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Introduction

Since the collapse of the bipolar world power paradigmin 1991, the concept of security in the
Americas has come under intense review. Some have seized upon the end of the Cold War as an
opportunity for the progressive disarmament of the southern portion of the hemisphere; adopting a
“Costa Rican model” with respect to defense establishments would redirect scarce resources to the
critical social needs of developing courtries and curb the tendency of the region’s ilitaries to intervene
in political activity. Irtersiate security, for these analysts, would be gueranteed by international
organizations and moral suesion, as well as the inherent liniting effect of corsigning merginelly effective
military establishments to the scrap heap. Internal security would be assured by social and econoric
progress and the limited activities of civilian police forces.

Others see such amove as at best, naive, and at worst, an atterpt by the United States to
abolish military forces in Latin America in order to consolidate its hegermony, and coopt the armed
foroasaspararrilitarypolioeinordertooonrbarercotmproduction1 For them, some degree of
interstate rivalry and enduring military ingtitutions are facts of life which are not going to disappesr.
Gererally, they would prefer to modernize and professionglize the militaries of the region commensurate
with current threais to the stability of democratic regimes and the resource limitations which cheracterize
less-developed retions. Their views must address the sticky questions of threat idertification, civil-
military cooperation, and cortemporary conceptual views of national sovereignty versus multilateralismiif
they are to avoid a perpetustion of Cold War strategies and Structures for action in the security sphere.

Bxisting collective security structures for the Western Hervisphere, created during and after
World Wer |1, became progressively ineffective and, therefore, discredited during the Cold Wer --
cagualties of mistrust between the governments of the United States and Latin American courntries,
diverse perspectives on the neture of thrests, and of frequent menipulation by those governmets for
unilateral ends.2 Indeed, several courtries have worked actively to prevent the Orgarization of



American States from reformming, or expanding its role in hemispheric alfairs in general. These same
netions are the most resistart to exploiting the post-Cold War opportunity to redefine and improve
hervispheric security refations 3

Long identified with the presumed existence of an extra- hemispheric aggressor as a unifying and
justifying threat, these institutions are corsidered by meny to be especially anechronistic and irrelevant
following the collapse of the Soviet Union. Nonetheless, as the concept of security is broadened to
include aspects of social reform, economic progress, judicial effectiveness, and official accountability, 4
aninternational framework for cooperation between national civilian and military agencies empowered
to apply force on behalf of the state seerms more appropriate then ever.

This paper will exarvine the historic tension between U.S. and Latin American/Caribbesn
security interests as addressed within the Inter- American System, and how these indtitutions heve
evolved as aresult. After identifiying new challenges to hemispheric security in the post-Cold War era,
it will aiternpt to answer some fundamental questions: 1S there now a convergence of security interests
in the hemisphere which justifies consistert multilateral attertion? Can multilateral organs act effectively
while meintaining adequate assurances of respect for national sovereignty? Finglly, can the existing
ingtitutions within the I nter- American System be reirvigorated and empowered to serve this purpose?

U.S Foreign Policy and the | nter-American System

U.S. foreign policy in Latin America and the Caribbean historically hes been domminated by
security interests. From the Monroe Doctrine, oriented against European colonial penetration of the
western herrisphere in the 19th certury, through the anti-communist focus of the Cold War, U.S. policy
hes tended to resct to external threatsto U.S. primecy in the region, and hes ostillated in intersity
according to the perceived intersity of those threais®  Even U.S.-sponsored counterinsurgency
assistance in the 1960s and 1980s was predicated upon the factor of external support for revolutionery
movements, and in the context of the East-West struggle. Other policy objectives were generally
pursued within the security context , on the assumption thet econoimic progress and profits for U.S.
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transnational business interests could not be achieved in an unstable political environment. The
overwheliming asymmetries in both military and economic power which have always cheracterized the
North-South relationship have defined both means and ends at the heart of the policies adopted by all
courtries in the hervisphere during the past century.

Ironically, the Inter-American System which grew to be criticized as a product of excessive
U.S. security concerns was actually born of shered security interests between newly independent
netions of the northern and southern Herrispheres. Preoccupied with designs by Grest Britain and and
other European colonial powers to turn back the tide of independence movements in the Americas and
to limit U.S. territorial exparsion, President James Morroe promulgated the doctrine thet would beer
his name and cheracterize U.S. policy for over a certury. In an address before Congressin 1823 he
Stated thet the Americas were closed to colonization by the Europesn powers.  “Itis impossible thet
the Allied Powers should extend their political system to any portion of either cortinent without
endangering our peace and happiness...It is equally impossible, therefore, thet we should behold such
interpasition, in any form, inindifference” .©

The Latin American republics, mearwhile, sought collective security via a series of Hispanic-
American Congresses which were held during the 19th century (Panama 1826, Lima 1847-48,
Sartiago de Chile 1856, and Lima 1865.) While shering U.S. concern about recolonization, these
conferences often excluded the United States, refiecting the well-founded preoccupation of the Latin
Arrerican republics with the growing might and reach of their neighbor to the north; infact, Simén
Bolivar’s vision for collective security articulated in the 1826 Congress of Panama ervisioned a union of
Latin American netions operating under the protection of Grest Britain, a direct cortravertion of the
anti-European thrust of the Monroe Doctrine.? Uneven support for these congresses among Latin
American netions, and the insistence of the U.S. on meirtaining freedom of action ensured thet their
primery positive outcorme was limited to the establishment of the precedent of consultation for mutual
SECLYily aSSUrances.

By the 1880s, however, U.S. policy became proactive due to an enormous expansion of
economic productivity following the Civil War, increased European econoivic penetration of the
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hemisphere, and the destructive legacy of South American corflicts such as the War of the Triple
Alliance (1864) and the Wer of the Pacific (1876). Secretary of State James G. Blaine issued
invitations in 1831 to all nations of the herrisphere to aitend a congress in Washington with the object of
“discussing the prevention of war between the nations of America’. However, Garfield’ s assassingtion
brought Chester A. Arthur to the presidency, who replaced Blaine with Frederick T. Freylinghausen
who rescinded the invitations. 1t would fall to supporters of Pan Americanismin the Congress to push
legisiation through which ultimetely could be inplenented upon Blaine' s return to office following the
Cleveland Administration. The First International Corference of American States convened in
Washington in 1889, attended by all Latin American courtries save the Dominican Republic.

By thistime, the War of the Pacific between Chile, Peru and Bolivia hed ended, and commercial
issues assumed precedence. The United States viewed the conference as a means to advance her
commercial opportunities in the herrisphere, but also suggested the establishment of an arbitration
mechanism for the settlement of interstate disputes. While no concrete commercial or arbitration
agreements resulted from the deliberations, an institutional framework emerged for further meetings --
the genesis of the Irter-American System. The “Irternational Union of Armerican Republics” was
formed to facilitate commercial cooperation, with a subordinete body ertitled “ The Commercial Buresu
of the American Republics” headquertered in Washington.

Faced with an unprecederted impeial role following her victory in the Spanish-American War
of 1898, the United States aggin proposed a hermispheric conference to address commercial and
arbitration metters, as well as the reorganization of exigting institutions. The Second | nternational
Conference of American States met in Mexico City from October of 1901 through Januery of 1902.
At this conference, the undisputed importance of the U.S. as a global power, especially in forcing Grest
Britain's effective retrest from the Venezuelan crisis of 1895, caused concern among Latin American
delegations over domination of the herrisphere by their northern neighbor. They pursued agreements
committing most of the aitendees to the recertly adopted Hague Cornventions with respect to the
pesceful settlement of disputes, and attermpted to strengthen arbiitration procedures beyord those
cortained in the convertions. Sigrificantly, the United States refused to sign much the treaty of
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compulsory arbitration which ensued. Nonetheless, agreements were made on commercial issues, the
establishment of a Governing Board for the Bureauw, the establishment of an | nternational Sanitery
Bureau in Washington (the first of the “ Specialized Organizations® of the Inter-American System) and a
commitment to a third conference to be held within five years. This corference, held in Rio de Janeiro in
1906, was conducted agginst the backdrop of aggressive U.S. actions in the Caribbean and Certral
Arrerica -- notably, promulgation of the Platte Amendiment, arrogating the right to intervene unilaterally
in a supposedly independent Cuba, adoption of the Roosevelt Corallary to the Morroe Doctrine, which
claimed the right for the U.S. to exercise international police power in courtries incapable of governing
thereelves effectively, and the “taking” of Panama for the purposes of constructing a transoceanic
carel.

Successive corferences saw the U.S. delegetion atternpting to deflect criticism of
intervertionism in favor of measures promoting the consolidation of the Pan American Union, with a
permanent governing board and a host of evolving technical agencies, organizations and practices.
While lacking a formel cherter and intertionally precluded from addressing political issues, the Union did
provide a mechanism for dialogue and coordinetion in trade, investment, heslith, communications,
international law and other areas. Political issues -~ notably desling with security concerns -- were left
to the periodic International Conferences of American States. High on the agendas of these
conferences were issues of Inter-American law, and consequently a strong divergence between North
and South on the principle of non-intervertion and messures for arbitration of disputes.

The frequert interventions by U.S. military forces inthe early 20th certury in the Caribbesn and
in Central America generally followed local crises which threatened American citizens associated with
private commercial interests. During this period of “ protective inperialisn”, they resulted in nation-
building exercises in Nicaragua, Panama, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic due to commercial
concerns and thet messianic strain of liberalism which cheracterized the U.S. cultural optirismof the late
19ﬁ'|:=1|’|dearlyZOthcertu*ies8 The universal indignetion of Latin American courtries in response to the
reintroduction of U.S. Marines into Nicaragua in 1926 to reverse the course of local elections caused
President Calvin Coolidge to assert thet “... our own Government hes certain rights over and certain



duties toward our own citizens and property, wherever they mey be located. The person and property
of acitizen are apart of the general domein of the nation, even when abroad.”9 This same universality
was denied, of course, to European nations by U.S. continued adherence to the Morroe Doctrine and
efforts to keep the growing movement towards a League of Nations and its associated arbitration
mechinery out of the western hemisphere. As a result, the 1929 Corference on Congilistion and
Arbitration produced two treaties which were ratified by eighteen of the participants, building on the
1923 Gondra Treaty with respect to special conciliatory cormmissions and arbitration procedures inthe
evert of Inter-American confiicts.

Due to domestic priorities of the Depression and the universal opprobrium intervertionist
advertures hed excited in the rest of Latin America, the U.S. disengaged from these experiments during
the years of the “Good Neighbor Policy” of the Roosevelt administration.  As early as the 1928 New
York gubernatorial canmpaign Franklin Roosevelt hed stressed thet in case of a future crisisin the
Caribbean “.. itis not the right or duty of the United States to intervene alone. It is rather the duty of the
United States to associate with itself other American Republics...to offer the helping hand or hends in
the name of the Americas. Single-handed intervertion by us ininternal affairs of other nations must end;
with the cooperation of athers we shall have more order in this herrisphere, and less disike” 10 This
attitude on the part of the Roosevelt administration and the acceptance for the first time by the United
States of a resolution at the severth Pan-American Corference in Montevideo (1933) to the effect thet
“No state shall have the right to intervene in the internal or external alffairs of another state” was greeted
with optirmism throughout Latin America. However, the bitter aftertaste left by the previous policies of
intervertion ensured thet only a crisis on the scale of the second World War could unite the netions of
the hervisphere in military policy.

The Growth of the I nter-American Military System

Professor Jack Child hes identified four distinct pheses in the evolution of the I nter- American
Military Systen creation and growth in World War 11, divergence and decline in the early Cold War



years (1945-61), expansion and rebirth during the heyday of counterinsurgency in the 60s, and
fragmertation and dysfunction in the 70s and 80s.11 This last phase hes continued into the 90s, despite
efforts by the U.S. to inmprove military cooperation in the hervisphere on a bilateral and multilateral basis.

In the wake of Axis successes in Europe and Africa and the surprise aitack on Pearl Harbor,
the U.S. was especially desirous of securing its southern flank ageinst Germen and Japanese
peretration. Mot Latin American and Caribbean courtries saw disastrous consequences for their
economies from a Japanese attack on the Panama Canal and from Germen subimerine warfare.
Additionally, a general fear of a German atterpt to occupy the American possessions of the defested
French and Dutch gave rise to a special Meeting of Consultation in Havana in July of 1940. While the
declaration which emerged avoided technical military metters, for the first tinne it articulated a collective
defense based upon the principle thet “...an atack on one American State is considered an attack on all
American States” 12

This declaration paved the way for a series of Jalf conferences held on a bilateral basis in 1940
between the War Department and the principle Latin American netions. The Latins saw an opportunity
to fill the emerging vacuum in military assistance they hed traditionally received from the mejor Europesn
powers with weapors from the United States. In return for granting U.S. access to bases and Srategic
meterials along with declarations of war on the Axis powers, key courtries ertered security assistance
relationships and aditted U.S. military advisors. Faced with overwheliming requirennents for meteriel in
the European and Pecific Theaters, however, the U.S. was ow to deliver, as serious shipmerts of war
meteriel did not begin arriving in Latin America until 1943, Of the $475 willion in Lend Lease aid which
ultimetely wert to the region during the war, over 70 percent was directed to Braal, which provided
Strategic air bases and an expeditionary force which fought with distinction in the Italian canmpaign.

At the Third Meeting of Consultation of Foreign Ministers held in Rio de Janeiro in Januery of
1942 the Urited States pursued unaninity among the nations of the hervisphere for breaking off relations
with the Axis powers. This did not ocour, as both Argentina and Chile refused to go along with the rest
of the courtries present, ten of which hed infact declared war on Germery. The best thet could be
done was to creste an Inter-American Defense Board (1 ADB) to provide a means of systemetic



communication and coordinetion between the militaries of the hemisphere, and to serve as a powerful
syrrbol of hemispheric unity. Its charter specified thet it was to serve as an advisory orgen, and thet its
resolutions would be non-binding. No forces were assigned, no formal alliance structure wes
promuigated, and no commend and corirol organisims were indtituted. However, the Board' s delegates
met regularly, adopted resolutions which were selectively implemented, and conplemented the
frannework for emerging bilateral military cooperation between courtries of special military significance.
-~ notably, the U.S,, Braall, and Mexico. The Board’s purpose was primexily political, rather then
purely military; it provided the Latin American and Caribbesn nations a sense of participation in
hemispheric defense planning, but the lion's shere of actual defense activity was absorbed by the Urited
States.  This wes a reflection of the War Department’ s strong preference for the practical advartages
derived from emphasis on bilateral defense arrangements with countries of special interest (Braal,
Mexico) over the inevitably murky ideal of hermisphere-wide military cooperation. A key factor inthis
view was the continuous tension between the United States and the pro-Axis Perén government of
Argertina, which effectively barred hemisphere-wide military action, and the War Departent’s
preference for the “quarter-hemisphere” strategy which concertrated active defense activities north of a
line drawn from the Galapagos |lands through the Atlartic “bulge” of Braal. The Board's limited
charter represented an “elegant and emesculating comproise” 13 which would carry over into the
formel Inter- American Military System of the Cold Wer.

As the Secord World War progressed, the Board coordinated a hemispheric defense against a
Steadily receding threat of Axis power projection. Additionally, through expanding wartime cooperation
in military, economic and courterespionage metters, the “good neighbor” of the 30s became
progressively more heavy-handed in Latin America. Tensions arose as Latins sugpected the U.S. of
alternpting to retain wartinme air bases in Braal, Ecuador, and outside of the Canal Zore in Panaime, and
of practically excluding Latin Americans from consultations over the formetion of the Urited Natiors.
Additionally, meny Latin American countries felt thet the United States hed failed to deliver Lend-Lease
military articles to the degree they had anticipated, and which they felt were just conpensation for the
low prices afforded the Allies for the region’s strategic meterials during the wer.



A special Conference on Problers of War and Peace was convened in Mexico City in
February of 1945 to address mery of the residual problens from wartime cooperation, and to
articipate needs for the coming peace. Technically, the corference was considered to be outside of
the Irter- American System as it did not include Argernting, which still hed not declared war on the Axis
powers. Noretheless, meny of its resolutions prepared the way for later meetings in Rio de Janeiro and
Bogoté at which the formel instruments of the Inter-American Systemwould be signed. Held agginst the
backdrop of ongoing negotiations to establish the Urited Nations, the conference’ s agenda included
corsideration of “ problers of international organization for the maintenance of peace and security” as
well as “the economic and social problens of the Americas” The United States approached the
corference cautiously, avoiding any commitments which might complicate the upcoming San Francisco
UN conference. Several Latin American courtries, on the the other hand, were eager to consolidate a
common defense commitment in order to prevert extra- hemispheric penetration and to assure U.S.
military aid for their armed forces. Ironically, Mexico and Uruguay -- two courtries which would later
obstruct multilateral defense cooperation -~ each proposed resolutions for the crestion of a permanent
military orgen for the defense of the hemisphere. The U.S. saw such an orgen as a distraction fromthe
war effort at thet time, and pressed for an extension of the Defense Board’ s mendate instead.

The most significant decisions taken by delegates deslt with “ Reciprocal Assistance and
Solidarity” (Resolution V1I1), known as the “ Act of Chepultepec”, and “ Reorganization, Corsolidation
and Strengthening of the Inter- American Systen” (Resolution 1X).  These resplutions ultimetely were
the bagis for the negotiation of the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance of Rio de Janeiro
(ATRA), which was signed in 1947 by 19 netions, and the subsequert transformetion of the Pan
American Union and System of I nter-American Conferences into the Organization of American States
at the 1948 Corference of Bogota. Thus, it can be said thet the formel structure of the currert Inter-
American Military System was born at Chepultepec, at atime whena U.S. wartime victory wes
imminent and thus her influence and Latin desire to sign on with a “winner” were at their peak.
However, by the time of the Rio Corference in 1947 and the Bogoté Conference of 1948, large scale
shiftsin the attitudes of the U.S. and Latin Americans hed taken hold. The U.S,, foreseeing a do-or-die
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struggle over Europe and Asia with the Sowviets, wished to secure its southern flank by means of a
formel and binding collective defense treaty. Many Latins, on the other hand, were becorring
concerned over the increasing militarization of the I nter-American System and the North-South
relationship. While favoring a defense pact, they hoped to link it to an economic commitment fromthe
U.S. whichwould address the gross social inequities in the region, in effect duplicating the Marshall
Plan' s effect on European recovery. Additionglly, the rapid intersification of the Cold War awakened
criticism from meny Latins thet the Rio Treaty would commit the Americas to go to war to defend U.S.
interests abroad, robbing Latin American nations of their sovereignty. 14

During negotiations on the formetion of the Organization of American States at Bogoté, an
alternpt was mede to follow through on resolutions taken in Mexico City by replacing the IADB with a
permanernt military planning orgen within the OAS Secretariat. This effort failed, largely due to the
complete about-face of Mexico between 1945 and 1948 with respect to a standing herrispheric
defense organ. As another “elegant but emesculating” compromise, it was instead decided to provide in
the OAS Cherter (Articles 64 and 67) for an Advisory Defense Comittee which would only be
convened at the call of the Rio Tresty’ s Organ of Cornsultation (i.e., the Permanert Council of the OAS
Gereral Assermbly.) The IADB would serve as the Secretariat of the comittee in the event it were to
be called into session, but otherwise had o link to the newly crested hemispheric organization. This
effectively isolated continuous military cooperation from routine OAS coordination, and lirvited any such
activities outside of the |ADB to crigis periods in the context of an act of aggression. Since the inception
of the OAS, the Advisory Deferse Committee hes never been convened. Additionally, repeated
atterpts by the | ADB to formelize its relationship with the OAS Special Comittee on Herrispheric
Security have been studied and debated, but have corsistertly failed to garner the required two-thirds
mejority in the Permanent Council and in the General Asserrbly in order to be established.

Noretheless, a number of ongoing coordination mechanisims became active over the years via
the Rio Treaty framework and the actions of the Inter-american Deferse Board.  Between 1947 and
1969 the Rio Treaty was invoked on fifteen occasions, al but one of which deslt with tensions between
signetory courtries rather then extra- herispheric chellenges. The Board, corsisting of a Council of
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Delegates, General Stalf, Secretariat, and the Inter-American Defense College, provided observersto
several OAS-sponsored peace missions and of late hes responded to specific requests for assistance in
coordinating humanitarian demining and constructing an invertory of herrispheric corfidence and
secuwrity building messures. The Inter-American Defense College, ingtituted in 1962 in Washington,
Serves as a enior service college-level training institution for officers of the region, and hes regularly
included civilian officials from several countries. While the Board has found little active support in the
OAS over the years, the College has been extolled as worthy of continued support and expansion.

Historically, there has been a continuing tension between internal and external security
requirements of the Latin American mermbers of the Organization of American States. Equipped with
relatively modern U.S. surplus wesapons and equipment under wartime Lend- Lease and the Mutual
Security Pact(s) of the early 50s, most of the militaries of the region underwent significant modernization
and professionalization during the following decade, consolidating their dorrinant position of
organizational discipline and effectiveness in their respective societies. For historical as well &8
€CoNOIMIC reasons, it was netural for meny governments to rely upon their militaries for the meirtenance
of internal order in the face of burgeoning insurgencies and urban revolutionary moverments. This
tendency was encouraged by the U.S. Departments of State and Defense as the doctrine of Irternal
Deferse and Developent (1DAD)) evolved during the early 60s, and police and paramilitary orgars
were trained alongside traditional military formetions.

The United States pressed for a grester role of the region’s militaries in supporting not only the
suppression of revolutionary focos, but in assigting governments in Givic action programs designed to
foster netional development. By linking the IDAD concept to the Inter- American Military System and
the Alliance for Progress, the U.S. promoted an intitutional shift towards multilateralism during the 60s.
However, since the Military Assistance Program, along with its training component, continued to be
administered on a bilateral basis with each couniry, the U.S. retained enormous leverage over the
system. It used this leverage to influence military governments to support U.S. diplomecy and military
initiatives in each country on a bilateral basis while touting solidarity with a multilateral agenda which was
not always apparent to our Latin American allies.
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The U.S. promoted training of Latin American officers in U.S. military schools; the formetion of
subregional coordination centers such as CONDECA (Deferse Courcil of Certral America), the
establishment of the Inter-American Defense College, the formetion of regional joint operations certers,
ongoing conferences of the heads of the respective armed services of each courtry, and a Standby Irnter-
American Peace Force. However, the balloon burst on mery of these initiatives as the Alliance for
Progress withered away due to lack of congressional support, and military regimes became
progressively less acceptable as partners in the Inter-American System. Mary of these regimes were
prone to employ both police and the Armed Forces to courter subversion in ways which involved
significant abuses of due process and basic humen rights. In the worst cases, these abuses extended to
widespread murders, torture, and dissppesrances, often perpetuating petty political and economic
rivalries. The program of assistance which was the quid pro quo for Latin American acceptance of a
hemispheric defense pact -- and U.S. access to bases and Strategic materials -- was continually
altacked inthe U.S. Congress as “gupport for dictators’.

During the courterinsurgency campaigns of the 60s and 70s, those militaries which were most
successful in defeating revolutionaries were generally those which adopted the most ruthless and
extralegal methods. Cases thet stand out are those of Argenting, Guatemala, Uruguay, and Chile inthe
wake of the military coup which overthrew the Popular Unity governmert of Salvador Allende.
Coupled with the preponderance of military regimes, often sustained by violent mears, throughout the
hemisphere in the 70s and 80s, as well as the economic failures of the mejority of those regimes, these
abuses discredited the military indtitutions of meny courtries along with the program of U.S. military aid
which hed sustained them 19 This tendency, in concert with the bitter legacy of OAS rubber-stamping
of the 1965 U.S. intervertion in the Dominican Republic and the Carter Administration’ s decision to cut
aid to authoritarian regimes in the region cortributed to the progressive dedline of the Irter- American
Military System,

The Dorinican Irtervention might seem to represent a triunph for the I nter-American Military
Systemin thet a multinational force under OAS auspices was approved by the 10th Meeting of
Corsutation of Foreign Ministers in May of 1965. However, the fact thet U.S. comrbat forces had
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aready occupied the country unilaterally and ultimetely outnurbered the Latin Ammerican contingents by
afactor of almost tento one showed thet with the exception of Braail, Latin participation was token at
best. Also, the vitriol thet hed been expended in the OASS debate cycled between three factions: the
U.S. and staunch supporter Braail, the furious opposition, led by Mexico, and a third faction which
viewed the U.S. intervertion as a fait accompli, and multilateralization as the lesser evil then letting the
U.S. unilateral intervertion stand. Even Braail, stinging from the criticism of Chile, Mexico and Uruguay
for itsrole as the U.S. “faithiul ally”, later perceived and reserted a lack of U.S. appreciation for its
support.

The growth of “ military reformismi® and the Doctrine of National Security and Development in
several Latin American countries during the 1960s was the product of U.S. promotion of IDAD and a
growing social conscience among militery officers. This social awareness is attributed to their middie
class, rather then oligarchic self-imege, and their inpatience with status quo social and econoric policies
in the face of Marxist influence. 16 The Braailian and Peruvian military governmerts of the 60s and early
70s led a wave of military coups with ambitious socioeconormic agendas which could not be
implerented in an environment of instability provoked by subversion. The receptivity to dependency
theory among adhererts of the military reform movement engendered a strong anti-U.S. tendency within
IAMS indtitutions.  Further attenpts to reformthe OAS Cherter and formelize the IADB's
relationship to the OAS died an inglorious desth on repested occasions after 1965; the permanent
aspects of the IAMS such as the Defense Board and the Rio Tresty came under cortinuous attack by
the more leftist Latin American governments during the 70s as instruments of U.S. domination of Latin
Americal? This tendency was aggravated by the Carter Administration s policies with respect to
hurren rights and authoritarianism by cutting military aid in the late 70s.

However, the final nails in the coffin for the credibility among most Latin Americans of the
Inter-Armerican Military System and especially the Rio Treaty were driven as a result of U.S. unilateral
actions: support of Great Britain in the 1982 South Atlantic corflict over the Falkland Islands, military
support to anti-communist Central American forces in the 80s, and armed intervertions in Grenada in
1983 and in Panamain 1989. Of course, thefact thet Argentina comitted the original aggression
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which set off the Falklands conflict -~ as confirmed by UN Security Council Resolution -~ is
converiertly ignored by those who argue thet the British response should have triggered a herrispheric
stand alongside the Galtieri government. The United States invaded Grenada at the request of the
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States; it atterpted for two years to mobilize OAS support for
action aggainst the Noriega regime during the Panaima crisis without much success, and ultinetely acted
militarily when the killing of an off-duty neval officer by the Panarma Deferse Force indicated thet an
intolerable threshold of risk to the 40,000 U.S. citizers living in Panama had been exceeded. The Latin
American reaction however, asked if the U.S. would support a European power in an aitack on a Latin
Arrerican ally, and invaded sovereign courtries in the Caribbean and Central America at whim, of what
use is the I nter-American System in deterring aggression by the strong against the week?

New Challenges for Hemispheric Security

Clearly, a urified perception of threats to Stability and the mears by which to address them have
merked the only occasions of successful implementation of the I nter- American Military Systemin the
pest.18 K ey exaples are cooperation during World War 1, the response to the Cuban Missile
Crigis, and the initial phese of counterinaurgency responses in the early 60s. Hence, any recourse to a
formel multilateral framework for the future must build on hemispheric consensus on threats to stability
and appropriate roles for State forces in addressing those thresis.

Herein lies a sigrificant obstacie to the reinvigoration of the Inter-American Military System
While meny noted Latin American anelysts have noted the broadering of the region’s security interests
to non-tradiitional areas and to encompass multiple State institutions, 19 there till exists a strong bies
agpinst both multilateralismin general and the encroachment of military influence into areas of priverily
civilian concern20° Some courtries continue to view the Inter-Armerican Military Systemin all its
menifestations as a tool of U.S. hegermorny. They also view multilateralism as essertially cortradictory to
the principle of non-intervention, despite assurances cortained inthe OAS Charter. 21 Mexico, in
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particular, hes corsistently opposed or watered down OAS resolutions intended to inprove collective
action in the spheres of security, sustainment of democracy, judicial Standards, and humen rights.

Noretheless, economic and social progress, the Sability of democratic regimes, and neational
reconciliation following years of ideological and class-inspired violence now dominete the concerns of
the regiors’ governments 22 Most Latin American and Caribbean courtries perceive sevious threais to
their integrity and stability as origineting in the wide discrepancies in weslth and income which hold their
populations in an endless cycle of poverty and social need. Despite free merket reforms and
democratization, the region suffers the highest degrees of inequeality with respect to income distribution,
literacy, and health in the world. Over 60 percent of income is destined to the weslthiest 20 percert of
the population; the poorest 40 percert receive anly 10 per cent of the region's annual income. 23 These
inequealities provide the fuel for potential civil disturbances, with attendart demends on security forces to
react in ways thet can be overly repressive, especially in countries with ill-prepared police, judicial and
peral indlitutions.

Those conditions are exacerbated in some courtries by the effects of continuing insurgency
(frequertly dependert on international crimvinel finencing), transnational criminel activity such as
nercotrafficking, terrorism, illegal migration, trading in stolen vehicles, wespons and other contraband,
and by environmental degradation or netural disasters. |1n esch of these areas, civil organs throughout
Latin America and the Caribbean are generally inedequate to the erforcement and remediation tasks at
hend. The militaries, in meny cases, with their logistical support capabilities, their highly certralized
organizational structures, and their unique informetion processing capacity, are positioned to respond
more effectively.

With respect to interstate corflict, one would hope thet the current environment would obviate
the potertial for future armed confrontations between the nations of the herrisphere. Nonetheless,
scholars such as Wolf Grabendorff and David Mares have shown thet cortrary to commonly held
perceptions, Latin America hes been the scene of numerous militarized disputes in the past (over 200
since 1900),24 and thet cortiruing tensions between many of the region's courntries indiicate the
potertial at least for military posturing s atool ofr'legotim‘oninti'lefl.tu*e.25 Ten or more unresolved
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territorial disputes lurk beneath the surface in the herrisphere, constituting the most likely spark for some
interstate conflict in the future. 26 The bloody dispute between Ecuador and Peru of Januery 1995 -- &s
well as the lack of subgtartive diplometic progress which cheracterized immediate post-confiict
negotiations on the underlying border issue -- is a sherp reminder to advocates of the “democratic
pesce theory” thet enduring conficts still exist in the hermisphere and thet fledgling democracies are not
immune to resorting to the use of armed force to improve their respective negotiating positions.

It is therefore likely thet most of the nations of the herisphere will cortinue to view the
meirtenance of military forces as a necessary componert of the state and expression of sovereignty,
with a primery focus on the protection of territorial integyity. 27 Logically, the structure of these forces
should be deterrrined by the nature of their respective relations with inmediate neighbors, the calculus
of deterrence, and the degree to which those forces should participate in other missions of inportance
to the stability of the State. In relatively advanced courtries such as Chile, civilian intitutions are
adequate to meeting those needs beyord the traditional role of the military in gueranteeing territorial
integrity. Inthe most underdeveloped countries such as Nicaragua and Honduras, severely congirained
government budgets and lack of civilian infrastructure and expertise argue for incorporation of the armed
forces in mairtaining internal order and cortributing to development efforts. The chellenge for these
States is to structure such support in ways thet respect civilian primmecy and which do not prevert the
evolution of appropriate nonmilitary organs as the state develops.

U.S. Interests, Multilateralism, and | nstitutional Reform

The United States hes articulated its overriding interests in the Americas as the consolidation of
democratic governance and free merkets, within a framework of respect for law and Mrenrig’lsza
Capitalizing on the opportunity preserted by the overwhelring transition to denocratic rule which hes
cheracterized the region, the U.S. hes structured a strategy of engagement with the netions of Latin
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Arrerica to meet these challenges through broad cooperation in both civilian and military sectors. The
respective militaries are trested as positive institutions within society, with the potertial for contributing
to both external and internal security requirements as well as to nation-building missions in coordinetion
with civilian ministries.  1n pursuing this strategly, the U.S. continues to emphasize the use of bilateral
prograns while promoting the ideal of multilateralism via the OAS and the Presidential Surmit /Defense
Ministerial processes. This Strategy becomes problemetic both internationelly and domestically with
respect to those courtries in which the militaries have amessed records of serious huren rights abuses
or cortinue to exert a disproportionate influence in political affairs and economic activity. This can
cortribute to the impression thet the U.S. is propping up some Latin American militaries which do not
appear to have turned their backs on past unsavory roles in the dynammics of civil society in order to
advance her traditional security interests.

The United States Southern Commend is resporsible for implementing the wilitary portion of
this strategy for all Latin American and Caribbesn nations save Mexico, and hes developed programs
for military-to-military contacts and combined exercises which have grown from bilateral initiatives to
recurring multilateral programs. For instance, command post exercises desling with peacekeeping,
disaster relief, and courternarcotics scenarios are conducted each year with clusters of Central
Arverican, Caribbean, and South American netions. Additionally, hemispheric conferences and
orientation visits, incorporating both military and civilian officials, have addressed topics as varied as
international peacekeeping, civil-military relations, integrated security strategies, and humen rights.
However, this multilateral agenda s executed largely due to U.S. initiative, and is not related to any
formel oversight or particular cortributions by the Organization of American States or the Irter-
Arverican Defense Board. Paradoxically, this implies thet the U.S. military is more interested in
multilateralism in security issues than are those very multilateral institutions which comprise the Inter-
American System --a complete reversal of the paitern at the birth of thet system

Evenasthe U.S. enjoys unquestioned status as the only true global superpower, however, some
Latin American scholars have recognized thet her influence is not livitless, and thet globalization of third
world interests forces the United States “...to think interms of an international order inwhich the
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agenda cannot be imposed unilaterally but which must be operationalized in a shered manner.” 29
Growing recogition of this fact can serve to emphesize the advantages of an engagement Strategy and
reduce domestic and international aversion to a constructive relationship between the region’ s militaries.
Linking engagement initiatives to international ingtitutions would serve to advance U.S. policy goals,
reduce Latin American distrust, and would enhance the image of cooperative defense relationships by
placing them within the context of the OAS's overall approach to supporting member Sates’ programs
to meet current challenges.

Reorienting the Hemispheric Security System

The traditional elements of the Inter- American Military System have been the OAS Cherter and
the American Trealy of Pacific Settlemment of Disputes (Pact of Bogoté, 1948), the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance of Rio de Janeiro (1947), the Irter- American Deferse Board (1942)
and College (1961), bilateral agreements to inplement the Military Assistance Program of the United
States with most of the netions of the herisphere, and the totality of resolutions and dedlarations desling
with herrispheric security issues adopted by the OAS Gereral Asservbly, Permanent Council, and
Mestings of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs.  Inthe aggregete, they cordlitute an
impressive array of cooperative messures to promote peace and Stability in the hemisphere.

As Sated previously, the OAS hes resisted a formelization of the existing structure of the the
Inter-Armerican Military System. This is largely the product of long- held fears of U.S. manipulation of
the system for its own security purposes, and the consensus-based voting procedures in the Permenent
Coundil , the newly-formed Coundil on Integral Development (C1D1)30 and the General Asserbly
which ensure thet collective action on any meiter will be a watered-down compromise acceptable to
two-thirds of the merrbership. Itis also a product of the tension in civil-ilitary relations which is
shered by delegates from all of the merrber countries to one degree or another. Ininterviews with U.S.
and Latin American diplomets associated with OAS programs, one is struck by the consistert feer of
“nilitarization” of OAS institutions which they feel would inevitably ensue from regular military
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representation on comittees, panels, commissions or hoards. Accordingly, the primery means by
which the OAS as a body desls with security is by way of resolutions of the General Asserrbly. Since
1990, some forty-four resolutions have been taken with respect to security issues, the overwhelming
mejority of which have dealt with corfidence and security building measures and huenitarian demining.
31

A 1995 working paper of the General Secretariat of the Permanent Council lays out an agenda
for reform of the OAS, and contains a section desling with security issues and r'emott‘dﬁckirg32 It
emphesizes steps to be taken to promote transparency, corfidence and security building messures, and
the integration of military and police efforts with respect to narcotics trafficking. A new civilian orgen in
the Permanent Council -~ the Permanert Committee on Hermispheric Security -- serves as the main
organism for coordinating security issues at the political level.

The Permanent Committee on Hemispheric Security

In 1991, the OAS corstituted aworking group (later denominated the Special Comittee) for
Herispheric Security under the cheirmenship of Hernén Patifio Mayer, Arbassador and Permenent
representative of Argertina to the OAS. By General Assembly resolution in 1995, the committee was
given permanent status in the Secretariat of the Permanert Council. The committee chairman's initial
report identified a“ crisis and obsolescence of the Herispheric Security Systent” in the wake of the
Cold War, and recommended the rejection of the unilateral (i.e., U.S-based) and military definition of
security concepts which had ruled previouly in favor of a broader, consensual, and development-based
context.33 After idertifying shered hemispheric interests in promoting peace, humen rights, democratic
governance, economic and social development, and mechanisims for hemispheric integration, the
comittee underscored specific thrests to those interests: extreme poverty, runaway population growth,
inequitable distribution of weslth, barriers to free trade, environmertal damage, narcotics trafficking,
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terrorism, accumulation of weapons, and proliferation of weapons of mess destruction. 1n meeting these
threats, the committee Suggests a System of cooperative rather then collective security; the purpose of
the systemwould be to prevert rather than to respond to aggression. The tactic would be to inibit a
merrber Sate’s capability and potertial for aggression. Thus, the committee recommended establishing
regimes for denuciesrization and elimination of weapons of mass destruction, reducing the size of armed
forces, preparing for organized international response to aggression (as a deterrent), agreements on
safeguards and verification of military technology developments, transparency in arms transfers, and the
generation of mutugl Confidence meesures. Inthis last light, the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) was proposed as a likely model.

The Corfidence and Security-Building Measures reginme shows great promise for incressing
OAS capacity to reduce the potertial for interstate conflict. Drawing on the Declaration of Sartiago
and General Assermbly Resolution 1179 (May 23, 1992), each merber State is urged to support
general convertions on arms linvitation and to shere informetion through Urited Nations and OAS
channels on defense expenditures, arms transfers, and military moverments. By April 15th of each yesr,
merrber Sates are to provide a report to the Permanert Council on their progress in applying specic
measures. The responge to date has been uneven, but a growing data base on these items , accessible to
all member States, provides an unprecedented degree of transparency on the military policies of the
courtries of the region.

The comvittee also devoted attertion to civil-military relations by enphesizing the need to orient
the region’s sreller militaries on traditional military missions -- territorial sovereignty and international
pescekeeping -- and their consequent isolation from political activism and meintenance of internal order.
However, they did not completely rule out use of the armed forces for internal missions as they
recognize the possible need for constitutional authorities to use employ them “...in extreme and therefore
exceptional circumstances...to neutralize non-traditional aggressions.”34 With respect to the Inter-
Arrerican Defense Board, the committee recognized a need to formelize the Board' s relationship to the
OAS and draifted a resolution to thet effect for the consideration of the General Asserrbly. For reasons
Stated previoudly, thet dralt resolution remeins to be acted upon.
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Anincidert which occurred at the Inter-American Defense College in 1992 provides an
anecdotal illustration of the difficult road to be traveled in the civil-ilitary and netional contexts if
consenas is to he achieved on multilateral approaches to security. During a seminer presented by
several merrbers of the OAS Working Group in which mery of the poirits outlined in the comittee
report were briefed, a senior officer from a country which had undergone a particularly brutal civil war
acoused the comittee of producing a blueprint not for security, but for the reduction of Latin American
militaries in order to render them inmpotert, thus eliminating their voices as intitutions in netionel
societies. A spokesmen for the Working Group responded hotly by accusing the militaries throughout
the region of manufacturing conflict and imeginery thregts in order to meintain bloated structures which
were only capable of oppressing the poor and intimidating wesk civilian governments in order guarartee
their privileged position in society, at the expense of needed social and economic reforms.

Clearly, mistrust is a multidimensionel obstacle to effective security cooperation and institutional
reform However, the Hemispheric Security Comittee within the Permanent Council represents an
opportunity to settie several problens with respect to the relationship between the Inter-American
Deferse Board and the OAS. Grarting the Chairmen of the I nter- American Defense Board a non-
voting seat on the comittee and acceptance of GA Resolution 1240’ s languege defining the advisory
tasks of the Board in areas beyond collective defense against aggression would settie not only the roles
and relationshipsissue, but the civilian oversight issue as well.

Modern applicability of Rio Treaty

While lacking in credibility for historical reasons, the |nter- American Treaty of Reciprocal
Assigance cortinues to be of potertial use in the post-Cold War ingtitutional and political environmert.
The Treaty hes long been corsidered primexily as a bulwark against aggression from outside the
Western Hervisphere -~ hence the common perception of inapplicability following the demise of the
Soviet Union. In actuality, however, the bulk of the treaty’ s language was carefully crafted in order to
provide a mechanism for responding to corflicts between American States. 1IN 1947, the U.S. saw this
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languege as a means to Stahilize its southern flank, permitting it to concertrate attertion and resources on
the East-West confrontation. Many Latins saw this languege as a means of protecting the smellest
States from their larger neighbors, and especially as a hedge against U.S. intervertionism The OAS
Cherter adopted subsequertly in Bogota codified the consultation process in the evert of aggression, no
metter whet the source, cemerting the tresty to the peaceful resolution of disputes as well as to the
requirements for linkage between regional organizations and the United Nations in case of thrests to
stability and pesce.

While providing a framework for collective response within the general guidelines of the United
Natiors Chertey, the treaty also avoided specifying structures for erforcement, cormend and cortrol,
or even systermetic planning for military operations. As such, it provided a basis for collective response
without obligeting the signetories to dedicated Standing forces or command structures which would later
cheracterize formel alliances suchas NATO. Article 20 of the Treaty Stipulates thet sanctions approved
by the Organ of Consuitation (originelly, the Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs but now the OAS
Permenent Courcil) are binding upon the signatories, but thet no nation can be required to provide
forces for military action without its consent, 35

Since the disappearance of the Axis threat to the Americas in World Wer 11, the rationele for
collective deferse of the hemisphere against external threat's has been corsistently questioned. On
several occasions, Latin American nations have succeeded in amending the treaty38 to limit U.S. ability
to invoke it for attacks on a nation outside the area of immediate geographical importance to the Latin
States, and to modify voting requirements in ways more congenial to the mejority of smell states. By the
San José conference of 1975, a new Article 11 calling for the guarantee of economic security viaa
special treaty was adopted over U.S. opposition. The strong support elicited by the amendment’s
promoters (Mexico, Peru and Panama) served notice to the United States thet the consensus on
security threats which gave rise to the treaty had evaporated, and thet its future role as the keystone of
the Irter- Arerican alliance hed been significantly weakened.

The primery case in which the treaty could have been invoked following the Cold War is thet of
the Peru-Ecuedor corflict of Januery, 1995. However, the OASS preferred to leave resolution of thet
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contflict within the terrs of an existing agreement between the two parties and four Guarantor Nations
(Argentina, Braal, Chile and the United States) which dated back to 1942. Asaresuit, the Guarantors
brokered a new peace agreemert which employed a Military Observer Mission (MOMEP) to
disengage and dermobilize the forces of each party, providing an ervironment in which negotiations could
address the underlying border dispute. The OAS did not even take up the issue of the corflict in order
to avoid complicating the efforts of the Guerartor Nations. Neither side invoked the Rio Tresty,
recognizing the inherent pitfalls of requesting a hemispheric response to purported aggression in an area
in dispute; Ecuador had alreadly activated the Guarantors involvernent during the buildup to crisis, and
Peru hed always based its clains on the bilateral 1942 agreemernt. For the Peruvians, OAS involverment
would undermrine the coherence of their legal position with respect to the Rio Protocol of 1942. Hence,
they rejected any mediation or arbitration outside of the protocol framework.

Noretheless, the much-meligned Rio Treaty in fact remeains an excellent framework for
structuring multilateral defense cooperation. Despite conventional wisdom to the corntrary, the treaty is
not only orierted againgt extra-herispheric (and therefore, non-existert) thrests. The languege
adopted by the drafters -- and ratified by the governments of the signetories -~ was carefully crafted to
avoid a specific definition of the source of aggression threstening a mermber of the aliance. It Sates
sinply thet an “ armed attack ageinst one or more of them...will be corsidered an armed attack against
themall.” It also provides thet “...in the case of a conflict between two or more American States” the
first objective of collective action will be the restoration of the status quo ante bellum.”, and prescribes
certain sanctions which fall far short of military intervertion 37 Hence, it serves not only asa
frarmework for common defense of the hemisphere but also as a guerantee in the case of aggression by
any merber againgt another. 38 From the Latin perspective, this can serve as a deterrent to whet they
consider to be the most frequent form of aggression in the region -- U.S. intervertionism

Additionally, the wording of respective resporsibilities of the merbers is carefully crafted to
permit flexibility in resporse.  These “safeguards” were S0 altractive in both the unilateral and
multilateral contexts thet they were appropristed as the bagis for the language of the Tresty of
Washington which established the North Atiartic Treaty Organization in 1949.39
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Declaration of Santiago/Resolution 1080

Indune of 1991 the OAS General Asserrbly issued the “ Sartiago Comitrvert to Dermocracy
and the Renewal of the Irter-American Systen?” , a Staternent which, in conjunction with OAS
Resolution 1080, recomvits merrber States to the principles of the Inter-American Systemand to
specific procedures to be taken in the evert of the interruption of democratically-elected governance in
anyrrm'beraae‘m The resolution hes been invoked on four occasions since 1991 in responge to the
military coup in Haiti, an attempted coup by Paraguay’ s armed forces in 1992, the autogolpe of
Peruvian Presidert Alberto Fyjimori thet same year, and the atternpt by Guatermelan Presidert Jorge
Serrano to duplicate Fujinnori’ s actions in his own country in 1993, In each case, diplometic pressure
and the threst of further sanctions were instrumental in signaling herispheric condernnation of anti-
democratic actions. In the Peruvian and Haitian cases, this was less then conclusive. However, the
moral force of multilateral action was not diluted in bipolar ideological terms, as frequently hed beenthe
case during the Cold War. In Haiti, the OAS sanctions regime during the period of military rule assisted
in setting the stage for later intervertion. For historical reasons discussed esrlier, the OAS as a body
did not support the U.S.-led multinetionel intervertion in 1995, preferring to continue the sanctions
regime.

IADB relationship tothe OAS

The original mission staterert of the Inter-American Defense Board is derived from Resolution
XXXV of the Nirth International Conference of American Republics held in 1948 in Bogotad.  Thet
resolution, as amended in 1949 and 1957, was transcribed literally into the originel regulation governing
the Board, and Stated thet its mission was to “...act as the organ of preparation and recommendation for
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the collective defense of the American Cortinert ageinst aggression, and to carry out , in addition to the
advisory functions within its competence, any similar functions ascribed to it by the Advisory Deferse
Conmittee, (if ever convened) established in Article 64 of the Cherter of the Organization of American
States™41 Asthe referenced committee has never been constituted, the Board for meny years
cortinued to linit its work to collective defense planning, except when requested to perform special
tasks by the General Asservbly. Despite numerous atternpts by the Board to solidify its relationship to
the larger organ, it hes been kept at anmi s length. One problemis legal in nature, in thet the Board’s 25
menbers do not include a number of the 35 mervber States of the OAS. Caneda, for example,
obtained full OAS merbership in 1990 but hes declined to join the Board citing its lack of permanent
civilian political oversight, lack of a well-defined mandate, and lack of resources and mechanisms for
accountability.42 Another problem lies in the cortinuous oppoasition of Mexico to fortifying multilateral
military cooperation out of nationalistic concerns for the sanctity of the non-intervention principle.

The crestion of the Permanent Committee on Hermispheric Security would seem to provide the
logical avenue to formelize the Board' s function and relationship. The Chairmen of the Board hes been
invited by the Comittee Chairmen to sit as an observer at Committee meetings, and the Board hes
reported to the committee with respect to ongoing humenitarian demining and an inventory of
Corfidence and Security-Building Measures in the hemisphere.  Resolution 1240 of the XX111 General
Asserrbly (Managua, June 1993) provided for an expanded role for the Board on a provisional basis,
pending a decision on formelizing the relationship. Thet resolution perrits the Board to respond to calls
fromthe General Asserrbly, the Meeting of Corsultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, and the
Permenent Couril for “...technical-military advisory services and consultancy work thet cannot be
operational.”43  This resolution eliminates the need to convoke the Advisory Defense Counil in order
to mobilize the Board' s resources for work outside of the realm of continental defense planning, but
strictly limits the Board to non-operational tasks.

While this provisional mission provides a basis for exploiting the Board’ s technical expertise for
cortingencies outside of its traditional hervispheric defense planning role, it is neither permenert nor
specific. A 1995 atternpt by the Board to interpret specific tasks within this broadened mission wes
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immediately attacked by Mexico as an arrogation of functions which were beyond the Board' s juridical
competency. As a result, the Satus quo reigns supreme with respect to its relationship with the OAS.

International Peacekeeping/Humanitarian Assistance

Many countries of Latin America have cortributed forces on a reimburssble basis to United
Nations peacekeeping operations around the world. Argentina hes sert observers to Cyprus, Crodtia,
Mozarrbique, and the Middie Ezt; Braail to various African countries and the former Yugosiav
republics; Chile to Carrbodia, K ashrir, and Kuwait; and Uruguay to the Middie Ezst, Carmbodia and
Mozambique. Within the Americas, cortingents from Braal, Argenting, Chile, Guatemala, Honduras,
Venezuela and Colommbia have participated in peacekeeping, disaster relief, and derrining projects from
Haiti to Surinarme, though seldom under the auspices of the OAS. While this is a positive trend ina
violert and unstable world, those who exalt peacekeeping as a new mmission with which to justify the
cortinued existence of Latin American military establishments fail to recognize the meny pitfalls of
reorganiaing around a role whichis not the preervinent rationale for a sovereign country to meintain
armed forces 44

Given the lack of any provisionin the OAS Cherter for the use of force absent the invocation of
the Rio Treaty, herrispheric peacekeeping contributions generally must take ad hoc form, or be
coordinated through the United Nations. Futile atterpts to form a standing peacekeeping force in the
OAS were undertaken during the early 1960s when the Urited States promoted the idea during the
apogee days of the IAMS.  Seen by the Policy Planning Stalf of the State Departient as a potertial
deterrert to intra-herispheric corflict and as a rationale for a military assistance program which would
be more palatable to Congress then “aid to dictators’, the concept was to serve as the lynch pin of the
system by putting teeth into the Rio Treaty while minimizing the Latins' fears of unilateral intervertion by
the U.S. The concept called for the force to be tied via the I rter- American Deferse Board to the
Permenent Couril, thus strengthening the Board' s role and solving the relationship issue with the OAS.
The Deferse Department gave lukewarm support to the concept, fearing multilateral control of
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significant military resources and rejecting the idea of using the Board to distribute Military Assistance
Program funds. However, the idea ultimetely foundered on the objections of merny Latin American
courtries who felt the force would be an instrument of U.S. policy, and thet by giving it legal Status the
OAS would becorme “militerized” onthe NATO paitern.

In the wake of the Cold War, with the United States in an even more preponderant position
militarily, meny of the sarme objections reign. Though the U.S. offered over $50 millionin 1994 Foreign
Military Finencing Program (FM FP) credits to nations which would agree to participate in the Haiti
Multinetional Force -- at atime when FMFP for Latin America hed largely dried up -~ few courtries
outside of the Caribbean were willing to meke the commitment. A 1996 initiative from U.S. Southern
Commend to encourage the designation of units for international peacekeeping and special corsideration
for training and military grants also met with a lukewarm response despite the critical needs of several of
the region’ s ilitaries for logistical support. Nonetheless, a nurrber of the courtries which declined the
bilateral U.S. offer did in fact participate inthe UN rrission which succeeded the M ultinetional Force
(MNF) inHaiti. This underscores the clear preference among Latins for using a recognized international
organization as the keystone of such an effort rather then any bilateral U.S. initiative involving military
intervertion.

There is also the metter of a clear preference for civilian rather then military reaction forces in
sxchcases.  During the sixth plenary session of the XXVII OAS General Asserbly in 1997, a
resolution was adopted in response to Argentine President Carlos Menemis 1993 call for an
international corps of volunteers to respond to humenitarian emergencies. The OAS resolved to Study
the “White Helmets” concept, and created a Special Comittee in the Permanent Council for thet
purpose. The “White Helmets” would consist of national cohorts of mediical personnel, engineers, or
other technical specialists to be dispatched urder the control of the United Nations or the OAS to the
site of a humenitarian disaster when requested by the alffected State. | reviewing the conceptual
docurments regarding the initiative, the absence of any linkage to military corsiderations is striking,
despite the fact that a hurenitarian crisis requiring international intervention would inevitably involve
questions of security. It mekes little sense to concentrate humenitarian response capabilities which

28



would be essertial in conflict scenerios akin to Haiti, Rwanda, Bosnia, or Somelia in organizations thet
would be isolated from coordinetion with military agencies, where mery of the same capabilities are
meirtained in organic readiness. Therefore, an opportunity exists within the OAS as it develops the
concept to keep in mind a mechanism to link, if only in a coordineting sense, the “White Helmets”
initiative to |ADB prograis to plan for humanitarian assistance.

Multilateral Mechanisms for Consultation

A series of meetings of the heads of the armies of the herrisphere (the Corference of American
Armies) has been held without interruption since the early 1960s. They began at U.S. initiative within
the Rio Treaty framework, and originally were tightly controlied by the United States. Inthe mid 1960s,
however, several Latin American service chiefs demanded thet the conference host be rotated, and thet
the agendas reflect broader interests. As a result, the conference has become an important multilateral
evert, with a standing international secretarial.  These meetings provide a forum for discussion of topics
of professional interest and as such serve an importart confidence-building function. They promote
trangparency and contribute to personal relationships between senior officers of various courtries which
can be exploited to reduce tensions in time of crisis and routinize informetion sharing on both multilateral
and bilateral bases. Inthe past, the Conference frequently covered sigrificant political-militery issues, to
include atternpts by Mexico, Chile and Peru to introduce sigrificant reforms into the Inter-American
Military Systemand the OAS Cherter via CAA resolutiors.

Similar meetings for the heads of the region' s air forces (CONJEFAMER) and nawvies (Irter-
American Naval Corference) serve the same purpose for the sister services. Additionally, The Inter-
arerican Systemfor Air Force Cooperation (SICOFFAA) and the Inter-Arerican Naval Transission
Network (IANTN) are important means of coordinating military air and meritime traffic, as well as
Search and Rescue operations. These meetings, unlike the Army conferences, have concentrated on
technical and professional issues, avoiding political subjects.
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However, some multilateral forums by their very success are deemed to have diminished even
further the Viability of the OAS and the Irter-American System4® The Miami Sumwit Process, Free
Trade Areaof the Americas negotiations, and the Williashurg Deferse Ministerial process have all
been conducted as U.S. multilateral initiatives outside of the OAS framework.  Their agendas heve
been prepared in the State Department, the initial meetings were held inU.S. cities, and there is every
indication thet the U.S. favors institutionalizing the Summit and Defense Ministerials, even if Free Trade
negotiations have stalled due to the failure of the administration to secure Fast Track authority from
Congress. For an ongoing process, some standing secretariat will be necessary, and it must be
multilateral in neture if it is to avoid duplicating the animosity generated by U.S. preponderance during
the early years of the Inter-American Sysem  Yet, a multilateral bureaucracy aready exists inthe
OAS which is capable of ahsorhing this function, across the spectrum of functional issues which ight
be addressed. It mekes great sense for the Summit and Defense Ministerial processesto be
incorporated irto or linked to OAS prograims; this could be done by moving the Summit | mplementation
Review Group (SIRG) into the OAS Secretariat, or by an informel process by which summit
declaratiors are forwarded to the Secretary General for informetion and implementation as appropriate.
A similar move could be mede with respect to the Deferse Ministerials by using the Standing Committee
on Hemispheric Defense as the secretariat.

Subregional Military Cooperation

As areaction ageinst U.S. military dominance and the general lack of practical utility of
traditional mechanisms in the Inter- American System, a rising tendency for subregional military
cooperation hes heen observed in recent years. Traditional balance-of-power competitors such as
Braail, Argerting, Chile and Peru have undertaken bilateral stalf talks and heve increased the nurmber of
officers attending senior professional courses in other courtries. Argentina and Braal have conducted
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corbined neval and air exercises; Brazil hes taken the lead to establish a system of cooperation
between the armed forces of the MERCOSUR courtries, a logical extension of the progressive
econoic integration of the member courtries. Central American military chiefs have established an
annual conference process, and for the first time since the early 70s have conducted a joirt/cormbined
exercise without U.S. support and participation. In the Caribbean, the Regional Security System (RSS)
of the OECS states provides a means of cooperating on security issues and minimizing individual Sates’
deferse expenditures. These trends are positive, but could be more beneficial if formelly attached to the
Inter-American System even in Some loose fashion. Aggin, the Comittee for Hemispheric Security
could serve as a clearing house for agreements or programs undertaken by these subregional orgenisms.

Counternarootics Coordination

A courternarcotics Strategly for the hemisphere is a contentious issue, aggravated by Latin
perceptions of the U.S. interdiction effort as intervertionist and and even hypocritical, given the
constancy of dermend for drugsin the Urited States 46 As the cydle of supply and dermend feeds
Steadily increased production, the U.S. has mobilized military agencies in contravertion of a long-held
aversion to their use in criminel enforcemernt roles. In promoting similar policies in the drug-producing
courtries of the herrisphere, the U.S. hes encountered strong resistance from civilian and military
sectors, both of which are eager to prevent a reinsertion of the militaries into civil enforcement as well as
their exposure to the inevitable corruption associated with combating drugs.

Noretheless, required tasks on land, sea and air clearly exceed the capabilities and functions of
civilian police forces. Conducting surveillance of air trafficking routes and interdicting an aircraft
suspected of transporting drugs are dearly military tasks. The same can be said for high sess
interdiction and for conducting helicopter- borne assavits on cocaine laboratories guarded by
nercotraffickers armed with autometic weapons and sophisticated explosives. Militery intelligence
systerrs can be employed ageinst the advanced communications and data- processing sydens available
to the drug cartels. Military transport can be provided to traditional police organizations to get themto
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the scene of cririnal activity. However, the military is not equipped to deal with the processing of
evidence and detainees to modern juridical Standards. Therefore, it is inmperative thet the military role be
one of supporting law enforcement rather then running the drug war unilaterally.

United States Southern Commend is the resporsible agency for providing U.S. military support
to Law Enforcement agencies conducting operations in Latin American (Save Mexico) and Caribbean
courtries, and coordineting thet support with host nation police and military agencies. Much of that
support involves detection and monitoring of air and sea trangit routes coordinated from an operations
center located a Howard Air Force Base in the Republic of Panama. 1n an altempt to improve
coordination with the armed forces of key drug-producing countries, Latin American lisison officers
have been invited to men the operations certer alongside U.S. military and civilian (DEA, Custorrs,
USCG etc.) counterparts. As the 1977 Panama Canal Treaty inmplementation process drawsto a
dose, the U.S. millitary presence in Panama is scheduled to disappear. Over the past two years, the
governments of Panama and the United States have engaged in a complicated courtship over the
indtitutionalization of a multinational counternarcotics coordination certer to continue and expand upon
the function of the current center.

This initiative hes been extremely delicate due to Panarmenian sersitivity to any course thet could
be portrayed as a residual U.S. military presence, as well as by traditional reluctance by meny of the
alfected nations to compromise their sovereignty to the degree inherent in the concept. The resultarnt
impasse therefore lends itself to solution -- or at least improvement -- by linkage to the Inter- American
Comission for Drug Abuse Cortrol (CI CAD) if that body could exterd its jurisdiction to coordinetion
of enforcement as well as demand reduction sirategies. This would truly ultilateralize the certer, as
well as ensure civilian oversight and an inter-agency focus for the counternarcotics effort.

The OAS hes recognized the seriousness of the narcotics threst to the authority of democratic
governments throughout the region, but hes resisted giving CICAD jurisdiction over coordinated
interdiction and enforcerent efforts. There is some sertiment in the Secretariat, however, for
broadening the course contert at the Inter-American Defense College to make the curriculum more
relevart to police officials, with a view to their inclusion in the studert body and a resultart cross-
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fertilization with respect to civil enforcement tasks 47 The decision by heads of State at the April 1998
Sartiagn Hemispheric Sumimit meeting to improve counternarcotics cooperation complements the OAS
Secretary General’ s vision for the developmernt of a herrispheric Strategy ageinst drugs; agein, use of
CICAD as the dlearinghouse for implementation of sumit initiatives in this area would do much to
enhance the legitimecy of hemispheric approaches to this problem

United States Security Assistance

The quid pro quo for herrispheric defense cooperation in the past hes been a Steadly flow of
U.S. arms and equipment to the Latin American nations since the dawn of the Irter- American Military
System. The quality of the North- South cooperative military relationship follows a direct correlation to
the amounts of grant and cash Foreign Military Sales which flowed to Latin America. The U.S. hes
been roundly criticized for supplying Latin American militaries, and thereby, so the argument goes,
facilitating their abuses during the Cold War.

This argumert ignores the fact thet the region' s militaries depended on European suppliers
before the Second World War, and were in no way reluctart to reestablish thet relationship when U.S.
aid begen its sherp dedline inthe 1970s. Israel, France, Italy, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, South
Atfrica, and even Taiwan stepped into fill the vacuum, with little conditionslity of the type thet
cheracterized U.S. aid under the Foreign Assistance and Arms Export Cortrol Acts. As demorstrated
by the Chilean effort to acquire modern fighters, those militaries with the means will seek modern
equipment on the world merket if the U.S. is reluctant to engage them in security assistance
relationships.

Therefore, a necessary ingredient of a reinvigorated system of herrispheric cooperation remeins
a meture policy with respect to arms transfers. While scarce grant aid should be focused on those
courtries of grestest strategic importance to U.S. interests, selective barriers to cash sales should be
avoided. Fears of aregional arms race should be assuaged by two fundamental reslities -~ the
resource limitations of the potential buyers, and the growing strength of civilian democratic governments
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to resist excessive deferse outiays. The growth of OAS-sponsored transparency and Cortflidence and
Security- Building measures will also be a restraining influence.

The International Military Education and Training Program (IMET) should cortinue to be
emphaesized in corntributing to professionalization of Latin American militaries, promoting cooperation
and solidarity among military professionels, and disseminating appropriate standards of military
accourtahility and respect for humenrights. This effort can be complermented by the highly effective
military-to-military contact initiatives recently resourced by the Departrment of Deferse within the
regional commands’ budgets. A primery goal of those programs hes been the improvement of civil-
military relations by fariliarizing civilian officials with defense and security issues. U.S. Southern
Command has conducted conferences and orientation visits for groups of high-ranking civilian and
military officials on such diverse issues as Strategy and docirine development, humen rights, military roles
in ervironmental protection, international peacekeeping, and interagency cooperation in courternarcotics
operations.

Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies

As aresult of the 1994 Williarmshurg Defense Ministerial, the United States crested a Center for
Hemispheric Defense Studiies located in Washington D.C. The purpose of the certer is to develop
civilian specialists in defense and military metters by providing graduate-level prograrms in defense
planning and managemert, executive leadership, civil-military relations, and interagency cooperation.
Each couniry in the hermisphere is offered up to five seats spread over four month-long seminers
presented each year. A special senior sewiner is presented once per year in the hopes of altracting
attendees at the policy level,

The Center was established under the U.S. Departrent of Deferse and is affiliated with the
National Defense University. While the initial response has been favorable (ten courtries sert a total of
34 fellows to the March 1998 serviner), many Latins question why this initiative could not have been
carried out within the I nter- American Deferse College.  Fromthe U.S. perspective, a pressing need to
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enhance the wave of democratization in the herrisphere by cresting a cadre of qualified civilian deferse
bureaucrats dictated a unilateral approach. Attermpting to marshall the required conserausinthe OAS
or the Council of Delegates in the IADB for the required chenge to the |ADB mission and curriculum
was seen to lead inevitably to unecceptable delays and a distortion of the concept once implemerted.
Additionally, funding for foreign studert attendance could be secured from the Extended International
Military Education and Training (E-IMET) allocation for aU.S. school; attendance at the Irter-
Arrerican Defense College would have to be funded by each participating country. The Latins, while
appreciative of the effort and the finencial advantage, see this as yet another U.S. attermpt to unilaterally
achieve multilateral ends through unilateral means. It remains to be seen whether the course will
cortinue to attract fellows in significant nurbers.

Condusion

The international environment in the Americas hes changed merkedly since the fall of the Berlin
Wall. Military regimes have been replaced by democratically-elected civilian governments from
Patagoniato the Caribbean. Statist econommic models have given way to privatization, open merkets,
and a resurgence in foreign direct investment. Regional integration in economic and political metters hes
replaced the zero-sum, balance of power politics of the past. The region’s militaries, while still
influertial, are much reduced both in size and in their impact on daily political affairs. Despite these
favorable trends, security challenges still exist which could thresten denocratic governance and
economic development in many of these countries. International criminal activity, narcotics production,
terrorism, netural disasters, and ervironmental devestation in developing courtries all demend
multilateral cooperation in resporse, rather then the unilateral actions which have cheracterized U.S.
policies in the region in the past.

Reirvigoration of the Inter-American System with respect to security, as well asin other aress,
requires a recommitment to and Strengthening of ingtitutions such as the Organization of American
States, the Inter-American Defense Board, and relevart treaties on security and peaceful resolution of

35



disputes. The Presidertial Sumit process, rather then proceeding independently and undermining the
viability of the institutions of the system, should be the certter of grawity for initiating reform. The
region's chiefs of State, by their collective authority, prestige, and capability for consensual decision
meking should achieve whet their diplometic representatives have not been able to accomplish -~ the
strengthening of the Inter-American System via Sirealining and reform based on a commitment to
respect the role of the Organization of American States and its associated organs as a deliberative forum
and as a central clearing house or secretariat for informeation and coordinetion of multilateral prograns.
Military issues should be incorporated into addressed within the institutional framework of the
organization rather then ignored urtil a crisis erupts.

For thet reason, formelizing the role of the Inter-American Defense Board as a military advisory
staff under the OAS Permanent Committee on Hermispheric Security will reinforce both civilian cortrol
of multilateral security issues and the institutional prestige of the region' s militaries within democratic
societies. A reaffirmetion of the applicability of the Rio Trealy to current security relationships will
provide a degree of security against aggression and intervention to wesker states, as well as asswring the
United States of the military cooperation of the courtries of the herrisphere, which will in turn perrrit
destination of resources to execute its Strategy of shaping the international environment in higher-risk
regions.

The alterretive is a proliferation of defense relationships -~ commercial and otherwise --
between Latin American states and extra-hermispheric actors, a situation which would merk aninevitable
return to balance-of-power Strategies detrimertal to all nations in the region.
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