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Chapter 2

AID'S Sahel Development Program
and the Club/CILSS Framework

IN BRIEF . . .

Congress asked the Office of Technology Assessment to study development efforts in
the Sahel as part of a larger assessment of low-resource agriculture in Africa. The Sahel
is one of the poorest regions in the world and it has been the focus of a concerted, multina-
tional assistance effort. But after a decade of projects and financial aid, there comes a time
to take stock: just how effective has development assistance been in the Sahel and what can
be learned from those experiences?

The United States has played a major role in the Sahel, The Agency for International
Development (AID), as mandated by a 1977 amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act, manages
the Sahel Development program, a comprehensive, long-term approach to reaching food self-
sufficiency while accelerating economic and social development. c hapter 2  looks at key aspects
of this AID program and the unique multinational Club du Sahel/CILSS framework of which
it is a part. Highlights of the chapter include:

Ž AID’s Sahel Development Program is unique among U.S. development efforts because
it is a long-term commitment to a multinational effort with a regional focus and it
receives separate line item funding within the AID budget.

● The multinational Club/CILSS framework has been controversial and its effectiveness
has been constrained by inconsistent member support. CILSS in particular has been
hampered by uneven leadership and inadequate technical and managerial capabilities.
The Club/CILSS approach, however, has served as a forum to combine and focus the
talents and resources of both donor and recipient nations.

● Despite some problems, the Club du Sahel and CILSS, with AID’s participation, have
made substantial contributions to improving the clmate for development in the Sahel,
especially in the areas of sector planning, improved coordination, and increased aid
flows.

Beginning in 1968, 5 years of severe drought
brought death and misery to the Sahel region
of West Africa. Tens of thousands of people
perished and up to one-third of the area’s live-
stock was lost (14). Brought to the public’s at-
tention by the news media, this crisis stimu-
lated unprecedented international relief efforts.
Over $360 million of emergency aid was fun-
neled to the Sahel by 1974 (37).

In the aftermath of that tragedy, the concerns
of both Sahelian and donor officials turned
from relief to recovery and finally to long-term

development. Could future crises in the Sahel
be prevented? How? And how much would it
cost? Reflections on these questions gave birth
to a unique experiment in international devel-
opment cooperation—the Club du Sahel/CILSS
framework, The nine countries of the Sahel and
their major donors joined together in a coop-
erative “contract for a generation. ” Its purpose:
to increase the Sahel’s dependable access to
food and lay the groundwork for long-term de-
velopment. The United States has been an ac-
tive participant in the creation and operations
of the Club du Sahel/CILSS framework.

21



22

THE U.S. COMMITMENT TO CLUB/CILSS:
THE SAHEL DEVELOPMENT PR0GRAM

By 1974, the United States had become the plan, presented to Congress in April of 1976,
largest single food aid donor to the Sahel emer- outlined:
gency relief effort, a commitment that was to the substance and sequence of a compre-grow into the U.S. Sahel Development Program         
(SDP) (136). Prior to the 1968 to 1973 drought,

hensive, long-term approach to development

U.S. development assistance to the Sahel had
in support of food self-sufficiency in the con-

been limited in accordance with the Kerry Re-
text of accelerated economic and social devel-
opment (133).

port of the late 1960s (141). This report recoin- . .  
mended that the United States confine its assis- The proposal concludes:
tance program in Africa to a limited number
of countries with political, strategic, or eco-
nomic importance to the United States. But in
the years following the drought, U.S. assistance
to the Sahel rose steadily reflecting a continued
humanitarian interest by the public at large and
particularly by the Congressional Black Caucus.

. . . we are persuaded that the goals of this Sa-
hel development program are attainable, From
both the humanitarian and technological point
of view, the long-term comprehensive develop-
ment of the Sahel is a unique opportunity which
lies before us today. And the world community
can and should accept this challenge  (133).

In 1977, a further amendment to the Foreign

In December 1973, an amendment to the For-
eign Assistance Act (sec. 639. B) supported U.S.
involvement in an international long-term de-
velopment effort for the Sahel and provided $25
million for emergency and recovery needs. In
July 1974, Congress authorized an additional
$85 million and in late 1975 called on the ex-
ecutive branch to begin immediate planning for
an international Sahel program with the par-
ticipation of African countries. The proposed

Assistance Act (Sections 120 and 121) formally
created SDP within the Agency for Interna-
tional Development (AID), thus institutionaliz-
ing U.S. commitment to the Sahel and to the
Club/CILSS framework. Development assis-
tance to the Sahel under SDP (1978 to 1986) has
totaled $750 million (not including $91 million
in Economic Support Funds and $421 million
in Public Law 480 food aid). Total U.S. assis-
tance to the Sahel from 1978 to 1986 has equaled
approximately $1.4 billion (see table 2-1).

Table 2-1 .—U.S. Bilateral Assistance to the Sahel, 1976-86 (millions of dollars)

Sahel Development Public Law Economic
Year Program 480a Support Fund Total

1976 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1977 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1978 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1979 ......., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1980 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1981 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1982 ...., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1983 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1984 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1985 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1986 (estimated) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

$ 35b

45b

50
75
75
93
94
85

103
98
77

$ 24
20
32
25
40
56
45
32
55
92
44

—
—
—
—
—
—
—

$10
18
43
20

$ 59
65
82

100
115
149
139
127
176
233
141

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $830 $465 $91 $1,386
apubllc Law 480 assistance data includes World  Food Program and emergency food ald but does not !nclude  ocean fre!ght  Costs In flSCal year 1985.  freight costs
totaled $104 milllon

bDevelopment  assistance to the Sahel before SDP existed.

SOURCES Data on SDP and ESF supplied by: U S Agency for International Development, Bureau for Africa, Off Ice of Sahel and West Africa  Affairs,  “U S Ass{stance
to the Sahel, ” unpublished data, April 1986

Public Law 480 data supplied by: U S. Agency for International Development, Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntary Organ lzatlons,  “Publlc Law 480, As.
slstance  to the Sahel, ” unpublished data, April 1988
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The phrase “Sahel Development Program”
has three usages, referring to three interrelated
components. From the administrative/manage-
ment perspective, SDP is the separate funding
line item within the AID budget and the dis-
tinct management unit within AID which ad-
ministers it. Second, it is a novel approach for
U.S. development assistance because it is ex-

plicit support for and participation in the mul-
tinational and regional framework of Club/
CILSS process. And finally, it also refers to the
specific goals, objectives, strategies, and pro-
grams that comprise U.S. development assis-
tance to the countries of the Sahel as expressed
in AID’s Sahel Country Development Strategy
Statement (126). (See app. E.)

THE CLUB/CILSS FRAMEWORK

CILSS is the French acronym for the Perma-
nent Interstate Committee for Drought Control
in the Sahel, an organization of nine Sahelian
States originally formed in 1973 to coordinate
relief and recovery efforts.1 CILSS has been
an influential actor in the past decade’s effort
in the Sahel, but its mandate and operations
have been controversial from the start. It be-
gan as a mechanism to alert donors to the situ-
ation in the Sahel and to focus appeals for assis-
tance but its charter also suggested that it could
play a coordinating role for drought control ef-
forts (37).

At its first official meeting in September 1973,
CILSS presented donors with a list requesting
over 300 projects totaling $3 billion, an action
that set the tone of the early years (75). Donors
were noticeably cool to this ‘‘shopping list” ap-
proach, feeling that careful analysis of the prob-
lems should be done first as a foundation for
a coordinated strategy. Between 1974 and 1976,
while CILSS and donor countries negotiated
to determine priority projects, the major
donors–France, the United States, the World

‘The original (;11.SS  members included  Burkina 1+’asn  (ff]r-
mcrl y ( J ppc r \’olta  ), (;had,  NI al i, \l a u rit a n ia, h’ iger,  a n(l  Sene-
gal. The Gamhia  and the (;ape \rcrdc Islands ~i’crc  a(lln  itt[~(i III
1975. In January I gt36,  the C1 [,SS Con fcren(:e  of Hca(i\ of St,]tc
a pp rove(]  t hf; a(l m i ss i(] n () f (; u i nf; a H i ssa u.

Bank, and Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO)—commissioned
a number of studies of Sahel problems and po-
tential. The studies suggested that the Sahel did
indeed have the resources necessary to be self-
sufficient in food, or at least to improve con-
siderably its food security, by the end of the
century. It would require, however, a coordi-
nated, long-term effort of 15 to 30 years and
$15 to $20 billion in new support. Priority, they
concluded, would have to be given to agricul-
ture, especially food crops that had been ne-
glected in the past (37,133).

The role and operations of the Club du Sahel
side of the Club/CILSS framework was equally
born in controversy. Both the chaos of disaster
and recovery assistance flowing into the Sahel
following the drought of 1968 to 1973 and the
potential offered by the CILSS call for a con-
certed Sahel program clearly indicated the need
for a mechanism for coordination among
donors and between donors and Sahelians. Yet
there was no common agreement on under
what auspices that coordination should be ac-
complished. FAO had established an office for
relief coordination as early as 1972 and the
United Nations Sahelian Office (UN SO) began
operations in 1974, with a focus on the envi-
ronmental sector. The United Nations Devel-
opment Program (UNDP) was also active and
along with UNSO provided early support for
CILSS.  Despite the level of United Nations (UN)
activity, several donors, particularly the United
States, West Germany, and several Sahelian
countries, were against a UNDP or UNSO co-
ordinating role. The World Bank, another log-
ical possibility, was not interested.
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The Black Caucus of the U.S. Congress, along ● to inform the international community on
with interested AID officials, is given credit for development prospects and needs in the
the idea to create a new coordinating structure Sahel;
outside the UN system (37). Their only condi- ● to encourage cooperation between donors
tion, included in later legislation, was that U.S. to implement projects requested by Sahel-
contributions would be limited to no more than ian governments and CILSS and facilitate
10 percent of the combined effort. The major the mobilization of resources; and
problem encountered was overcoming the war-
iness of the French Government, whose con-
tinuing post-colonial economic, political, and
cultural ties led them to consider the Sahel as
their special sphere of influence. Eventually,
however, the French Government agreed, moti-
vated by changes in internal politics and the
growing economic burden of the Sahelian States
on the French treasury. Thereafter, the French
began to play a leadership role in the Club du
Sahel while the United States continued a
catalytic but low key approach. Other donors
greeted the proposal with varying degrees of
enthusiasm. Canada and West Germany were
particularly cautious and until recently the
World Bank maintained primarily an observer
status. As the Club has clarified its role and
proven its value, donors have increased their
support.

The Club du Sahel is set up as a loosely struc-
tured, informal arrangement, without formal
membership—more of a forum than a develop-
ment organization. More than 25 major mul-
tilateral and bilateral donors join the CILSS
member states in Club activities. It is made up
of a small Secretariat located at the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD) headquarters in Paris, irregular
general meetings (six have been held so far),
and a common working group (organized
jointly with CILSS) of technicians broken up
into sect oral working groups whose responsi-
bility is to map out medium- and long-term
strategies and organize ad hoc meetings on
technical issues. Both donors and Sahelians
participate in its meetings and working groups.

The Club’s first meeting was held in Senegal
in 1976 where its purpose and mandate were
set :

● to be a forum for Sahelian nations to outline
their policies and priorities for medium-
and long-term development and discuss
them with donors (37).

The strategy that evolved out of the working
groups and that was endorsed by the 1977 gen-
eral meeting was based on the primary impor-
tance of food self-sufficiency and ecological bal-
ance for the Sahel. It emphasized agricultural

Photo credit U S Peace Corps

Increasing food security was one of the primary
objectives of the Club/ClLSS effort and it remains a

● to support CILSS, the principal agency for
major goal of development assistance in the Sahel,

Here a Sahelian millet breeder works with
regional cooperation in the Sahel; a Peace Corps agronomist,
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production; ecology and forestry; fisheries; and
the integration of new themes such as recur-
rent costs, cereals pricing, marketing, and stor-
age. Its action program combined infrastructural
improvements, human resource development,
medium-term production projects, and longer
term approaches to develop irrigation poten-
tial, particularly in the major river basins. Sub-
sequent meetings refined the strategy in the
light of experience. A 1978 meeting focused at-
tention on the crucial fuelwood crisis and en-
couraged an increase in support for the forestry
and ecology sector, A revised strategy adopted
in 1980 again emphasized the environment and
its 1 ink to food self-sufficiency goals, In subse-
quent meetings, the recurrent cost issue, the
role of policy reform, continued coordination
problems, and the lack of progress of agricul-
tural programs have been added to the agenda.

25
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The 1984 revised long-term strategy, adopted
by the Club and the CILSS Council of Ministers,
reflects these changes, Its main elements are:

●

●

●

●

to encourage private initiative and limit the
extent of government intervention in the
development process;
to emphasize the need for policy reform
and the establishment of sound economic
foundations as a precondition to devel-
opment;
to link the food security objective to over-
all development of the agriculture sector;
and
to recognize that environmental stability
is based on appropriate, integrated plan-
ning in agriculture, forestry, and livestock
sectors (123).

EVOLUTION AND CONSTRAINTS

Once donor support increased through the
Club du Sahel, CILSS began to expand its man-
date and its Secretariat in Ouagadougou, Bur-
kina Faso. Through the Club working groups,
CILSS participated in important studies and
in preparing the 1977 Club/CILSS strategy doc-
ument and subsequent revisions, CILSS in-
creasingly played a more direct role in devel-
oping and implementing regional projects such
as a large Integrated Pest Management project,
With donor support, it created two specialized
institutions, AGRHRYMET (Sahelian Regional
Center for Agro-meteorology and Applied Hy-
drology) in Niamey, Niger and the Sahel Insti-
tute in Bamako, Mali. The latter was set up to
facilitate information sharing among Sahelian
researchers and to coordinate appropriate re-
search projects. Repeating the pattern of its par-
ent organization, the Sahel Institute also began
research efforts of its own,

The performance of CILSS, particularly in
project management and coordination, has
been mediocre. Like many regional organiza-
tions in Africa and elsewhere, it has suffered
from a lack of member support; political ten-
sion among members; and uneven leadership,

managerial, and technical skills. In the past,
member countries have not insisted on strong
accountability. From the beginning, CILSS
member countries have been slow to provide
financial assistance while the personnel as-
signed to CILSS had uneven qualifications.

But other problems related to support from
member nations have been more fundamental.
While welcoming the increased aid flows that
CILSS has helped foster, member governments
have been reluctant to give CILSS a coordinat-
ing role that might interfere with their sover-
eignty or direct access to donors. CILSS strat-
egy and policy decisions have been poorly
reflected in the actions of member States. Nor
is the CILSS planning process integrated with
those of its members. Donors have found that
many projects contained in the CILSS “first
generation” program were not part of national
development plans or were considered low pri-
ority, Many of these coordination and follow-
through problems are explained by the fact that
the CILSS Council of Ministers is for the most
part comprised of Ministers of Agriculture, Ru-
ral Development or Natural Resources; these
ministries typically play minor roles in policy
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decisions in most Sahelian States. Also, in-
country CILSS national coordinating offices
have been poorly staffed and have limited lo-
cal power,

Donor support also has been inconsistent.
The original growth in the CILSS mandate was
partially supported by donors of the Club du
Sahel, Over time, major donors such as the
United States have concluded that while there
is a role for regional analysis and dialog, in-
stitutional weaknesses within CILSS and po-
litical realities make national governments the
more appropriate focus for most projects and
programs (125,132). For several years, CILSS
ignored donor criticisms but in 1985, follow-
ing a change in CILSS leadership, growing
member State dissatisfaction, and increased
donor use of conditionality in their financial
assistance, CILSS agreed to revise its mandate
to become more of a regional think tank and
streamline its operations. Although too early
to be certain, it appears that CILSS has begun
much-needed reforms,

The overall positive impact of the Club du
Sahel is also not without some qualification
(137). The studies performed by the Club work-
ing groups are not all of equal quality nor have
the Club/CILSS strategies had much impact on
the strategies and sector allocations’ of either
Sahelian governments or donors. For example,
although assistance to rural development and
rainfed agriculture has grown 7,1 and 16,1 per-
cent each year, respectively, less than one-
quarter of all donor assistance is going into ru-
ral development and less than half of that sup-
ports rainfed agriculture (25). Similarly, assis-
tance to forestry and ecology is growing at an
impressive 31.5 percent annually, yet it is still
only 2 percent of total aid. (For trends in assis-
tance to the Sahel, see app. A, table A-5.)

While coordination has been the hallmark of
Club activities, its lack remains a major obsta-
cle to effective use of development assistance.
The partnership between the Club and CILSS
is an impressive step in development coopera-
tion, but the Club can be criticized for taking

‘In a dekcloprnent  sense, a sector is an area  of’ puhlic  in\rest-
ment,  e.g., the forestry sector, the li~’estock scctur,  etc.

the initiative and leadership away from CILSS
at times and because it has few Sahelians
directly involved with the work of the Club Sec-
retariat. There has been difficulty translating
agreements into action because of political and
organizational pressures. For example, the
organization has been unsuccessful in encour-
aging donors to take action to use simplified,
standardized project documents to reduce the
burden on Sahelian governments.

It has also proven difficult to translate Club-
sponsored agreements about donor coordina-
tion into clear mandates for field representa-
tives to work more closely together. The extent
of the in-country coordination problem is in-
dicated by the sheer number of donors and
projects. In 1983 in Burkina Faso, 29 major
donors were working on 119 separate projects,
including 13 donors active in agriculture (27).
In-country consultative groups or donor round-
tables organized respectively by the World Bank
and UNDP have so far proven to be of limited
success due to a lack of clear support from
donors’ home offices. Over the past 3 years,
however, some improvement has been noted.
In Senegal and Mali, donors have effectively
coordinated strategies in working with the
respective governments on the sensitive ques-
tion of policy reform. Work sponsored by the
Club on food aid coordination, though still in
embryonic stages, shows signs of progress (27).
Club/CILSS-sponsored antidesertification strat-
egies and in-country meetings to consider how
to implement strategies and deal with other co-
ordination issues also have promising potential.

CILSS was created to tackle common prob-
lems within a group of countries with histori-
cal and cultural commonalities and shared eco-
logical and economic constraints,3 But shared
problems are not necessarily enough to be con-
ducive to mutual solutions, The similarity of
Sahelian economies and production systems
means that there is very little they have to of-
fer each other in trade to increase mutual food
securi ty,  Some authori t ies  feel  that  the
subregional focus on the Sahel should be grad-

“1’he  extent and rele~~an(; e to te(; hnolog}  de~relopment  of sinl-
ila rit ies between Sahel states has been qua] i fied foil 0111 i n g the
de~’elopment  experiences of the past de(, a(ie. Stx; (:11. 4,
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ually shifted to include the coastal economies
to the south of the Sahel, which provide better
economic complementarily with the Sahel.

Coordination with other multilateral and re-
gional organizations remains a problem for
both the Club and CILSS. Overlapping mem-
berships and mandates with UNSO, UNDP,
CEAO, ECOWAS, the Conseil d’Entente, (the
last three are subregional economic coordina-
tion bodies), the NBA, OMVS, and OMVG (Sa-
helian river basin development authorities], and
the Organization of African Unity create dupli-
cation and lack of coordination, Institutional
rivalries have also led to lost opportunities.

The future success of the Club/CILSS may
be jeopardized as the flow of assistance to the
Sahel diminishes. Aid to the Sahel peaked in
1981 and then declined through 1983, Increases
in 1984 to 1985 are largely a reflection of emer-
gency food aid, International economic difficul-
ties, government budget cutbacks in most ma-
jor donor countries, the drop in oil prices, and
competing demands for aid from Eastern and
Southern Africa all combine to make future
levels of assistance to the Sahel uncertain. The
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries, which also participates in the Club, sup-
plied $425 million (over 20 percent of the total)
in 1981. This fell by more than 50 percent to
$200 million in 1983 and is expected to fall fur-
ther (25). New U.S. commitments for Sahel de-
velopment assistance have fallen from a high
of $103 million in 1984 to a projected $77 mil-
lion in 1986. The Administration has requested
$80 million for 1987. Although the Canadians,
Dutch, and Italians have been increasing assis-
tance to the Sahel, it is unlikely that these in-
creases will compensate for the overall decline
in aid.

Despite these problems, the contributions of
the Club/CILSS process have been substantial.
The Club has had a significant impact on the
international development program in the Sa-
hel through its regular meetings, the technical
analysis and strategy proposals of its working
group (which includes both donor and Sahelian
technicians), and the ongoing process of reflec-

tion, information collection, and dissemination.
Its major accomplishments include:

●

●

●

Sector Planning and Strategies: Sector
analysis and strategy discussions have had
substantial impacts on the content and con-
duct of both donor and Sahelian programs.
The Club has assisted in increasing atten-
tion on the priority of agriculture and food
production, the fuelwood crisis, the key
role of cereal policies, and the problem of
recurrent costs. Commissioned studies,
and the collection and sharing of knowl-
edge about the Sahel, have provided a solid
beginning for an effective database on the
Sahel,

Aid Flows: Club activities have played a
key role in tripling aid flows to the Sahel.
Between 1975 and 1984, total assistance
to the Sahel totaled $14.1 billion. (See app.
A, tables A-1 through A-3.) Per capita assis-
tance to Sahelians has averaged $44 per
person yearly, more than double that for
sub-Saharan African as a whole and four
times that for Asia (25), Increased aid for
agriculture and forestry can be at least par-
tially attributed to Club sector analysis and
strategies. (See app. A, table A-5.)

Coordination: The Club has had a dual im-
pact on coordination, helping foster coordi-
nation between various donors and be-
tween donors and aid recipients, Although
there is still need for improvement, the
Club has fostered an improved dialog in
development assistance. The non-threaten-
ing, less formal, “partnership of equals”
atmosphere of Club/CILSS meetings and
the fact that the dialog has continued for
over a decade have built an atmosphere of
trust regarding sensitive topics such as
recurrent costs, cereals pricing, and the re-
forms of CILSS. The Club has taken the
lead in discussing the coordination of food
aid and desertification and has begun orga-
nizing in-country progress review meetings
of donors and host country officials to take
stock of their efforts toward Club/CILSS
goals.
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The Club/CILSS experience has brought to
light some important lessons (37):

• the advantages of subregional cooperation,
Ž the importance of strategic thinking,
Ž the value of donor coordination, and
● the necessity for a “contractual” framework.

The failure to heed the latter—to implement
agreed upon mutual obligations—has been per-
haps the greatest weakness of Club/CILSS dur-
ing the past decade. Progress in the Sahel de-
pends on the common actions of all—Sahelian
farmers and herders, Sahelian governments,
and donors. The role of each must be identi-
fied and commitments carried out in action.
Greater “conditionality” in relationships be-
tween all partners is an essential part of im-
proving performance in the future (38). Progress
on policy reform and the reform of CILSS are
examples of what such an approach can ac-

On balance the Club/CILSS approach is an
important part of U.S. and international efforts
in the Sahel. It has relatively low costs and has
made an overall positive contribution in the re-
gion, The evolving Club/CILSS mechanism has
the potential to improve the effectiveness of the
combined contributions of donors and Sa-
helians. The realization of that potential is, how-
ever, far from assured. It will require continued
high levels of active participation by donors and
Sahelians. Some observers feel, however, that
the U.S. commitment has diminished in recent
years. While the United States was active in
the beginning of CILSS, of late it has turned
from catalyst to critic. These criticisms have
been significant in identifying needed reforms
of both CILSS and the Club du Sahel, but some
people have questioned whether the United
States is willing to provide the resources to sup-
port implementation of the suggested reforms.

complish.


