, have been obligated in the past decade to support the standup of that country’s new military after years of civil war. Military reform efforts in the DRC totaling more
than $120 million in PKO in the past 10 years are ongoing, and in Somalia, the United States has, to date,
invested more than $220 million in PKO to help the war-torn country’s new army build its capacity to
fight Al Shabaab alongside AMISOM and eventually assume responsibility for the country’s security.
The PKO account is also the primary State Department vehicle for counterterrorism assistance for African
militaries through two regional programs, the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership (TSCTP) and
the Partnership for East Africa Counterterrorism (PREACT).20 These receive roughly $20 and $10 million
in PKO funding per year, respectively. Unlike many PKO-funded programs in Africa, which are
implemented by contractors, these initiatives are primarily implemented by AFRICOM. TSCTP, the older
and more established of the programs, began in FY2005; it is an interagency initiative funded through
various accounts to counter extremism in the Sahel and the Maghreb.21 PKO-funded counterterrorism
assistance in most TSCTP and PREACT partner countries is complemented by DOD-funded assistance,
as discussed below.
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Figure 2. PKO Request Worldwide,
Enduring & Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO)
$, in thousands

Source: State Department FY2016 Foreign Operations Congressional Budget Justification
Notes: GPOI=Global Peace Operations Initiative (largely implemented in Africa); MFO=Multinational Force and Observers
(Egypt/Israel); TSCTP=Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership; SGI=Security Governance Initiative (Africa-specific);
OCO=Overseas Contingency Operations; APRRP=African Peacekeeping Rapid Response Partnership

The State Department also uses the PKO account to fund several other smaller regional security
programs, including the Africa Maritime Security Initiative (AMSI) and the Africa Conflict Stabilization
and Border Security (ACSBS) program. The latter was the main vehicle for supporting the counter-LRA
mission until FY2012, when Congress authorized DOD to begin funding it. More recently, ACSBS has
served as a vehicle to fund security sector reform efforts in Guinea and Côte d’Ivoire, and to train some of
the AU troops that deployed to Mali and the CAR. Another regional PKO initiative is the Africa Military
Education Program (AMEP), which aims to build military professionalization through instructor and
curriculum development at African countries’ military education institutions. Since 2014, the State
Department has used the PKO account to fund training and equipment for African military and non-law
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enforcement security forces to counter wildlife poaching.22 Funding for this effort draws from prior fiscal
year PKO funds dating back at least to FY2010, highlighting the flexibility of the PKO account—funds
appropriated under PKO, unlike many other accounts, are authorized to remain available until expended.

DOD Authorities
Ten years ago, DOD, identifying instability in foreign countries as a threat to U.S. interests, issued DOD
Directive 3000.05, charging the U.S. military with two broad missions—building a “sustainable peace”
and advancing U.S. interests—and defining stability operations23 for the first time as a core U.S. military
mission with priority comparable to combat operations. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review
subsequently articulated a growing emphasis on building partner capabilities to achieve common national
security objectives, and expressed the need for new authorities and resources to do so. While serving as
Secretary of Defense (2006-2011), Robert Gates made the case for an “indirect approach” to the war on
terror, in which the United States would not rely on another large-scale deployment of U.S. forces, but
instead work, where possible, “with and through” allies and partners to counter terrorism.24
Congress has authorized new DOD authorities for security cooperation almost every year since FY2005,
and the amount of DOD-funded security assistance programming has risen dramatically, including in
Africa. The most prominent of these authorities has been the Global Train and Equip program, popularly
known as “Section 1206” (of the FY2006 National Defense Authorization Act or NDAA, P.L. 109-163,
under which it was first authorized), which was codified in the FY2015 NDAA (P.L.113-291) as 10
U.S.C. 2282.25 Other authorities have followed, including a three-year Section-1206-like authority
specifically targeting East Africa and Yemen, which recently expired, and another specifically focused on
funding the counter-LRA effort.26 Section 1206 and related funding to build sub-Saharan African
countries’ counterterrorism capabilities has increased steadily in recent years, totaling almost $800
million in notified funding since the authority’s inception 10 years ago.27 Two East African countries,
Kenya and Uganda, have been the largest recipients of this assistance in Africa, totaling more than $100
million each; with DOD assistance to counter the LRA factored in, Uganda is the largest cumulative
recipient of DOD security assistance. Mauritania, Niger, Burundi, and Djibouti have also been major
African recipients (see Figures 3 and 4).
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Section 1206 of the FY2012 NDAA (P.L.112-81), not to be confused with the original “Section 1206” (of the FY2006 NDAA)
authority, authorized DOD to provide up to $35 million per year in FY2012 and FY2013 to support Ugandan-led counter-LRA
operations. The latter authority was followed by Section 1208 of the FY2014 NDAA (P.L. 113-66), which authorizes up to $50
million per year through FY2017.
27
AFRICOM’s AOR also includes Tunisia, which has received more than $80 million in additional Section 1206 assistance.
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Congress has also authorized DOD to support an initiative jointly administered by the Departments of
State and Defense known as the Global Security Contingency Fund (GSCF).28 Designed as a pilot project
to pool the Departments’ respective funds and expertise to provide security sector assistance to partner
countries, the authority requires State to contribute at least 20% and DOD not more than 80% of the
funding for a given project.29 The first GSCF project proposed for Africa, a $10 million counterterrorism
and border security project in Nigeria originally notified to Congress in FY2012, was put on hold and
later re-scoped and re-notified in July 2014, with an additional $30 million in DOD funds, to also include
Cameroon, Chad, and Niger, with a focus on building their capacity to counter Boko Haram.
Figure 3. DOD “Section 1206/2282” Funding for Africa: Top Recipients
Cumulative funding since FY2006, in millions

Source: CRS analysis of DOD Congressional Notifications
Notes: C-LRA=”Counter-Lord’s Resistance Army”

28
First authorized as Sec. 1207 of the FY2012 NDAA (P.L.112-81), the GSCF authority was codified as 22 U.S.C. 2151. The
authority was extended through September 30, 2017 under the FY2015 NDAA.
29
For more information, see, e.g., U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO), Building Partner Capacity: State and DOD
Need to Define Time Frames to Guide and Track Global Security Contingency Fund Projects, GAO-15-75, November 20, 2014
and CRS Report R42641, Global Security Contingency Fund: Summary and Issue Overview, by Nina M. Serafino.
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Figure 4. DOD “Section 1206/2282,” “Section 1207n/1203” (East Africa)
and C-LRA Funding:Top Recipients
Cumulative Funding since FY2006, in millions

Source: CRS analysis of DOD Congressional Notifications

Older DOD security cooperation authorities include Section 1004 of the FY1998 NDAA and Section
1033 of the FY1991 NDAA, which authorize DOD to provide counternarcotics assistance to foreign
partners (including civilian security forces such as police), and the Combatting Terrorism Fellowship
Program (CTFP; not to be confused with the newer, and larger, CTPF initiative).30 Funding for African
countries under these counternarcotics authorities has varied from year to year, ranging from $12 million
to $38 million annually in the past five years, spread across more than 20 countries. Congress has also
authorized DOD to support foreign forces that assist counterterrorism operations by U.S. Special
Operations Forces under Section 1208 of the FY2005 NDAA, as amended (information on this assistance
is classified). African countries have also benefitted from assistance through smaller DOD-funded
programs to build more effective and accountable defense institutions, such as the Ministry of Defense

30

The Combatting Terrorism Fellowship Program (CTPF) is authorized under 10 U.S.C. Section 2249c.
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Advisors (MoDA) program and the Defense Institutional Reform Initiative (DIRI), each funded at
between $10 million and $12 million globally.31
In addition to these programs, AFRICOM conducts a range of other engagements with African partners,
many of which are also intended, at least in part, to contribute to building their capacity to address shared
security objectives.32 In the Sahel, in addition to assistance received through “Section 1206” and TSCTP,
partner forces may also benefit from engagements with U.S. military personnel deployed in support of
Operation Juniper Shield/Operation Enduring Freedom-Trans-Sahara (OEF-TS). In Central Africa,
AFRICOM has supported the deployment of U.S. military advisors and military aircraft to facilitate
Ugandan-led regional military operations against the Lord’s Resistance Army, on top of the authorized
DOD-funded logistics support and equipment referenced above.33 In Liberia, AFRICOM has provided
mentors and advisors to support the development of the Liberian armed forces since 2010 through
Operation Onward Liberty. In Somalia, AFRICOM has deployed U.S. military advisors to advise African
troops fighting Al Shabaab. And in May 2014, AFRICOM deployed a small advisory team to Nigeria to
offer assistance in efforts to support the rescue of more than 200 schoolgirls kidnapped by Boko Haram.
That effort was reportedly stymied by limited cooperation on the part of Nigerian security officials and
other challenges, but Nigeria’s new president, Muhammadu Buhari, has expressed support for U.S.
assistance to address the Boko Haram threat. Obama Administration officials have suggested a new offer
of advisory support may be imminent.34 In the meantime, U.S. military advisors are assisting the nascent
Multinational Joint Task Force (MNJTF), the Chadian-led regional effort to counter Boko Haram.
In addition to training and exchange programs and exercises, some African countries benefit from DOD
transfers of excess defense articles (EDA) and drawdowns of in-stock defense articles. In Africa, EDA is
often provided as a grant, with the recipient nation paying for the articles’ transport and refurbishment,
except in certain cases where the State Department has provided funding for refurbishment. One recent
example of an EDA transfer in Africa is the provision of a C-130 transport aircraft to Ethiopia. Given the
Administration’s intent that the aircraft be used for the primary purpose of supporting regional
peacekeeping operations, the State Department recently notified $15 million in PKO funding, through its
new African Peacekeeping Rapid Response Partnership (APRRP), discussed below, to repair and
refurbish the aircraft and provide spare parts and training for its operation and maintenance.

31
MoDA was developed as a result of lessons learned in Afghanistan and Iraq, where security assistance had focused largely on
building tactical proficiencies, with little focus on ministerial capacity building. DOD civilians serve as advisors to their foreign
counterparts in partner nation defense ministries. DIRI, established in FY2010, also supports the development of partner defense
ministries through the provision of subject matter experts.
32
Some African militaries benefit from training through interaction with U.S. Special Operations Forces in Joint Combined
Exchange Training events (JCETs). U.S. forces routinely conduct a variety of bilateral and multilateral joint exercises with
African militaries, such as African Endeavor, an annual communications and interoperability exercise with more than 30 African
nations. Operation Flintlock, hosted annually in a Sahel country, is a multinational exercise that supports counterterrorism, rapidresponse, and interoperability capacity among West and North African countries, similar objectives to TSCTP. African Lion, an
annual exercise in Morocco that involves over 1,000 U.S. troops, has expanded since 2014 to include military forces from
neighboring states and Europe in addition to Moroccan and U.S. soldiers. Offshore, the Africa Partnership Station (APS) is U.S.
Naval Forces Africa’s flagship maritime security program, which aims to increase partner naval forces’ maritime awareness,
response capabilities and infrastructure. DOD also conducts educational and academic exchange programs through several
regional centers, including the Africa Center for Strategic Studies (ACSS), and DOD's service academies. The U.S. National
Guard also engages with African militaries through its State Partnership Program, in which U.S. National Guard units pair with
foreign countries to conduct a variety of security cooperation and civil affairs activities.
33
For more information, see CRS Report R42094, The Lord’s Resistance Army: The U.S. Response.
34
Michael R. Gordon, “U.S. Signals Willingness to Expand Military Cooperation with Nigeria,” New York Times, May 29, 2015.
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Police and Justice Sector Assistance
U.S. security assistance in Africa also includes support for non-military forces, including police, border
security officers, and justice sector officials. The State Department administers most non-military security
assistance, much of which is funded through the International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (INCLE)
and Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining and Related Programs (NADR) accounts.35 INCLE funds
support a range of country-specific, regional, and global programs that aim to build partner-country
capacity to combat transnational crime, disrupt illicit trafficking, and extend the rule of law. In Africa,
some INCLE programs work exclusively with police and/or focus on counternarcotics capacity building,
while others focus on police and justice sector reform, border security, efforts to counter wildlife
poaching, and other aims. NADR-funded Anti-Terrorism Assistance (ATA) and Regional Strategic
Initiative (RSI) programs, among others, are key vehicles of U.S. counterterrorism assistance on the
continent, and NADR funding supports components of TSCTP and PREACT.36 Programs funded through
NADR and Economic Support Fund (ESF)—which can be administered by either the State Department or
the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)—also support efforts to counter violent
extremist ideology and recruitment among vulnerable populations in several African countries.

Obama Administration Security Initiatives & the FY2016 Budget Request
The Obama Administration has overseen a significant increase in security assistance spending in subSaharan Africa and has proposed even more sizable increases in FY2015-FY2016—notably through the
new Counterterrorism Partnerships Fund (CTPF), first proposed in 2014, and through new security
initiatives rolled out during the U.S.-African Leaders Summit (ALS) hosted by President Obama in
August 2014 in Washington, DC.

New Programs Announced During the 2014 U.S.‐African Leaders Summit
Security assistance initiatives announced during the August 2014 U.S.-African Leaders Summit are
expected to be funded through a mix of State Department and DOD accounts. Sometimes referred to as
“ALS Deliverables,” these include the following:
Security Governance Initiative (SGI). SGI is “a new joint adventure between the United States and six
African partners that offers a comprehensive approach to improving security sector governance and
capacity to address threats.”37 The initiative is focused on both civilian (e.g., police) and military security
institutions, and on the ministerial functions that oversee the security sector. The partners are Ghana,
Kenya, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, and Tunisia. The Administration has committed $65 million for SGI in
FY2015 and $83 million per year thereafter, with no specified end-date. The State Department’s FY2016
request includes $16.9 million in PKO funding for SGI, and SGI is mentioned as a target for an
unidentified amount of Africa Regional INCLE funding (which totals $17 million). DOD Overseas
Contingency Operations (OCO) funds have been identified as a major source of requested SGI funding—
the FY2016 request includes $47 million for SGI in its CTPF request (see below).

35

As noted above, DOD’s “Section 1004” and “Section 1033” authorities also authorize DOD to provide counternarcotics
assistance to civilian security forces.
36
For further information on ATA, RSI, and other NADR-funded counterterrorism programs, see State Department Bureau of
Counterterrorism, Annual Report on Assistance Related to international Terrorism: Fiscal Year 2013 [latest available], February
11, 2014.
37
White House, Fact Sheet: Security Governance Initiative, August 6, 2014.
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African Peacekeeping Rapid Response Partnership (APRRP).38 APRRP is a new program to provide
specific African countries with relatively high-level military capabilities for use in AU and UN
peacekeeping deployments. Such capabilities may include military logistics, airlift, field hospitals, and
formed police units; equipment transfers are expected to be a significant component.39 In the near-term,
APRRP is focused on six countries: Senegal, Ghana, Ethiopia, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda. The
Administration has committed to $110 million per year for APRRP, starting in FY2015 and ending no
later than FY2019. Initial funding in FY2015 is expected to be notified through FMF and PKO; the
FY2016 request includes $110 million in PKO funding for APRRP.40
African Capacity for Immediate Response to Crisis (ACIRC). ACIRC is a planned AU military force
intended to provide rapid intervention capacity for peacekeeping, crisis-response, and disaster relief
efforts on the continent. The Administration committed to provide “support, including training for
headquarters staff and key enabler functions, such as engineers,” to “catalyze” the AU’s efforts to
establish ACIRC.41 The Administration pledged $3 million per year for ACIRC, starting in FY2016,
although a specific funding request is not included in the FY2016 request. U.S. support to ACIRC appears
to be on hold due to disagreement among AU member states over whether to proceed with the concept.42

The Administration’s FY2016 Budget Request
DOD Funding
DOD’s FY2016 budget request for the Counterterrorism Partnership Fund (CTPF) would represent a
dramatic increase in overall security assistance for Africa and would dwarf State Departmentadministered funds for the region if authorized, appropriated, and obligated as proposed. The request,
which totals $2.1 billion globally, includes approximately $1.27 billion for East Africa, the Lake Chad
Basin, and Northwest Africa, building on planned, but yet to be notified or obligated, DOD CTPF funding
of more than $460 million for these areas in FY2015 (see Table 1 below). The planned FY2015 funding
would appear to be in addition to more than $180 million in 10 U.S.C. 2282 (i.e., “Section 1206”
counterterrorism train-and-equip) funding already notified to Congress for programs on the continent in
this fiscal year ($39 million of which was notified for Tunisia). Planned and proposed initiatives for
FY2015 and FY2016 include border security enhancements and various training and equipment
programs, including, for East African partners, potential fixed wing and rotary lift capacity. Efforts to
build counter-IED (improvised explosive device); command and control; logistics; medical; and
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) and other capabilities are also envisioned.
Approximately $25 million of the proposed FY2016 funding for the Africa regional CTPF programs
could be used, according to the request, to fund the lift and sustainment of allies, potentially France, a key
partner leading counterterrorism missions on the continent. The Senate draft NDAA for FY2016 would
authorize the provision of up to $100 million in non-reimbursable logistical support per year to allied
military forces conducting counterterrorism operations in Africa, an authority similar to DOD’s existing
Global Lift and Sustain (10 U.S.C.127d).
38

See White House, Fact Sheet: U.S. Support for Peacekeeping in Africa, August 6, 2014.
In congressional staff briefings, Administration officials have portrayed APRRP as filling gaps in existing U.S. military
capacity building programs in Africa, including military grants provided through FMF and peacekeeping training and equipment
provided through the ACOTA program.
40
To date, the State Department has notified $15.5 million in FY2015 PKO funds for APRRP, for Ethiopia.
41
Fact Sheet: U.S. Support for Peacekeeping in Africa, op. cit.
42
See, e.g., Jason Warner, “Complements or Competitors? The African Standby Force, the African Capacity for Immediate
Response to Crises, and the Future of Rapid Reaction Forces in Africa,” African Security, March 2015.
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Table 1. The Counterterrorism Partnership Fund: DOD’s FY2016 OCO Request
$, in millions
Region

FY2015 Plan

FY2016 Request

Sahel/Maghreb

113

262

Lake Chad Basin

133

338

East Africa

220

669

TOTAL, for Africa

460

1,270

1,300

2,100

TOTAL, Global

Source: FY2016 DOD Congressional Budget Justification

State Department Funding
PKO. The State Department has requested almost $340 million in PKO specifically for Africa in FY2016
(68% of the global total, including OCO).43 This includes $131 million for Africa regional programs,
under which $110 million would go to APRRP, with the remainder divided among PREACT, ACSBS,
AMEP, and AMSI. In addition, $115 million is requested to support AMISOM and the Somali military.
With the conflict ongoing in South Sudan, $30 million requested in PKO funds for that country would
likely go to supporting efforts to resolve or enforce stability there, including through support for a
regional conflict monitoring mechanism. Funds for security sector reform initiatives in the DRC ($14
million), CAR ($10 million), and Liberia ($2 million) are also included, as is a $19 million request for
TSCTP. In addition to the $340 million requested for Africa-specific programs, a significant portion of the
$64 million request for GPOI would likely benefit African countries contributing to peacekeeping
missions and AMISOM.
The FY2016 global PKO request reflects a significant increase from the FY2015 request, notably to
support the new APRRP initiative. Requested funding for Africa would be an increase from appropriated
FY2014 levels ($157 million for African programs, not including approximately $143 million for the
assessed U.S. contribution to the UN logistics support mission for AMISOM, known as UNSOA).
FMF. The FY2016 request includes $19 million in FMF for Africa (less than 1% of the global total),
compared to $16 million in FY2014 (ibid). Top African FMF recipients in FY2014 were Liberia ($4
million), Niger ($2 million), Kenya ($1.7 million), Nigeria ($1.7 million), and Djibouti ($1.4 million).
Some of this funding was provided through two regional FMF programs (totaling $5 million), for
maritime security and to sustain counterterrorism equipment provided with PKO and DOD funds.
IMET. The FY2016 request includes $16 million in IMET for African countries (14% of the global total),
roughly the same as in FY2014 (which amounted to 15% of the total). Top African IMET recipients in
FY2014 were Senegal ($901,000), Nigeria ($779,000), Kenya ($748,000), South Africa ($715,000),
Ghana ($668,000), Mozambique ($630,000), Ethiopia ($589,000), Botswana ($576,000), Uganda
($569,000), and Burundi ($504,000).
NADR. The FY2016 request includes $45 million in NADR for Africa in the enduring budget (7.4% of
the global total, not including OCO). In FY2014, Africa received $42 million in NADR funding (6% of
the global total, including OCO), with top African recipients including Kenya ($7 million for
counterterrorism and border security), Angola ($6 million for post-conflict demining assistance), and
43

This figure is based on CRS calculations from the PKO request in the FY2016 Congressional Budget Justification. It may
include some limited funding for Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia through TSCTP and SGI.
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South Sudan ($2 million for demining and conventional weapons destruction). However, the majority of
NADR funding appropriated specifically for Africa ($23 million) was allocated as “regional” funding, for
which a breakdown by country is not publicly available.
In addition to the FY2016 enduring budget request for NADR, the State Department is requesting $390
million in NADR-OCO funding for its portion of the President’s Counterterrorism Partnership Fund
(Congress did not appropriate funds for the CTPF for the State Department in FY2015). This request, if
appropriated, would represent the most significant increase in recent years in U.S. efforts to build civilian
counterterrorism capabilities and to counter violent extremism and radicalization in Africa, with up to
$250 million proposed to prevent and counter terrorist safe havens in the Horn of Africa ($90 million), the
Sahel ($90 million), and in Libya and neighboring countries ($70 million). Another portion of funding
under this request, $60 million to address foreign terrorist fighters, could focus, in part, on North Africa,
which has been a significant source of foreign fighters, but also potentially on East Africa. Further, West
Africa has been identified as one of several focus regions for a $20 million initiative requested under the
CTPF to counter Iranian-sponsored terrorism. These initiatives would be managed by the State
Department Counterterrorism Bureau, in collaboration with regional and other functional bureaus.
INCLE. The FY2016 request includes $49 million in INCLE for Africa (4.1% of the global INCLE
request, including OCO funding). This would represent a decrease compared to $66 million in FY2014
(4.8% of the global total). Top INCLE recipients in Africa in FY2014 were South Sudan ($21 million),
Liberia ($12 million), and DRC ($3 million). Nearly $24 million was allocated to the State Department’s
“Africa Regional” program, from which multiple countries may benefit.
Peace Operations Response Mechanism – OCO. In addition to funds requested under these accounts,
the Administration has requested $150 million in FY2016 for a new OCO account, the proposed Peace
Operations Response Mechanism, to support potential peacekeeping requirements in Africa or Syria. The
request is driven in part by unanticipated missions that have emerged in Africa in recent years, namely in
CAR, South Sudan, and Mali. Congress did not appropriate funds in FY2015 for a similar request, then
called the Peacekeeping Response Mechanism, although it did provide transfer authority of up to $380
million to support such requirements, as required beyond funding made available in CIPA and PKO.44

U.S. Security Assistance: Evaluating Progress and Mitigating Risk
Assessing the impact and effectiveness of U.S. security assistance is difficult. Neither the State
Department nor DOD have used consistent metrics to systematically measure progress or evaluate the
results of such assistance over time. Instead, for some State Department programs, such as PREACT and
TSCTP, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) reports that the agencies appear to have relied
primarily on informal feedback from U.S. embassy staff to determine progress.45 Other programs, like
GPOI, which has its own evaluation team, have considered the number of individuals trained as one of
several measures of success. DOD developed a qualitative assessment framework for evaluating Section
1206 programs and first reported on its results in 2013; its internal assessments, however, have not been
publicly released. The lack of comprehensive assessment criteria, analysis, and supporting documentation
poses challenges not only for conducting qualitative assessments, but also for the Departments’ decisionmaking on future programming and resource allocation, and for congressional oversight. Several
assessments have raised concerns with the timeliness of security cooperation programs, the “patchwork”
nature of current authorities, programs, and resources; and some partner nations’ capacity to absorb such
44

Section 8003(d) of P.L. 113-235.
See GAO, Combating Terrorism: U.S. Efforts in Northwest Africa Would be Strengthened by Enhanced Program
Management, GAO-14-518, June 2014 and Combatting Terrorism: State Department Can Improve Management of East Africa
Program, GAO-14-502, June 17, 2014.
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assistance.46Analysts have identified other shortfalls in the planning and implementation of U.S. security
assistance programs in Africa, including insufficient efforts to track the trajectory of participants in
military training engagements and persistent interagency disagreements as to where identified threats rank
among U.S. national security priorities.47 Both Departments have undertaken efforts to improve program
monitoring and evaluation, although the result of those efforts, and the extent to which they are
coordinated among agencies, are unclear at this time.48 Measuring longer-term impacts for some capacity
building programs may remain a challenge, given varying degrees of capability and political will on the
part of recipient countries to bear sustainment costs, and limited U.S. resources and authorities for
maintaining the capabilities built under programs like those funded under 10 U.S.C. 2282 authority.49
Mitigating the potential risks associated with the provision of security assistance to fragile states in Africa
is another challenge for the Administration and Congress. A recent RAND study suggests that U.S.
officials face a major policy dilemma in Africa, where “the countries that are most in need of assistance
are usually the ones least able to make positive use of it.”50 That study, which assessed quantitative and
qualitative research on the impact of security assistance in fragile states, found significant overlap
between “countries of concern” in Africa (i.e., countries with low scores on indicators of state reach) and
key U.S. counterterrorism partners (the TSCTP and PREACT partner countries). Democratic trends in
Africa have raised concerns. Freedom House, which ranks levels of freedom around the world, suggests
that the region has experienced backsliding over the past decade, with 43% of sub-Saharan African
countries ranking Not Free and another 37% ranking Partially Free in its 2015 Freedom in the World
index. From Burkina Faso to Burundi, a number of incumbent African leaders have taken steps to extend
their terms in office, often prompting mass protests and, in some cases, violent responses from security
forces. Several top security assistance recipients under current counterterrorism programs and proposed
ALS deliverables have leaders who have been in office for more than 15 years, namely Cameroon, Chad,
Djibouti, Rwanda, and Uganda. Armed forces reportedly continue to play a significant role in politics and
governance in several top U.S. security partner countries, including Ethiopia, Mauritania, and Uganda,
and the State Department’s own annual human rights reports have raised concerns with security force
abuses in many of the countries considered “partners” in security cooperation programs.
The United States has taken measures to limit the potential for U.S. security assistance to be associated
with abusive foreign governments and security forces through policy determinations and legal restrictions
on aid. Among such restrictions are the so-called “Leahy laws,” which prohibit the provision of U.S.
security assistance to foreign security force units that have been credibly implicated in gross violations of
human rights.51 Congress also prohibits foreign assistance to governments that have overthrown elected
46

See, e.g., Jennifer D.P. Moroney, David E. Thaler and Joe Hogler, Review of Security Cooperation Mechanisms Combatant
Commands Utilize to Build Partner Capacity, RAND Corporation, 2013 and Christopher Paul et al., What Works Best When
Building Partner Capacity and Under What Circumstances?, RAND Corporation, 2013.
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Lesley Anne Warner, The Trans Sahara Counter Terrorism Partnership, Center for Naval Analysis, March 2014.
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The State Department’s Political-Military Bureau is leading its efforts to expand monitoring and evaluation of FMF and IMET
programs. A brief overview of this effort is described in the Department’s FY2016 Congressional Budget Justification.
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See GAO, Building Partner Capacity: Key Practices to Effectively Manage Department of Defense Efforts to Promote Security
Cooperation, GAO-13-335T, February 14, 2013.
50
The RAND study cites quantitative studies on the aggregate effect of U.S. security assistance, noting that “material assistance
(particularly arms transfers) has generally been found to be more problematic than assistance focused on training and education.
Weak and autocratic states have difficulty making positive use of security sector assistance, and in many studies, such assistance
was found to have potentially destabilizing effects.” Stephen Watts, Identifying and Mitigating Risks in Security Sector
Assistance for Africa’s Fragile States, RAND Corporation, 2015.
51
The original Leahy law was codified in 1976 in 2007 in Section 620M of the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of 1961, as
amended (22 U.S.C. 2378d). It applies to assistance provided through State Department and Foreign Operations appropriations.
The DOD Leahy law, which applies to DOD appropriations and had appeared in annual appropriations acts since 1998, was
codified in the FY2015 NDAA as 10 U.S.C. Sec. 2249e. For more information, see CRS Report R43361, “Leahy Law” Human
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governments through military coups, and has enacted various other country-specific legal provisions
related to security assistance and human rights concerns through provisions in annual appropriations and
country-specific or issue-specific legislation. The Child Soldiers Prevention Act of 2008 (CSPA, P.L. 110457), as amended, for example, restricts IMET, FMF, PKO for certain purposes, and the licensing of EDA
and Direct Commercial Sales (DCS) to countries implicated in the use of child soldiers. Six of the nine
countries currently implicated are in Africa. Among them, however, the President has determined it to be
in the national interest to waive the restriction for Rwanda and Somalia, and to provide a partial waiver
for certain types of military aid in CAR, DRC, and South Sudan. Only Sudan (along with Myanmar and
Syria) did not receive a presidential waiver.52 Some critics suggest that such waivers limit the
effectiveness of the law and discourage accountability.53 The Administration contends, however, that such
waivers allow the United States to support military professionalization and participation in peacekeeping
and counterterrorism operations. These considerations highlight the challenges U.S. policymakers face as
they weigh the opportunities and potential consequences of security assistance in the region.
Thank you again for the opportunity to testify about these issues. I look forward to your questions.

(...continued)
Rights Provisions and Security Assistance: Issue Overview, by Nina M. Serafino et al.
52
The most recent was released in June 2014; it includes the CAR, DRC, Rwanda, South Sudan, Sudan, and Somalia.
53
See, e.g., World Vision, “Child Soldier Prevention Law: Partial Enforcement Lets Some Offending Countries Off the Hook,”
October 2, 2014 and Human Rights Watch, “U.S.: Don’t Finance Child Soldiers,” October 3, 2011.

