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Both geography and history, as noted in the article on Eurasia in
this issue of the Carnegie Reporter, have long been both complicating and
defining factors in the region. After all, Eurasia, as currently defined, is the
product of the Russian Empire that emerged between the 17th and 19th
centuries. At the end of the 19th century, the Russian Empire occupied
almost 1/6 of the Earth’s landmass and had forged a multi-ethnic, multi-reli-
gious, multi-national and multi-racial empire that stretched from Europe to
the Bering Sea on the doorstep of Alaska. But in the chaotic aftermath of the
1917 Russian revolutions and World War I, this giant among empires faced
civil war and disintegration, often along regional and ethnic lines. What
prevented these fissures from becoming permanent was the emergence of
the Soviet Union in 1922, which, under Communist rule, eventually recon-
quered practically all the territories that were lost during the Great War. But
this triumph also posed a dilemma: since Communism opposed colonialism
and advocated a transnational workers’ state free from the divisive ravages of
nationalism, the Communist Party formulated a new concept of a sovereign
state that was designed to preserve both unity and diversity.
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This goal was best exemplified in the “Stalin” constitution of 1936,
under which, eventually, 100 different national cultures living in 16 soviet
federated socialist republics,1 including 6 territories, 123 regions, 20 auton-
omous republics, 8 autonomous regions and 10 autonomous districts were
ostensibly granted the right to secede from the union but at the same time,
pressed to recognize their obligation, in the name of proletarian solidarity,
to denounce even the possibility of such a move. After all, Marxist theory, as
formulated by Joseph Stalin, held that “a nation is a historically constituted,
stable community of people, formed on the basis of a common language,
territory, economic life, and psychological make-up manifested in a com-
mon culture,” and that those countries and peoples comprising the Soviet
Union had joined it voluntarily. Sustaining this proposition was easier said
than done. In reality, the same ethnic and nationalist tensions that beset
the Russian Empire fermented beneath the Soviet structure even though
the Communist Party hierarchy asserted that it had been able to solve the
nationality question and hence, had successfully confronted the issue of
nationalism. Therefore, the Soviet Union, while serving as a bridge between
Europe and Asia, remained at the vanguard of the working-class revolution
that soon, in the view of its leaders, would spread throughout the world.

During the eighty years of Soviet rule, at least five distinct policy trends
helped to shore up the balancing act that Soviet leaders attempted in order to
keep the “voluntary” amalgam of nations and peoples they had placed within
the framework of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics functioning:

1. What united the Slavic peoples—such as religion, history, language,
racial makeup, ethnicity and shared suffering under the yoke of tyranny—
was natural; what divided them, particularly imposed borders, was artificial.

2. Just the opposite could be said of Muslims living in the region. What
united them—religion—was artificial in the view of atheistic Soviet doc-
trine; what divided them (many of the same factors as were seen to unite
the Slavs) was natural. This view rationalized the creation of republics with
unique characteristics such as Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan,
with arbitrarily drawn borders crossing ethnic and tribal lines in an attempt
to prevent the development of a Muslim bloc.

3. The Jews presented a particular challenge to Soviet leadership, both
in practice and in theory. Stalin’s “final solution,” enacted in 1934, was to
create for them an autonomous region called Birobidzhan in the south-
ern part of the now-former Soviet Far East (bordering on China); the goal
was to isolate Judaism, which ran counter to official state policy of athe-

ism; and the burgeoning notion of Zionism, which countered Soviet views
of nationalism.

4. The effects of the 1939 Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact saw three Baltic
states—Estonia (part of the Russian Empire until 1918 and then indepen-
dent for 22 years), Latvia and Lithuania—transferred to Soviet control; these
“newcomers” required the development of new Soviet policies to deal with
their more European roots and outlook and their ethnic mix of peoples.

5. The issue of Armenia and Georgia, both of which had adopted
Christianity in the 4th century and which, at one time or another, were
independent kingdoms (the eastern Georgian kingdom of Kartl-Kakheti
remained an independent entity until 1783), was addressed by grudging
recognition on the part of Soviet leaders that these intransigently sepa-
rate regions could not be wholly subsumed. Though part of the Russian
Empire, they retained their own alphabets and languages, as well as their
own national churches.

But the concept of Russia as a benign elder brother acting as a leader,
and often, an umpire over a collection of common interests, proved difficult
to maintain. During World War II, for example, the Soviet leaders promoted
nationalistic fervor to combat the Nazis, but they could not bury the concept
of nationalism with the war dead: issues of ethnic pride, historical memory
and the nationalist goals of various republics and autonomous zones were
never put to rest. While the Communist Party may have decided that inter-
nal borders were not important within the Soviet Union—because Soviet
nationals were, to their thinking, citizens of one country rather than citizens
of many distinct republics or other subnational entities; they all served in
one army, participated in one planned economy, belonged to o7e trade union
and were governed by one party and one constitution—there were millions
of people living under the Soviet system who thought otherwise.

While the Soviet Union may have stifled open internal debate about
these divisive issues, it could not prevent the West, during more than forty
years of the Cold War, from appealing to nationalism and making religious
and ethnic freedoms, along with the defense of national cultures, into effec-
tive anti-Soviet propaganda tools. Thus positioned as defender of the rights
of Christians, Jews, Muslims and other groups, the United States and its
allies stoked the fires of national identity and ethnic and religious rights that
burned in the memory of those who mourned a lost nation or dreamed that
a motherland, gone for decades or even centuries, could rise again.

In the 1970s, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and its aftermath
rekindled the late 19th century Great Game that pitted the Russian Empire
against Great Britain, though now the protaganists were the Soviet Union
and its successor, Russia, vying with the United States for the future of the
region. Afghanistan was the tipping point: throughout the war, which was
fought, on the Afghan side, largely with Western arms and financing, the
thousands of guerilla fighters who poured in from other Muslim nations
and their political backers used Islam as a motivating factor and argued that
the presence of “atheistic” Soviet troops in Afghanistan was an offense to
Muslims all over the world. In an ironic twist, for the West—particularly
the United States—Islam was, for a time, a useful buffer against “the red
menace” of Communism, a weapon to be wielded as necessary, and sheathed
when it was no longer needed. But that decision turned out not to be one
that could be made without long-term consequences: once the Soviet Union
collapsed, other nations such as Saudi Arabia and Pakistan saw that money
and influence could be used to promote the rebirth of Islam as a potent
political weapon to be used in the name of Muslim solidarity in the region
but also to support their own national and regional ambitions.

Now, as competing international interests—the United States, China,
and any number of Muslim states—continue jockeying for power, the
newly minted Russian Federation is forced to face its own future. It may
chose to be autochthonous, echoing with the Slavophile aspirations of those
19th century advocates of the supremacy of Slavic culture and historical
institutions as a better model of development for Russia than the Western
European one. Or it can continue the process of Westernizing begun under
Peter the Great, and carried on by both the Czarist and Soviet governments,

and thus continue bridging the divide between Europe and Asia. Which
(Continued on page 53)

1 The Karelo-Finnish Soviet Socialist Republic was dissolved in 1956, leaving a total of 15.
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POST-SOVIET EURASIA

The Birth of Evrasia

The fall of the Soviet Union a decade-and-a-
half ago was sudden and swift. It came with lit-
tle warning as Washington policymakers tried to
come to terms with the realities of Europe trans-
formed, Germany unified and the world mov-
ing at an unprecedented pace. They had to deal
with ex-Soviet nuclear weapons scattered all over a
country that was no more. They had to send home
thousands of ex-Soviet troops stranded in newly
free Eastern Europe—a home that often didn’t
exist. The last thing they had time to think about
was what to call the new countries and regions that
emerged from the fragments of the Soviet empire.

At the State Department, where diplomacy is
organized by region or continent, the European
bureau had had the responsibility for relations
with the Soviet Union. Notwithstanding the fact
that the Soviet Union had been the biggest coun-
try in Asia, it also had been the biggest power in
Europe, and Europe was where U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions were focused throughout the Cold War. With

1 At over 12 million km? bigger that than China at over 9 million km?.
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Russia still the biggest power in Europe (as well as
Asia!) even after the fall of the Soviet Union, it
made sense to keep the European bureau in charge
of U.S.-Russian relations.

With many important details of the Soviet
divorce yet to be finalized, it made perfect sense,
as well, to put the European bureau in charge of
dealing with all the other former Soviet republics.
Many of them are in Europe and the task of set-
ting up relations with these new states could be
coordinated more efficiently from one office at the
State Department.

But not all of them are in Europe. Five—
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan
and Tajikistan—are indisputably Asian. Three—
Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia—claim solid
European credentials, which are nonetheless dis-
puted by some geographers who maintain that
the southeastern boundary of Europe runs along
the Caucasus ridge, thus relegating Azerbaijan,
Armenia and Georgia to Asia. However, if Turkey
can be in Europe, why not the latter three?

Note: The views expressed in this arficle are the authors and do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the National Defense University, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. Government.
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by EUGENE RUMER

A NEWWORLD ORDER?

While new challenges to international peace and security have emerged in

recent years, many of the old ones have not dissipated, including the state of

U.S.-Russian relations. One area of growing tensions is post-Soviet Eurasia—

a region of geostrategic significance to both Russia and the United States,

and a new emphasis of concern for Carnegie Corporation of New York.

This fusion of geography and bureaucratic
politics produced a new definition—Eurasia—
which sidestepped the thorny issue of who does
and who doesn’t belong to Europe and enabled
the European bureau to keep its domain intact.
Of course, the word Eurasia is not new and tra-
ditionally has described the great landmass, which
includes both Europe and Asia. It is still in use.

The new Eurasia has been endowed with a far
less precise meaning. For the past fifteen years,
it has denoted those post-Soviet countries that
are located either on the periphery or outside of
Europe. Linked to Europe by their shared leg-
acy with Russia, they were “grandfathered” into
the continent when the USSR broke up, and
the United States recognized them as sovereign,
independent and equal heirs to the old empire.
Recognition accorded to Russia was formally
extended to all other former Soviet states.

However, it would be unfair and misleading
to treat that decision as a matter of bureaucratic
inertia or political correctness. Anyone retracing
the origins of Eurasia has to take into account the
atmosphere of the early 1990s with its high hopes
for the novel phenomenon of globalization, the
historic victory of democratic values and their uni-

versality and, as a result of modern technological
advances, the growing irrelevance of boundaries—
geographic, political, economic and intellectual.
The fall of the Iron Curtain—the “mother of all
boundaries”—became the symbol of a new world
without boundaries.

In that atmosphere, what did it matter that
the new concept of Eurasia lacked precise geo-
graphic boundaries? And when all ex-Soviet states
in Europe and Asia lined up for membership in
the OSCE—the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe—and pledged to observe
its underlying principles of respect for democratic
norms and human rights, it made good sense to

Eugene Rumer is a Senior Fellow at the Institute for
National Strategic Studies at the National Defense
University in Washington, DC. Before joining INSS
in 2000, he served as Director for Russian, Ukrainian
and Eurasian affairs at the National Security Council
and a member of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff at
the Department of State. Prior to government service,
he worked for the Rand Corporation in Santa Monica,
California and in Moscow, Russia. Mr. Rumer holds
degrees in economics, Russian studies and political sci-
ence from Boston University, Georgetown and MIT
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bend geographic definitions for the sake
of progress in Eurasia.

History and Geography
Are Back

Progress, however, proved slow and
often painful, once the new states of the
new Eurasia confronted the challenges of
independence. They also discovered that
boundaries and geography still mattered.

Borders may have seemed irrelevant
to students of globalization at the outset
of the new and seamless world, but to
the new states of Eurasia they mattered
a great deal. Overnight, when the Soviet
Union fell apart, the old internal admin-
istrative boundaries that had had so little
meaning inside the old empire became
international borders. Many, if not all of
them had been drawn with little regard
for ethnic or religious factors, as a result
of 19th century imperial conquests or
20th century big-power diplomacy.

For example, Azerbaijan’s border
with Iran is the product of the 1828
Turkmanchay treaty with Persia, which
was signed after the latter’s defeat by
Russia in the second Russo-Persian war
of 1827-28.% Ukraine’s modern borders
include Crimea, which until 1954 was
a part of the Russian Federation, as well
as Lviv, which before World War I was
part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire,
belonged to Poland between World Wars
I and II, and became part of the USSR as
a result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact
and Soviet victory in World War II.

Entire centuries’ worth of injustice
and imperial domination were incorpo-
rated in these arbitrary lines drawn with
little regard for local custom and pride.
Righting the wrong meant restoring
just borders.

Disputes over just borders began
even before the Soviet Union broke
up. Some escalated into full-fledged
wars as two fundamental desires of

2 http:llen.wikipedia.orglwiki/ Treaty_of” Turkmenchay
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nations—for self-determination and
sovereignty—clashed. Few, if any of
these newest members of the interna-
tional community showed respect for
the basic principles of the OSCE or
democratic norms and values hailed by
the international community as univer-
sal after the Cold War.

In the enclave of Nagorno-
Karabakh—part of the former Soviet
republic of Azerbaijan—ethnic
Armenians took up arms in pursuit of
their independence from Azerbaijan and
unification with the neighboring ex-
Soviet republic of Armenia. Azerbaijan
responded with force in defense of its
sovereignty and territorial integrity. The
war, which began in 1988 and ended
with a cease-fire in 1994, resulted in
thousands of deaths, hundreds of thou-
sands of refugees, economic devastation
and is currently stalemated.

When they joined the OSCE, both
Armenia and Azerbaijan pledged to obey
its founding principles, including com-

Much as they sought to free themselves from
independence, the states of the new Furasia
links. Russia—the region’s biggest oil and gas

energy to its former possessions, exercising con

mitment not to change borders by force.
Since then, the Azeris have vowed to
fight to the last drop of blood to restore
its sovereignty and territorial integrity.
The Armenians have pledged to do the
same to keep Nagorno-Karabakh.

This conflict marked the first sig-
nificant outbreak of hostilities in the
new Eurasia, but it was certainly not
the only one. In Moldova’s breakaway

REPORTER—Spring 2006

Transniestrian region, in Georgia’s
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, as well as
in Russia’s Chechnya, violence erupted
as nations sought to fulfill their twin,
but often mutually exclusive aspirations
for sovereignty and self-determination.
Active conflicts have been extinguished—
with the exception of occasional skir-
mishes across cease-fire lines—but none
have been resolved and all remain in a
state of suspended animation.

Despite the euphoria associated with
the fall of the Soviet Union elsewhere
in the world, Russia’s withdrawal from
Eurasia was traumatic for all involved.
The glue that had held together the
provinces of the old empire for so long
was no more. Gone also was the sense
of belonging to a greater whole—albeit
discredited and often despised—a
superpower that for a brief moment
in history was second to none. In its
place were left countries struggling with
uncertain boundaries, unclear national
identities, surrounded by hostile powers

and lacking clear strategic orientation or
ability to integrate into something new.

From Independence
to Integration

Besides, who would take them? The
United States and Europe were busy in
the Balkans, in Somalia, in the Persian
Gulf. The United States famously
declared its lack of interest through



Russia and secure their

found it impossible to sever the
producer—continued to supply
siderable leverage over them.

Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott,
who rejected the atavistic “Great Game”
approach to the region, suggesting that it
become instead free of great powers. The
“Great Game,” of course, referred to the
term pioneered by Rudyard Kipling in his
1901 book Kim and used for generations
to describe the struggle for influence in
the heart of Eurasia between the British

and the Russian empires in
the 19th century.’

Would Europe em-
brace the new Eurasia? Not
knowing how to handle
Turkey’s European aspira-
tions and saddled with the
prospect of new members
in Eastern Europe, whose
Europeanness was a mat-
ter of fact, not political
correctness or bureaucratic
convenience, it certainly
was not interested in cast-
ing its membership nets
even farther afield.

Russia, soon after the
fall of the Soviet Union,
began to talk about gath-
ering its old possessions
in an exclusive sphere
of influence—a Russian
Monroe Doctrine put
forth by some Russian
politicians and analysts—
but was neither welcome
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as a big brother nor capa-
ble of playing the role of
the regional hegemon. Its
economy was in a free fall,
its military went hungry,
homeless and unpaid, its
politics was chaotic and
unpredictable.

For the states of Cen-
tral Asia comprising the
biggest slice of the new
Eurasia, there was also the challenge of
defining their relations with China—
the rising giant, whose intentions were
unclear. Caution would be the by-word
in their dealings with China.

For China, too, the emergence
of five newly independent states at
its doorstep was a development to be
viewed with caution. Its own Sinjiang

province with its Muslim minorities
bordering on ex-Soviet Central Asia
was a source of headaches for Beijing as
it sought to balance economic growth
with political stability. Russia’s loss of
control across the border in Central Asia
and the prospect of instability there was
therefore troubling for China’s lead-
ers who didn’t seem to be looking for
new commitments in the restive region.
Anything that would preserve the status
quo in the region and keep its troubles
contained would serve their interests
just fine for the time being.

A Difficult Divorce

The status quo in the meantime was
not to be taken for granted. The new
Eurasia’s economies were in a free fall.
The breakup of the Soviet Union dis-
rupted the arcane economic links cre-
ated in the course of more than half a
century of Soviet central planning. From
raw materials to spare parts, factories all
over the former Soviet states had come
to rely on supplies from trading part-
ners that were now not only thousands
of miles, but also several international
boundaries away. Russia—the biggest
link in this chain—shared the plight
of its former possessions. And, as if the
trauma of economic disruption caused
by the Soviet breakup was not enough,
the domestic marketplace of the new
Eurasia was now open to external com-
petition rendering many goods uneco-
nomical and noncompetitive.

Furthermore, Russia—the biggest
economy and the biggest market of the
old Soviet marketplace—was also the
source of uncounted subsidies for its
former colonies. Those subsidies paid
for major industrial, infrastructure and
social welfare projects in regions—now
countries—that had long suffered from
chronic poverty and underdevelop-

3 Strobe Talbott, ‘A Farewell to Flashman: American Policy in the Caucasus and Central Asia,” U.S. Department of State Dispatch 8, no. 6 (July 1997), http:/fwww.treemedia.

com/cfrlibrary/library/policy/talbott. htm!
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ment. Much of that money was stolen
and misspent—a record of theft and
mismanagement amply documented
in the Soviet press during Gorbachev’s
campaign of glasnost. But with the
breakup of the Soviet Union, the flow
of that money ended, with little foreign
aid coming in to replace it.

The financial system—or systems,
rather—had to be created anew. Cur-
rencies had to be created from scratch,
central banks stood up, exchanges
opened—all hugely important but tasks
for which none of the Eurasian states,
including Russia, was prepared. Russia
had inherited the Soviet Union’s Central
Bank and ruble currency, but its coffers
were empty, the ruble was in a free fall,
and for other former Soviet states, using
rubles as currency meant compromising
their sovereignty and their finances.

Much as they sought to free them-
selves from Russia and secure their
independence, the states of the new
Eurasia found it impossible to sever the
links. The most important ones were in
the area of energy and transportation.
Russia—the region’s biggest oil and
gas producer—continued to supply its
former possessions with cut-rate hydro-
carbons and electricity, thus exercising
considerable leverage over them.

Russia also controlled their links
to the outside world. It controlled the
railroads, the pipelines and even some
of the ports through which these new
entrants in the global marketplace
would conduct their trade.

But the dependency sometimes
cut both ways and does so to the pres-
ent day. Russia has had to rely on its
neighbors to reach key markets. The
Russian-Ukrainian relationship is the
most notorious in this regard, for Russia
relies on pipelines through Ukraine to
reach markets in Europe. In 2004, for

PHOTO © THOMAS DWORZAK / MAGNUM PHOTOS

Pictured: Protests in Ukraine.

instance, Russia relied on Ukrainian
infrastructure for the transit of 78 per-
cent of its total natural gas exports.*
Central Asia, too, has come into this
picture, especially of late. Ukraine has
sought to wean itself from Russian gas by
cultivating Central Asian suppliers. But
Russia controls Central Asia’s gas exports
by virtue of its control of the pipelines.
Moreover, with doubts arising about
Russia’s ability to sustain gas produc-
tion to satisfy domestic demand and
maintain an ambitious export program,
speculation is growing that Russia will
soon need Central Asian gas more than
its Gasprom gas monopoly is willing
to admit.” Recent reports of reduced
Russian gas deliveries to Europe amid
severe cold weather in Russia are certain
to fuel further speculation about the
reliability of Russian gas supply and the
need for Central Asian gas. Winter cold
is hardly a new phenomenon in Russia,
yet Gasprom admitted in January 2006
that it was unable to meet the needs of its
customers in Poland, Hungary and Italy
because of domestic commitments.®

Tough Neighborhood
Economics and trade were not the
only challenges facing the new Eurasia.

The U.S. was perceived
supporting, but encour
‘Orange Revolution” in

None of the new states had a lot of expe-
rience with foreign and security policy,
yet they ended up in a tough neighbor-
hood after the divorce.

Afghanistan, left to its own devices
by the United States and Europe after
the Soviet withdrawal in 1989; Iran,
emerging from the revolution and
nearly a decade-long war with Iragq;
Russia, with its own rebellious North
Caucasus region; as well as the civil war
in Tajikistan that lasted from 1992-97,
and secessionist conflicts in Georgian
provinces of Abkhazia and North
Ossetia—this was the security environ-
ment of the vast region that was some-
times called the “Eurasian Balkans.”

Yet, none of the countries that made
up the new Eurasia had the military or
the diplomatic establishments necessary
to survive, let alone thrive in the tough
neighborhood. Here, too, ties to Russia
proved difficult to sever.

4 United States Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, “Ukraine Country Analysis Brief,” January 2005, http://www.eia.doe.goviemeulcabs/ukraine. html.
5 Tatiana Yegorova, “Strane ne hvataet gaza [The country lacks gas],” Vedomosti, no. 7 (1534), 19 January 2006.
6 Jeffrey Stinson, Russian Gas Deliveries Fall Short, USA TODAY, January 26, 2006, http:/lwww.usatoday.com/moneylindustriesienergy/2006-01-24-gas-usat_x.htm.
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Russian military presence through-
out the new Eurasia proved both unwel-
come and indispensable. Absent foreign
military assistance, Russia’s residual
military presence in Central Asia or
the Caucasus helped maintain a very
unsatisfactory status quo, the alterna-
tive to which would have been quite
possibly even less satisfactory. In some
instances—in Abkhazia, for example—
Russian military involvement became
part of the problem rather than solu-
tion. However, no major power except

Thus, by default, Russia remains
the biggest actor in the new Eurasia
despite the entry into this arena of a
whole host of new actors, already men-
tioned in the preceding paragraphs and
especially because of its diminished
presence, which in turn is a product
of its vastly diminished capabilities.
Russia’s continuing role in the region is
a product of geography, history, culture
and economics—all enduring, systemic
factors only some of which will change
with time.

domestic reconstruction. This idea was
not new: Alexander Solzhenitsyn artic-
ulated it forcefully in his 1974 open
letter to the Soviet leaders.” But it took
perestroika, glasnost, and Boris Yeltsin
for it to become reality.

Ironically, the breakup of the Soviet
Union and Russia’s retreat from the old
empire almost immediately gave rise to
neo-imperial thinking among Russian
political elites. As early as 1992, promi-
nent Russian politicians—Yevgeniy
Ambartsumov, Andranik Migranyan,
Sergei Stankevich to name just a few—
articulated a vision of Russia as “some-
thing more than the Russian Federation

throughout the new Eurasia as not merely

in its current borders.” Russian inter-
aging the ‘Rose Revolution’ in Georgia, the ests, wrote Ambartsumoy, who served

then as the chairman of the Russian
Ukraine and the “T'ulip Revolution’ in Kyrgyzstan. parliaments forcign relations commit-

tee, know no boundaries.?
Russia’s withdrawal from the old

for Russia took active interest in these
conflicts.

All states of the new Eurasia took
on the challenge of building their own
militaries. To date, none has succeeded
to the point of being able to secure its
own borders. All are still looking for an
outside partner to serve as the region’s
security provider and manager.

The region—Ilong referred to by
students of geopolitics as the “Eurasian
heartland”—is the backyard of every
major power of Europe and Asia.
China, India and Russia share it along
with Iran, Turkey and Pakistan. Despite
its critical importance for all, it is their
strategic backyard, whereas their top
strategic interests are concentrated else-
where—in the Pacific, in Europe and
the Persian Gulf. None has so far gener-
ated the resources or the vision to step
into the void left by the Soviet collapse
and assume the role of the region’s secu-
rity manager and strategic partner.

Russia’s Retreat

Russia’s withdrawal from what
became the new Eurasia in 1991 was
very much a product of Russian domes-
tic politics. Gorbachev’s glasnost revealed
fatal flaws in the Soviet system. Ethnic
Russians, residing mostly, but not exclu-
sively in the Russian Federation, which
itself was a constituent republic of the
Soviet Union, saw themselves as victims
of Soviet rule as much as any other eth-
nic group of the old empire. This real-
ization of their victimhood gave rise to
a powerful political concept of “little
Russia,” or Russia without its empire.

Captured by the relatively unknown
politician named Boris Yeltsin, this
brand of Russian nationalism motivated
millions of Russians to support Russia’s
withdrawal from the Soviet Union. The
old empire proved too costly and by
withdrawing from it Russia would be
able to focus its material resources and
spiritual energy on the urgent task of

7 Aleksandy Isaevich Solzhenitsyn, A Letter to the Soviet leaders, Collins: Harvill Press (1974).
8 Yevgeniy Ambartsumov, “Interesy Rossii Ne Znayut Granits,” (“Russian Interests Know No Boundaries”) Megapolis-Express, May 6, 1992.
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empire prompted fears that the vacuum
left in its wake would be filled by hos-
tile powers or remain unfilled, creating
dangerous instability in Russia’s “soft
underbelly.” The United States, mulling
over the prospects for NATO expan-
sion to the East, Iran’s fundamentalists
seeking new converts or Turkey bent on
restoring long-lost links to the Turkic
peoples of the Caucasus and Central
Asia, all made worthy rivals from whom
to safeguard the new Eurasia as Russia’s
exclusive sphere of influence.

Russia’s withdrawal from the Soviet
Union also rekindled the old debate about
whether it belonged in Europe. Rejecting
integration with Europe—and echoing
some of the 19th century Westerner vs.
Slavophile debates about joining Europe
or gathering all Slavic nations and going
Russia’s own special way—a group of
Russian scholars and politicians have
embraced the ideology of Eurasianism.

The Eurasian idea was articulated
most prominently by Russian geogra-
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pher and philosopher Lev Gumilyov,
the son of the famous 20th century
Russian poet Anna Akhmatova. A man
of tragic fate persecuted during Stalin’s
reign, Gumilyov, through his many
writings, had laid the intellectual foun-
dations for the argument that Russia’s
interests would be best served by forg-
ing alliances with the Turkic peoples of
Eurasia, rather than with Europe, which
he considered in decline.

Gumilyov died in 1992, but his
ideas about the pitfalls of aligning with
Europe and the need to secure alliances
in Asia have gained some currency in
Russian political and intellectual circles.
However, more often than not they have
served a rather transparent utilitarian
purpose of lending intellectual credibil-
ity to irredentist movements and parties,
including the Communists, advocating
the return of the old empire.

Throughout the 1990s, Russia
could do very little to put these ideas in
practice. Its economy was collapsing, its
military in retreat and its foreign policy
chaotic. Despite all the talk by political
scientists and politicians about recon-
stitution of the old empire or establish-
ment of its exclusive sphere of influence
in the new Eurasia, Russia could do
little to achieve those goals.

Moreover, the internal chaos of
Yeltsin’s Russia in the 1990’ resulted
in a policy of—not always benign, but
nonetheless—neglect with respect to
the new Eurasia. Russia’s foreign policy
priorities in the 1990s were defined
by its dire circumstances at home and
the need to find external resources for
domestic reconstruction. Thus, prior-
ity in Russian foreign policy was given
to relations with the United States and
other major powers, as well as interna-
tional financial institutions where U.S.
and European influence was needed to
secure much-needed loans.

After six years of Vladimir Putin’s
presidency and uninterrupted economic
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growth, the memory of the Yeltsin era is
fading. Mr. Yeltsin’s successor has struck
a very different policy line in the inter-
national arena, less dependent on the
West, confident of Russia’s recovery and
ability to chart its own course vis a vis
the major powers in Europe, Asia and
the United States.

One of the key aspects of President
Putin’s new line has been renewed atten-
tion to the former empire. Russian ten-
sions with Ukraine and Georgia over gas
supplies, opposition to their respective
Orange and Rose revolutions, as well as
renewed partnership with Uzbekistan
and an open challenge to continuing
U.S. military presence in Central Asia,
have given rise to speculations about
Russia’s “return” to its neighborhood.

However, these speculations and
Moscow’s new image of confidence and
prosperity ignore the many systemic
factors that have put an effective limit
to Russia’s neo-imperial ambitions.
Those factors are many and grave, and
include the lack of structural reforms
in its economy; underdeveloped and
crumbling infrastructure; an obsolete
industrial base; declining population;
difficult investment climate; and last,
but not least, a military institution that
by all accounts lacks credible capabili-
ties for power projection and for over a
decade has not been able to restore peace
in Chechnya. Moreover, the people of
Russia still remember the Soviet defeat
in Afghanistan. They are reminded
on a daily basis of the threat of terror
from Chechnya, where after two wars
and thousands of casualties, peace and
stability are nowhere in sight. They are
unlikely to exhibit a strong appetite for
new conquests in Central Asia even in
the name of rebuilding the old empire.

Ties That Still Bind

Russia’s newly found prosperity
and assertiveness in dealings with its
neighbors help conceal one other fact:
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Russia’s neighborhood, most of which
is comprised of the new Eurasia, is the
only part of the world where Russia still
can act as the heavy. In Europe, Asia, the
Middle East and Africa, let alone Latin
America, Russia’s role is marginal at
best. On the one hand, it is yet another
sign of the depth of its retreat. On the
other hand, it is testimony to the fact
that Russia still holds considerable sway
over its neighborhood.

Beyond energy and transport, it
retains a good deal of soft power over
the new Eurasia. Although Russian has
lost its mandatory place in the life of the
former Soviet states, it remains the /7-
gua franca and is likely to continue for
a considerable period of time. For the
elites and the educated classes English
will serve as the language connecting
them to much of the outside world. But
for the common folk, Russian has yet to
lose its importance.

Many of the new Eurasia’s elites are
still the product of the Soviet Russian-
dominated education system. Many
have attended universities in Russia,
sent children to study there and have
been deeply immersed in Russian life
and culture. This connection is likely
to fade with time, but only slowly, as
generational change takes hold in the
region’s political and cultural elites.

In recent years, Russia’s economic
growth has created a vast market for
exports from the new Eurasia, of which
many would not have found a mar-
ket elsewhere. For example, Georgia’s
agricultural commodities are unlikely
to find a significant market outside of
Russia, which has traditionally looked
to its southern neighbors to deliver fruit
and vegetable crops that are difficult to
cultivate in Russia’s harsh climate.

Russia’s economic growth combined
with its demographic decline has cre-
ated an insatiable appetite for migrant
labor. This, in turn, has led to a mutual
dependency between Russia and the



Karshi-Khanabad air base, Uzhekistan. In 2005, Uzhek
avthorities asked the U.S. to leave the base; American
personnel were gone by the end of the year.

states of the new Eurasia. The former,
lacking its own manpower, has come to
rely on foreign workers. The latter sends
hundreds of millions, possibly billions of
dollars in remittances back home, where
Russian-generated revenues represent a
major building block of economic wel-
fare and political stability. In Moldova,
for example, remittances from Russia
represent 30 percent of GDP, while in
Georgia, this figure is approximately 25
percent of GDP? Through its regime of
visa-free travel, Russia thus holds con-
siderable sway over its former colonies,
but it can cut off the flow of labor to its
internal market only at its own peril.

Recently, Russia has acquired yet
another cachet vis-a-vis some of its
neighbors. In contrast with the U.S.
policy of democracy promotion, Russia
has sought to forge relationships with
its former colonies regardless of their
internal conditions. It has thus pursued
its own form of realpolitik, emerging as
a counterweight to the U.S. and poten-
tially the last refuge of rulers fleeing
from unrest in their own countries.

For example, Kyrgyzstan’s former
president Askar Akayev, swept from
power by mass protests in March 2005
after a fraudulent election, found ref-
uge in Moscow. Uzbekistan’s president
Islam Karimov, criticized repeatedly by

U.S. and European officials for human
rights violations, sought and received
political backing from Russia. His fam-
ily was reported to have acquired real
estate and business interests in Moscow.
Banned from travel to Europe and the
United States, Karimov is likely to view
Moscow as his safe haven in case of a
domestic emergency.

Whether or not Russia will stand
up to this alleged commitment or play
the ultimate realpolitik card and renege
on it in pursuit of a more attractive bar-
gain remains to be seen. However, for
the time being Russia’s nonjudgmental
approach to its neighbors represents a
powerful card in dealing with regimes
that feel threatened by U.S. pursuit of

its democracy objectives.

U.S. Policy in Eurasia—
A Matter of Shifting Emphasis
Emphasis on democracy promo-
tion is but the latest in a series of priori-
ties of U.S. policy in the new Eurasia.
The earliest and most urgent priority
for U.S. policy was preventing “loose
nukes” or securing the Soviet Union’s
nuclear patrimony, major portions of
which were deployed in Kazakhstan.
Securing and removing weapons, com-
ponents and materials left over from
the Soviet Union’s vast WMD complex
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scattered all over Eurasia was the task
that trumped all others; some of the
programs that began immediately after
the breakup of the Soviet Union con-
tinue to the present day.

Beyond that, U.S. policy in the new
Eurasia focused on two priorities: secur-
ing the independence of its new states,
primarily from Russian encroachment,
and promoting political and economic
reforms. To that end, the United States
had committed considerable funds.
During the first decade of its inde-
pendence, U.S. aid to Kazakhstan was
approximately $1 billion; Uzbekistan,
$600 million; Kyrgyzstan, $725 mil-
lion. To be sure, support for, or insis-
tence on democratic reforms was an
important element of U.S. engagement
throughout the new Eurasia, but not
the absolute priority.

Throughout the 1990s, no issue on
the U.S. policy agenda in the new Eurasia
attracted as much publicity as the issue of
oil, gas and export pipelines. Important
oil and gas fields in Kazakhstan,
Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan became
the subject of intense interest on the part
of U.S. and other international energy
companies. U.S. officials sought to
leverage the region’s hydrocarbon wealth
to generate economic growth, promote
economic reforms and secure the new
Eurasian states’ unfettered access to
global markets with the help of carefully
chosen export pipeline routes. These
would have to bypass Russia, which
already controlled the region’s existing
transportation links, and Iran, which
was targeted by U.S. sanctions.

The American government’s active
involvement in issues relating to
Eurasian energy production and pipe-
lines overshadowed other aspects of U.S.
policy—support for reforms throughout
the region, humanitarian relief and dip-
lomatic efforts aimed at resolving the

9 “12 milliardov dollarov yezhegodno vysylayut domoy gastarbeitery [Guest workers send 12 billion dollars home annually],” Svobodnya Gruziya, no. 096, 13 May 2005.
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so-called “frozen” conflicts in Nagorno-
Karabakh, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.

However, none of these pursuits,
with the exception of “loose nukes,”
qualified the new Eurasia for the top
tier of U.S. foreign policy concerns.
This lack of major interests was reflected
in the 1997 speech by then-Deputy
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, already
mentioned in the preceding pages. The
speech made it clear that the United
States was not interested in becoming
the region’s security manager. It would
be content if the region remained free
of great power domination.

With pipelines taking longer to
build than originally expected, oil
cheap—below $20 bbl—and demo-
cratic and market reforms slow to bear
fruit, Central Asia’s importance for the
United States steadily declined until the
fateful date of September 11, 2001. The
terrorist attacks on the U.S. and the
military campaign against the Taliban
turned the new Eurasia and especially
Central Asia into the frontline states in
the new U.S. war—the war on terror.

The two bases established—with
Russian acquiescence'®—by the United
States in Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan
played an important role in securing
access for U.S. forces during the mili-
tary campaign in Afghanistan. With
U.S. bases came renewed U.S. interest
in the region, as well as security assis-
tance and a further push to promote
political and economic reforms.

These reforms came to be viewed in
a different light than before 9/11. The
reform agenda was undoubtedly a major
component of U.S. policy in the new
Eurasia throughout the 1990s. However,
it was pursued largely as charity, an obli-
gation that the U.S. took upon itself to
help the former Soviet states overcome
their legacy. As such, the reform agenda

lacked the urgency
it acquired after
9/11, when failure
to implement po-
litical and econo-
mic reforms trig-
gered concerns
about radicaliza-
tion of local pop-
ulations and even
the specter of state
failure in the new
Eurasia, as well as
comparisons with
Taliban-era Af-
ghanistan. The re-
form agenda thus
acquired new ur-
gency and signi-
ficance for U.S.
security interests;
without reforms,
policymakers felt,
the countries the
U.S. was relying
on in the near term
as the frontline
states and part-
ners in the war on terror would become
problem states in the long run."!
However, to local entrenched elites,
as well as many observers in Russia, U.S.
insistence on political reforms appeared
dangerous and fraught with the pros-
pect of destabilization. The U.S. was
perceived throughout the new Eurasia as
not merely supporting, but encouraging
the “Rose Revolution” in Georgia, the
“Orange Revolution” in Ukraine and
the “Tulip Revolution” in Kyrgyzstan.
It was also widely noted throughout
the region that in all three instances,
rulers overthrown by these revolutions
were hardly inimical to the United
States. Georgia’s Eduard Shevardnadze
had long been a welcome guest in

Armenian separatists seized the town of Lachin
in Nagorno-Karabakh, (pictured), during their
war for independence from Azerbaijan.

Washington; Ukraine’s Leonid Kuchma
had pursued the course of integration
into NATO; and Kyrgyzstan’s Askar
Akayev had earned the reputation as
one of the most, if not the most, tol-
erant ruler in Central Asia. In a region
imbued with the spirit of realpoli-
tik, U.S. rationale behind support for
democracy was neither welcome nor
well understood.

This tension between U.S. policy
priorities on the one hand, and the
interests of local elites on the other, led
to renewed competition between the
U.S. and Russia for influence through-
out the new Eurasia. Having acquiesced
to U.S. military deployments in Central
Asia in the aftermath of 9/11, Russia

10 The very mention of Russian acquiescence begs the question of why Russian consent should be a factor in bilateral relations between the United States and Uzbekistan or Kyrgyzstan.
However, Russia’s political influence in Central Asia and control of airspace and land communications made its acquiescence ro U.S. presence there an important consideration.
11 National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, The White House, February, 2003, http:/fwww.whitehouse.govinews/releases/’2003/02/counter_terrorism/counter_terrorism_strategy.pdf.
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grew increasingly suspicious of U.S.
methods and motives with their heavy
emphasis on democracy promotion.

For the entrenched rulers of the
new Eurasia, Russian opposition to
U.S. democracy promotion provided
an opportunity to snub the United
States. Beyond that, it is not clear how
much Russia can do for the region. As
was mentioned in the preceding pages,
Moscow’s ability to manage the security
affairs of the new Eurasia and provide
resources for long-term sustainable
development is very much in doubt.

In the near term, however, Russia
presents an alternative as a strategic part-
ner for some of the new Eurasia’s most
entrenched and retrograde regimes.
Nobody knows how long this partner-
ship can last. Some of Moscow’s off
again-on again partners are already feel-
ing used. It is a matter of public record,
for example, that Russia takes advan-
tage of Central Asia’s land-locked gas
producers and sells their gas to Ukraine
for a fraction of what it charges clients
in Europe for Russian gas.

None of this makes the task for U.S.
policy in the new Eurasia any easier. The
ability of the U.S. to promote reforms
in these remote—and after fifteen years
of independence, still poorly under-
stood—countries is inherently limited.
Uzbekistan, long the closest U.S. ally in
the war on terror, as well as one of the
most reform-resistant states in the new
Eurasia, is a case in point. Uzbek mili-
tary and security personnel put down
a disturbance in the city of Andijon in
May 2005. Hundreds of civilians report-
edly died, though exact numbers and
circumstances remain unknown because
Uzbekistan’s leaders refused demands
for independent investigation. U.S. con-
demnation of the massacre was swift and
resolute, leading to a rapid decline in

relations between the United States and
Uzbekistan—until then its staunchest
ally in the region. In July 2005, Uzbek
authorities asked the United States to
leave the base it had used since 2001.
U.S. personnel were gone from the base
before the end of 2005.

By contrast, Russia and China
endorsed the actions of the Uzbek
government. Uzbekistan’s president
Islam Karimov was accorded red carpet
treatment when he visited Beijing and
Moscow recently. Russia has signed a
treaty of partnership with Uzbekistan
and offered to expand military coopera-
tion with it.

Few analysts inside or outside of
Russia would argue that Russia has the
resources and the vision to act as the
pillar of stability in Uzbekistan beyond
ambitious declarations and limited assis-
tance. At the same time just as few ana-
lysts would deny that Russia has major
interests and considerable influence in
the new Eurasia. None of which offers a
clear answer to the question facing U.S.
policy in the new Eurasia: “What is to
be done?” How to safeguard the region
against itself?

What Nexi?

Current U.S. policy in the new
Eurasia puts democracy promotion
at the top of the list."> In the wake of
three revolutions—Rose, Orange and
Tulip—prospects for consolidation and
expansion of democratic gains in the
region hinge more on slow, evolution-
ary development of institutions of civil
society, free press, independent judiciary,
etc., rather than revolutionary change.
Furthermore, consolidation of revo-
lutionary gains through evolutionary
change requires major resources, which
throughout most of the region can only
come from the outside at a time when

U.S. attention and resources are drawn
elsewhere—Iraq, North Korea, Iran, the
greater Middle East.

To complicate matters even more,
U.S. promotion of democracy is at
odds with the interests and policies of
two other major powers—Russia and
China. The Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO), the regional
forum where China and Russia play the
leading role and which includes four
out of five Central Asian states, > as well
as Iran, India, Pakistan and Mongolia as
observers, has appealed to the United
States to clarify its timetable for with-
drawing from Central Asia.

The SCO, initially established in
1996 by Russia and China, as well as
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan
to manage post-Soviet borders in Central
Asia, has grown into an important
regional forum where the major pow-
ers—Russia and China—sit at the same
table with their junior regional part-
ners. Its capacity for action—to provide
resources for economic development or
as a regional security organization—are
still very limited at best. However, for
the countries of Central Asia especially,
long cut off from the outside world and
still lacking a clear framework for inte-
gration in the international arena, the
SCO is an important destination. Of
all the major actors in Central Asia the
United States is the only one without a
seat at the SCO either as a member or
as an observer. Moreover, SCO mem-
ber states have made it quite clear with
their appeal for U.S. withdrawal that
the United States is not welcome in the
organization, which has long been used
by Russia, as well as China, as a counter
to U.S. influence in Central Asia.

Still, the United States has impor-
tant cards in its hands. Its presence

(Continued on page 47)

12 Daniel Fried, ‘A Strategy for Central Asia,” Statement Before the Subcommittee on the Middle East and Central Asia of the House International Relations Committee, Washington,
D.C., 27 October 2005, hup:/www.state.govlpleur/rls/rm/55766. htm.

13 Turkmenistan abstains, claiming neutrality.
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Are money

and special interests

Bill tipping the balance

s ki n n er in the process

of electing judges?

Supreme Court

Indicted for election law violations in

2005, then-Republican U.S. House

Majority Leader Tom DeLay charged that

the presiding Texas judge, a Democrat, was

biased against him and had him removed

from the case. The prosecutor, in turn,

had the next two proposed judges, both

Republicans, removed for alleged partisan

bias in favor of DeLay. v Competing

for an open seat in the 2004 election

for District 5 of the Illinois Supreme

Court—representing the states 37 south-

ernmost counties—the Republican and

Democratic candidates spent a combined

$9.3 million, over $16 per vote cast. The

District includes Madison County, called

by tort reform groups the nations “num-

ber one judicial hellhole” for its many

PHOTO BY ASSOCIATED PRESS, AP court rulings that favor plaintiffs in
A “political totem pole” at the Neshoba County nationwide class action suits. so With
Fair in Philadelphia, Mississippi, displaying several cases involving his coal companies

campaign posters for candidates competing in before the West Vl'ygl'm',l Sﬂprgmg Court,
the 2004 elections for state Supreme Court.
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Elections
STILL FAIR AND BALANCED?

Don L. Blankenship contributed $2.45
million to defeat incumbent Justice
Warren McGraw, a Democrat, in 2004
and elect Republican Brent Benjamin.
Blankenship was before the court the next
year to appeal the state’s order to shut
down a polluting waste pond owned by
one of his companies. Later, Blankenship
vowed in a speech to target Justice Larry
Starcher for defeat in 2008, accusing him
of bias against him.

Money and Partisanship
Republican judges? Democratic
judges? Multimillion-dollar state
Supreme Court justice campaigns?
Corporations with cases before a court
spending millions to oust judges who
have ruled against them? Questions like
these puzzle many Americans accus-
tomed to a judicial system touted world-
wide for its independence and fairness.

There are more than 30,000 judges
in the 50 states, including over 1,300
appellate judges, 11,000 trial judges,
and nearly 18,000 limited-jurisdiction
judges, such as family court or munici-
pal court judges, according to the
American Judicature Society.

Some form of popular elections
for judges takes place in 28 states and
87 percent of all state and local judges
must face voters at regular intervals in
some type of election. It is a decades-
old system that the public believes gives
them a voice in who presides over the
state and local courts that can directly
affect their lives. It is also uniquely
American; almost no other nation has
popular elections to choose judges.

For a long time, this seemed fine,
as long as judicial elections were mostly
tame, with many judges elected or re-
elected with little or no opposition or
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rancor. Contested elections required
only relatively modest campaign bud-
gets. The campaign rhetoric was usu-
ally low-key. In fact, until 2002, judicial
candidates in many states could be
subjected to disciplinary action if they
announced positions about issues com-
ing before the courts, criticized their

Robert B. Rackleff is a consulting writer
and elected county commissioner in
Tallahassee, Florida. He earlier was a
speechwriter for President Jimmy Carter,
U.S. Senator Ed Muskie and ]. Richard
Munro, chairman of Time Inc. He is also a
retired Naval Reserve Intelligence Officer.
Rackleff earned a bachelors and master’s
degree and was a doctoral student in U.S.
History at Florida State University. He is
the author of previous Carnegie Reporter
articles and a 1972 book, Close to Crisis:
Florida’s Environmental Problems.
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opponents or even exaggerated their
own qualifications.

That has changed dramatically in
recent years in ways that alarm many
observers of America’s legal system.

The 2004 elections marked a “tip-
ping point” for state Supreme Court
campaigns, the nonprofit Justice at
Stake Campaign—which has received
support for its work from Carnegie
Corporation of New York—stated in
its report, The New Politics of Judicial
Elections 2004. Total spending soared to
an estimated $123 million in the past
three elections cycles, nearly twice the
$73 million spent in the previous three
cycles, according to the report.

“A perfect storm of hardball TV ads,
millions in campaign contributions and
bare-knuckled special interest politics
is descending on a growing number of
Supreme Court campaigns,” the report
stated. “The stakes involve northing less
than the fairness, impartiality and inde-
pendence of courts in the 38 states that
elect their high court judges.”

As a result, America’s state and local
courts are facing a new challenge of
credibility and public trust as campaign
spending and contributions to judicial
candidates have seemingly spun out of
control across the nation.

A look to the future is not encour-
aging. According to the report, 17 states
will have contested Supreme Court elec-
tions in 2006—and more than one seat
on the ballot in 14 of them—creating
“an irresistible temptation for interest
groups seeking to pack the court.” In
Kentucky alone, 261 of the state’s 266
elected judges will be on that ballot.

The situation has prompted reform-
ers in state legislatures and legal organi-
zations to rethink the current system and
to propose changes to reduce the role of
money and political parties in the poli-
tics of selecting state and local judges.
“Clearly there’s a trend toward more
money and more acrimony in judicial

CARNEGTIE

14

races, and more judges taking sides on
hot-button issues,” said Charles Geyh,
law professor at Indiana University.

Electing Judges:
The Intention Was Reform

The revolving judges in the Tom
DeLay case directed a spotlight on the
problem of partisan involvement in
judicial elections. The first Texas judge
selected to try his case, Judge Bob
Perkins, had a documented record of
partisan involvement. He had made 30
reported contributions in recent years
totaling $5,255 to Democratic can-
didates and organizations, including
$200 to MoveOn.org. The senior judge
decided that was enough to remove
Perkins from the case.

Despite the recent notoriety, there
is little new about judicial elections.
In fact, they were considered reforms
in pre-Civil War America. The first 29
states to enter the union adopted the
federal model of appointed judges, fol-
lowing English law and the belief of the
framers of the Constitution that this
would ensure an impartial and indepen-
dent judiciary. In the Federalist Papers,
Alexander Hamilton, James Madison
and John Jay argued that elected judges
would succumb to popular whims and
not follow the requirements of the law.

However, the movement to democ-
ratize politics and society that propelled
Andrew Jackson into the presidency
in 1828 helped to spread the idea of
elected judges to the states, beginning

America’s courts are facing a new challenge

of public trust 4
campaign spending has spun out of control.

Next chosen, Republican Judge B. B.
Schraub, also had a record of contri-
butions totaling $5,600 to several
Republican candidates, and he removed
himself. His successor, Texas Supreme
Court Chief Justice Wallace Jefferson,
removed himself too. Jefferson had the
same campaign treasurer and fundraiser
as Delay’s Texans for a Republican
Majority Political Action Committee
and had accepted large donations from
organizations named in the indictment.

This “judicial carousel,” as the
Austin American-Statesman called it,
ended when both sides settled for a
semi-retired San Antonio district judge,
who seemed reasonably unbiased. He is
a Democrat who had contributed only
$150 each to three Democrats in recent
years. “That’s it, ’'m a tightwad,” Judge
Pat Priest stated.
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with New York’s adoption of parti-
san elected judges in 1846. It received
broad support, based on the concern
that appointed judges were unaccount-
able to the wishes of the public, in
keeping with the growing popular dis-
like of elites of all sorts. By 1860, most
states—and every new state admitted to
the union by then—had adopted such
a system.

Neither is there much new about
criticism of this system. “Putting
courts into politics and compelling
judges to become politicians, in many
jurisdictions has almost destroyed the
traditional respect for the Bench,”
Roscoe Pound told the American Bar
Association (ABA) in 1906 when he
was a Nebraska law professor.

Reforms advocated by the ABA

since then moved many states toward



Above: Judge Bob Perkins
Inset: Congressman Tom Delay (R-TX)
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some form of appointment of judges,
or merit selection, combined with elec-
tions, particularly retention elections
after initial appointment. This resulted
in a patchwork of systems that combine
appointment, usually by governors, and
popular election.

As summarized by the American Bar
Association, six states have partisan elec-
tions for Supreme Court justices, and
two more have nonpartisan elections
but parties are involved in nominat-
ing and endorsing candidates. Another
thirteen have nonpartisan elections,
but parties often support candidates
directly; seventeen have uncontested
retention elections, and twelve grant life
tenure or reappointment.

The selection system varies even
more for lower state court judges.

Of the thirty-nine states with inter-
mediate appellate courts, five have par-
tisan elections, twelve have nonpartisan
elections, fourteen have uncontested
retention elections after initial appoint-
ment and eight grant life tenure or use
reappointment of some type for their
intermediate appellate courts. The
breakdown is similar for selection sys-
tems for trial courts of general jurisdic-
tion (see sidebar).

Even all this does not accurately
describe how judges get selected. For
example, “It has become common in
many states for judges to retire before
the end of a term, which provides the
governor with an opportunity to make
an interim appointment,” the American
Judicature Society (AJS) reported. Its

recent survey in 11 states with elected
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judges found that more than half of

them first took office by appointment
because of this common practice. “The
selection of judges in states requir-
ing election is thus not simply a pure
electoral process, just as merit selection
systems are not a purely appointive pro-
cess,” the AJS concluded.

Perhaps the greatest irony about pub-
lic support for electing judges—hovering
around 80 percent by many surveys—is
that the public knows little about the
judicial candidates they insist on elect-
ing. Only 13 percent of Americans
reported in 2001 that they knew enough
to vote in a judicial election, according
to a national survey conducted for the
Justice at Stake Campaign.
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State High Couris:

For state high courts (which are called supreme courts in 48 states) a total of 38
states have some type of judicial elections. The breakdown of selection systems
for state high courts is as follows:

 Six (6) states have partisan elections (AL, IL, LA, PA, TX, WV; All judges
in both Illinois and Pennsylvania run in uncontested retention elections for
additional terms after winning a first term through a contested partisan election)

m Fifteen (15) states have nonpartisan elections (AR, GA, ID, KY, MI, MN,
MS, MT, NV, NC, ND, OH, OR, WA, WI; Ohio and Michigan have nonpartisan
general elections, but political parties are involved with the nomination of candi-
dates, who frequently run with party endorsements)

m Seventeen (17) states have uncontested retention elections after initial
appointment (AK, AZ, CA, CO, FL, IN, IA, KS, MD, MO, NE, NM, OK, SD,
TN, UT, WY; All judges in New Mexico are initially appointed, face a contested
partisan election for a full term, and then run in uncontested retention elections for
additional terms)

® The remaining 12 states grant life tenure or use reappointment of some type
for their highest courts (CT, DE, HI, MA, ME, NH, NJ, NY, RI, VT, VA, SC)

Intermediate Appellate Courts:

Thirty-nine (39) states have intermediate appellate courts. The breakdown of
selection systems for intermediate appellate courts is as follows:

® Five (5) states have partisan elections (AL, IL, LA, PA, TX; see note above on
IL and PA)

B Twelve (12) states have nonpartisan elections (AR, GA, ID, KY, MI, MN,
MS, NC, OH, OR, WA, WI)

® Fourteen (14) states have uncontested retention elections after initial appoint-
ment (AK, AZ, CA, CO, FL, IN, IA, KS, MO, NE, NM, OK, TN, UT; see note
above on NM)

m Eight (8) states grant life tenure or use reappointment of some type for their
intermediate appellate courts (CT, HI, MD, MA, NJ, NY, SC, VA)

® Eleven (11) states do not have intermediate appellate courts (DE, ME, MT,
NV, NH, ND, RI, SD, VT, WV, WY)

Trial Couris:

A total of 39 states hold elections—whether partisan, nonpartisan, or uncon-
tested retention elections—for trial courts of general jurisdiction. The breakdown
of selection systems for trial courts of general jurisdiction is as follows:

m Eight (8) states have partisan elections for all general jurisdiction trial court
judges (AL, IL, LA, NY, PA, TN, TX, WV; sce note above on IL and PA)

® Twenty (20) states have nonpartisan elections for all general jurisdiction trial
court judges (AR, CA, FL, GA, ID, KY, MD, MI, MN, MS, MT, NV, NC, ND,
OH, OK, OR, SD, WA, WI)

® Seven (7) states have uncontested retention elections for all general jurisdic-
tion trial courts (AK, CO, IA, NE, NM, UT, WY; see note above on NM)

® Four (4) states use different types of elections-partisan, nonpartisan, or reten-
tion-for general jurisdiction trial courts in different counties or judicial districts
(AZ, IN, KS, MO)

m Eleven (11) states grant life tenure or use reappointment of some type for all
general jurisdiction trial courts (CT, DE, HI, ME, MA, NH, NJ, RI, SC, VT, VA)

“Fact Sheet” published in Justice in Jeopardy, a Report of the American Bar Association Commission
on the 21st Century Judiciary, available online at hetp:/fwww.abanet.orgljudindljeopardy/fact. html.
©2003 by the American Bar Association. Reprinted with permission.
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Partly to blame are long
ballots with numerous contests
for judicial seats in many elections. For
example, in Cook County, Illinois, the
2004 ballot featured 84 trial court judge
candidates. On such ballots, one analy-
sis of judicial retention races showed, 30
percent of those who voted at the top of
the ticket failed to vote at the bottom
for judges up for retention, a phenom-
enon called “roll off.”

As one Texas newspaper colum-
nist put it, “In most large urban coun-
ties, and most appellate courts, most
voters wouldn’t know their judges if
they came up and bit them.” Judicial
candidates with “nice” names such
as Johnson tend to do well, another
observer pointed out. Conversely, can-
didates on the wrong side of popular
resentment over unrelated issues can
fare poorly.

For example, Pennsylvania Supreme
Court Justice Russell Nigro in 2004
became the first high court judge to lose
a retention election ever in that state,
apparently because of public anger over
a questionable pay raise that state legisla-
tors had voted for themselves. Nigro and
Justice Sandra Schultz Newman were the
only statewide officials on that November
ballot—and thus took the brunt of that
anger. Newman won retention, but only
with 54 percent of the vote.

The paradox of public insistence on
electing judges but lack of awareness of
judicial candidates is the result of what
law professor Charles Gardner Geyh
of Indiana University calls the political
reality of the “Axiom of 80.” He asserts
that some 80 percent of the public sup-
port electing judges, that some 80 per-
cent do not vote in judicial elections,
that some 80 percent cannot identify
the candidates for judge, and that some
80 percent believe that elected judges
are influenced by campaign contribu-
tions. (Professor Geyh emphasizes that
his percentages are approximate.)



The Inflvence
of Special Interests

Political parties in many states have
long been involved in selecting judges,
either appointed or elected. “When I
started practicing law in Chicago [in
1952],” recalled Abner Mikva, long-
time Congressman and federal appellate
judge, “it was a patronage operation.
[Y]ou became a judge by kowtowing
to the powers that be. It was not at all
unusual for police captains to call a judge
and tell him how to rule in a case.”

Even though most judicial elec-
tions are nonpartisan, parties are often
involved in providing contributions,
organizational resources, and public
visibility. For example, when the U.S.
Supreme Court in 2002 overturned
state laws that forbade candidates from
voicing their positions on issues that
could come before them, it was a party
that filed the challenge (Republican
Party of Minnesota v. White).

By freeing candidates and sup-
porters to comment on issues and to
criticize their rivals, the White decision
helped open the floodgates to increas-
ing amounts of special interest money
from such sources as trial lawyers, labor
unions and businesses.

As a result of eased restrictions on
rhetoric and growing special interest
involvement, political parties no longer
have to limit their activities or rhetoric.
In the 2002 Illinois Supreme Court elec-
tion, both Democratic and Republican
parties spent about $4.2 million com-
bined on campaign ads. In 2004,
Georgia Democrats paid for campaign
ads promoting the incumbent Supreme
Court Justice Leah Sears for the first
time in that state’s nonpartisan election.

An even more dramatic change is
the rising tide of interest groups’ direct
involvement, such as abortion rights
opponents or supporters, business
groups seeking more sympathetic court
rulings or civil rights advocates.

For example, in the 2004 Illinois
Supreme Court election, trial lawyers
and labor groups formed the Justice for
All Political Action Committee to attack
Republican judge Lloyd Karmeier as
soft on crime for granting probation
to a defendant who later kidnapped
and nearly beat to death a 92-year-old
grandmother. In Mississippi, incum-
bent Justice James Graves won a runoff
against a challenger supported by over
$300,000 in advertising, mostly televi-
sion, paid for by the Improve Mississippi
Political Action Committee, a pro-busi-
ness, tort reform organization.

In another example, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce has spent an
estimated $50 million on judicial races
since 1998, according to Business Week
to limit tort judgments against busi-
nesses in state courts. Having learned
that open support of pro-business candi-
dates could backfire, the U.S. Chamber
provides support through other organi-
zations. It paid over $2 million to the
state Republican Party—and another
$250,000 to a tort-reform political
committee—in 2004 to win a sympa-
thetic lllinois Supreme Court seat.

As Business Week noted in 2004,
“Increasingly, [special interest groups]
have come to view the judiciary as some-
thing to be gamed and captured—ijust
like Congress or the State House.” Home
Depot co-founder Bernard Marcus,
who is active in the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, stated in that year, “We've
declared war on judges who aren’t doing
their duty,” driving home his point that
he wanted to unseat judges who he did
not consider to be pro-business.

For both interest groups and candi-
dates, the chief means of campaigning for
state Supreme Court seats has become tele-
vision advertising—little used as recently
as the 1990s. The contraction of report-
ing staffs by newspapers beset by circula-
tion declines in recent years has limited
print coverage of judicial elections.

Television news coverage is even
more limited. As the Alliance for Better
Campaigns found, “there is a near black-
out of local public affairs” on the forty-
five broadcast stations it studied in 2003.
One study of the 2002 elections found
that fifty-six percent of the local news
broadcast on the top 122 stations nation-
wide had no campaign stories at all in the
six weeks leading up to that year’s mid-
term elections—yet eighty-two percent
had at least one campaign ad.

Ironically, courtroom shows such as
Judge Judy and Texas Justice logged 20
times as many hours on these stations
as local public affairs stories. (Note that
“local public affairs” encompasses much
more than judicial elections, or even
local elections.)

Because there are so few other sources
of any information about judicial candi-
dates—and voting rates in judicial races
are usually lower than in others like the
state legislature—television advertising
is the chief way that the public can learn
about judicial candidates.

Campaign managers and candi-
dates now appreciate this new reality.
Television ads were used extensively in
four-out-of-five states with contested elec-
tions in 2004, up from only one-in-four
in 2000. Moreover, in the thirty-four races
that featured such ads in 2004, the candi-
dates who spent the most on television won
twenty-nine of them.

Increasingly, these ads are hard-hit-
ting and negative: one-in-five of all ads
that ran in 2004, twice the rate of the
previous election cycle, according to
the Justice at Stake Campaign. West
Virginia Supreme Court Justice Warren
McGraw lost his re-election bid after a
barrage of television ads accusing him
of being soft on child molesters.

Ads in other states also featured
candidates and their supporters imply-
ing how they would vote on issues that
could come before their courts, a prac-
tice once considered unethical by many
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state judicial codes of conduct. A tele-
vision ad supporting one Mississippi
Supreme Court candidate praised him
as a man ‘who believes the words ‘In
God We Trust’ belong on the walls in
every classroom,” and who “will protect
the sanctity of marriage between man
and woman.”

Interest group ads can also feature
state judicial candidate responses to the
issues questionnaires they increasingly
demand that candidates answer. For
example, a corporate-backed group in
Illinois asked all judicial candidates in
the state about their positions on issues
from class action suit rules to the con-
stitutionality of punitive damages.

The Christian Coalition of Georgia
asked Supreme Court candidates there
about such issues as abortion, parental
choice in education and “equal access for
theology majors to a state-funded college
scholarship program.” It blasted candi-
dates who refused to commit to how they
would decide many future cases. Idaho’s
Christian Coalition pressed candidates
to agree with the statement that “the
United States Constitution is Christian-
based” and to agree to display the Ten
Commandments in their courtroom.

“Until a few years ago, judicial can-
didates could safely throw such nosy and
coercive queries right into the round file”
because of pre- White restrictions, wrote
Burt Brandenburg, executive director of
the Justice at Stake Campaign. “It hardly
bears mentioning here that ‘Refused to
Respond’ is the kiss of death from an
interest group,” he added.

“More and more, judicial candidates
find themselves pressured to play by a
new set of rules: take sides on contro-
versial issues that may come before the
courts, advertise your political commit-
ments, lower your ethical standards—or
an interest group will measure a black
robe for someone else who will play that
game,” the Justice at Stake Campaign
has concluded.
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The pressure on high-stakes judi-
cial candidates to fund television ad
campaigns has vastly increased the need
for contributions from special interests.
“In a growing number of states, judicial
races are evidencing an ‘arms race men-
tality’ of rising expenditures, heightened
competition, and growing interest group
activity,” the Committee for Economic
Development stated in 2002.

For example, the nine candidates
for three Nevada Supreme Court seats
in 2004 raised and spent a total of over
$4 million, more than half of which
was spent by the winners, according to
the Progressive Leadership Alliance of
Nevada. The aver-
age amount spent
by those winners
was up 73 percent
from only two
years earlier.

Candidates
must tap tradi-
tional sources like
lawyers and businesses—as well as non-
traditional interest groups—as never
before. The top three sources for candi-
dates’ campaigns in 2004 were business,
lawyers, and political parties, accord-
ing to the Institute on Money in State
Politics. The Institute has not been able
to compile similar data on contributions
and spending by independent campaign
organizations, but anecdotal evidence is
that the sums contributed were high.

Noteworthy for 2004 was the dou-
bling of contributions by business from
two years earlier. “For the first time since
the Institute’s record keeping began
in 1989, contributions from business
donors outstripped contributions from
lawyers,” the Justice at Stake Campaign
stated. This change reflects the aggres-
sive new efforts by businesses and their
organizations to revise tort liability laws
and procedures, largely the province of
state courts. Business contributions can
also reflect unique state or local issues.
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For example, tort reform is the focus of
the Illinois Civil Justice League, which
began preparing for the 2006 elections
over a year earlier. “The most impor-
tant elections in Illinois in 2006 have
nothing to do with the White House or
the State House. They’re all about the
Court House,” read one of its publica-
tions in 2005. In Nevada the gambling
industry has accounted for a large share
of contributions in judicial races there.
The coal industry and the state regula-
tions in West Virginia that govern its
operations is another example.

It’s a troubling trend. According to a
poll of elected state judges in 2001 and

[ronically, courtroom shows
logged 20 times as
as public affairs stories, including

2002, forty-eight percent felt a “great
deal” of pressure to raise money for
elections. Asked how much influence
contributions had on their decisions,
four percent of the judges said “a great
deal of influence,” twenty-two percent
said “some influence,” and twenty per-
cent said “just a little influence.”

“Those statistics should scare any-
body who has a case pending before
these judges because the right answer
is supposed to be ‘no influence at all,’
which garnered a mere 36 percent,”
Business Week opined, adding, “The
moral in these states is clear: It pays to
hire a lawyer who has donated to your
judge’s campaign.” The heavy campaign
spending of recent court elections cre-
ates “a perception that justice is for
sale,” stated Gorman Houston, a retired
Alabama Supreme Court Justice.

Even the winner of the nation’s
most expensive court election, Illinois

Supreme Court Justice Lloyd A.



such as Jundige Judy

Karmeier, objected to how much his
campaign cost, saying it was “obscene
for a judicial race,” and adding, “How
can people have faith in the system?”

Ayear later, Justice Karmeier cast the
decisive vote in a 4-2 majority to over-
turn a $10.1 billion judgment against
the Phillip Morris tobacco company—
after benefiting in 2004 from contribu-
tions of more than $1 million from the
Ilinois Civil Justice League, which filed
a brief in support of the Phillip Morris
appeal. Without Karmeier’s vote, the
appeal would have failed. His 2004
Democratic opponent received millions
from plaintiff’s attorneys opposed to
the appeal.

“This is a good example of why both
sides were so interested in this race,”
Cindy Canary of the Illinois Campaign
for Political Reform told the Sz. Louis
Post-Dispatch. Justice League spokes-
man Ed Murnane called it “terribly
insulting” to imply that campaign con-

many hours on local television stations

coverage of judicial campaigns.

tributions could sway a specific court
decision, adding that “we supported
him because he’s a conservative.”

With the “political battle zone”
expanding into judicial elections,
Business Week stated in 2004, “The
political patronage that once existed
in Mayor Richard J. Daley’s Chicago is
being replaced by a new form of inter-
est-group patronage...One by one,
many of the special unwritten traditions
of civility and nonpartisanship that give
the judiciary its moral authority is start-
ing to erode.”

Perhaps of even more fundamental
concern is the increasing demand from
special interest group for judicial can-
didates to declare their positions before
they hear cases, which can jeopardize the
right of litigants to a fair hearing. “When
ajudicial candidate promises to rule a cer-
tain way on an issue that may later reach
the courts, the potential for due process
violations is grave,” wrote U.S. Supreme
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Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg in
her dissent in the White ruling,

A wide spectrum of the public has
expressed concerns, as well. Nearly 71
percent of Americans—and over 90
percent of African Americans—polled
by Zogby International believe that
campaign contributions from interest
groups have at least some influence on
judges’ decisions. Of note is that the
poll was conducted nearly eight months
before Election Day 2004.

Reformers from bar associations
to Corporation grantees such as the
Brennan Center for Justice at New
York University and the Committee for
Economic Development—an indepen-
dent, nonpartisan organization of busi-
ness and education leaders dedicated to
policy research on the major economic
and social issues of our time, including
campaign finance reform—are advocat-
ing significant reforms in the selection
of judges.

Major reforms include:
® Public Disclosure

Interest group “issue” ads used to
support or defeat judicial candidates have
been exempt from campaign finance dis-
closure rules in most states, but interest
in changing that is growing. Disclosure
would include who gave and how much
and how the money was spent.

In 2003, Illinois adopted require-
ments for full disclosure and electronic
submissions that enabled the public and
media to read and understand who gave
how much to both candidates and cam-
paign committees. The electronic dis-
closure had an immediate benefit in the
2004 Supreme Court election by docu-
menting timely data about the millions
of dollars being spent for the open seat
finally won by Justice Karmeier.

In 2004, Ohio adopted broad dis-
closure requirements to end the use of
television ad campaigns funded anony-
mously. Although the system is yet
untested in an election, according to the
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Justice at Stake Campaign, “The days of
expensive court campaigns in Ohio are
not banished to history, but voters will
get much better information about who
is bankrolling judicial candidates when
they need it—during the heat of elec-
tion campaigns.”

B Merit Selection

and Retention Elections

Long favored by the American Bar
Association, the American Judicature
Society and others, this process would
replace direct election of state judges,
but also not rely solely on appointment
by a governor and confirmation by the
legislature. Although only several states
use merit selection for all of their judges,
about two-thirds of states use variations
of this system, albeit limited to only a
few judgeships. Called the “Missouri
Plan,” because that state adopted this
system in 1940, it is a hybrid of both
appointment and elections.

Such a system was proposed in 2005
to replace Pennsylvania’s system of parti-
san elections for state judges. Backed by
the Pennsylvanians for Modern Courts,
allied with the Justice at Stake Campaign
and other legal organizations, it would
establish a bi-partisan, citizen-based
nominating commission appointed by
the governor and legislative leaders. The
commission would screen candidates
and compile a list of the most qualified,
from which list the governor would fill a
judicial vacancy. The judges would face
voters every six or ten years, depending
on the level of their court, in unopposed
retention elections

Voter approval has been an obsta-
cle to amending state constitutions to
establish or expand merit selection sys-
tems. Utah, in 1984, was the last state
to approve such a system, which has
failed to win approval in several state
referenda since then. For example, in
1998, Florida’s Constitution Revision
Commission won approval for a local
option to extend the system of merit

CARNEGTIE

20

selection and retention currently in
place for state appeals court judges and
Supreme Court justices to also apply to
trail judges in local circuit and country
courts but voters in every one of sixty-
seven counties rejected it in separate ref-
erenda in 2000 and continue to select
trial judges in nonpartisan elections; the
average vote for the change was only
thirty-two percent. State minority and
women’s bar associations campaigned
against merit selection worried that the
change would reverse the progress they
recently made in gaining judgeships.

B Public Financing of Judicial Elections

Bowing to public reluctance to
give up their right to vote for judges,
many reformers instead propose public
financing of judicial elections, elimi-
nating the need for candidates to raise
money from self-interested donors. In
the 1970s, Wisconsin was the first state
to adopt public financing, albeit limited
to Supreme Court justices.

North Carolina adopted such a sys-
tem in 2002 for its two highest courts,
with candidates eligible for public funds
if they limited their private fundraising
and showed broad support by collecting
small contributions from at least 350
registered voters. The reform law also
included a change to nonpartisan elec-
tions, a voter’s guide and lower maxi-
mum contribution limits for candidates
who forgo public funds.

In its first test, in 2004, the North
Carolina system won praise for provid-
ing two-thirds of all funds spent by can-
didates and cutting by half the money
collected from special interests. Other
states, such as Illinois and Georgia, are
considering public financing systems.
¥ Voter Guides

Low voting rates in judicial elections
reflect the lack of information (and long
lists of candidates, offices, and ballot ini-
tiatives) in state elections. One analysis
of retention elections nationwide from

1976 to 1996 found that 30 percent of
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those who voted at the top of a ballot
did not cast votes in retention elections
farther down the ballot.

Several states have begun to publish
nonpartisan voter guides with back-
ground information on judicial can-
didates distributed either online or by
mail, encouraged by at least one poll in
which two-thirds of respondents stated
that receiving a voter guide would make
them more likely to vote in those races.
In fact, voter guides mailed to every
registered voter in North Carolina in
2004 did help reduce voter roll-off in
judicial races.

Distribution can be a problem, as
Washington state reformers found
in learning that most voters did not
find the guides published in the state’s
newspapers and rarely used the online
guides, suggesting that a comprehen-
sive mailing of guides to all voters is
more workable.

B Campaign Conduct Committees

The U.S. Supreme Court ruling
in 2002 against certain restrictions on
judicial campaign speech (the aforemen-
tioned Republican Party of Minnesota v.
White, in which the Court ruled that
a provision of Minnesota’s Code of
Judicial Conduct prohibiting a candi-
date for judicial office from discussing
his or her views on a political issue vio-
lated the First Amendment protection
of free speech), helped unleash the over-
heated rhetoric and negative ads of the
2004 election. At least 10 states have
established either official or unofficial
committees to act as impartial referees
to counter or deter inappropriate cam-
paign appeals in judicial elections.

For example, the Alabama Supreme
Court expanded its committee to
include twenty-six members with the
authority to investigate disputes and
to hold candidate forums in the 2000
election. Several state committees were
active in 2004, most notably in Florida,
Georgia, Illinois and Ohio.



In Conclusion: I#'s Up to the Public
Heightened awareness of the new
power of special interest influence in
selecting America’s judges has many
researchers and reformers working to
understand this problem better, and each
new election cycle provides new evidence
that meaningful changes are necessary.

Considerable resistance to change
will continue. But, as the long history
of Carnegie Corporation support for
organizations working for equal rights
and equal treatment under the law
certainly indicates, we believe that the
American public has a special regard for

a court system that is open and fair to

all who seek justice. And undoubtedly,
increasing public recognition of the fact
that judicial elections should not be up
for grabs by the highest bidders or most
strident candidates will make the pros-
pects for reform in the years ahead grow
stronger. W

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING JUDICIAL REFORM

Carnegie Corporation of New York supports or works with several nonpartisan organizations that provide valuable  /
information and research to the public about campaign finance and judicial elections and advocate for needed

reforms. Following is a list of six of them, what they do, and how to reach them:

The Institute on Money in State Politics
The Institute on Money in State Politics
maintains a comprehensive database on state
government campaign finances, searchable by
industry and occupation of contributors, as
well as across state lines to determine multi-
state and national trends. Since 2000, it has
compiled contributions and spending data on
judicial candidates in every state where judges
are elected. Its data have enabled the Brennan
Center for Justice and the Justice at Stake
Campaign to produce national overviews in
each of the election cycles since that year.

The Institute on Money in State Politics
648 North Jackson, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

Telephone 406-449-2480

wwuw.followthemoney.org

Brennan Center for Justice
at New York University

Named after the late Supreme Court Justice
William J. Brennan, Jr., the Brennan Center
for Justice at New York University School of
Law carries out an innovative agenda of schol-
arship, public education and litigation to pro-
mote equality and human dignity in the areas
of criminal justice, poverty and democracy.
To reach its major goal of fairer, more impar-
tial courts, the center’s Fair Courts Project
focuses attention on the problem of judicial
elections and advocates for improved systems
for selection of state court judges.

Brennan Center for Justice

161 Avenue of the Americas, 12th Floor
New York, NY 10013

Telephone 212-998-6730

www. brennancenter.org

Justice at Stake Campaign

Begun in 2002, this partnership of more
than 30 judicial, legal and citizen organizations
advocates for reforms and defends an impar-
tial and fair judicial system from the growing
influence of money and special interests. It
promotes such measures as public financing,
nonpartisan judicial elections, voter educa-
tion, and responses to attacks on the indepen-
dence of judges. Its report, The New Politics of
Judicial Elections 2004, documented in detail
the rise in campaign contributions in elections
of that year.

Justice at Stake Campaign

717 D Street, NW — Suite 203
Washington, DC 20004
Telephone 202-588-9700

www.justiceatstake.org

Commiittee for Economic Development

This nonprofit, nonpartisan organization
of more than 220 business leaders and uni-
versity presidents since 1942 has addressed
many of the nation’s most pressing economic
and social issues, including education reform,
workforce competitiveness, campaign finance,
health care, and global trade and finance. It
has had a special focus on campaign finance
reforms, including those for election of state
judges.

Committee for Economic Development

2000 L Street NW, Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036

Telephone 1-800-676-7353 or 202-296-5860
www.ced.org

i

Democracy
North Carolina

Formerly the North Carolina Project

of Democracy South, this organization’s pro-
grams emphasize reducing the power of spe-
cial-interest money and increasing the power
of citizens in all aspects of the political pro-
cess. It was instrumental in gaining passage
of a public financing program for election of
state supreme court and appellate judges that
was first implemented in 2004.

Democracy North Carolina
105 West Main Street
Carrboro, NC 27510
Telephone 919-967-9942

www.democracy-nc.org

The lllinois Campaign
for Political Reform

Founded in 1997 by former U.S. Senator
Paul Simon and Lieutenant Governor Bob
Kustra, this organization advocates for
reforms to reduce the influence of special
interest money on public institutions and to
restore voters to their rightful place at the cen-
ter of state government. Having helped docu-
ment the record campaign spending for state
supreme court elections in 2004, it promotes
changes that include public financing for can-
didates in those elections.

Hlinois Campaign for Political Reform
325 W Huron, Suite 304

Chicago, IL 60610

Telephone 312-335-1767

www.ilcampaign.org
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Immigrant civic
integration is an
integral part of the
Corporation’s focus on
strengthening U.S.
democracy. In this essay,
Roberto Suro, director
of the Pew Hispanic
Center, addresses how
Hispanics—both those
newly arrived in the
U.S. and those who
have been citizens for
generations—are

both impacting and
being influenced by

American society.
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Roberto Suro, Director,
Pew Hispanic Center

by RoBERTO SURO
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HISPANIGS [N THE UNITED

The U.S. Census Bureau tells us that
in 2004 there were 40,459,196 people in
the United States who identified them-
selves as “Hispanic or Latino.” Which is
it, then, “Hispanic” or “Latino,” or both?
The Los Angeles Times sticks to “Latino.”
The U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), the arbiter of such
things for the federal government,
debated the matter and decided not to
pick one or the other so as not to offend
anyone. The confusion, and occasional
controversy, over the name is just sym-
bolic of a much larger question to which
there is no simple answer: who are
these people? Indeed, you have to ask:
are they, in fact, a single people with a
common identity, a common bond or
common goals? This is important to
know because that population number
reported by the U.S. Census Bureau is
big already, and growing fast. Forty mil-
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lion folks is enough that if they started
pulling in the same direction all at once,
they could probably change the nation’s
course—socially, culturally, perhaps
even politically one day.

What direction would that be? It is
certainly not linguistic. Hispanics are
not going to make the United States
into a Spanish-speaking country because
nearly a quarter of this population speaks
little or no Spanish at all, according to
the Census, and more than a third say
they speak English very well. So, it’s not
language. Moreover, Hispanics do not
share a common race, ethnicity or ances-
try, which are the usual ways to identify a
population group. They can be black or
white, of indigenous origins or not, and
their cultural heritages are quite diverse.

The official definition from the
OMB relies on national origins, saying
the term “Hispanic or Latino” refers to



:

people who trace their descent from
Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, Central
and South America and other Spanish
cultures. That’s a pretty broad descrip-
tion because it encompasses immigrants
who have just arrived in the United
States from those regions as well as those
who trace their ancestry in America back
many generations. More significantly,
the idea of a Hispanic or Latino people
comprising many nationalities is not a
very strong concept in those regions;
not as strong, certainly, as individual
national identities. The notion that
people from all these places are bound
together by an overarching group iden-
tity exists more powerfully now in the
United States than in Latin America.
So, whether the label is Hispanic or
Latino, the “label on the label” says
Made in the USA. In other words, we

are dealing with a uniquely American

phenomenon: even if it is based on
national origins rooted elsewhere, the
group identity for many Hispanics is
created in the United States. To under-
stand where this population change
may be taking us as a nation, we have to
look close to home, not abroad.
Whatever the meaning of “Hispanic”
or “Latino”—and I am going to use
these terms interchangeably in this
essay—it is not one that is artificial or
imposed. If you ask people a question
like, “Are you of Hispanic or Latino
origin?” a good many respond affirma-
tively. That is how the U.S. Census gets
a population count. You can ask the
question in several different ways with
many different kinds of surveys, and
the size of the group and its basic char-
acteristics turn out to be more or less
the same. At the most basic level, then,
the Latino/Hispanic “yes” is a matter of
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self-identification. And if more than 40
million people self-identify as Latino
or Hispanic, then this sense of group
membership is something large and sig-
nificant on the nation’s landscape.

Roberto Suro is director of the Pew
Hispanic Center, a Washington, D.C.-
based research organization. The Center
was founded in July 2001 with sup-
port from the Pew Charitable Trusts. A
former journalist, Suro has 30 years of
experience writing on Hispanic issues and
immigration. He is author of Strangers
Among Us: Latino Lives in a Changing
America, (Vintage) as well as numerous
reports, articles and other publications
about the growth of the Latino popula-
tion. During his career in journalism
Suro worked for TIME Magazine, The
New York Times, The Washington Post
and other publications.
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I could argue on the basis of
sound evidence that the growth of the
Hispanic population is as important a
demographic development today as the
inception of the Baby Boom was sixty
years ago. But if you press me on what
makes someone a Hispanic or a Latino,
my responses start getting fuzzy after
self-identification, and I am not being
coy in saying that. I have been watching
and writing about Hispanics for thirty
years, and I answer “yes” for myself when
asked, but the more I learn, the less I
know for certain about identity. What
are the boundaries of this group? What
binds us together? What are we saying
to each other and to everyone else when
we assert this self-identification?

Models of Identity

The search for answers, as best I
can tell, has to start with two admis-
sions: first, when it comes to Hispanics,
let’s acknowledge that we are watch-
ing a work in progress. Second, let’s
accept that we need new ways of talk-
ing about group identity because the
old ones dont work very well with this
population.

On the first point, the population
statistics leave no doubt: the number
of Hispanics doubled between 1970
and 1990 and has nearly doubled again
since 1990. No population can grow
that fast without changing, particularly
when immigration is driving much of
the growth. About four-of-every-ten
Hispanics are foreign born, and among
those newcomers, well more than half
have arrived in the U.S. since 1990.
Those numbers represent a lot of people
who are still very much in the process
of adjusting to new lives in a new place.
And the transition will last beyond their
lifetimes. High fertility rates among
immigrants is the other propellant of
population growth. Another three-in-ten
Hispanics are the native-born children of
foreign-born parents. This is the second

generation, and these
young people—whose
median age is less than
thirteen—are adapt-
ing what they inherit
from their parents and
what they learn outside
their homes to fit their
own needs. Altogether,
then, about 70 percent
of the Hispanic popu-
lation is involved in a
process of fundamental
cultural transition at b
some stage or another.
Some trajectories are
becoming evident, but
the final results are still
very much in doubt.
Hispanics are a people
in motion, so we must
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accept the uncertainty
they bring with them
and be patient. Understanding their
impact on American society could take
a while. It could take decades.

The next step—the second admis-
sion I am suggesting—involves our his-
torical models of group identity. There
are two—minority group and ethnic
group—and neither works very well
with Hispanics. The first is based on
the African American experience: the
majority—the mainstream of society—
identifies a minority group on the basis
of race or by other markers that have
served as grounds for unjust exclusion.
The excluded group, in turn, asserts
collective bonds as it seeks redress of
grievances. And in the case of African
Americans, even after fifty years of
political and economic gains, the group
is still often defined, and often defines
itself, as being outsiders whose status
in American society is still uncertain.
The ethnic group model is based on
the experience of the Irish, the Italians
and other European immigrants. They
began as outsiders, even outcasts, with

24 CARNEGTIE REPORTER—SpringZOOG

——
s Nu

P h“hl:i TR o

%

a distinct identity based on national
origins. Over time, however, through a
process of assimilation and absorption,
they gained acceptance to the main-
stream and their group identities faded.
In effect, they became white.

Even if you believe that history likes
repetition, there is no good reason to
assume that Latinos will march down
either of these roads. Hispanics do not
share an obvious common marker like
skin color that sets them apart, and they
have not begun their journey through
American society from a common and
tragic starting point, such as slavery.
Perhaps this helps to explain why society
has not imposed an identity on Latinos
as rigidly or as pejoratively as it did on
blacks, and why Latino identity does
not derive from a collective experience
such as resistance to persecution. Indeed,
many Latinos are immigrants who have
come to this country seeing it as a land of
opportunity and have succeeded in realiz-
ing their aspirations. On the other hand,
Latinos are also not entirely an immigrant



population that has been invited into the
mainstream. Important segments of the
Hispanic population have lived aspects
of the minority-group experience. These
Latinos have a history as victims of dis-
crimination, and they have created insti-
tutions as well as a political identity that
developed out of a civil rights struggle.
Moreover, about half of the Latino for-

surveys of the Hispanic population, and
this research tells us that Latino identities
are fairly fluid and that their view of the
United States is expansive. This means,
for example, that most Hispanics see no
conflict between learning English and
continuing to speak Spanish, between
learning American ways and retaining a
Latin culture. They see the United States

“Mexican,” “Cuban” or “Dominican.”
That is not surprising; after all, they
were referring to the countries where
they were born and raised. Only a
small share of the immigrants (6 per-
cent) called themselves “American.”
Meanwhile, about half of native-born
Latinos preferred “American,” while a
substantial number (29 percent) also

W /e notion that Hispanics from different countries

are bound together by an overarching group identity exists

more powerfully now in the United States than in

Latin America. So, whether the label is Hispanic or Latino,

the ‘label on the label’ says Made in the USA.

eign-born population is in the United
States without legal authorization and
most have no avenue for becoming fully
incorporated into the country’s national
life no matter how much they assimilate.
So the Hispanic experience intertwines
enough aspects of both the minority and
ethnic group models that neither model
alone suffices.

The Latino experience in the U.S. is
not going to be exactly like that of blacks
or Italians or other minorities: it is going
to be something else. Whatever Hispanic
identity ends up being, to understand it,
we're going to have to open up our think-
ing about race and ethnicity and about
the ways that group identities take shape.
We are seeing something new unfolding
before our eyes, but the phenomenon is
far enough along that we can look back
and see where it started and how certain
trajectories have begun to take shape.

Many Different Perceptions
Over the course of several years I have
worked on a variety of public opinion

as desirable, and admirable in many
ways in comparison to their countries of
origin except on one point: they believe
that moral values and family ties are
stronger in Latin America than here. But
most importantly, they see the United
States as a nation that embraces many
cultures and not as a place that tries to
impose a single national type.

The same fluidity is apparent in
the ways that Latinos see themselves.
In a 2002 survey, the Pew Hispanic
Center asked a large national sample of
Hispanics about the terms they use to
identify themselves so we could deter-
mine which terms they favored most.
We gave them three choices: American,
Hispanic or Latino, or their country of
origin and asked which term they used
first or if there was only one term they
preferred. The responses varied sharply
between immigrants and those born in
the United States. More than two-thirds
of the immigrants favored their country
of origin, saying they were most likely
to identify themselves with terms like,
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primarily identified themselves by their
country of origin.

The most curious finding involved
the terms “Hispanic” and “Latino”
because they were not very popular. The
group label was preferred by no more
than one-quarter of either the immi-
grants or the native born. It’s not that
they are hostile to the idea of an over-
arching Latino identity encompassing
the whole of the Hispanic population,
but that identity is not at the forefront of
their thoughts. “Hispanic” and “Latino”
are not the first terms they reach for
when they want to tell you who they are,
at least when they have other choices
that reflect national identities.

This sense of fragmentation along
national lines was evident elsewhere in
the same poll, the 2002 National Survey
of Latinos, which my organization con-
ducted in partnership with the Kaiser
Family Foundation. An overwhelm-
ing 85 percent of respondents said that
Latinos from different countries have
separate and distinct cultures rather
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than sharing one Hispanic or Latino
culture. In a similar vein, respondents
were about evenly divided over whether
or not Hispanics from different coun-
tries were working together to achieve
common political aims. But it would
be a mistake to dismiss all tendencies
toward group identity just because that
notion seems to lose out in competition
with individual national identities.
When Hispanicsare asked abouthow
others perceive them, you find a differ-
ent story. In that 2002 survey and oth-
ers, Latinos by large majorities—as high
as eight-out-of-ten—say Hispanics as a
whole are the victims of discrimination.
Near majorities—four-out-of-ten—say
that discrimination is a major problem
preventing Latinos from succeeding in
this country. Three-out-of-ten say that
they, personally, have experienced dis-
crimination or that someone close to
them has been discriminated against
in the last five years. From within the

tion is itself a complex intermingling of
people whose families have been here for
generations, who have come here from
Latin America and who are the children
of immigrants. As I noted before, about
70 percent of this population is made up
of immigrants and their children—the
people who to some degree are involved
in a process of assimilation. This reality
is reflected in Latinos’ views on many
different matters, not just the nature
of group identity. Perhaps the best way
to track this process of assimilation is
to look at the languages that Hispanics
speak: English, Spanish and the mix of
both. Many different kinds of public
opinion surveys on different subjects
have shown broad and consistent differ-
ences between Latinos who speak only
Spanish, most often recently arrived
immigrants, and those who speak only
English, most typically those with long
family histories in the United States. And
there is often a range of views among

by about 75 percent. Among those who
speak and read only English, a bit more
than half find abortion morally unac-
ceptable, which is close to the split you
find in the non-Hispanic population.
Consider something that is less of a
hot-button issue, and you get the same
result: in the 2002 survey, for instance,
we asked whether it is better for chil-
dren to live in their parents’ home until
they get married. Among the Spanish
dominant, 95 percent agreed. Among
the bilinguals, 75 percent said yes. And
with the English speakers, 52 percent
agreed, which was just a bit higher than
what we found with non-Latinos.

On a great variety of matters, there-
fore, it seems that immigrant Spanish-
speaking Latinos hold distinctive views,
while the native-born English speakers
hold views that are roughly similar to
the American population as a whole.
And this result is reflected in attitudes
about more than just social issues. In

B 25500 leaders and institutions have used the tools

developed by African Americans and

benefited from the same types of legislation and court

group, the Hispanic/Latino identity
may seem weak, but members of the
group clearly feel that the rest of soci-
ety sees that identity forcefully. Ethnic
or racial identities can often arise from
two sources: what members of a group
feel that they share in common and the
roles imposed on them or projected on
them by the majority. Given the nature
of American society today and the char-
acteristics of the Latino population, this
is a particularly fluid mix.

Then again, the Latino popula-
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bilinguals. In surveys conducted by the
Pew Hispanic Center, this pattern has
emerged on subjects ranging from the
acceptability of divorce, to the chances
of success in the Iraq war, to the quality
of education in U.S. public schools.
Take the issue of abortion, for exam-
ple, which we have asked about in several
surveys. Large numbers of Latinos who
speak and read only Spanish find abor-
tion unacceptable—nearly 90 percent in
some polls. Bilingual Hispanics are also
disapproving but less overwhelmingly,
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decisions in seeking redress of grievances.

that same 2002 survey, we asked about
fatalism—a sense very common among
the poor in Latin America that they are
not in control of their own destinies.
Among Latinos who speak only Spanish,
59 percent agreed with the statement,
“It doesn’t do any good to plan for the
future because you don’t have any con-
trol over it.” Among Latinos who speak
only English, a scant 24 percent agreed
with that statement. Bilingual Hispanics
were in-between, at 31 percent. Only
17 percent of non-Latinos agreed that



they have no control over their futures.
On this very simple but very basic mea-
sure of how individuals see their fates,
as on a great many other issues, the shift
to English produces a remarkably clear
shift in attitudes.

What I've concluded from looking
at a variety of surveys is that exposure to
American ways through the acquisition
of English produces absorption of those
ways. Certainly, not every aspect of the
American experience gets adopted, but
enough does to show that a significant

process of assimilation is taking place:

people change when they come to the
United States and the change acceler-
ates when a great big doorway into their
hearts and minds is opened by language.

An Ongoing Process of Change
Language is something we know a
lot about because it is a very tangible,
testable marker and because there is a
great deal of data on it from the Census,
from big government household surveys
that are carried out regularly, as well as
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the kinds of public opinion polls that
we conduct at the Pew Hispanic Center.
The data from all these sources is very
consistent. For example, about three-
quarters of foreign-born Latinos, the
first generation, speaks only Spanish and
the rest of the immigrants are bilingual
to some extent. The second genera-
tion—the children of immigrants—are
about evenly divided between English
speakers and bilinguals, with almost
none reaching adulthood speaking only
Spanish. And, among Hispanics of lon-
ger tenure in the U.S.—those born here,
of American-born parents—more than
three-quarters speak only English and
the rest are bilingual to some extent,
though often their Spanish is weak. So
we know for certain that a transition to
English is taking place across generations
with a lot of bilingualism along the way.

In addition to linguistic adapta-
tions, the survey data I referenced
before indicates that a process of change
is underway in the Latino population as
immigrants and their offspring adopt a
variety of values typical of the American
public at large. The language data tell us
that this process moves along gradually,
butsteadily. The demographic data show
that Latino population growth is con-
stantly being fed by people coming in
at the beginning of the process—recent
immigrants and their children. Thus,
even though a great deal of assimilation
is taking place, it can seem that noth-
ing is happening, that Latinos are not
changing or even that they are resistant
to change, because the Spanish-speaking
population is constantly being refreshed
by new arrivals. Indeed, for the past
decade or so, immigrants early in the
assimilation process have accounted for
a majority of Hispanic adults, and so it
will be for the foreseeable future. In my
view, then, these realities reinforce the
notion that Latinos are a people in tran-
sition, a people in the process of becom-
ing something new.
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Suppose then, that by some act of
magic—because that’s what it would
take—not one more Latino immigrant
entered the United States. How would
the American Hispanic population
evolve as a segment of U.S. society if no
more newcomers arrived?

One possibility is that differences
would wash away and Latinos would
become fluent in English, improve their
economic status and simply become a
lot like everyone else in a couple of gen-
erations. In this regard, some commen-
tators have already heralded the glorious
return of the melting pot. Give it time,
they advise, and Latinos will simply be
melded into the white mainstream just
as the European immigrants were a cen-
tury ago. Embracing this view whole-
heartedly, however, requires believing
two things: that today’s newcomers
are basically the same as those of the
past and that the United States has not
changed in a hundred years. Both are
debatable propositions. I would argue,
as | indicated earlier, that the contem-
porary context offers much better clues
as to the direction of Hispanic trajecto-
ries than the historical models.

Think back again to the 1970s, the
time when the current wave of Latino
immigration and population growth
got underway. In retrospect, it is evident
that the United States was then in the
middle of an era of profound change.
The old industrial manufacturing base
of the American economy was wither-
ing away, to be replaced by the new ser-
vice sector. A fundamental element of
the nation’s social structure was being
transformed as women gained new
status in the home, at work and in the
public arena. Finally, the growth of the
Hispanic population also coincided with
the maturing of the civil rights era.

All of these changes had their start
before the Latino population began to
grow, and Latinos were, at most, minor
players in the initial phases of these
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Mexican day laborers in Farmingville, New York.

transformations. They certainly did not
play causal roles. But now, as we move
through the first decades of the 21st
century, the effects of those transfor-
mations are still being absorbed by the
nation even as Hispanics become much
more numerous. Latinos, then, are like
the character who appears peripheral
in the first act of a play and then takes
center stage midway through the sec-
ond. By virtue of their population size,
however, the Latino population will be
a protagonist with a major role to play
in the third act, now unfolding.
Consider, for example, the changes
wrought by the civil rights era. The
main expansion of the Latino popula-
tion occurred after the United States, in
the middle of the 20th century, funda-
mentally reassessed the way it perceives
people who are not part of the white
majority and how it manages relations
between those groups and the major-
ity. That upheaval, and the new social
structures it created, now condition
the way in which newly arrived Latino
immigrants and their children see them-
selves and are seen by others. In this
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regard, their experience is fundamen-
tally different than that of the European
immigrants who arrived in the U.S. and
underwent an assimilation process prior
to the civil rights era.

A key to understanding this differ-
ence is recalling that there was, in fact,
a Hispanic population in the U.S. when
the civil rights era began and that it
took part in the upheaval. Led primar-
ily by native-born Mexican Americans,
Latino organizations fought against
discrimination that had been imposed
on them both by law and custom, espe-
cially in Texas. An entire generation of
Latino leaders and institutions used the
tools developed by African Americans
and benefited from the same types of
legislation and court decisions in seek-
ing redress of grievances. Those leaders
and institutions were well established in
Hispanic communities when the popu-
lation began to grow through immigra-
tion in the 1970s. And, perhaps more
significantly, Hispanics had been rec-
ognized in both judicial decisions and
legal statutes as members of what many
would describe as part of the newly rec-



ognized post-1960s social structure: the
minority group.

So, everyone added to the Hispanic
population automatically becomes part
of a group that is formally defined as
a people apart, a people with a shared
identity, a people who had suffered

hundred years ago, and the mechanisms
for asserting group identities are dif-
ferent, as well. Immigrants from Latin
America still often organize themselves
as national groups, but the host society
offers them an alternative in the form of
an Hispanic identity, which overarches

Hispanic or Latino. Assimilation has
never been simple or direct, but today,
the avenues by which old identities fade
and new ones are developed seem par-
ticularly complex, fluid and varied.

It may be tempting at times to
expect, or hope, that Latinos at the

=3 y law, the undocumented are prohibited from working,

from receiving most public services and from ever

seeking citizenship, yet they readily find employment,

albeit in the lower reaches of the labor force,

and are essentially free to live here as long as they like.

inferior status and still might need pro-
tection from prejudice. Regardless of
whether they are rich or poor, regardless
of whether they come from a Caribbean
capital or an Andean village, all of these
people are categorized together under the
label “Hispanic or Latino.” This inevita-
bly means that the process of assimila-
tion for today’s immigrants and their
offspring will be very different than it
was during the late 19th and early 20th
century era of trans-Atlantic migration.

Prejudice in many forms certainly
existed a hundred years ago, and many
immigrants certainly suffered from it.
One important response to this experi-
ence was to organize socially, politically
and religiously, as national groups; that
is as Italians, Irish, or Jews for example.
Out of necessity, many of the European
immigrant groups actually strengthened
their ethnic bonds and identities in the
first stages of the assimilation process
because organizing as national groups
was often the most effective way of get-
ting established in this country.

The United States is, arguably, a

more tolerant place today than it was a

national differences. Indeed, U.S. insti-
tutions and legal regulations formally
recognize and favor group identity far
more than national origins. For exam-
ple, there are about 700,000 people of
Guatemalan origin living in the U.S,,
according to the Census. That is a pretty
small group, and one that does not enjoy
any particular recognition. As a Hispanic
or Latino, however, each of those indi-
viduals becomes part of a formally recog-
nized minority group—and the nation’s
largest minority group, at that. Assertion
of this identity, which does not exist
in Guatemala, actually brings with it
some stature and protection. The fam-
ily of a recently arrived immigrant from
Guatemala will have no connection to
the experience of a Mexican-American
who lived in South Texas in the 1950s,
but their process of assimilation to this
country will be highly conditioned by
the great social changes put in place
because of those Latinos who played a
small part in the civil rights era. As a
result, the trajectory from Guatemala to
America now leads through this peculiar
condition that we, as a society, label as
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beginning of the 21st century will fol-
low the same pathways as European
immigrants did at the beginning of the
20th. But the circumstances surround-
ing the two groups are hugely different
and, as time goes on, those differences
are only likely to grow.

During most of the last great era of
immigration, the United States oper-
ated something very close to an open-
door policy for those who came across
the Atlantic. Asians were systematically
excluded on racial grounds, but the
only Europeans denied entry were those
judged to be carrying disease or likely to
become public charges. Although many
thousands were quarantined and sent
home from Ellis Island, those allowed to
land were, in time—though sometimes
after much turmoil—enfolded into the
nation’s civic life. All had the right to
seek citizenship, eventually. Today, the
United States, however unintentionally,
operates a two-tier immigration sys-
tem. Some are allowed into the country
legally, with a well-defined set of rights
and obligations and most are granted
the right to remain permanently and
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become citizens after a number of years.
Many others, however, enter the country
illegally. Despite laws and enforcement
efforts to the contrary, their presence
is tolerated, at least tacitly. Evidence of
this fact is that best estimates suggest the
population of unauthorized immigrants
has grown to more than 11 million
people, and that once beyond the bor-
der region, they face little risk of appre-
hension. By law, the undocumented are
prohibited from working, from receiv-
ing most public services and from ever
seeking citizenship, yet they readily find
employment, albeit in the lower reaches
of the labor force, and are essentially
free to live here as long as they like.

By any measure, this is a sizeable
population and arguably, the only one
that is now systematically excluded from
full participation in society. There are
now more illegal migrants living in the
United States than there were blacks
living under Jim Crow in the states of
the old Confederacy at the time of the

characteristics of the Latino population.

Though drastically different than
the kind of discrimination suffered
by African Americans or Mexican
Americans prior to the civil rights era,
because it is a status that is chosen rather
than imposed, being undocumented is a
marker of exclusion and marginalization.
It is the basis for an identity as a people
apart. No matter to what extent an ille-
gal immigrant learns English and adopts
American ways, he or she faces an insu-
perable barrier to full inclusion and par-
ticipation in American society. And then
again—though it may seem an unlikely
prospect—a single act of Congress could
simply erase that barrier.

The New Dividing Lines
Immigration status is a new bound-
ary line, one that confronts Latinos like
no other group and that is likely, over
time, to condition the ways that new-
comers are incorporated into American
society, or not. But at the same time, the

and male. Now, women, blacks, Jews
and all kinds of other folks are involved
in defining American norms, there are
several different kinds of dividing lines
and they are blurry in places and some-
times even zigzag. Immigrants today,
like immigrants before, are busy absorb-
ing American ways; the difference is that
nowadays there are many more ways to
be an American, many more accepted
flavors and variations. The Latino immi-
grant influx arrived as the United States
was in the process of establishing a more
diverse vision of itself. The process seems
irreversible but is not finished, nor is it
fully codified or digested. Latino immi-
grants and their offspring are adapt-
ing to a United States that is already
immersed in a process of transformation
that may be further impacted by the
Latino immigrants themselves. This is a
demographic coincidence that may well
be of profound historical impact.

For example, in the 1970s, as the
Baby Boomers became adults, they put

NI ):le it would be easy to overstate the potential leverage

represented by the size of the Latino population,

their numbers—and standing as Americas largest minority

Brown v. Board of Education decision in
1954—and this cohort represents a size-
able portion of the Hispanic population.
About one-out-of-every-five Latinos is
undocumented, including about one-
half of all foreign-born Hispanics. Nearly
one-out-of-every-three Latinos lives in a
family with at least one undocumented
relative. And, for the past several years,
the number of unauthorized immigrants
has exceeded the legal flow. Thus, ille-

gality has become one of the defining
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group—are already too big to ignore.

“old” boundary lines of race and ethnic-
ity are also undergoing change because
the United States is a fundamentally dif-
ferent place than when either African
Americans or the immigrants of the
trans-Atlantic era were forming group
identities. In both those cases, there was
a dividing line drawn sharply through
American society. On one side sat a white
majority that set societal, political and
cultural norms, and those norms were
overwhelmingly Anglo-Saxon, Christian
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off having children; many never did and
many had just one or two. In the same
decade, as noted earlier, the influx of
immigrants from Latin America, espe-
cially Mexico, began to grow. These two
trends, entirely unrelated in their origins,
gathered momentum across decades and
produced effects that continue to rever-
berate throughout American society:
the first created a dearth of people while
the second resulted in an abundance.
Without this confluence—meaning,



absent Hispanic immigration and high
fertility rates—the United States might
well begin to resemble nations such as
Italy or Japan, which have quickly aging
populations that are also shrinking in
size. When the Boomers retire, Hispanics
will be there to fill out the workforce.
Thus, the significance of Latino popula-
tion growth has to be measured not just
by the sheer size of their numbers but
against what is happening with the rest
of the population.

While Latinos make up 14 percent
of the total population, they account for
21 percent of all children under the age
of 10. Look at another key segment of
the population: young adults. Between
2000 and 2005, the number of non-
Hispanic whites between the ages of
20 and 35 declined by nearly 800,000.
Meanwhile, the number of Latinos in
that age range increased by more than
1.7 million. The Latino population is
not only growing fast, it is accelerat-
ing while the rest of the population is
getting older and hardly growing at all.
That context enormously leverages the
significance of the Hispanic numbers.
The fact that Latinos are the only popu-
lation in the United States that can be
cited as fast growing not only defines
their size but also helps to highlight
their place in American society, bestow-
ing a particular degree of status, as well.

While it would be easy to overstate
the potential leverage represented by
the size of the Latino population, their
numbers—and standing as America’s
largest minority group—are already too
big to ignore. Employers, marketers and
politicians increasingly seek out Latinos
as workers, consumers and voters. This
attention may be self-serving, but it is
attention nonetheless, and probably
ripe for future spin. Latinos are the
rare group whose position in society is
defined less by who they have been than
by who they will become.

In the public policy arena, the size

and projected growth of the Hispanic
population has already had a notable
impact. The banking industry, for
example, was so concerned about keep-
ing immigrant Latinos as a potential
source of new consumers that it success-
fully lobbied the Bush Administration
to block Congressional efforts to keep
undocumented immigrants from open-
ing bank accounts. Indeed, concerns
over the future political clout of the
Hispanic population have acted as a
brake on a variety of efforts to adopt
restrictive immigration policies. And,
when the Supreme Court decided in
2004 to preserve affirmative action in
university admissions, one of the ratio-
nales was the growing size of the minor-
ity population in the coming years. This
perception of demographic significance
is not going to resolve all of the hard-
ships or remove all of the barriers faced
by Latinos but it is widespread enough
in the majority society that the position
of Latinos today is more positive than
that of blacks in the 1970s or Italians, for
example, in the 1920s. Group identities
are powerfully shaped by the majority,
and in this case, demography is a criti-
cal factor. Moreover, Latinos themselves
absorb some of this sentiment, generat-
ing a feeling of demographic pride, even
demographic triumphalism, at times.
The picture I've tried to paint in
this essay is not one of a racial minor-
ity group cordoned off from the rest of
society. Nor is it the picture of an immi-
grant ethnic group at the gates waiting
for admission into a society that will
absorb it and wash away its differences.
As I noted earlier, this phenomenon is
something different than we have seen
before. Latino/Hispanics comprise a
group with an identity that sets them
apart, but not permanently. The bound-
aries that define the group are shifting
and they are permeable, which is char-
acteristic of a society that values homo-
geneity of purpose but also embraces
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cultural, religious and ethnic diversity.
Still, the societal contradictions faced by
Latinos abound: for example, they inter-
marry with a freedom unimaginable for
blacks fifty years ago, one signal of the
ongoing assimilation process, and yet, at
the same time, a large Latino cohort—
the undocumented—Ilive in the shadow
of the law. It is unlikely that this range of
experiences will narrow any time soon.

So what conclusions can we
reach after considering the many fac-
tors impacting the lives that Latinos/
Hispanics live in the U.S. today? Surely
at least one thing is clear: the Latino/
Hispanic identity is one that allows for
multiple and varied expressions. Latinos
have arrived on the scene as American
notions of identity continue to evolve
and they have brought with them the
kind of identities that may be well suited
to the moment. The result, the combina-
tion of the two—a nation with less rigid
boundaries and a people with a more
fluid identity—will undoubtedly change
both the host society and the newcom-
ers. In the past, the United States has
tended to either reinforce group differ-
ences or negate them, but now it seems
headed into a future where it will do
neither. Instead, the prospects are for a
society that sometimes embraces, even
celebrates, some aspects of group identi-
ties while at the same time fuses people
of different sorts together in pursuit of
common purposes and goals. It is an
uncertain and potentially confusing
prospect—but promising, as well—and
one that has only just begun to unfold.

Now, which is it, “Latino” or
“Hispanic?” The answer is that
“Hispanic” is the preferred choice of
about a third of the group and is most
popular in Texas and Florida. “Latino”
is preferred by a bit more than a tenth,
mostly in California and New York. But
the majority has no preference and will
use both. How could it be otherwise in
21st century America? ®
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Linking
African

State-of-the-art experiments at Massachusetts Institute
of Technology (MIT) are a click away from students in Africa—
thanks to an engineering A-Team with truly global vision.

“This is the Stata Center—what do you think
of it?” The question comes from Jesus del Alamo,
electrical engineering and computer science pro-
fessor, as he leads the way through MIT’s rambling
new Frank Gehry-designed building. Full of twist-
ing stairways, towers, odd angles and unfinished
surfaces, the vast structure is fitted with labs, lofts,
open work areas and casual meeting spaces, most
of which can be reconfigured any way the students
and researchers headquartered there decide. Its an
ingenious design, surprising yet entirely in sync
with the academic culture of MIT. Here, experi-
mentation and ad hoc collaboration are the norm,
and the overarching mission of advancing knowl-
edge to benefit the world is practiced openly, in
inventive and pragmatic ways.

A visitor comes to MIT, known for 140 years
of world-changing discoveries and 61 Nobel Prize
Karen Theroux is an editor/writer in the Corporation’s
Public Affairs department with many years' experience
in educational publishing.

MIT’s new landmark structure, the Stata Center for
Computer, Information and Intelligence Sciences in
Cambridge, Massachusetts.




Oduduwa Hall, the centerpiece of Obafemi Awolowo University in lle-Ife Nigeria.

PATRICIA A. SAMPSON, MIT/EECS

winners, expecting to be impressed. While its
accomplishments are awesome, even more impres-
sive is the institution’s philosophy of applying
science and technology to meet human needs, a
viewpoint that informs the everyday work of inno-
vators like Jesus del Alamo. In an effort to address
today’s global challenges, del Alamo and his team
of MIT technology aces are focusing on Africa,
in a groundbreaking effort linking state-of-the-
art facilities in the United States with students
in Nigeria, Tanzania and Uganda. As a result of
their efforts, African students can conduct com-
plex experiments in the same Web-based labs used
by students at MIT. Because of MIT’s iLab pro-
gram, which has received support from Carnegie
Corporation of New York, all the African students
need is a computer and access to the Internet.

High Tech Takes a Human Touch

“If you can’t come to the lab, the lab will come
to you,” says del Alamo, who, together with sev-
eral graduate and undergraduate students in his

N1VCISI
with MIT iLabs

lab, developed the Web-based experiments. “Many

people are surprised to learn that even the most
advanced universities cannot afford to offer their
students all the lab experiences they would like to
have. But with a lab setting that’s accessible via the
Internet, you have access anytime, from anywhere
in the world. Instead of all institutions having all
labs, sharing allows costs to be pooled. The result
is better labs with better equipment and better
pedagogical experiences.”

Online laboratories, known as iLabs, are real
labs, not virtual labs or canned experiments. The
iLab designed by del Alamo and his students is
used to measure the electrical characteristics of
transistors and other microelectronic devices. The
lab itself consists of instruments for taking cur-
rent-voltage measurements plus computer hard-
ware and software components that bring the
laboratory experience onto the Web. Students
log onto the lab and set up their experiments by
entering the desired specifications, or test vectors,
executing them and, in a matter of seconds, view-

Spring 2006—Cc A RNEGTIE

PHOTO BY PIOTR MITROS

ties

R EPORTER

33
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ing the obtained data, which is down-
loaded onto their computer. They can
then compare measured characteristics
(actual results) with theoretical predic-
tions and reflect on discrepancies, limi-
tations and design criteria.

By making it possible to perform
real-time experiments via the Internet,
these labs allow students to study the

characteristics of real and state-of-the-

.

(Olu) Akinwunmi, graduate engineer-
ing students from Obafemi Awolowo
University (OAU) in Ile-Ife, Nigeria,
to MIT in June 2005. Ayodele, with
a master’s degree in electronics, and
Akinwunmi, a Ph.D. student, are part
of a dedicated team that runs OAU’s
growing computer network. Described
by del Alamo as “energetic and entrepre-
neurial,” the Nigerian students left their
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Jesus del Alamo, Ph.D., MIT Professor of Electrical Engineering,
demonstrates the iLab to students at OAU.

art devices regardless of how restricted
their school’s resources may be. The
information covered in the microelec-
tronics iLab is essential preparation for
working in the semiconductor or tele-
communications industry, for example.
For hundreds of African students, these
online lab activities could instantly open
up a new world of scientific discovery
and provide an opportunity to see the
true power of the computer as an engi-
neering tool. “African nations have eager
students and eager faculty,” says del
Alamo, “but they do not have resources.
So we start with what they do have:
people. In engineering, when you work
with people you need a close rapport.
Different cultures and infrastructures
make it critical to spend a lot of time
together learning to understand. That’s
why human exchange is the key.”

That “human exchange” brought
Kayode (Peter) Ayodele and Olumide
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sprawling university, with its 25,000-
plus students on a tropical campus about
the size of Manhattan, to spend qual-
ity time in Cambridge, Massachusetts,
absorbing MIT’s collaborative culture
while learning the nuts and bolts of
iLabs. If all goes according to plan, not
only these labs, but new ones designed
to meet uniquely African needs, will be
accessible online in Nigeria in the very
near future.

“Peter and Olu have learned how
research is done here,” del Alamo
explains. “We've shared all our technol-
ogy and our know-how. We've helped
them scope out the labs they will even-
tually want to develop and provided
the entire software architecture they
can bring back home to do it.” Ayodele
rates the project “very exciting...and
very useful to Nigeria. It will be the
first time we could actually conduct this
type of experiment. Working with the
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MIT team has opened new horizons
and T've learned how to get a lot done
with a lot less stress,” he says. “There’s a
very friendly, open approach to research
and sharing that we’ll take back and
hope it will catch on.” Akinwunmi is
just as enthusiastic, acknowledging that
the MIT experience “changed our point

Engineering graduvate student
Kayode (Peter) Ayodele.

of view and improved our educa-
tive standards. Back home, we'll be
looking for things to improve. Now we
can keep up with anybody, anywhere in
the world.”

Two weeks after theyd arrived,
the visitors had left for Ile-Ife to “take
back home” the lessons learned in
Cambridge. Ayodele, with a particular
interest in iLab design, aimed to help
create several new online electrical engi-
neering labs at OAU. Akinwunmi, who
focused on pedagogical applications of
the MIT lab, planned to support its
integration into various OAU classes.
He has also been involved in producing
a comprehensive package of documen-
tation for teachers and lab users.

More recently, two MIT gradu-
ate students, 26-year-old Piotr Mitros,
from Poland, and 23-year-old Samuel
Gikandi, from Kenya, took off for
Nigeria in the second phase of the stu-
dent exchange. Mitros, who previously
worked on Internet technology projects
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in China, is fascinated by the possibility
of helping Africa modernize in “a dif-
ferent way than the U.S. We'll be start-
ing with a clean slate,” he says, “and I'd
like to see if we can do things better.”
One improvement he is taking along to
OAU is the “Mini,” a scaled-down ver-
sion of a microelectronics iLab (which
costs upward of $100,000 to build)
that, remarkably, can be assembled for
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Olumide Akinwunmi, Ph.D.
student in engineering at OAU.

$40. “The Mini is much less sensitive,
but the theory is the same,” he says,
“and because it’s so cheap, many more
students would be able to get access
to the experiment.” Gikandi has trav-
eled to Ghana to help run a program-
ming course for high school and college
students, and he considers the iLab
exchange a good way to “stay in touch
with Africa.” The students’ to-do list
is a long one, and includes a number
of complex and critical tasks: assessing
the capacity of the Internet at OAU;
determining the skill level and train-
ing needs of the engineering students;
building relationships with the OAU
Information and Communications
Technology (ICT) team; determining
how well the MIT iLabs meet the needs
of African institutions—and looking for
ways to change what isn't working.

In Nigeria, the MIT students are
overseen by del Alamo’s opposite num-
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ber, electronic engineering professor
Kunle Kehinde, who, in addition to
coordinating the launch of the African
iLabs, heads OAU’s Information
Technology and Communications Unit
(INTECU). Kehinde welcomes the
opportunity for his students to access
new experimentation techniques and
learn about new hardware and software.
He sees OAU as an ideal start-up loca-
tion because “the university prides itself
in being the best...and has a history of
trying to stay on top in many fields.
For example, the Nigerian Universities
Commission last year judged OAU
the number-one research university in
Nigeria. OAU is also generally accepted
as number one in ICT, and has staff
and students who are highly motivated
to achieve. OAU has more than the
critical mass of staff with good knowl-
edge of instrumentation, software and
computation, having undergone train-
ing within and outside the country.”
Kehinde, like del Alamo, believes
student exchange is key: “Rubbing
minds together brings out better
results,” he believes, and “the cross-cul-
tural aspect is also of great value.” An
international mindset is a must for any-
one in the tech sector, del Alamo feels,
or, for that matter, any educated person
in the 21st century. “Engineering has
become a global endeavor,” he stresses.
“MIT is working hard to provide inter-
national internship opportunities for
our students around the world. MISTI
[the MIT International Science and
Technology Initiative] routinely sends
students to Japan, China, Mexico and
Western Europe. Before the iLab-Africa
project was launched, the opportuni-
ties for MIT students to work and do
research in Africa were very limited.
Our project in some way represents a
beachhead in Africa. We hope that as
we establish contacts and build relation-
ships, we will be able to broaden the
range of opportunities there. We also
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hope to expand the opportunities for
African students and teaching staff to
work on projects at MIT.”

As products of cross-cultural
exchange themselves, both Kehinde
and del Alamo make a strong case for
its payoffs. Born in Spain, del Alamo
attended college in Madrid, did his
doctoral work in California at Stanford
University, then worked in the telecom-
munications industry in Japan for sev-
eral years. He came to MIT as a junior
professor in 1988 and has been there
ever since. Kehinde enrolled in OAU
as a student in 1968 and several years
later was employed as a graduate assis-
tant. Through the years, he took leaves
to do further graduate work in various
engineering fields in other countries,
attending the University of Sussex, in
Brighton, England, to study control
engineering and completing his postdoc-
toral work in nuclear instrumentation at
the University of California, Berkeley.

These two globally aware engi-
neers know well the level of technol-
ogy required for countries to compete
in today’s marketplace, and they believe
iLab’s potential to boost Africa’s tech sec-
tor can’t be overstated. Asked what the
project might mean for OAU, Kehinde
quickly ticked off the following bene-
fits: “A new lease on life for performing
relevant experiments on state-of-the-art
instrumentation over the Internet; get-
ting access to real-life experimental set-
ups online, where cost would otherwise
have prohibited availability; creating
an avenue for training of African staff
in technical, software, hardware and
curriculum development; and, impor-
tantly, creating an atmosphere for col-
laboration among staff of MIT and
African universities in the first instance,
and among staff in African universities
in the second instance.”

Del Alamo confirms that iLabs” are
“an avenue for a deeper collaboration
between the participating institutions
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that can go beyond its formal scope.”
Yet although he’s optimistic, he sees
some weak spots, too. “The greatest risk
we face,” he warns, “is that the project
might not be a good fit, meaning it
might not actually enrich progress in
Africa. Building and maintaining new
labs, as our Nigerian partners plan to
do, could prove too hard or too costly.
The local culture could simply over-
ride the requirements of the project.
At the end of the day,” he points out,
“transforming education in Africa is not
about us, it’s about them.” This obser-
vation sums up what’s really at stake
for iLabs and other ambitious projects
aimed at improving the developing
world and clearly illustrates the prom-
ise, and the pitfalls, of international
technology transfer—the movement of
critical knowledge between countries.

Spreading the Wealth

It’s accepted wisdom that the devel-
oping world, sub-Saharan Africa in
particular, desperately needs to bridge
the digital divide in order to stimulate
economic growth, eradicate poverty
and boost living standards. In a knowl-
edge-based global economy, interna-
tional development experts stress, the
wealth of a nation is directly linked to
its capacity for innovation, which, in
turn, depends on the strength of its sci-
ence and technology sector. But despite
willingness to transfer Western tech-
nology to Africa, countries there have
had a hard time absorbing and adapt-
ing that technology, and most have not
managed to set up sufficient capacity-
building institutions to create a critical
mass of researchers, engineers and other
essential human resources.

What's behind these disappointing
results? Typically, the problem is poor
planning and unrealistic expectations
on the part of the developed world.
Simply providing African countries with
access to unfamiliar technologies will

not guarantee reaping the desired social
and economic rewards. Unless strategies
uniquely suited to each targeted region
are hammered out well in advance—
taking into account infrastructure, costs
of acquiring and mastering new tech-
nology, degree of difficulty involved
and the training required—projects
often end up creating more problems
than they solve.

One way to improve the
odds is to choose the stron-
gest prospect on the receiving
end. In this case, OAU stands
out for its flagship technology
resources. The pilot educational
and research network, OAUnet,
was established to promote sci-
ence and technology at the uni-
versity and to fan out to other
institutions across Nigeria.
Most importantly, OAU has
acted on its own initiative and
set priorities for building tech-
nological capacity—a step that
can make all the difference in
getting the right technology, at the right
time, to the right people. Mohamet
H.A. Hassan, president of the African
Academy of Sciences, puts it this way,
“If sub-Saharan Africa is to join other
developing nations and regions that
have learned to harness science for
development, it must set its own agenda
and be willing to see it through. Others
can help, but sub-Saharan Africa’s sci-
ence and technology renaissance must
ultimately begin—and end—at home.”

While it’s vital for Western donors
to support African institutions, “we
can’t push the development process
faster than the universities are pushing it
themselves,” cautions Andrea Johnson,
Carnegie Corporation International
Development Program Officer.
“Otherwise, we risk mismatched priori-
ties. Few universities in Africa will turn
down offers of assistance, but would
they always select that particular activ-
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ity if they had a complete list of options
from which to choose, or if they had
their own resources to invest? The iLabs
project is a case in point. Vice chancel-
lors of the universities the Corporation
works with have been exposed to many
ideas, but rarely have I seen a reaction
as enthusiastic as when the iLabs proj-
ect was presented to them. We opted to
act on their enthusiasm, and I think the

MIT graduate student Piotr Mitros in the
workshop where the “Mini” was born.

project has been relatively successful to
date because of it.”

Even when recipients seem ready,
willing and able to deal with new tech-
nology, establishing close ties between
the giving and receiving teams helps
pave the way for success. According to
Kehinde, collaboration among staff, in
the form of conferences, training ses-
sions and personnel exchanges, is one of
the iLab project’s biggest pluses, along
with “exceptional cooperation of the
MIT team with African universities
whenever there is a need for assistance.”
That works both ways, in del Alamo’s
view. “Some of the most critical feed-
back that we have received from users of
our lab was that the documentation was
inadequate,” he recalls. “This summer,
we launched an effort to overhaul all our
documentation. As a newcomer, Olu’s
fresh look at our lab as been invaluable
for us to understand the challenges that



new users face as they attempt to oper-
ate the lab for the first time.”

“I have great hopes for this pro-
gram,” del Alamo says, having seen it
through the kick-off phase in Africa
early in the summer of 2005, then two
rounds of student exchanges and the first
stages of setting up the initial African

time we are done,” del Alamo predicts,”
there will be several iLabs in place, doz-
ens of African students will have par-
ticipated in the design and construction
of iLabs, and hundreds of physics and
engineering students will be routinely
exposed to laboratory experiments
through the Internet.” It’s a scenario he

MIT gradvate student Samuel Gikandi in OAU’s iLabh.

iLabs. “Commitment and determina-
tion on the part of the staff involved
is the vital ingredient that can make
or break this project,” says Kehinde.
“Combining iLab research with their
regular job schedule has been very
tough for our staff,” he explains, add-
ing, however, “the excellent team taking
leadership roles in the project means
work is progressing very well. Students
will be performing new experiments on
the Internet and our initial attempt at
setting up our own experiments should
be concluded soon.”

Signs are good that this project will
integrate successfully into OAU’s overall
development strategy, as well as the other
African partner universities in Tanzania
and Uganda and, someday, throughout
the continent. Also important is the fact
that “a good number of MIT students
will have had the privilege of working
in Africa and being engaged in a worth-
while technical project that chips at the
digital divide from the other side. By the

could hardly have imagined almost
eight years ago when the notion of
an Internet accessible lab at MIT first
entered his mind.

Anywhere Anytime iLabs

It all began because of frustration. “I
was teaching my students using books
and charts, just as I had been taught
microelectronics,” del Alamo recalls.
“But I was frustrated because I felt they
should be working with actual transistors
in an experimental setting.” Hands-on
characterization of transistors and other
devices substantially enhances the educa-
tional experience, he believes, but courses
usually do not include a laboratory com-
ponent because of equipment, space, user
training, safety and staffing constraints.

It occurred to del Alamo that the
Internet might hold the answer. He then
made what he calls “one of the decisions
I am most proud of in my technical
career.” He hired an MIT sophomore
majoring in electrical engineering and
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challenged him to build a prototype of
a semiconductor test lab that could be
operated through the Internet—some-
thing del Alamo wasn’t sure was even
possible. And the student simply did it!
Within a few months, he had devised a
system for testing and probing various
microelectronic devices online—which
could be utilized 24 hours a day from

any location with Internet access. The
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OAU engineering professor
Kunle Kehinde.

lab functioned beautifully, students

loved its ease of use and del Alamo
knew they had a winner.

“Once the lab is set up, you can
lock it up and go,” he explains. “No
one needs to tinker with the complex
equipment, which can get in the way of
learning and detract from higher-level
goals. There are no logistical issues,
such as bringing people to the labs, so it
can serve far more students. They may
spend quite a bit of time online set-
ting up the experiment or analyzing the
data, but because the measurements go
so quickly, users are burning very little
instrument time. And there are open-
ended opportunities for trial and error,
which creates an ideal environment
for learning.” For all these reasons, del
Alamo’s initial online lab was so suc-
cessful it caused the spread of Internet-
based labs to other disciplines. iLabs
then became a key part of MIT’s ambi-
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tious iCampus program, sponsored by
Microsoft Research, which redefines the
institution’s philosophy of “hands-on
learning.” iCampus fosters innovation
that aims at revolutionizing higher edu-
cation through information technology.
The program supports new projects
from the MIT community that make
significant, sustainable improvements
in how students learn, and in how they
apply that learning.

The invention of iLabs is one of
the most exciting and promising edu-
cational developments made possible
by the Internet, in del Alamo’s view.
“Instead of conventional laboratories in
which every institution must own every
single lab, iLabs can be shared, giving
students access to many more labora-
tory experiences than they have today,”
he explains. “We envision a future in
which students will be able to perform
experiments that simply aren’t possible
today, such as taking measurements
inside the core of a nuclear reactor or
making weather observations at the
North Pole,” he predicts.

Although global outreach wasn’t
part of their original plan, del Alamo’s
team soon realized that, because this
was an Internet-based process, spare lab
time could be used beyond MIT. “As we
started doing international experiments
with our microelectronics online lab,
we learned very quickly that distance
from MIT did not seem to make a sig-
nificant difference. The lab was very
responsive from anywhere in the world
where there was a broadband Internet
connection.” The labs were soon in use
from Sweden to Singapore and then
all around the world. “iLabs transcend
time and space,” del Alamo says.

Another innovation to grow out
of the project was the iLab Shared
Architecture, a suite of software pro-
tocols and tools to boost the efficiency
of creating new online labs. A shared
architecture promotes iLab dissemina-
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OAU students attend an iLab workshop.

tion by eliminating the need to reinvent

each lab from the ground up. Instead,
it provides a turnkey operation for new
labs that, in turn, can scale to large
numbers of users worldwide, and also
allows multiple universities with diverse
network infrastructure to share remote
labs. According to del Alamo, this aspect
of the project has “the biggest potential
payoff—a software development kit and
a set of standard modules that will allow
iLabs to mushroom around the world.”
The resulting ability to construct labs
that address local needs will make the
iLab technology that much more acces-
sible for developing countries, such as
MIT’s partners in sub-Saharan Africa.

The African Connection

The link between Africa and MIT
was forged in 2003, when the vice chan-
cellors of several sub-Saharan univer-
sities receiving Carnegie Corporation
support visited MIT and toured a num-
ber of educational initiatives, including
iLabs. They immediately saw how this
new concept could help bridge the gap
in their universities’ science and engi-
neering departments and, with encour-
agement from iLab’s developers, asked
the Corporation to consider sponsoring
an African iLab initiative. The project
got the go-ahead in 2004 after a feasi-
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bility study confirmed its potential to
enrich education in developing coun-
tries. Well aware that the study also
revealed significant challenges these
countries face, del Alamo’s team never-
theless enthusiastically followed the fea-
sibility study with a proposal for a joint
program “to find ways to mitigate or
altogether eliminate these barriers.”

For Africa’s technology leaders,
MIT’s involvement is a welcome move
forward. Kehinde praises their “concern
for the plight of developing countries
with grossly inadequate experimen-
tal capabilities. It is notable,” he says,
“that a renowned university like MIT
is interested in conducting research that
takes into consideration the effect of
the divide between the more advanced
universities with state-of-the-art equip-
ment, and the problems of the develop-
ing countries with respect to inadequate
human, material and infrastructure
resources for teaching and research.”
Together, the teams have organized
a three-prong program for leverag-
ing the iLab platform: 1) curriculum
enrichment incorporating existing and
upcoming experiments; 2) contribu-
tion to iLab architecture development,
resulting in new labs compatible with
the African learning process; 3) pro-
moting the iLab architecture, with



modifications as needed, as an industry
standard. Kehinde has set an ambitious
timetable for making contributions to
the architecture, and looks forward to
the time when “collaboration and coop-
eration between the continent’s higher
institutions may offer the easiest path to
mutual development.”

One realization on the technology
front was that iLabs, which were devel-
oped in an environment del Alamo
describes as “awash with bandwidth,”
are not necessarily suitable for “band-
width-starved situations” that exist in
many developing countries. In par-
ticular, the MIT team found that their
clients (software programs that run
a lab user’s computer) were too “fat”
or “verbose” for Africa, and they have
since developed a new “thin” client for
the microelectronics lab, specifically
designed for environments where the
bandwidth is very restricted. On the
bright side, the connectivity situation
should soon improve. As a member of
the Bandwidth Consortium (a coali-
tion of African universities and edu-
cation organizations formed for bulk
purchasing of bandwidth) OAU, with
annual costs for less-than-adequate
bandwidth currently running up to
$125,000, has recently obtained access
to vastly expanded Internet capacity
at approximately one-third the cost.
This improvement resulted from the
Bandwidth Initiative, a collaborative
project of the Partnership for Higher
Education in Africa, which involves the
Ford, MacArthur, Rockefeller, Hewlett
and Mellon foundations and Carnegie
Corporation of New York.

Besides Internet capacity, sub-
Saharan Africa has a dire need for
increased human capacity. At OAU,
Kehinde has struggled to find the right
students not only to utilize the iLabs,
but to help handle development and
maintenance as well. Kehinde believes
in preparing technology students for a

future of multitasking as “a reality that
everyone who works in an electronics or
ICT-related field has to face.” His own
responsibilities include overseeing the
staff and the experiments, contributing
to curriculum development and coor-
dinating workshops as well as the all-
important exchange program.

Kehinde is also a key player in creat-
ing new experiments, and his earlier work
on operational amplifiers (electrical cir-
cuit building blocks), or op-amps, pub-
lished years ago in the United Kingdom,
is the basis of a project encompassing
thirteen separate experiments that came
online early in 2006. Eventually, he
aims to have his team create an extensive
portfolio of such labs incorporating the
MIT iLab Shared Architecture.

It’s this act of engineering and refin-
ing “uniquely African” projects Kehinde
clearly finds most rewarding. “In the
process of creating iLabs experiments we
are trying to employ alternative methods
that will achieve the same results,” he
explains. “For example, we started out
by replacing the costlier manufactured
matrix switch with simpler switches. We
also added some locally available inte-
grated circuits for better performance.”

As of mid-January 2006, MIT grad-
uate students Mitros and Gikandi had
spent their first week sizing up OAU’s
iLab and, as they put it, “working on
the same things as in the U.S., only in
Nigeria. ...Impressions are generally
positive,” they report. Their immediate
plans are to talk more extensively with
the African team about how to increase
collaboration, as well as to observe
classes at all levels: primary, secondary
and tertiary—an opportunity they are
“very excited about.”

Mitros made note of the shortage in
both electronics equipment and teach-
ing staff (two oscilloscopes and five fac-
ulty for several hundred students) and
the relative inflexibility of coursework
compared to higher education in the
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United States. “Free electives are dis-
couraged, for example, and the work-
load is designed with the intention of
people not taking any classes outside
of their program,” he found. However,
Mitros is gratified that his scaled-down
lab, the Mini, “has, thus far, had a posi-
tive reception.” Plans are already in the
works for two undergraduates to develop
their own iLab projects around it.

In Kehinde’s view, virtual labs in
general, and the iLabs in particular,
hold the greatest promise for develop-
ing nations. “We are grateful to MIT
for sharing this new idea with Africa,”
he says. “Now we need to work together
to best complement MIT’s efforts. The
idea is not to deviate from MIT’s aims,”
he stresses, but to work together to evolve
a notable MIT standard. The African
partners need to forge a common front
to investigate how this platform can
be used to correct deficiencies plagu-
ing the academic system. Ultimately,
our vision for this collaboration is a
truly distributed virtual lab where OAU
develops N experiments, Makerere, in
Uganda, develops X experiments and
Dar es Salaam, in Tanzania, develops
Y. All experiments will then be pooled.
Students of all universities needn’t even
know exactly where the experiments
they are doing are housed.”

Nothing could make del Alamo
happier than to see iLabs roll out across
the continent. Whatever the outcome,
he’s already been surprised to find that
“the African project is satisfying in ways
that exceed any expectation. When it
began, it was just a relatively small part
of my total career. Now it is the major
part. And I love it,” he says. “This is
what tenure can do: give you the free-
dom to take a risk and pursue an idea
because you believe in it, without the
fear of failure.” What's his definition of
success? “It’s simple,” he says, “that the
African partners feel the iLab concept is
sound, accept it and enhance it.” m
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The Carnegie Corporation Investment Team. L-R: Li Tan, Investment Associate; Ariane Leung, Executive Assistant; Alexis A. Palmer, Investment Associate;
K. Niles Bryant, Investment Associate; D. Ellen Shuman, Vice President and Chief Investment Officer (seated); Meredith Bradley Jenkins, Director of Private Equity

Since its founding in 1911, Carnegie Corporation of New York has dedicated itself to ongo-
ing introspection and public discourse about what it means to be an effective, accountable
and transparent steward of the public trust. This article about the foundation’s investment
practices, and how they contribute to sustaining our grantmaking, continues that tradition.

The scene in Carnegie Corporation
of New York’s conference room would
have astonished the organization’s earli-
est financial stewards. Here were a pair
of learned money managers explaining
to the individuals responsible for the
Corporation’s irreplaceable endowment
that Africa—yes, Africa—was just the
place to invest some of it.

Even more astonishingly, the presen-
tation didn’t raise an eyebrow. Carnegie
Corporation already invests in Africa—
and India, and other parts of the devel-
oping world—in its never-ending search
for the investment returns necessary not
just to sustain its grantmaking, but to
increase it—all the while paying for its
overhead and increasing its principal
enough to keep pace with inflation.

How far Carnegie Corporation
money managers must go nowadays in
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search of these returns is a reflection of
how far the Corporation has come since
the days before World War I, when its
initial funding of $135 million from
Andrew Carnegie was invested over-
whelmingly in the bonds of United
States Steel Corp., once the primary
source of Carnegie’s personal wealth.
Investing in those days was a simple
matter of “clipping the coupons”—col-
lecting the interest in the era of paper
bonds that came with actual coupons to
be clipped.

In the early days of the Corporation,
the foundation had no chief investment
officer, and in fact this position did not
exist until a 1998 pro bono study by
McKinsey and Co.—commissioned by
the Corporation’s Board of Trustees and
its newly appointed President, Vartan
Gregorian, in order to strengthen the
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organization—recommended that it
be created. In 1999, D. Ellen Shuman
was appointed Vice President and Chief
Investment Officer, and assembled a
four-person investment team. Their
job is, first, to make sure that the cor-
pus of Carnegie Corporation’s endow-
ment does not run out, and second, to
increase it in real terms. This tension
between safety and growth—between
risk and reward—is the central chal-
lenge facing private foundations that
hope to continue doing good long after
their founders are gone.

There is always plenty of interest in
how foundations spend their money,
but not much is written about why the
financial well never seems to run dry. It
is common knowledge, of course, that
rich benefactors like Andrew Carnegie
donated a bundle at some point, but for-
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ever is a long time, and no matter how
large the initial sum, a finite amount
of money cannot fund worthy causes
on into infinity. Consider that since
its inception Carnegie Corporation
has spent roughly $2 billion in nomi-
nal terms, or fully 16 times its original
endowment—much of this in the past
decade. The vast bulk of that spending
was for grants. As a private foundation
(and not a university endowment), the
Corporation engages in no fundraising
and hasn't received any significant gifts
since those of Andrew Carnegie him-
self. Yet it is required by its founder to
do good in perpetuity—and required
by the United States Congress to spend
5 percent of its money every year or face
a stiff tax penalty.

Earning 5 percent sounds straight-
forward enough; in good years, a simple
certificate of deposit will do the job.
The problem is that earning 5 percent
year after year and spending the same
amount would doom the Corporation
to extinction. Merely earning 5 percent
and giving the same amount would
leave the Corporation with less money
in “real”—or inflation-adjusted—terms
every single year, until eventually there
would be no money for funding grants
atall. “The key question,” says Shuman,
“is are we maintaining our purchasing
power net of spending?”

Happily, the numbers show that
the answer thus far for Carnegie
Corporation has been a resounding
yes. For the decade ended September
30, 2005, the Corporation’s endow-
ment grew at an annualized rate of 11.6
percent, net of all fees and expenses.
During this period, net of spending, the
Corporation’s investment portfolio very
nearly doubled. At the close of the latest
fiscal year, the portfolio stood at roughly

$2.2 billion. Since the Corporation’s
policy is to spend every year 5.5 per-
cent of the endowments average value
over the preceding 12 quarters, a rising
endowment has meant ever-more grant-
making. Geoffrey T. Boisi, who heads
the Corporation’s trustee investment
committee, makes no bones about his
ambitions on this front. “We would not
find it acceptable to be close to the line
on what it would take just to cover 5
percent plus inflation. We also want to
grow the endowment.”

Carnegie Corporation has managed
to do just that thanks to the enterprise
of its investment staff, the oversight
of the Corporation’s financially savvy
investment committee, and dozens of
outside money managers who make
investment choices within the sectors
chosen by Shuman’s team. But Shuman
herself, an energetic former art history
major who cut her investment teeth
at Yale University, is blunt about the
odds of such returns continuing: “The
Corporation is unlikely to ever experi-
ence a quarter-century as favorable as
the period from 1980 to 2005, with a
nominal annualized return of 13.4 per-
cent net of spending.

But over the last 55 years, from 1950
through the pres-
ent, the Corpora-
tion has achieved

been tougher. Nevertheless, the Cor-
poration’s annualized return of 8.3
percent during this difficult span for
the financial markets significantly out-
paced its policy benchmark' of 6.5%
and ranked the Corporation in the top
quartile of endowments and founda-
tions valued over $1.0 billion, as mea-
sured by Cambridge Associates, a con-
sulting firm that focuses on tax-exempt
investors. This strong performance
allowed the Corporation to keep up
with inflation after spending, through a
challenging five-year investment period
when, for example, the S&P 500 Index
delivered a —1.5% annualized return.
At the core of Shuman’s efforts to
achieve this return is effective asset allo-
cation—deciding how much of the
Corporation’s money to put into public
equities, fixed income, private equity,
absolute return and private real estate—
and of course where in the world that
investing should occur, whether as far
away as Africa or as close to home as
New York. Many people think success-
ful investing is about picking hot stocks
or frequent trading, but academic studies
show clearly that the asset allocation deci-
sion is responsible for most of the results

any investor is likely to achieve. So while

Chart 1: Carnegie Gorporation Endowment Growth 1950-2005

its objective as well, 2500
growing $183 mil- 2000
lion in 1950 into -
$2.2 billion in & ™
nominal terms and E 1000
$276 million after $183
adjusting for infla- 07
tion. See Chart 1. 0

1950

The most re-
cent five fiscal
years, in fact, have

1960

M Nominal Market Value

1970

1980 1990 2000

M Real Market Value

1 The target policy benchmark provides a way to compare the performance of the Corporation’s portfolio with appropriate market indices. Each of the portfolios asset classes (equities,
fixed income, real estate, etc.) has a benchmark; the policy benchmark is calculated by multiplying the actual return of an appropriate market index (such as the S & P 500) for
each class of assets by the percentage of the Corporation’s portfolio that is allocated to that class. The total policy benchmark, the sum of these benchmark calculations, provides an
overall measure of actual performance relative to market indices.
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Shuman and her team leave it to their
managers to choose specific securities,
the Corporation’s overall asset allocation
is determined in-house, with approval
from the investment committee.

How is asset allocation decided? It
starts with modern portfolio theory,
which suggests that in the long run
returns on various asset classes are
related to risk. Thus, stocks should
produce higher returns than a federally
insured bank deposit, but with greater
variability. The legendary banker J.P.
Morgan, asked his opinion of the mar-
ket, famously replied: “It will fluctuate.”
Experience also shows that some types
of assets do not move in tandem with
others. This lack of correlation allows
investment managers like Shuman and
her team to construct a portfolio that, at
least theoretically, can maximize returns
at any given level of volatility, or risk.

Allocating assets is as much art as
science, and Shuman describes the vari-
ous computer modeling she and her col-
leagues perform as helpful but limited
intellectual exercises. “If you uncon-
strain the model,” Shuman observes,
“we end up with a portfolio dominated
by emerging markets, venture capital
and real estate with no global equities,”
a course that would be far too risky
even if, in the long run, it is likely to
outperform other portfolio allocations.
Similarly, while the Corporation has a
greater emphasis on asset classes such as
emerging markets and real estate than
many of its peers, a portfolio wildly out
of kilter with comparable foundations
might create institutional discomfort,
especially if things went sour.

That said, the Corporation team has
had a tendency to go its own way com-
pared with other large foundations. One
of Shuman’s main initiatives at Carnegie
Corporation has been to broaden the

range of asset classes included in the
portfolio and to make the Corporation’s
investments more global in nature.
Bonds have been declining as a propor-
tion of the Corporation’s investments
for years, and Shuman has continued
this move away from fixed income secu-
rities, positioning the portfolio more
heavily in real estate, absolute return
strategies” and private equity vehicles—
investments that are at once less liquid
but, traditionally at least, significantly
more remunerative. These nontradi-
tional investments, or “alternatives” as
they are known in asset management
circles, accounted for 45 percent of the
Corporation’s portfolio as of September
30, 2005. See Chart 2.

In making these changes, Shuman
has built on her experience at the Yale
University Investments Office, where
she served as Director of Investments for
the university’s real estate investments,
and where she worked with the legend-
ary David Swensen as part of a team that
produced stellar results year after year.
Swensen emphasized the rewards of non-
traditional—and relatively illiquid—
investments for institutions like Yale
or Carnegie Corporation. “Rewarding
investments,” he has observed, “tend to
reside in dark corners, not in the glare
of floodlights.” A big advantage for
the Corporation is the manageable size
of its endowment: $2.2 billion is big
enough to support a nucleus of invest-
ment professionals and get the attention
of outside money managers, but not too
large to deploy effectively into attrac-
tive strategies that exploit often fleeting
market opportunities.

The Corporation’s investment and
spending policies are designed to work
together, dampening fluctuations in
spending so that funding for grants is
reasonably steady, even during periods

of market volatility. Investment policy
which supports the diversification within
the portfolio, particularly into alterna-
tive assets, has lowered overall volatil-
ity because the behavior of these asset
classes have low correlations with each
other and with the broad public market.
In addition, using a 12-quarter average
market value to determine spending
smoothes results. Thus, during the 2001
and 2002 fiscal years when the bursting
of the tech bubble, the aftermath of 9/11,
and the Enron and WorldCom scandals
devastated many institutional portfo-
lios, the Corporation’s total spending
remained essentially flat. Diversification
and strong manager performance pro-
tected the portfolio on the investment
side while the spending formula created
additional smoothing of the payout.

Ironically, as a 1999 Council on
Foundations study demonstrated, the
more a foundation spends as a percent-
age of its endowment, the less in total
grants it can distribute over long peri-
ods of time. Higher spending erodes
underlying endowment value, given
those dollars go out the door instead
of being reinvested and therefore
compounded. Shuman and her team
recently ran a similar exercise, analyz-
ing the Corporation’s actual spending
(which fluctuated, but averaged out to
5.0%) and market values from 1950
through 2005 and comparing them
to what would have happened if the
Corporation had spent an average of
4%, 5% and 6% each year. As Chart 3
illustrates, their simulation confirmed
the conclusions of the Council’s study—
namely, the counterintuitive, but very
real, inverse relationship between rates
of spending and actual total spending
and endowment value.

The results are striking. Had the

Corporation spent 6% of its assets ver-

2 Absolute return” investing seeks to achieve returns that are not correlated with wider market moves. Hedge funds are a common absolute return vebicle, and despite their reputation,
they often dampen volatility in the context of the overall investment portfolio.
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Chart 2: Carnegie Gorporation Actual Asset Allocation
September 30, 2005
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sus its actual average of 5%, the nominal
amount of grants made from 1950-2005
would have dropped by over $400 mil-
lion over this period, from $1.55 billion
to $1.12 billion (a 28% reduction), and
the ending 2005 value of the endow-
ment would have dramatically fallen by
roughly $1 billion from $2.24 billion to
$1.25 billion (a whopping 44% reduc-
tion), reflecting a serious impairment
of the Corporation’s purchasing power
and future grantmaking. The bottom
line is that by striking the right balance
between spending for today and spend-
ing for tomorrow, an institution can
end up spending many more total dol-
lars over its lifetime, generating a greater
benefit to its grantees.

Under all these circumstances,
doing good in perpetuity and giving
away 5 percent annually may seem
mutually incompatible aims, and the
miracle of compounding by itself won’t
do the job. There simply are no risk-
less investments that will generate the
returns necessary to meet the 5 percent
rule, cover expenses and make up for
the inflation that eats away at the seed
corn every year. “Most of us would say
today that 5% is not an easy number,”
says Richard Flannery, chief executive of
The Investment Fund for Foundations
(TIFF), which provides investment ser-
vices to smaller nonprofits.

Chart 3: Carnegie Gorporation Spending Simulation 1950-2005
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Still, Carnegie Corporation has
some decided advantages in its quest for
the investment returns it needs.

The Corporation’s reputation is
often a plus in winning access to the
most promising investments. Boisi says
the Corporation’s prominence and the
respect accorded its investment team are
important for access, given that “you’re
competing for investable space with the
Harvards and Yales, which have several
times the capital and which profession-
alized their investment function decades
earlier.”

Unlike Harvard and Yale which
have been investing their endowments
for several hundred years, Carnegie
Corporation of New York was founded
in 1911. Within two years of its estab-
lishment, Andrew Carnegie supplied
the Corporation with an endowment of
$125 million. Of this, $100 million was
in the form of 50-year U.S. Steel bonds
paying 5 percent interest, and the rest
in various other high-grade bonds. A
decade later, in sorting out his estate,
Carnegie’s executor delivered an addi-
tional $10.3 million.

Carnegie himself was very clear
about his wish to see the money with
which he endowed the foundation rein-
vested, in perpetuity, to serve the pub-
lic. In the November 10, 1911 letter of
gift to Carnegie Corporation of New
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York—using the abbreviated spelling
he sometimes favored—he wrote, “My
desire is that the work which I [hav]
been carrying on, or similar beneficial
work, shall continue during this and
future generations.”

But by 1920 the Corporation had
lost half its purchasing power to post-
World War I inflation, which was
almost 100 percent from 1914-1920.
Then as now, inflation is anathema to
bondholders. “For the first fifteen years
of the Corporation’s existence,” writes
C. Herbert Lee, who in the 1940s was
Treasurer and Investment Officer, “the
investment problem was quite simple.
Income ran around $5.5 million annu-
ally until the legacy was received in 1923
and 1924, and around $6 million there-
after. The securities held—largely United
States Steel and other long-term, high-
grade bonds—required few changes,
and income was received regularly.”

The Corporation’s
Committee, Lee observed, did not hold
its first meeting until 1923: “While its

Finance

concern was largely with routine trans-
actions in these early years, it is worth
noting that in 1926 and again in 1928
it recorded a decision not to buy com-
mon stocks.” In 1928 and 1929 the
Trustees sold the Corporation’s steel
bonds and invested the proceeds “in a

diversified list of high-grade bonds and
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preferred stocks,” the latter a bond-like
type of stock that pays fixed dividends
and has a higher claim on a company’s
assets than conventional shares.

After the crash 0of 1929, the Trustees’
reticence about common stocks looked
prescient. In fiscal 1933, for the first
time, the Trustees authorized the pur-
chase of common stocks, and by the
end of fiscal 1936 the Corporation’s
stock holdings reached $25 million.
Around the same time, the Corporation
unloaded its railroad and utility bonds
and preferred shares in favor of Treasury
bonds.

The Corporation managed to avoid
the massive losses suffered by many
other investors in the stock market crash
of 1929 and the subsequent Depression,
but was less fortunate during the early
1970s. During fiscal 1974, a period that
spanned the dramatic bust of the Nifty
Fifty stocks during the end of 1973
and the first three quarters of 1974, the
Corporation lost a whopping 40 per-
cent of its assets, and while the portfolio
bounced back to gain 86 percent in the
decade ending September 1983 (includ-
ing the 1974 loss), inflation during this
period was 132 percent, which seriously
impinged the Corporation’s purchas-
ing power. Fortunately, the bull market
that has more or less prevailed since
1979—and the Corporation’s embrace
of equities as an appropriate investment
vehicle—turned these losses around.

The Corporation’s gains as well as
its earlier losses are largely the result of
its embrace of riskier investments, in
this case equities, as its primary invest-
ment vehicle. Indeed, the history of the
Corporation’s investing has been one of
increasing comfort with risk balanced
by increasing diversification. Looking
at the portfolio decade by decade, fixed
income investments fell as a propor-
tion of the total in every decade right
up until 1980. By 1990 bonds were up

again, but in recent years the allocation
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has stabilized to approximately 10 per-
cent of the total. See Chart 4.

Today Carnegie Corporation has
an investment staff of five headed by
Shuman, who obtained a management
degree from Yale before going to work
helping manage the university’s money.
Working with her to ride herd over the
Corporation’s funds are:

B Meredith Jenkins, Deputy Chief
Investment Officer and director of pri-
vate equity. She oversees both venture
capital and leveraged buyouts.

® Niles Bryant, who is responsible
for real estate and other real assets such
as energy and commodities.

W Alexis Palmer, who handles global
and emerging markets equities.

® Li Tan, who manages absolute
return and fixed income strategies.

B In addition, Executive Assistant
Ariane Leung keeps the team running
smoothly.

Shuman and her staff do not make
direct investments. Instead they work
through roughly 70 money managers,
most of whom specialize in different
investment sectors. In keeping with
the goal of achieving market-beat-
ing returns, the Corporation looks for
managers who may not be household
names, limit assets under management
to be consistent with their opportu-
nity set, and own their firms. Before
Shuman’s team hires any of them, it
seeks the approval of the trustees’ invest-
ment committee, which is headed by
Boisi, a veteran of Goldman Sachs and
JPMorgan Chase, who is now chairman
of Roundtable Investment Partners.

The Corporation has been fortu-
nate to attract Wall Street luminaries
to serve on its investment committee.
Boisi is its third chairman, succeed-
ing Martin Leibowitz, formerly the
Vice Chairman and Chief Investment
Officer of TIAA-CREF (the world’s
largest pension fund which itself inci-
dentally was established by a $1 million
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1917 Carnegie Corporation grant) and
widely considered the leading author-
ity on fixed income analysis. Vincent
Mai, Chairman and CEO of private
equity pioneer AEA Investors, was the
committee’s first chairman, bringing to
bear his investment banking and private
equity experience as the portfolio was
built out and diversified.

Although Carnegie

Corporation’s early
executives might
have been surprised
by the organization’s
emerging markets
investments, a lot
has happened
between then and
now, including

jet travel, the
development of
sophisticated global
financial markets and
the success of once
impoverished
countries such as

South Korea.



The committee doesn’t microman-
age—DBoisi has nothing but praise for
the Corporation’s investment team—
but it does discuss and debate appropri-
ate asset allocation, the choice of fund
managers and investments and other
issues that come up. Says Boisi: “We
view our role as oversight.”

The story of Carnegie Corporation’s
emerging markets investments illustrates
the challenges—and opportunities—
that confront investment managers in
this day of global trade and communi-
cations and capital that washes relatively
unimpeded across borders.

“Emerging markets” is a fairly broad
category that mainly encompasses mar-
kets outside the traditional developed
world. The MSCI Emerging Markets
Index, a widely followed benchmark in
this sector, includes stocks from more
than 20 countries such as South Korea,
South Africa, Israel, Poland, Mexico
and China. These are not the world’s
poorest countries; in fact, South Korea
and Israel are relatively affluent. On the
other hand, money invested in stocks
in Nigeria, Bangladesh or other off-the-
beaten-path nations outside the index
is unmistakably invested in emerging
markets nonetheless.

The Corporation started investing
in emerging markets in a small way dur-

Chart 4: Carnegie Corporation Asset Allocation Evolu
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ing the early 1990s. In 1994, its total
investment in this arena was $26 mil-
lion, which amounted to 2 percent of
an endowment that at the time was
$1.1 billion. By the end of fiscal 2005
emerging markets investments had
risen to some $230 million, or about 10
percent of the overall portfolio. This is
partly because earlier emerging markets
investments appreciated, but it is also
the result of a conscious decision by the
Corporation to invest more heavily in
this sector. “We think emerging markets
offer compelling value,” says Shuman.

Of course, investing in Africa, Asia
and Latin America is not without its
risks. In 1998 the Corporation’s emerg-
ing markets investments (5 percent of
the portfolio at the time) lost value after
the collapse of the Russian ruble and the
Long-Term Capital Management crisis.
As a result, by 1999 the emerging mar-
kets allocation had fallen to 3 percent.
Steeling themselves, Shuman and her
staff responded by increasing their emerg-
ing markets allocation back to 5 percent
through an exercise known as portfolio
“rebalancing”—and were rewarded by a
78 percent gain on this portion of the
portfolio in calendar 1999.

Although Carnegie Corporation’s
early executives might have been sur-
prised by the organization’s emerging
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markets investments, a lot has hap-
pened between then and now, including
jet travel, the development of sophisti-
cated global financial markets and the
success of once impoverished countries
such as South Korea. Many develop-
ing world countries, moreover, have
growing domestic markets and increas-
ingly diversified economies. Decades of
Corporation involvement in studying
and grantmaking in Africa and other
far-flung regions of the globe also play
a role. The foundation’s activities in this
arena may have made it more receptive
to the idea of investing in these markets.
In some ways, then, it isn’t surprising
that today, the Corporation is a leader
among foundations in emerging mar-
kets investing.

Aside from the need to look further
afield to achieve the returns necessary
to support grantmaking, the reasons
for investing in places like Africa were
made plain in that conference room,
when Carnegie Corporation’s invest-
ment committee and staff heard from
Miles Morland and Obi Ogbunude
of Blakeney Management. Based in
London, Blakeney’s specialty is sub-
Saharan Africa and the Middle East.
Morland is the company’s English
CEO. Ogbunude, a physician by train-
ing who later obtained an MBA from
the London Business School,
is Nigerian. Their presenta-

tion was an eye-opener.
With passion, humor
and deep personal knowl-
edge, they told the group
that what most people think
about Africa is wrong. Gross
domestic product figures, for
example, wildly understate
economic activity on the
continent, where bad gov-
ernment has driven so much
commerce underground

and off the books. This in

turn implies much greater
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African purchasing power than is widely
assumed. As a result, there is money to
be made providing basic goods and ser-
vices—such as banking, telecommuni-
cations and beer—to a growing African
middle class. Many of the leading firms
in these industries enjoy overwhelming
market dominance, which makes them
enormously profitable. Indeed, since
the Corporation first invested with
Blakeney in April of 2001, the firm’s
average annual return has exceeded
30 percent.

“Nigeria is Africa writ large,”
Ogbunude said, focusing on the
continent’s biggest nation for a few
minutes. It has Africa’s largest popula-
tion, largest middle class and biggest
oil production. It has also been argu-
ably the continent’s most mismanaged
country. From the mid 1960s to 1998,

says Ogbunude, “it was a
basket case.”

But since then Nigeria
has made a transition to dem-
ocratic rule, and in 2000 it
embarked on economic liber-
alization as well, starting with
telecommunications. At the
outset, there were less than
600,000 phones in the coun-
try, and less than half of them
worked. The assumption at
the time, based on the nation’s
low per capita GDD, was that
the entire potential market
was 10 million customers. But
Nigerian consumers quickly
proved these numbers wrong;
one company started signing
up 300,000 users a month.
By now the country has 18
million telephone subscribers,
and the most recent projec-
tion is for a market exceed-
ing 40 million subscribers,
representing almost a third
of the population. Better and
more extensive phone service
has had a ripple effect on the Nigerian
economy. Traffic in Lagos, for exam-
ple, improved dramatically, Ogbunude
reported, because all the new phones
obviated so many car trips. Businesses
have reported reduced costs and better
supply chain coordination because of
improved communications.

Investing in Africa isn't easy, but the
pickings can be rich. By emphasizing
businesses that cater to growing domes-
tic consumer demand, Morland and
Ogbunude have been able to find boom-
ing markets often dominated by a few
well-run companies, meaning Blakeney
can buy shares in highly profitable
businesses that do not face the kind of
murderous competition that has driven
down the price of so many goods in the
developed world.

“Blakeney’s focus on companies

46 CARNEGTIE REPORTER—SpringZOOG

that benefit from bottom-up local
consumer demand is consistent with
the Corporation’s emerging markets
investment thesis,” says Shuman. India
is another country with a similar con-
sumer growth story, experiencing real
GDP growth of over 6% per annum
over the last fifteen years, making it
the second fastest growing major econ-
omy over that period. Arshad Zakaria,
a former president of the Merrill
Lynch Global Markets and Investment
Banking Group, is now chief executive
of the New Vernon India Fund, which
he founded in 2004, and which invests
in India for Carnegie Corporation and
other investors.

The growth in consumer demand
in India is enormous, he reported, and
much of it is primary demand, mean-
ing the purchase of a first cell phone,
car or house. Indeed, the country has
seen automobile sales grow at 25 per-
cent annually for four years. Much of
the demand is driven by social change
as well as economic growth; younger
Indians want to live on their own, sepa-
rately from their families, just as younger
people in Western societies do. And for
investors, these changes mean opportu-
nities. Zakaria noted that Indian savers
tend to prefer deposits over equities,
and that foreign reserves are heavily
invested in U.S. Treasury securities,
leaving the door open to foreign equity
investors. Indian corporate governance,
meanwhile, is good, a useful legacy (like
the English language) of the country’s
former British colonial overseers. “You
can buy growth much cheaper there,”
Zakaria declares. “Companies growing
20% to 25% per year can be purchased
for 10 to 12 time earnings, an opportu-
nity that is extremely difficult to find in
developed markets. Despite the poten-
tial for short-term volatility, we think
this a fantastic risk/reward propostion.”
So does the Corporation, which invests
for the long run. m
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in Afghanistan is not lost on China,
Russia, Iran or any other country whose
security interests would be badly dam-
aged by premature U.S. withdrawal
from Afghanistan or failure to complete
the mission there. Neither Russia nor
China is up to the task of stabilizing
that country.

Moreover, Russia and China, united
in their opposition to U.S. policy in
the new Eurasia, are hardly each other’s
natural allies. Russian-Chinese rela-
tions, normalized and much improved
in the 1990s after a protracted period
of tensions in the 1960s, 1970s and
much of the 1980s, harbor the seeds of
future tensions that are coming to the
surface. In the simplest terms, Russia
is a declining power. Its population is
shrinking and its eastern provinces are
becoming depopulated. The topic of
Chinese expansion has become routine
on the pages of Russian newspapers and
academic publications. How to man-
age its relations with China—the ris-
ing giant of Eurasia—is Russia’s biggest
foreign policy headache.'* Increasingly,
Russian foreign policy experts view this
challenge as exceeding Russia’s capacity
to handle it alone.'” The prospect of
junior partnership with China, be it in
Central Asia, or in Russia’s own Far East,
is hardly an attractive one for them.

But what are the alternatives? The
United States is the only other power
with the resources needed to play a
major role in the fortunes of the new
Eurasia. The question that has yet to be
answered definitively is whether it has
the will and the interest to do so.

Russia’s staying power in the new
Eurasia is a pale ghost of what it once
was, but due to a combination of geog-
raphy, history, economics and politics,

its decline as a regional power is likely
to be protracted, while there will remain
significant pockets of Russian influence.
It will therefore remain a presence to be
reckoned with in the new Eurasia for a
long time.

Unlike Russia’s, whose interests in
the region are strategic and long-term,
U.S. interests appear to be cyclical and
global in nature. It appears that recon-
ciling U.S. global interests with Russia’s
regional interests is the major stumbling
block for both nations. Their ability to
do so is the key to future security, stabil-
ity and progress in the new Eurasia.

The outlook, however is not encour-
aging at least in the near term. The
major fault line dividing the United
States from virtually every other country
in or near the new Eurasia is U.S. com-
mitment to democracy promotion as
the major organizing principle of U.S.
policy in the region. The United States,
Russia and China agree that stability in
Central Asia is an important interest
they all share. The United States sees
the path to stability in political, as well
as economic, reform. China and Russia
view political reforms as destabilizing
and prefer to maintain the status quo
for as long as they can.

The record of the three revolutions
in Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan
offers plenty of arguments for both
sides of this debate to make their points.
Kyrgyzstan is a country teetering on the
brink of being ungovernable, as com-
peting factions maneuver to consolidate
their control on key government institu-
tions and the country’s meager resources.
Georgia, despite areas of progress, is fac-
ing an uphill struggle to consolidate its
independence, sovereignty and launch
itself on the path to prosperity, while
increasingly concerns are being raised

about the quality of its democracy.
Ukraine, despite its size, proximity to
Europe and resource wealth has stum-
bled from one crisis to another since the
Orange Revolution, occasionally raising
questions whether anyone can govern it
in the aftermath of that dramatic event.

U.S. policymakers view these three
countries as representing hopeful, albeit
difficult progress toward democracy and
stability. Russian and Chinese foreign
policy experts take the opposite view;
they see nothing there but the threat of
chaos, which holds the danger of cross-
border spillover.

A very recent innovation in U.S.
policy entails breaking up the new
Eurasia into two separate parts. The five
former Soviet Central Asian countries'®
have been moved out of the European
and Eurasian bureau at the Department
of State into the Bureau for South Asian
Affairs, renamed as the Bureau for
South and Central Asian Affairs. While
this change is likely to de-emphasize
the Russian aspect of U.S. policy in
Central Asia, it is unlikely to diminish
the role that Russia continues to play
in the region. This change is equally
unlikely to bridge the gap between U.S.
policy, driven by a strong commitment
to democratic change and the region’s
ruling elites who fear its destabilizing
consequences.

Given Russia’s limited reach and
systemic constraints on its foreign pol-
icy, it is likely to continue in its role of
a reactive, rather than proactive force in
the region, whose actions are driven by
opportunities that present themselves
rather than a clear strategic vision. For
the United States then the main chal-
lenge is not Russia, but a clear sense of
its own priorities and interests in the
new Eurasia. B

14 See discussions of the Nikitskiy club in Moscow “The Chinese Factor in the New Structure of International Relations and Russias Strategy,” http:/www.nikitskyclub.rularticle.

phpridpublication=4idissue=32
15 [bid.

16 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan.
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RecentBooks

Since “diffusion of knowledge” is part
of Carnegie Corporations mission,
we would like to pass on news about
five books that have been published
recently, with Corporation support.

Women, Development,
and the UN: A Sixty-
Year Quest for Equality
and Justice

BY DEVAKI JAIN
Indiana University
Press

“The con-
structive impact
of women’s ideas
and leadership

can be seen in

nearly every
field in which the UN has made
significant contributions.... This
is an evolving history of which
the reader gets a finely inclusive
view under Devaki Jain’s extensive
narrative.” —From the Foreword
by Amartya Sen, winner of the
1998 Nobel Prize for Economics

Without the sustained contribu-
tions of women who have shared
their strength and experience
and refused to accept inequality,
the United Nation’s approach to
development would be far dif-
ferent from what it is today. In
Women, Development, and the UN,
respected economist and activist
Devaki Jain traces the many ways
women have enriched the work
of the international body since its
founding in 1945. Synthesizing
insights from the extensive litera-
ture on the subject with her own
expertise and southern hemisphere
perspective, the author shows how
programs aimed at benefiting
women of developing nations have
evolved over six decades, deftly
connecting the dots between
women’s ideas about rights, equal-
ity and social justice and present-
day UN policies.

While Jain includes a great

many pioneering and influential
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women in her account, she is
more concerned with women

and social movements than she

is with individuals. She makes
clear how the contributions of the
four global women’s conferences
in Mexico City, Copenhagen,
Nairobi, and Beijing fundamen-
tally altered the situation for
women in country after county
by raising awareness, spreading
ideas and creating alliances. The
history she chronicles reveals both
the achievements of committed
networks of women in partnership
with the UN and the urgent work
remaining to bring equality and
justice to all. “The world body has
much work to do before women
assume their proper place there,”
Jain writes, and “sixty years is a
long time to wait....The experi-
ence of the past six decades has
shown that much can be accom-
plished when the synergy flows
between the UN and the women’s
movement.”

This volume is the latest in a
series of books focusing on the intel-
lectual history of the United Nations.
Carnegie Corporation provides sup-
port for this project, which focuses on
the UN as the creator and nurturer
of ideas and concepts that have per-
meated international public policy.

Beyond the Gateway
EDITED BY
ELzBIETA M.
GOZDZIAK AND
Susan E

MARTIN
Lexington Books

Patterns of
immigration
in the United
States have changed significantly

over the past 20 years. While large
numbers of newcomers still flock
to the same major cities as in cen-
turies past, a growing percentage
of immigrants are following a less
traveled path, arriving in destina-
tions such as Salt Lake City, Utah;

Greensboro, North Carolina; or
Faribault, Minnesota. With scant
experience encountering immi-
grants, these communities lack

a tradition of tolerance toward
“foreigners,” and the web of local
relationships that fosters integra-
tion is in the formative stages at
best. Typically, rapid growth in
population, bringing increased
demands on schools, housing, law
enforcement and social services,
has stressed these historically
homogeneous communities, mak-
ing the process of acceptance as
trying for them as for the new
arrivals. Myriad solutions have
been conceived to meet these
escalating needs; the results are
mixed, and the reasons why are
worth exploring.

Beyond the Gateway seeks to
identify and share best practices in
integration by bridging the gap in
communication not only between
immigrants and the institutions
with which they interact, but also
among widely diverse communi-
ties across the country. Edited
by experts from the Institute
for the Study of International
Migration (ISIM) at Georgetown
University—a Carnegie Corpor-
ation grantee—the book includes
case studies, policy discussions and
in-depth analyses from a multi-
disciplinary team of researchers
whose work focuses on changes
in the rural, suburban and urban
landscapes of new immigration
destinations. Investigations of ideas
that have succeeded, and others
that haven’t, aim to equip scholars
and community leaders with tools
for implementing effective social
and economic integration strate-
gies. Recognizing that “the United
States is among the few post-
industrial democracies in the world
where immigration is at once his-
tory and destiny,” this collection
can be a valuable aid to policy-
making for future generations.
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The Global Class War:
How America’s Bipartisan
Elite Lost Our Future—
and What It Will Take

to Win It Back

BY JEFF Faux
Economic Policy
Institute

RN
e LA

In the view
CLASS

of many, our

WAl

-

country’s gov-
erning class is
indifferent to
the fate of most
other Americans. In The Global
Class War, economist and Carnegie
Scholar Jeff Faux explains the
reasons behind what he sees as the
rich and powerful elite’s abandon-
ment of the social contract that
had, until recently, united the eco-
nomic interests of all Americans.
Simply put, thanks to globalization,
they can find workers and invest-
ment opportunities elsewhere.
According to Faux, the nation’s
once-indispensable workforce has
litle or no clout in today’s trans-
national marketplace. Democratic
and Republican interests aside,
America’s bipartisan governing
class protects its privileged mem-
bers while consigning ordinary cit-
izens to an unregulated and merci-
less global market. Today, trade
agreements like NAFTA and inter-
national arbiters such as the World
Trade Organization function as a
global constitution—one that pro-
tects only the corporate investor.
Huge numbers of American work-
ers have been displaced, sending
the country’s living standards on a
downward slide sure to have dra-
matic political consequences.
There is a way to recover, Faux
argues, and it requires nothing less
than a new democratic political
system that recognizes the com-
mon interests of ordinary citizens
across Canada, Mexico and the
United States. He proposes an
(Continued on page 49)
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DEVELOPMENT
GATEWAY

Portal to Provide
Open Educational
Materials Online

On November 16th
2005, the Open Educational
Resources portal was launched
at the World Summit on the
Information Society in Tunisia.
The new web initiative between
Development Gateway, a public
foundation putting the Internet
to work for developing coun-
tries, and the William and Flora
Hewlett Foundation, which
concentrates its resources on
activities in education, the envi-
ronment and global develop-
ment and population, connects
anyone with Internet access and
a desire to learn to free, high-
quality educational materials.

The portal, which is hosted
on the Development Gateway’s
global web site for knowledge
sharing and collaboration,
features free course materials
from the Massachusetts Institute

RecentBOO kS. « o Continued from page 48

of Technology, Johns Hopkins
University and many other
institutions from around the
world and will act as a forum
for any educator, student or self-
learner in need of educational
resources. These institutions,
plus specialists from SchoolNet
Africa and UNSECO, among
others, also guide the portal’s
online forum for educators, stu-
dents and self-learners in need
of educational resources.
According to Mike Pereira,
manager of the Development
Gateway’s online communities,
the goal of this new portal “is
to encourage mote citizens and
universities in the developing
world to tap into the wealth of
free educational resources avail-
able online. It also establishes
a virtual meeting space where
interested people can collabo-
rate and advance the open edu-
cational resources movements.”
In conjunction with the
Open Educational Resources
portal, the Hewlett Foundation
has also awarded a grant of
$900,000 for the Teacher
Education in Sub-Saharan
Africa (TESSA) initiative. The
TESSA Project is a consortium
comprising The Open Univer-
sity of the UK, The Common-
wealth of Learning, The Open

University of Tanzania, Fort Hare
University in South Africa, and
the BBC World Services Trust
Fund. One goal of the project is
to promote research and devel-
opment of all aspects of teacher
education and development in
sub-Saharan Africa.

The African Virtual Univer-
sity (AVU) has been selected
by TESSA to be its hub for
materials production and dis-
tribution for the project. The
Nairobi, Kenya-based AVU also
acts as the center for a network
of African universities work-
ing to support open, distance
and eLearning initiatives via
54 learning centers in some 27
African countries.

For more information on
the Development Gateway,
the William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation or The African
Virtual University please follow
these links: www.development-
gateway.org, www.hewlett.org,
WWW.avU.org.

Y

Robin Hood Foundation
Revitalizes Public
School Libraries

The Llbrary Initiative is a
unique collaborative project of

the Robin Hood Foundation
and the New York City
Department of Education,
which aims to re-imagine and
rebuild public elementary
school libraries. The funda-
mental goal of the initiative is
combating poverty by improv-
ing literacy and achievement in
underserved public schools.

With support from the
mayor, the Department of
Education, corporate donors
and a team of volunteer archi-
tects, Robin Hood is developing
a blueprint to turn elementary
school libraries into vibrant
centers of teaching and learning
equipped with the latest tech-
nology, a carefully selected and
extensive collection of books
and flexible, multi-purpose
space. To staff the new facilities,
Robin Hood is providing schol-
arships for librarians to receive
their masters degrees in Library
Education in collaboration with
Syracuse University.

The Llbrary Initiative created
ten elementary school libraries
in 2002. Twenty-one librar-
ies were designed and built
in 2004. For the third round,
Robin Hood is undertaking
more library renovations to be
ready in late 2006. Low-per-

(Continued on page 50)

original strategy for creating a
model cross-border social contract
that gets beyond the narrow “free-
trade vs. protectionism” debate
and brings democracy to the
global economy, combined with

a continental competitive strat-
egy that has, as a first priority, to

promote and protect a decent life
for the ordinary citizens of North
America. For better or worse, all
the continent’s people now share
an economic future. Only by unit-

ing can they hope to build a world

that works for all, and not just for
the transnational elites.
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< To read about these other
Corporation-supported books,
visit our web site: hetp://www.
carnegie.org/reporter/12/
reviews/index.html
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forming schools in high-poverty
neighborhoods are given first
priority for inclusion in the
L!brary Initiative, which has
already met with great success.
“You can’t fathom how much
this library has done for this
community and the 650 stu-
dents served by the school,” says
principal Robert Flores of P.S.
106 in Brooklyn.

The Robin Hood Foundation
targets poverty in New York
City unlike any other nonprofit.
It finds and funds exemplary
programs and initiatives, gives
them expert management assis-
tance to maximize results and,
through independent evalua-
tions, holds them accountable.
Robin Hood’s board of directors
underwrites 100 percent of all
administrative and fundraising
costs so that every single dollar
donated flows directly to more
than 200 programs that help
New York City’s poor build
better lives for themselves and
their families.

Robin Hood’s executive direc-
tor David Saltzman says, “The
library initiative is a model of
what public/private partnerships
can and should be. Generations
of poor children in New York
City will benefit.”

For more information, go to
www.robinhood.org.

SUNMITEL NATIONS
Yy FOUNDATION
Public/Private

Partnership Helps
Promote Local
Sustainability and
Natural and Cultural
Heritage

A promising joint venture
dedicated to sustainable tour-
ism and awareness of World
Heritage sites is bringing
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together what some may say are
two unlikely partners: Expedia,
Inc., the world’s leading online
travel company, and the United
Nations Foundation, a public
charity started by media mogul
Ted Turner to bolster support
for the United Nations and its
efforts in health, humanitarian,
environmental and socioeco-
nomic issues. The two groups
have officially launched the
World Heritage Alliance—a
joint venture designed to help
protect and preserve World
Heritage sites around the globe.

“True charitable partner-
ships are not just about writing
checks. They are about shar-
ing a passion and a vision as
we do, and working together
for positive change,” says
UN Foundation president
Tim Wirth.

The 812 unique sites around
the world are protected by
the 1972 World Heritage
Convention, which was
signed by 180 countries and
is administered by the United
Nations Educational, Scientific,
and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). World Heritage
sites, which are designated
for their outstanding value as
natural, cultural and historical
treasures, include Stonehenge,
Yellowstone National Park and
the Historic Centre of Prague.
This public/private partnership
brings together two organiza-
tions with a passion for conserv-
ing World Heritage sites that
not only benefits those with a
penchant for travel, but also
supports sustainable tourism
efforts, safeguarding important
natural and cultural sites around
the world for generations to
come. In November, Expedia
launched specially created trips
to World Heritage destinations

that are available through their
network of travel sites, with net
proceeds from these trips being
donated to the UN Foundation
for investment in local commu-
nity projects at World Heritage
sites in need. Expedia Inc., in
addition to funds donated as

a result of the specialty travel
package, will match their cus-
tomers’ donations to support
the development of locally
owned tourism enterprises at
Heritage sites.

Expedia Inc.’s commitment to
this program goes beyond finan-
cial assistance to these commu-
nities. The company also seeks
to lay the necessary groundwork
to promote local business and
raise awareness of heritage pres-
ervation through destination
education, encouraging match-
ing donations by Expedia cus-
tomers to the UN Foundation
and donating employee time
and talent to local tourism
business development. Dara
Khosrowshahi, CEO of Expedia
Inc., says of the endeavor,
“Expedia is in the business
of inspiring and empowering
our customers in their travel
choices, and UNESCO and the
UN Foundation are actively
working to preserve some of the
most interesting travel destina-
tions around the world.” For
more information on the World
Heritage Alliance, please visit
www.worldheritagealliance.org.
FF leke 5. and James L
LY Knight Foundation

Knight Foundation
Helps Immigrant
Families Gain a Foothold
in American Society
The John S. and James L.
Knight Foundation’s American
Dream Fund will provide
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$1.4 million in support to 29
grassroots organizations serv-
ing Latino, Asian, African and
other immigrant communities
in 14 U.S. cities. In 2005, the
Knight Foundation created the
American Dream Fund as the
local component of its $13.5
million Immigrant Integration
Initiative, which focuses on
welcoming newcomers into
American life by encouraging
civic participation, naturaliza-
tion, voting and education.

In many communities, the
foreign born are much more
likely to live in poverty than
the native born. “Our goal is
to help hard-working, tax-
paying immigrant families
achieve the American dream of
economic self-sufficiency and
individual liberty,” says Alberto
Ibargiien, Knight president.
“The purpose of the American
Dream Fund is to provide
grassroots groups with direct
funding for general support of
their work and to link them
to national resources.”

The $6 million American
Dream Fund is administered by
Public Interest Projects, a New
York-based philanthropic orga-
nization with expertise in the
area of immigration. Knight’s
local advisory committees have
recommended potential grantees
for the fund. Applications to the
fund are by invitations only.

While Knight is the sole
contributor to the American
Dream Fund, the foundation’s
larger immigrant integration
strategy is carried out in coor-
dination with several other
funding partners, including
Carnegie Corporation, the
Ford Foundation, the Open
Society Institute and the
Joyce Foundation. Other
Knight Foundation grantees



working on immigrant-related
issues include the National
Immigration Forum, the Center
for Community Change, the
National Council of La Raza
and Hispanics in Philanthropy.
For further information go to
www.knightfdn.org.

nlgja

NLGJA Launches Online
Educators’ Toolbox

The National Lesbian and
Gay Journalists Association
(NLGJA) has announced the
launch of an online resource for
journalism professionals and
educators to help them cover
the lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender community. The
Educators’ Toolbox is a com-
prehensive resource compiled
by professors of journalism and
mass communication for devel-
oping teaching curricula about
sexual orientation issues and
news coverage. It features sam-
ple syllabi, reading lists for 20
subjects and a speakers bureau.
The toolbox is a tribute to
NLGJA founder Leroy Aarons.
Aarons, a highly regarded and
awarded journalist in his own
right, held positions as the
executive editor at the Oakland
Tribune, as a national corre-
spondent for the Washington
Post and at his death as the
director of a program on gays
in the media at the Annenberg
School for Communication in
Los Angeles.

The NLGJA is an organi-
zation of journalists, media
professionals, educators and
students who work within the
news industry to foster fair and

accurate coverage of issues con-
cerning sexual orientation. The
association provides professional
training and development for its
members. Through members’
unique positions inside the
nation’s newsrooms and jour-
nalism schools, NLGJA aims
to help ensure that journalism
workplaces and classrooms are
welcoming to all employees
and students. Currently, more
than 1,300 people in 24 local
chapters nationwide belong
to NLGJA.

For more information, go to
www.nlgja.org.

1,000 Grants Made
to Education and
Health Professionals
for Spanish Class

The Marion Park Deaver
and Harry Gilbert Deaver
Foundation has provided
grants to enable 1,000 school
personnel and health care
providers in the U.S. and
Canada to learn Spanish.

With Latino communities
comprising some of the largest
portions of the immigrant pop-
ulation, language is increasingly
becoming a barrier to receiving
adequate education and health
care. The Deaver Foundation
offered grants to pay half the cost
of a complete, six-month Spanish
course taught by SpanishNet
College in an effort to ease the
interactions between educators,
health care workers, and those
students and patients whose
primary language is Spanish.

SpanishNet College is an
Internet language school teach-
ing people how to speak, read
and write Spanish in a short
time frame, using the most
advanced technology in text and
live audio virtual classrooms.
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The course has been specially
enhanced for the specific needs
of the health and education
professions and offers a fast,
common-sense approach to daily
communication. Classes began
in February 2006 and will end
in August 2006. There will
be two more course offerings
throughout the year. Students
from anywhere in the U.S.
attend two online class meetings
each week, or work indepen-
dently under the supervision of
a designated Spanish teacher.

The Deaver Foundation,
established in 1991 by Marion
Park Deaver, strives to promote
education in the states of Florida,
Wisconsin and Minnesota. In
addition to funding education,
the foundation also makes
grants in the areas of religion,
science, health, environment
and literacy.

For more information, go to
www.deaverfoundation.org.

AARP
~—~

FOUNDATION

The AARP Foundation
to Assist Older Victims
of Hurricanes in the
Gulf Coast Region

In December 2005, the
AARP Foundation announced a
pledge of $1.3 million in disas-
ter relief and recovery grants
specifically earmarked for older
persons in areas affected by hur-
ricanes Katrina and Rita. The
foundation intends these grants
to assist older victims who have
been displaced and are dealing
with health and legal concerns.

The grants, supporting
health, housing and legal
efforts, will be disbursed to 17
organizations assisting those

living in Alabama, Louisiana,
Mississippi and Texas. State

and local organizations such

as Rebuilding Together, Boat
People SOS and the National
Housing Law Project were
chosen after a competitive grant
process in which 65 agencies
vied for grant approval. Right
after hurricanes Katrina and
Rita ripped through the area,
the AARP Foundation, which
is the charity arm of AARD,
awarded nearly $300,000 in
grant money to deal with urgent
problems. This new allocation
will provide grants to meet
both medium- and longer-
term needs. The Foundation

is steadfast in its desire to help
older individuals get their lives
back to normal. “While the
hurricanes and their devastation
are no longer the top story on
the evening news, there are still
many unmet human needs,”
says the foundation’s executive
director, Robin Talbert.

The Foundation and AARP
members have worked tirelessly
on the ground in the devastated
areas, not only giving their time,
energy and passion, but also
their money. Grants of up to
$100,000 have been made from
the foundation’s Disaster Relief
and Recovery fund, which has
received contributions from
its members, volunteers, and
employees. Exhibitors and
sponsors of the cancelled “Life
at 50” event, which was sched-
uled to be held on September
29th in New Orleans, have also
contributed their refunds to
the foundation’s disaster relief
fund, while AARP has agreed
to match the foundation’s
$1 million pledge.

For more information and a
complete list of grantees please
visit www.aarp.org/katrina.
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George Reid MSP is the Presiding
Officer of the Scottish Parliament.
This article is adapted from remarks
he delivered on October 4, 2005 at
the Scottish Parliament, which hosted
the third biennial Carnegie Medal of
Philanthropy ceremony. The Carnegie
Medal award was created in 2001 at
the centennial observance of Andrew
Carnegies official career as a philan-
thropist and is given to those who, like
Carnegie, have dedicated their private
wealth to public good and sustained an
impressive career in philanthropy.

Introduction
Welcome to Holyrood. Welcome

to the new Scottish Parliament.

Failte gu taigh an Roid. Failte gu
Parlamaid ur na hAlba.

We meet this morning in a spe-
cial place. A UNESCO World Heri-
tage Site, where the thousand years
of Scottish history in Edinburgh’s
Royal Mile fuses with the land of
Scotland in Holyrood Park.

Engaging in the
Enlightenment

This is a special place for Amer-
ica too. The fathers of the Scottish
Enlightenment—the economists,
jurists, philosophers, political theo-
rists and scientists whose ideas gave
birth to the modern world, and
shaped the United States—were up
and down the Mile long before any
of us.
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The men whose thoughts gave
intellectual rigor to the American
Revolution—David Hume, Francis
Hutcheson, Thomas Reid—walked
the pavements outside where we
sit. Benjamin Franklin twice came
to Edinburgh to engage in dialogue
with them. James Witherspoon—
first Principal of the Presbyterian
College of New Jersey, now Princ-
eton, and the brains behind the Dec-
laration of Independence—was here
too. And so were the bridge-builders,
doctors, engineers, entrepreneurs,
free thinkers and wealth creators—
the Scottish shock troops of Ameri-
can modernization—who did so
much to make the U.S. what it is.

Andrew Carnegie came from that
get-up-and-go tradition. He was

His money went, in a very Scot-
tish way, not to the great and
mighty...or to advance the cause of
rampant capitalism, but to the com-
munity...to offer opportunity, and
enrichment of life, to millions of
ordinary men and women.

Three thousand free libraries
around the world to open the minds
of the workforce of the future. Pub-
lic parks and swimming baths and
children’s health programmes to
nurture the body. University endow-
ments to push the limits of knowl-
edge. A pension plan for teachers.
Concert halls to bring excellence in
the arts. A peace foundation to help
end the scourge of war...

No man can be truly rich, he said,
unless he first enriches others. It was a

Rethinking

shaped by the Scottish Enlighten-
ment and its principles. By its com-
mon sense utilitarianism: the need
for social conscience and commit-
ment to the greatest happiness of
the greatest possible number. By its
cosmopolitanism: the ability to be
comfortable in different cultures.
And, above all else, by its confidence
in the future: the innate optimism
that the world was not only get-
ting better but offered extraordinary
opportunities to those who set out
to achieve them.

Carnegie and
the Community

Carnegie’s first achievement was
to become the richest man in the
world. His second was to give the
bulk of his wealth away—to stop
accumulating, as he put it, and to
start distributing.

radical programme deemed wildly
socialist by his peers on Wall Street.
But a century on, gathered here at
Holyrood, we can take pride that a
son of Scotland gifted progressive
philanthropy to the world.

The Carnegie Awards
and Symposivm

No one should doubt the global
importance of this week’s Carnegie
Awards and Symposium. The orga-
nizations represented in this Cham-
ber have given away over $6 billion
to their fellow men and women
over the last decade. Outside this
Chamber, watching what is hap-
pening here, are over 20 million
philanthropic organizations in the
world’s 22 most developed coun-
tries. According to Johns Hopkins
University, their annual spending is
in the region of $1 trillion.
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Why is Holyrood important to
this process?

Not because we have an Awards
Ceremony, central though that is in
recognising extraordinary achieve-
ment on behalf of the poor and the
marginalised people of the planet.

But because progressive philan-
thropy faces major strategic chal-
lenges in our compressed global
economy...in its relationships
with the state...in its partnerships
with civic society...in its advocacy
work...and in its key role of ensur-
ing change for good.

Lessons for Scotland
There are lessons here for Scot-

land—and for a Parliament, which

prides itself on its commitment to

[ |
by
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Philanthrop

create a sustainable society founded
on enterprise and compassion.

We have to get back the entrepre-
neurial, get-up-and-go spirit that we
exported to America. We must rec-
ognize that we cannot redistribute
the money until we have made it.

We should note that, here in the
Chamber, are representatives of the
Hewlett and Packard families who
currently invest around $500 mil-
lion a year in civil, environmental
and health programs—but who
started small, with $853 in a garage
in Palo Alto, California.

And we should recall what Tom
Hunter said when he gifted £55
million to the Clinton Global Ini-
tiative: “I'm a Scotsman. I don’t do
handouts. I've not given anything
away. I've invested it—in people
who will maximise it in the service
of their communities.”



Lessons for America

There are maybe lessons for Amer-
ica too. If we can benefit from some
of the entrepreneurial spirit we took
to the States, maybe they can benefit
from some of the communitarian
values that remain valid in Scotland.

The progressive foundations in
America are under challenge from
younger, neo-liberal foundations of
the right. Their trustees seek new
ideas, new strategic directions.

Across the Atlantic, this little
country has a vibrant voluntary sec-
tor and a strong civic society. Our
ties with America are firm. But so
are our links throughout the Euro-
pean Union and many of the coun-
tries in the developing world. So,
in the spirit of the Enlightenment,
think of us as a bridge across the
Atlantic, to a wider world and to
different perspectives. ...

People First

If you want a year of prosperity,
grow grain. If you want ten years
of prosperity, grow trees. If you
want a hundred years of prosperity,
grow people.

The old Chinese proverb contains
a truth which all of us in this Cham-
ber share. That beyond the relent-
less flow of labour and capital across
frontiers...beyond the integration of
markets, nation-states and technolo-
gies. .. people still come first.

Ours need not be a world of ruth-
less competition, the market driving
all—a divisive scenario in which the
Rest squares up to the West.

I have personal experience of this.
For a dozen years of my life, I worked
as a director of the International Red

Cross and Red Crescent in wars and
disasters around the world, in devel-
oping and developed countries alike.
I therefore pay tribute to all of you
in our Chamber this morning whose
motives encapsulate both the Red
Cross motto— Tutti fratelli, all are
brothers—and that great hymn to
humanity of our national poet, Rob-
ert Burns: That man to man the worl’
ower shall brithers be...

I pay tribute to your work for
human rights everywhere, particu-
larly the rights of women. For the
provision of microcredit, an old sew-
ing machine turning a land-mine
victim into a tailor and a person of
substance. For the investment of
hundreds of millions of dollars in the
most deprived communities of the
world. For bringing respite to those
caught in the crossfire of conflict.
For education of excellence, open
to all. And for bringing compassion
and tolerance to angry societies.

But times change. The philoso-
phies of the founding fathers of
“charity” were rooted in another,
older world. When the Red Cross
was founded, armies lined up and
fired off at each other. Ladies came
out in carriages to picnic and watch
the action. Today, wars happen inside
countries, not between countries.
Nine out of ten casualties are civil-
ians. Red Cross workers have become
targets. And the old rules and regula-
tions are no longer enough.

Challenges to Charity
Where stands philanthropy in

this constantly changing world?
Andrew Carnegie recognized the

problem in 1889 when he wrote: /¢

is more difficult to give money away
intelligently than it is to earn it in the
Sirst place.

How do foundations invest
money intelligenty in the 21st cen-
tury? How do they achieve Carnegie’s
goal of scientific philanthropy? Only
by constantly addressing and re-
addressing the challenges of today.

® Innovation: traditionally, pro-
gressive foundations led on social
change...governments followed...
and the foundations moved on to
new challenges. Today many of their
resources are deployed as service
delivery agents for governments,
impeding innovation. Is that righe?

m Advocacy: traditionally, progres-
sive foundations spoke out against
injustice. But so much match-fund-
ing now depends on government,
that voices are often stilled in case
the cash flow dries up. Should advo-
cacy and service-delivery be split?

m Leverage: once a foundation
has donated the seed money, should
it move on? The Esmée Fairbairn
Foundation recently provided £2
million to ten community organiza-
tions and challenged them to raise
£20 million over three years. They
raised £19.5 million. A model for
sustainable development in future?

® The Regulatory Framework: is
it going to empower charitable giv-
ing, or shackle it?

® The Tax Regime: is it going to
provide incentives, or penalties? Can
tax-deductible donations be used to
lobby against government policy?

m Duplication and Donor Fatigue:
Operation Katrina has pulled in over
$1 billion. But the bulk goes to one
organization, the Red Cross, and

is used for emergency relief. What
about longer-term rehabilitation
and reconstruction? Time and time
again in my own operational years,
we had far too much money in one
“sexy” disaster and virtually noth-
ing in areas where the need was far
greater. How do we resolve that?

m Corporate Giving: How do we
release the humanitarian potential
of the commercial sector, concen-
trating as much on stakeholders as
shareholders?

m And finally, Women. If you give
food to a man in a disaster, he will
eat it. If you give it to a woman, she
will share it—and keep some of the
seeds for next year’s harvest. How do
we liberate women and unleash the
world’s greatest potential for sustain-
able development?

Perhaps Vartan Gregorian, Presi-
dent of Carnegie Corporation of
New York, has put it best: Founda-
tions need to be in the ideas busi-
ness, not the needs business.

In other words, what’s needed
now is enterprise and compassion.
Surplus wealth for public good. A
renewed commitment by the pro-
gressive foundations to empowering
people and righting wrongs.

Verily, verily, in the words of
Andrew Carnegie: No man is truly
rich, until he enriches others. ®

For more information about the
Carnegie Medal of Philanthropy,
visit www.carnegie.org/sub/award-
ees/index.html. For more informa-
tion about the 2005 Carnegie Medal
of Philanthropy, visit www.scottish.
parliament.uk/carnegie.

Commentary Continued from inside front cover
path Russia will follow is critical for the future of democracy in the region.

Perhaps, defying hegemonies of all sorts, the new Eurasia will seek to find a

way to embark upon new forms of regional cooperation suited to its com-

mon economic needs, including outreach to global markets, while at the
same time leaving breathing room for discordant national, ethnic and reli-
gious interests to coexist. But even if this type of collaborative effort is a
possibility, one thing is clear: throughout the region, Russian culture, lan-

guage and Soviet models of governance and development still remain influ-
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ential. (Let us remember, for example, that many of the newly independent
states were or are still run by former KGB leaders or other strongmen.) For

all these non-Russian republics—some of them multi-ethnic, including a

major Russian population—the challenge is to transition from authoritar-

ian rule to a rule of law and begin to build a future based on democratic
principles that include not only free elections, free speech and freedom of
assembly, but the creation of the institutions that make democracy possible.
In capitals around the world, the impact of the choices made in post-Soviet

Eurasia are waiting to be measured.
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n Dunfermline, the ancient capi-

tal of Scotland and the birthplace

of Andrew Carnegie, a modern
building will soon go up where plans
for the future of education, social
welfare and the importance of com-
munity in the United Kingdom
will be shaped and funded. Ground
has been broken for The Carnegie
Foundations Centre, which will
house four of the nonprofit organi-
zations started by Mr. Carnegie at
the beginning of the 20th century,
and which have served the citizens of Scotland and England since that time.

Linda Thorell Hills of the United States, the great-granddaughter of Andrew Carnegie, along
with Charlie Thomson and Emma Thomson Mills of Scotland, the great-great-grandchildren of
Andrew Carnegie, unveiled the cornerstone for the new building at a ceremony on October 3,
2005 during the Scottish celebration of the Andrew Carnegie Medals of Philanthropy.

The building will house the Carnegie Trust for the Universities of Scotland, the Carnegie
Dunfermline and Hero Fund trusts and the Carnegie United Kingdom Trust, all of which had
separate offices around the city of Dunfermline. Besides offering an economy of resources and an
efficiency of scale, the four institutions believe the strategic and personal benefits of collaboration
will propel their individual institutional missions forward. It was during the joint planning of the
third Carnegie Medal awards that the four institutions began talks to join forces and to make their
collaboration permanent.

The new centre’s site is on the edge of Pittencrieff Park in Dunfermline. This park and its
many acres of green were unavailable to the young Andrew Carnegie but for one day a year when
it was opened to the public. In 1903, Carnegie bought the estate and gave it as a gift to the towns-
people of Dunfermline for recreation and, as he put it, “more sweetness and light.”
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Linda
Thorell Hills,
great-granddauvghter of Andrew Carnegie,
along with Charlie Thomson and Emma Thomson
Mills, at the groundbreaking ceremony for The
Carnegie Foundations Centre.
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