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SECURITY, DEMOCRACY, AND
DEVELOPMENT: THE UNITED STATES
AND LATIN AMERICA IN THE NEXT

DECADE

DR, GABRIEL MARCELLA

E are witnessing the emergence of
new consensus in the intellectual
political, and defense communities

within the United States—a belief that th
United States must focus sustained attentio
and resources on the security of Latin America
This new consensus is a consequence of many
factors, which include the Central American
crisis, the extension of Soviet power into th
hemisphere, and the increasing political an
economic weight of Latin America in the in
ternational community. A friendly souther
flank that does not drain U.S. resources is con
sidered to be fundamental to the nation’s abil-
itv to project its power and influence else
where. Latin America is also perceived to be
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portant in terms of the perception of the
ectiveness of U.S. power. The American
ople, Latin Americans, and much of the
;orld regard the responses of the United States
the challenges at its doorstep as important
easures of maturity, confidence, and deter-
ination in dealing with complex interna-
fional issues. At home and abroad, failure
would be taken as a sign of declining U.S.
hower.! The U.S. policy responses to this point
clude the Caribbean Basin Iniuative, the im-
blementation of aspects of the Report of the
National Bipartisan Commission on Central
America, and the effort to manage the $383
billion debt crisis in Lauin America. These
have served as a backdrop for the reengagement
pf LS. political, economic, and military power
jlo promote security, democracy, social and
pconomic development, and national reconcil-
pation in Central America.

U.S. policy responses must take into account
he complex challenges that the community of
pations face. Equally fundamental is a new
pragmatism that recognizes the global respon-
ibilities of U.S. power and the advantages of
having secure, economically prosperous, and
politically advanced nations in Latin America
as fully participating partners in the world
community. As the Reagan administration of-
Jicials asserted repeatedly in 1984 and 1985, the
finited States does not want other Cubas, nor
Hoes it wish the democratic renaissance under
jvay in Latin America to fail and lead to an-
pther round of frustrated hopes, violence, and
authoritarian rule. Its differentiated responses
[0 the latest security challenges in the hemi-
phere indicate that the United States is willing
0 recognize the North-South dimensions of
he problem, particularly when these impinge
n 1ts global responsibilities.

- Traditionally, U.S. defense planning has
given Latin America a limited role in global
trategy. The United States currently deploys a
imited number of forces in the region—a uni-
ied command in Panama (U.S. Southern Com-
mand) and a specialized infantry brigade (the

193d) to defend the Panama Canal, to help
administer security assistance in Latin Amer-
ica for internal defense and development, and
to maintain a military presence for political
purposes.’ Other important tasks include assist-
ance in combating the international drug traf-
ficand in conducting disaster relief operations.

This infrastructure is supplemented by na-
val and air elements located at Roosevelt Roads
(Puerto Rico), the Guantanamo Naval Station
(Cuba), and various communications and un-
dersea surveillance facilities. The maritime-or-
iented Atlantic Command in Norfolk, Virgin-
ia, shares defense responsibilities with the
United States Southern Command. The Atlan-
tic Command has jurisdiction in the Caribbean
and the ocean areas around Central and South
America, while the Southern Command has
responsibility over the land areas of Central
and South America. Responsibility for the Car-
ibbean has been delegated to U.S. Forces Car-
ibbean Command, a subunified command
under the Commander in Chiel of the U.S.
Atlantic Command and located in Key West,
Florida. Addiuonal forces on the U.S. main-
land could provide reinforcements for contin-
gencies in Latin America. By the year 2000, this
infrastructure could change drastically, since
U.S. defense sites in the former Canal Zone are
to be turned over to the Panamanian govern-
ment. The decision of where to locate the
theater command and its supporting forces
will require careful planning and will be an
important indicator of U.S. commitment to
regional security.

The relative security of its strategic backyard
traditionally permitted the United States the
flexibility to project power and influence to
other theaters, practically unconstrained by
competing requirements on its southern flank.
However, the era of security minimally re-
sourced on the southern flank is clearly over.?
The complex threat includes the growing So-
viet air and naval reach into the Central and
South Atlantic and into the Caribbean, Cuba'’s
ability to project military power into the Car-
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ibbean, the emergence of a militarized and
sovietized Nicaragua, the new and much more
sophisticated revolutionary warfare in Central
America, and other insurgencies in Colombia,
Ecuador, Peru, and Chile. The low-intensity
conflicts in Latin America are now engaging
the attention of strategists as never before.
Leaders throughout Latin America and the
Caribbean are concerned about the new revolu-
tionary warfare—waged by the Marxist left and
backed by Soviet and Cuban power—that feeds
on social and economic deprivation. There are
at least eight insurgencies at various stages of
development. The conventional and uncon-
ventional use of Sandinista military power
poses threats to neighboring El Salvador, Hon-
duras, and Costa Rica. The Sandinistas are ex-
panding their defensive perimeter by actively
supporting the development of an infrastruc-
ture of violence in the region. The Soviets and
their allies have also undertaken a long-term
program of cultural penetration, which is be-
ginning to yield handsome strategic rewards.
Thousands of scholarships are offered to Latin
American students for university-level training
in socialist countries. This gesture is but one
dimension in the development of a sophisti-
cated infrastructure to wage low-intensity war-
fare in the future.

Cuba presents a continuing strategic di-
lemma. In the context of a NATO-Warsaw
Pact confrontation, Cuba could impede the
progress of U.S. military forces unless neutral-
ized either diplomatically or militarily. Since
the credibility and the viability of the NATO
deterrent posture in Europe depend on timely
logistical resupply from the United States, and
approximately 60 percent of this resupply
would have to transit around Cuba, planners
must devote resources to the Cuban problem.
Analyzing U.S. and Cuban strategic options,
Admiral Wesley L. McDonald, former Com-
mander in Chief of the U.S. Atlantic Com-
mand, writes that . . . a potentially hostile
Cuban force cannot be allowed to threaten the
NATO flank during a Central Front War. . . .

U.S. strategy is designed to motivate Cuba to-
ward demonstrable neutrality.”'* However, al-
though the Cuban leadership appears to be
pragmatic, it would be imprudent for the
United States simply to assume Cuba's neutral-
ity and to be unprepared for an overt threat.
The Cuban ability to interdict U.S. shipping is
formidable and growing: 270 Soviet-supplied
jet combat aircraft, an unknown number of
Mi-24 Hind-D helicopters, three Foxtrot-class
diesel submarines, two Koni-class frigates, Osa/
Komar missile-firing patrol boats, and Turya-
class hydrofoil patrol boats. Cuba is also the
conduit for Soviet assistance to the revolution-
ary left in Latin America. During the past two
decades, Cuba has trained about 20,000 insur-
gents for Latin America, while developing and
maintaining a sophisticated apparatus to pro-
mote revolutionary violence. U.S. military
planners must therefore take into account the
relationship of the Caribbean theater of opera-
tions to other theaters in the event of conflict
between East and West.

Dilemmas for U.S.
Power in Latin America

The emerging strategic consensus of the
1980s reverses the trend of the 1960s and 1970s.
Understanding this history is fundamental to
understanding future directions. The decline
of U.S. influence has various causes. Some
Latin American countries developed national
security doctrines that focused on internal so-
cial and economic development and national
political integration as prerequisites for na-
tional security. The Brazilian and Peruvian
doctrines and strategies, variously adapted by
other Latin American countries, equate social
and economic development with national se-
curity. The national security doctrines merged
with dependency theory to explain Latin
America's marginal and vulnerable position in
the global distribution of wealth and power.
Historically, Latin American concepts of na-
tional security have contrasted with the U.S.
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phasis on military security. However, as the
nited States became more keenly aware of the
mportance of the economic element of na-
E‘ional security and regional power, its focus
and policies changed significantly.

At the international level, important changes
n arms transfers and security assistance pat-
erns affected Latin America directly. In the
nited States, Congress limited arms sales to
atin America.’ By the early 1980s, the United

tates was no longer the prime source of ar-

aments, and it suffered a diminished capabil-
ty to influence military institutions or affect
conflict resolution. Moreover, sophisticated
'Lindigenous arms industries began developing
in Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and Mexico. By
failing to respond to Latin America’s military
equipment and training needs, the United
States heightened the insecurity of Latin Amer-
ican leaders and diminished their belief in the
United States as a responsible security partner.
Moreover, this U.S. stance complicated the de-
fense planning of various states, making them
dependent on a variety of foreign sources for
equipment. Some Latin American leaders even
argued that U.S. unresponsiveness jeopardized
the security of their nations.

The human rights policy of the Carter ad-
ministration may have also accelerated the de-
cline of strategic consensus. The human rights
emphasis followed closely upon congressional
legislation that limited the projection of U.S.
power into the Third World. For example,
provisions inserted into the International Se-
curity Assistance and Arms Export Control Act
of 1976 and subsequent amendments prohibit
security assistance to governments found to be
conducting “gross’ violations of human rights.
The linkage of human rights records to U.S.
security assistance resulted in either Latin
American government- or U.S.-initiated with-
drawal from U.S. military assistance programs.
Consequently, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Paraguay, Uruguay, and
Nicaragua were denied access to U.S. security

ssistance programs.

The Carter effort to promote greater respect
for human rights, laudable in many respects,
may well have been counterproductive, in both
the short and long term. In countries with se-
rious internal problems, particularly in Cen-
tral America, reductions or suspensions of se-
curity assistance weakened the confidence that
governments had in the U.S. commitment to
their national security. They also reduced U.S.
access to the host country’s military, thus sur-
rendering a capability to affect decisions made
by the military, which ultimately affected the
political development of these countries, in-
creased their sense of insecurity, and thus per-
haps contributed unwittingly to greater hu-
man rights violations. This apparent decline
in U.S. concern may well have enhanced the
confidence of leftist insurgents and their for-
eign supporters. Moreover, the general reduc-
tion in U.S. transfers did not reduce the arms
expenditures by countries of the region, nor
was it emulated by other suppliers, such as
France, Israel, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union. Indeed, italso accelerated the search for
military technological autonomy among the
more industrially capable countries, such as
Brazil and Argentina.

Finally, the general decline in security assis-
tance also resulted from doubt about its value
in advancing U.S. global interests. There are
two distinct schools of thought on this issue in
the United States. Security assistance optimists
stress a variety of benefits: regional stability,
professionalization of recipient institutions,
and increased U.S. influence over decisional
elites. Pessimists, however, warn that the defi-
nition of professionalization is a function of
culture and that influence is itself a difficult
value to measure. Both agree, however, that to
be effective, security assistance must be an ele-
ment of a comprehensive bilateral relationship
that ought to exist between the United States
and the recipient country, a relationship bal-
anced by economic and political components.
Asisamply demonstrated by the efforts in Cen-
tral America, no amount of security assistance
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can bring a society out of the injustices of un-
derdevelopment. Security assistance will simply
buy time for the necessary reforms to take place.

In a significant departure from Carter's pol-
icy, the Reagan administration adopted a more
pragmatic approach to security assistance and
arms transfers, tying its policy more directly to
the requirements of U.S. national security, but
within the broader context of democratization.¢
Human rights laws were not abandoned. Un-
questionably, the coming of the Central Amer-
ican crisis aided this pragmatism and its grad-
ual acceptance by Congress and the American
people. The demonstrable success of a carefully
developed program of economic and military
assistance to El Salvador has diminished both
political and moral misgivings about the use of
such 1nstruments of power.

The sweeping Carter assessment of the role
of human rights in foreign policy must be seen
as deeply rooted in what Samuel P. Hunting-
ton calls the conflict between American ideals
and institutions.” This conflict is as old as the
American republic and was intensified during
the height of the American effort to promote
democracy in the Third World in the 1960s and
1970s—at the same time that bipartisan foreign
policy consensus ceased to exist in American
society and the Congress. Congress was assert-
ing greater influence in foreign policy. By at-
tempting to limit the abuse of American power,
italso limited the projection of American power
abroad. It was the time of a national reassess-
ment of political conduct in the United States
that once again found an expression in foreign
policy.

We may also better understand the Carter
policy and its impact in Latin America through
what Huntington and others call the American
people’s view of the just war. Americans fre-
quently perceive the insurgencies and low-in-
tensity conflicts typical of Latin America as
involving the use of force by governments,
often military in nature, the political legiti-
macy of which they regard as dubious. Thus,
they perceive the counterinsurgency effort of
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those governments as 1llegitimate. Consequent-
ly, American power in the form of military and
economic assistance must be negotiated through
the American political process on behalf of
recipients of dubious legitimacy. President
Reagan's search for consensus support for his
Central American policy exemplifies this
difficulry.

Latin American understanding of the do-
mestic constraints on American power is poor,
and American comprehension of the policy
process in the Latin American nations is no
better. Consequently, 1t 1s not surprising that
many Latin American leaders view American
initiatives on arms transfers, security assis-
tance, and human rights as morally selective,
strategically shortsighted, and unworthy of a
great power. Some argue that whereas the
United States is concerned about individual
human rights, 1t is not concerned about the
individual and collective rights of societies at
war with Marxist guerrillas or at war with the
oppressive forces of underdevelopment and
social injustice—the true enemies of human
rights. Moreover, many Latin American lead-
ers see the real purpose of the human rights
policy to be the restoration of foreign policy
consensus in the United States and the need to
generate leverage against the Soviet Union at
the expense of the powerless Latin Americans,
a replay of a familiar theme in U.S. relations
with Latin America. Given the tradiuonally
marginal role of Latin America in U.S. stra-
tegic thinking, they argue that the United
States could assume this posture with relative
impunity. Going even further, some friends
and enemies may have read these initiatives as
being tantamount to American disengagement
from Latin America. An excellent case could be
made that the United States disengaged its eco-
nomic, political, and military instruments of
power from Central America in the 1970-80
decade.

These mutual misunderstandings increased
under a foreign policy that sought to reduce
contacts with the very military institutions

with which the United States needed better
communication. The United States has lost
contact with the younger generations of mili-
tary officers in some of the key countries of
Latin America. The reductions in security as-
sistance during the mid-1970s also made it dif-
ficult to justify resuming that same assistance
on an expanded scale in 1979-81, when the
Central American conflict reached crisis pro-
portions. Though the Reagan administration
in its first years deemphasized human rights, it
later discovered that the defense of human
rights has pragmatic advantages as a policy
lever.® As an enduring feature of American do-
mestic and foreign politics, human rights will
continue to affect U.S. relations with Latin
America, particularly the sensitive security di-
mension. The democratization now under way
may make security and economic assistance
more politically palatable to the U.S. Congress.
Yet, there are a number of countries, such as
Peru, Bolivia, Colombia, Chile, El Salvador,
Guatemala, and Mexico, beset with either la-
tent or manifest low-intensity conflicts that
could complicate not only their domestic poli-
tics butalso relations with the United States. At
the very least, the new revolutionary warfare
waged by the radical left is intended to intensify
these conflicts in order to disengage U.S. sup-
port from the targeted governments. The strat-
egy of the Central American revolutionary left
clearly seeks the delegitimation of those gov-
ernments as a critical step in disengaging U.S.
support.

Domestic constraints are an important con-
sideration in developing defense relations. An
equally important constraint is the Latin
American fear that U.S. power could once
again be used against them or that U.S. security
commitments are transitory and not to be
trusted. Thus, many Latin American leaders
view instrumentalities, such as the Treaty of
Rio (Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal As-
sistance) and the Organization of American
States, *‘not primarily as an alliance againstan
external threat but rather as an elaborate jurid-
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lical and moral structure to limit U.S. interven-
tion in the hemisphere.””® While these views
‘may appear o overstate fears about American
power, it is critical to underscore that Latin
American leaders, including the new Marxist
revolutionaries, have always perceived a need
to limit that power. Moreover, they want to
channel that power in directions useful to their
domestic and foreign policies, directions that
may do little to enhance the interests of the
United States.

Beyond Central America:
The Enduring Challenge of
Inter-American Security

What appears to be the "Central Americani-
zation” of foreign policy risks distracting the
United States from the larger strategic interests
in Latin America. Unless Sandinista Nicara-
gua becomes a fully sovietized and militarized
state, subordinating its national interests to
those of Cuba and the Soviet Union, promot-
ing “‘the revolution without frontiers’ in Cen-
tral America, and allowing the installation of
Soviet and Cuban air and naval power on its
territory, Central America may not remain the
focus of American strategy.!® By early 1986, it
seemed that the combined pressures of the dem-
ocratic opposition and the United States, to-
gether with the increasing isolation of Nicara-
gua within the international community, were
having some impact on Managua. Whether
any fundamental change in the strategic rela-
tuonship with the Soviet Union and Cubaorin
the Sandinistas’ Marxist-Leninist domestic and
foreign policies will occur is uncertain. It is
important to note that Nicaragua is not an
island that can be sealed off from regional
influences, as Cuba is. Important sectors of
pluralism have survived in Nicaragua, despite
the increasingly totalitarian superstructure.
These attributes may ultimately modify or de-
feat the Sandinistas totalitarian predispositions,
but it may be a long twilight struggle for Cen-
tral America and the United States.

As regards El Salvador, since neither Demo-
crats nor Republicans want to “'lose Central
America to communism,” U.S. political, eco-
nomic, and military support for a government
in El Salvador that makes progress in its re-
forms and counterinsurgency will probably in-
crease. By April 1985, El Salvador was showing
indications of becoming a success story for U.S.
policy. The 31 March election had been an
important victory for José Napoleon Duarte,
for the supporters of evolutionary change, and
for the proponents of the political center in
Washington and Central America. The Sal-
vadoran government was gaining an important
edge in the struggle for legitimacy at the same
time that the battlefield performance of its
army improved. The Farabundo Marti Na-
tional Liberation Front (FMLN)—beset with
battlefield setbacks, desertions, and the loss of
international allies—switched its strategy to
smaller operations and urban terrorism. Joa-
quin Villalobos, the leading strategist of the
FMLN, emphasized the importance of pro-
longing the war beyond 1988. There is no ques-
tion that the insurgent leadership can conduct
acts of violence and economic destruction for
years to come. The Salvadoran struggle and
indeed the entire Central American crisis will
require a long-term commitment by the United
States, as the Report of the National Biparti-
san Commission on Central America clearly
states. Building responsive and effective na-
tional institutions takes time.

Cuba, too, will remain a long-term problem.
Barring any change in the orientation of the
leadership in Havana, no great improvement
in Cuban relations with the United States and
Latin America 1s foreseen. Despite the increas-
ing sovietization of Cuba—in its economy, pol-
itics, and military—a more pragmatic genera-
tion of Cuban leaders may steer Cuba back to
the Western community of nations. Even in his
dotage, Fidel Castro may not surrender his rev-
olutionary pretensions, the anti-American
thrust of his foreign policy, and efforts to
spread communist revolutions in Central and
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South America. The loss of Grenada, through
the self-destruction of the New Jewel Move-
ment and the U.S. military action in 1983, was
a serious defeat for Cuban foreign policy, em-
phasizing once again Cuba’s ties with the So-
viet Unton. In early 1985, Fidel Castro, perhaps
tiring of the costs of the peculiar alliance with
the Soviet Union, appeared amenable to im-
proved relations (on his own terms) with the
United States. Maintaining a confident manner,
in the face of continued contradictions in his
foreign policy and rejection by a number of
Latin American leaders, he once again spoke
optimistically about the inevitability of revolu-
tonary conflict in Latin America and the legi-
timacy of Cuban support for revolution.!! The
United States will seek ways to neutralize Cuba
either politically or militarily in the event of a
NATO-Warsaw Pact contingency. Cuba'’s ties
to Marxist-Leninist groups in the region and
its efforts to nurture and exploit other revolu-
tionary opportunities bear watching.

Itis with the larger powers—Mexico, Venezu-
ela, Brazil, Chile, Peru, and Colombia—that
the United States has important long-term in-
terests at stake. Developments among these
states are having an increasingly critical im-
pact on the United States. The larger Latin
American states are becoming better integrated
and more active participants in the interna-
tuonal system. This international emergence
coexists, however, with the dilemma confront-
ing all developing countries: maximizing eco-
nomic productivity, improving social and po-
litical participation, and distributing the bene-
fits of growth more equitably while simultane-
ously minimizing the tensions that erode the
support base of government. Moreover, this
political challenge must be met as these coun-
tries face an overwhelming financial liquidity
crisis. These weaknesses will seriously reduce
the chances that these nations will contribute
to regional defense more actively. Moreover,
the competing demands for welfare and secur-
ity will have a dramatic impact on civil-mili-
tary relations in the emerging redemocratiza-

tion of the region. Democratization in such
countries as Argentina, Guatemala, Uruguay,
and El Salvador (and also, prospectively, in
Chile) must also heal deep wounds between the
civilian leadership and the military. The mili-
tary has a central role to play in making demo-
cracy viable.!? Furthermore, it is in its institu-
tional interest that democracy succeed. To be
true to its own values and to promote civil-
military peace, the United States must forge
new military relations that enhance military
support for democracy.

Coalition Defense
or Strategic Ambiguity?

In the interest of regional security and shar-
ing the defense burden, some strategists have
proposed that the United States develop a coa-
lition defense strategy with key powers—for
example, with Brazil, Mexico, Venezuela, Co-
lombia, Argentina, Peru, and Chile. While this
proposal may appear to be a promising direc-
tion for security cooperation, prudence recom-
mends a cautious approach. Ambiguity may be
more appropriate than certainty, as shown by
the examples of Brazil and Mexico.

In recognition of Brazil's importance in
world affairs, the United States agreed to con-
duct high-level consultations on matters of
mutual interest—the Brazil-United States
Memorandum of Understanding of 21 Febru-
ary 1976. These data underscore Brazil's impor-
tance: the largest and most populous country
in Latin America and sixth in the world (130
million people); the eighth largest economy in
the world; an expanding and sophisticated in-
dustrial base; the largest aggregate of armed
forces in South America; and. by one ranking,
the sixteenth in the world in military capabili-
ties.!? Brazil also has an advanced nuclear
power program. Some Brazilian strategists see
the need to expand Brazil's maritime surveil-
lance and control capacity in the strategic
chokepoint known as the Atlantic Narrows.

For the United States, there are dangers in
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assigning Brazil a power status that 1t does not
have and a strategic role that 1t may not want.
Brazil's pragmatic foreign policy stresses the
importance of remaining linked to the Western
community while holding to what the Brazili-
ans call an “ecumenical’’ approach with the
rest of the world in order to pursue its national
interests.

At the same time, Brazil clearly understands
its defense vulnerabilities. The ‘‘impossible
war’' between Great Britain and Argentina
over the Falkland Malvinas Islands in 1982
exposed Brazil’s shortages in military technol-
ogy and preparedness and urged President Joao
Baptista Figueiredo to declare the need for en-
larging the armed forces, but budgetary con-
straints make this expansion difficult in the
short term. As it seeks greater military techno-
logical autonomy, Brazil is exporting sophisti-
cated equipment, such as aircraft and armored
personnel carriers, to Latin America, Africa,
and the Middle East. Diplomatically, it has the
means but perhaps not the disposition to be a
spokesman between the Third World and the
industrialized nations.

Itis imperative for the United States to main-
tain a cooperative relationship with Brazil as
Brazil's self-confidence and its world role in-
crease. President Reagan's trip in 1982 estab-
lished binational work groups to study the
feasibility of cooperation in weapons produc-
tion, nuclear energy, science and technology,
aerospace activities, and economy and finance.
The 1984 U.S.-Brazil Memorandum of Under-
standing on Industrial-Military Cooperation is
designed to advance cooperation on arms pro-
duction. From the Brazilian perspective, the
technology transfer is critical (o its interests, or,
as the prestigious Sao Paulo daily O Estado de
Sdo Paulo stated, it complements Brazilian
technology in producing various types of mili-
tary equipment without affecting the plans to
nationalize the weapons industry or the goal of
self-sufficiency in supplying weapons to the
armed forces.'' 14
While these considerations appear to justify

a closer military relationship with Brazil, the
United States must be sensitive to Brazil's pos-
ture, to its aspirations for autonomy, and to its
aversion to automatic alignments. Brazil’s for-
eign policy stresses that the bloc division of the
world aggravates international insecurity. From
this view emerges a reluctance to promote mili-
tary relationships that might intensify rather
than diminish the potental for conflict. Ac-
cordingly, the United States ought to be cau-
tious in assessing a possible Brazilian security
role in the South Atlantic or in continental
South America. Even if it wanted to, Brazil is
very unlikely to have projectable military for-
ces for a long time, except possibly a maritime
surveillance and coastal control capability.'®
For the United States and Brazil, strategic am-
biguity—a relationship wherein both sides re-
tain flexible options—is preferable to an artic-
ulated and structured alliance. An alliance
with Portuguese-speaking Brazil would also
endanger relations with the Spanish-speaking
countries. Brazil's aspirations for autonomy
will grow.

Similar advice applies in U.S. relations with
Mexico. Mexico has traditionally avoided any
connotation of a security role in the subregion.
Its foreign policy, consistent with the require-
ments of 1ts domestic policy, has always em-
phasized nonmilitary approaches, such as es-
pousal of nonintervention and self-determina-
tion. [t employs revolutionary rhetoric in for-
eign policy for the purpose of domestic tran-
quility. In short, Mexico prefers co-optation to
confrontation. Besides attempting to maintain
adelicate balance between revolutionary ideol-
ogy, political pragmatism, and the primacy of
domestic politics, Mexico must balance the
primacy of its relationship with the United
States. The spillover potential of international
conflict in Central America, especially the in-
stallation of militarized communism in Nica-
ragua, is having an impact on Mexican na-
tuonal security concerns, not only because it
brings the East-West conflict much closer but
because of its potentially destabilizing impact
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on domestic Mexican politics, particularly in
its contiguous southern region.'¢ The conflicts
in Central America are, in an important sense,
a constant reminder of Mexico's own internal
weaknesses.

The most useful role which Mexico could
play is that of moderating conflict in Central
America through the use of the political and
economic instruments most congenial toitsown
political requirements. Moreover, the exigen-
cies of domestic politics do not allow Mexico to
surrender its foreign policy autonomy to the
United States. Mexico can play a limited role in
the pursuit of development, democracy, and
security in Central America and the Caribbean
area.

The cautious approach with respect to Brazil
and Mexico also applies to defense relations
with the smaller countries. The United States is
a partner in coalition defense with Panama, El
Salvador, and Honduras, respectively. Each
one of these partnerships responds to a stra-
tegic imperative—defense of the Canal, sup-
port for the Salvadoran counterinsurgency,
and thwarting the Sandinista menace to Hon-
duras. Yet, in very fundamental ways, the
United States must goad reluctant and weak
allies to cooperate among themselves to fight
the common enemy—communist insurgents
aided by the Sandinistas, Cubans, and Soviets.
One U.S. field commander intimately familiar
with El Salvador and Honduras quoted Simén
Bolivar's famous phrase about “plowing the
seas” in describing his own efforts in getting
those two countries to put aside their differences
and cooperate militarily. This comment illus-
trates that confident and effective democracies
that represent the interests of their people can
make better contributions to regional defense
and to their own defense than can weakly based
governments presiding over fragmented na-
tions with prostrate economies and unjust so-
cial structures. The formidable challenge for
the United States and Latin America is to fash-
ion a strategy that unlocks the creative ener-
gies of the nascent democracies of Latin Amer-

ica. Only when their internal vulnerabilitie
are eliminated can they become effective de
fense partners.

I N the next decade, the Unite
States must adjust to Latin American securitj
concerns and recognize the correlation of eco-
nomic development and security. The agenda
for action will require pragmatism in the
United States and in Latin America, an out-
look that stresses the long term over the short
term, accommodation over confrontation, and
consensus over scapegoating. There is evidence
that this type of approach is already developing
as the United States and Latin American na-
tions search for solutions to the economic crisis
and revolutionary violence confronting vari-
ous governments and strive to strengthen de-
mocracy. On the other hand, Latin American
countries must demonstrate sensitivity to U.S.
global responsibilities and to the limits of U.S.
power, while adopting measures to share the
burden of regional security.

The South Atlantic conflict of 1982 brought
to the surface serious questions about the util-
ity of the inter-American security system. In-
deed, some advocated fashioning a Latin
American defense system excluding the United
States. This view reached a particular stridence
in Venezuela, Peru, and, understandably, Ar-
gentina.!” However, the cause of peace, secur-
ity, and developing in the western hemisphere
is notadvanced without U.S. participation and
will not be advanced well without a greater
Latin American contribution. A sophisticated
view of security will recognize that all nations
of the region have mutual interests, such as
resolving the debt crisis that threatens the li-
quidity of the international financial system and
strengthening fragile democratic structures.
Revolutionary movements in Central and South
America, reinforced by the Cuban-Soviet role
in destabilizing regional security, require that
there be a careful balancing of the East-West
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’land North-South approaches. Unfortunately,

his is easier said than done. The very ambi-
guity and immensity of challenges that are si-
multaneously East-West and North-South make
‘it difficult for the United States to develop a
‘coherem relationship with Latin America, one
'thal is sustainable within the American politi-
«cal process and at the same time responsive to
‘the security needs of Latin America. Short-term
ad hoc crisis responses will no longer suffice in
dealing with the complex security challenges.
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EDITORIAL

IN LOOKING SOUTHWARD,
ARE WE LOOKING DOWN?

IR power pioneers, World Wars I and II.

Korea, Vietnam, Air Force doctrine, mili-
tary reform, SDI, Soviet capabilities—we’ve fo-
cused on a good many themes in past issues of
this Review. This time, it is Latin America—
but with an ironic twist.

Since the late 1940s, Air University Review
has published, in addition to its English edi-
tion for U.S. Air Force professionals, two for-
eign-language editions—in Latin American
Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese—which have
been distributed to Latin American air force
members and institutions. The purposes of
these editions? To enhance hemispheric security
and promote friendly inter-American relations.
Ata time when our nation's political and mili-
tary leaders are giving unusual attention to
those same concerns, our objectives seem right
on target. However, as we publish this issue of
the English-edition Review—our first concen-
trated on Latin America and U.S. hemispheric
interests—the Review has been informed of a
65 percent cut in its publishing budget—a cut
so drastic that its Latin American editions will
be eliminated unless a new purse opens up.
Thus, our Latin American readers may never
read the articles in this issue. Asi es la vida.

Perennially, in the much broader spheres of
U.S. policy and attitudes, we North Americans
have tended to ignore our southern neighbor-
states unless the status quo in one of them
seems likely to be upset. We know vaguely that

many people live in Latin America, yet seldom
do we realize that by the year 2000—now less
than fifteen years away—Latin America’s pop-
ulation should reach more than 630 million
people, while North Americans (in both Cana-
da and the United States) will be considerably
less than half that in number (approximating
275 million). Insulated by other, more imme-
diate crises in our lives, we applaud Lady Lib-
erty’s engraved message during a weekend and
fret about ""too many illegal aliens” on Mon-
day morning. We may be aware that some
Latin American countries have difficult prob-
lems to solve: large national debts, dependency
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on the market prices of a few commodities or
minerals; widespread poverty, illiteracy, and
malnutrition (in some cases, due to inequitable
distribution of wealth); and social unrest that
one day could ignite into violent revolution
intended to effect changes. But we have our
own national problems to worry about—our
own national debt and trade imbalance con-
cerns, our own farmers’ crisis, our own unem-
ployed and half-schooled and hungry and dis-
satisfied. To that list, add our anxieties about
continuing crime, widespread drug addictuion,
terrorist acts, and the Soviet threat. Can we take
on the troubles of other nations, even when
they are geographically close to us? Should we?

It's much easier to look down—pretending
that we haven’t been aware of our neighbor’s
situations, assuming a position of a woe-begot-
ten superpower whose next steps forward in
human history have become truly arduous,
perhaps assessing our Hispanic (and Anglo)
hemispheric partners as less important than
more powerful, more affluent nations farther
from our shores. Withdrawal from long-term
dilemmas. waiting for the chips to fall before
paying attention, and reacting to events rather
than shaping the future are simple endeavors.
They cost no money, no time, no adrenaline,
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and no talent. They allow us the luxury
self-absorption; free our time and funds an
creative drive for application to societal needs
technological systems, and bureaucratic e
pires in our own land; and offer us manifol
opportunities for both demoralizing woe-gath
ering and heartwarming, self-congratulator
nationalism—take your pick. Our vision car
be limited—centered on the Now and the Here:!
at-Home and the Bucks-in-our-Pockets.

We are free to choose this posture—not an
unfamiliar one, some Latin American observers!
mightsay. In our relations with our neighbors;
we as a nation can reject long-term vision, self%
less beneficence, international leadership, an
the old-fashioned Yankee “‘can-do-it"" spirit
Then, when something drastic happens in
Latin America—some catacylsmic event tha
makes our page-one headlines—we shall be
shocked. With eyes suddenly alert, we shall
search the landscape before us, once again hop-
ing to find the tools, vehicles, and paths needed
to remedy that situation—at least for awhile.

Itis tough to see the big picture each day and
to work to improve it, bit by bit, over time. Da
we want to be the visionaries who take on such
commitments?

Janice M. Beck



.S. POLICY IN LATIN AMERICA:

SSESSING THE BALANCE SHEET

AJOR BRIAN C. HAGGERTY

ATIN America is a region of vital and

increasing concern to the United States in

terms of the role that i1t must certainly
play in the future national security of the
United States. Complicating what may on
the surface appear to be simple security matters
associated with the threat of Soviet adventu-
rism in the Americas are profound and often
disturbing demographic, cultural, and eco-
nomic changes occurring within the region.
Such factors as rapid population growth
coupled with inadequate food production, in-
creasing urbanization, reordering of the classes,

and disagreements about the distribution of
wealth promise to breed instability in many
parts of Latin America well into the foreseeable
future.

Nations to the south represent the full spec-
trum of development from near-total poverty,
as in Haiui, to those with growing industrial
bases, such as Brazil and Argentina. This spec-
trum includes a full array of economies, many
of which are struggling to industrialize and
free themselves from their dependence on a
single crop or product.!

Against this backdrop of indigenous tur-
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moil, U.S. and Soviet interests and objectives in
the region must be examined and long-term
policies to protect U.S. security interests and
objectives in Latin America must be instituted.
A stable and friendly Latin America ensures a
secure, if not impenetrable, southern flank for
the United States. Conversely, an unfriendly
(or even neutral) Latin America would force
the United States to divert scarce defense assets
from other critical areas of the globe in order to
prevent interdiction of vital lines of communi-
cation and to defend against attacks on the
United States itself.? Therefore, friendly and
healthy Latin American neighbors are essen-
tial to long-term U.S. security, and continued
U.S. involvement in the region is imperative.

TO create a clear picture of the
potential impact of this vital region on the
security of the United States, it is useful to
commence with a geographic overview. Three
subregions of Latin America are generally
identified with varying degrees of U.S. security
interest. The nations on the west coast of South
America are a secondary source of strategic raw
materials; and, in the event the Panama Canal
were closed, this subregion’s proximity to al-
ternate shipping lanes and its ship repair and
refueling facilities could become crucial.

U.S. security interest in the east coast of
South America is far greater. Potential for con-
trol of South Atlantic shipping lanes from east
coast bases is strategically significant due to the
large percentage of petroleum shipments that
transit these waters bound for the United States
and Western Europe. U.S. strategic interests
also include regional military capabilities
coming of age, supported by maturing indig-
enous arms industries, especially in Brazil
and Argentina. Thus, viable security relation-
ships with the republics on the east coast have
become an important, if somewhat elusive, aim
of the United States.

Suill closer to home, the Latin American
subregion most crucial o U.S. security is the

Caribbean Basin, which commands both thé¢
Atlantic-Pacific and north-south sealanes. It i
an area of extreme strategic vulnerability fo
both the United Statesand NATO. For resuppl
and reinforcement of NATO during wartime,
more than one-half of all men, materiel, an
petroleum supplies would embark from Gul
ports en route to Europe. For similar strategic
considerations, the Panama Canal is also cru-
cial to U.S. security.

Unfortunately, many of the nations of Latin
America are politically unstable as a result of
their own struggles to develop. This instability
1s fueled by the collision of backward econo-
mies with the fluctuating international eco-
nomic system and, in many cases, by external
interference in internally generated insurgen-
cies. It 1s in the U.S. interest that political sta-
bility derive from governments which are re-
sponsible to both the economic and social
needs of their citizenry.?

For the United States, military objectives
range from defense of the Panama Canal o
ensuring U.S. access to essential resources
within the region. Prevenung growth of hos-
tile military capabilities without the commit-
ment of large numbers of U.S. forces on a full-
time basis is a prime objective, as is control of
the Caribbean and South Atlantic sealanes.
Thus, obtaining agreements, rights, and au-
thorizations for necessary operations by U.S.
and allied military forces serves the security
interests of the United States. Despite the fact
that Cuba has clear links to Moscow, keeping
Latin America out of the realm of the East-
West conflict to the greatest extent possible is
alsoclearlya U.S. security interest—considera-
tion of which requires a perusal of the current
U.S. approach toward both the hostile and the
more agreeable nations of the hemisphere.

The Reagan administration’s approach t
Cuba has been hard-line from the outset, large
ly in response to Cuban aid for revolutionarie
in Central America. This approach is a re
make of the diplomatic and economic embarg
created by the Kennedy administration in th



arly 1960s, which drove Cuba to almost total
Ireliance on the Soviet Union for its survival,
thereby removing nearly all potental for U.S.
in{luence over the new island regime.* Consist-
lent with the administration’s stance toward the
hemisphere's first communist regime, definite
parallels have emerged in U.S. relations with
Nicaragua.

Meanwhile, in February 1982, President
Reagan announced his Caribbean Basin Initia-
tive, which is an economic development pack-
age for the area designed to provide aid and
itrade concessions selectively. When compared
to the Alliance for Progress unveiled by the
Kennedy administration in 1961, the Carib-
bean Basin Initiative is a program of modest
proportions. Its major premise is the same as
that of the Johnson administration’s ill-fated
modifications to the Alliance for Progress in
1964." That premise was that private-sector in-
vestment, as opposed to government programs,
is the key to economic development. The same
basic conditions that precluded the triumph of
private-sector investment in the 1960s still
exist.

Keeping the foregoing discussion of U.S.
aims and interests in mind, one can make sev-
’eral preliminary observations about U.S. pol-
jicy toward Latin America. First, the United
States does not intend to build an enormous
imilitary establishment in the region; rather, 1t
intends to assist nations in maintaining inter-
nal security and stability. That being the case,
it is interesting that the currentadministration
has been less than receptive toward solutions to
'Central American problems offered by such re-
igional powers as Mexico, Venezuela, Colom-
bia, and Panama—the Contadora nations.

It is also apparent tha: the administration
and Congress are not completely in concert on
administration efforts to isolate the left, par-
ticularly in Central America; witness the heated
debate about aid to the contras in Nicaragua.
Moreover, Reagan administration policies seem
to be a significant reversal of the Carter admin-
Istration program, replacing a very vocal ap-
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proach to human rights with one characterized
by low-key persuasion. The abruptand radical
shift that occurred when the U.S. administra-
tion changed in 1981 has left many Latin
Americans confused about U.S. values and
commitments.

Soviet Designs on Latin America

While U.S. efforts in Central and South
America have frequently elicited “'yanqui, go
home’ responses, the Soviet Union’s more sub-
tle movements have drawn less Latin ire.

Communism took root in Latin America
soon after World War I in the form of Commu-
nist parties in various republics; eleven such
parties were founded by 1929. Not until Cuba'’s
emergence as a communist nation in 1960,
however, did the Soviet Union show signifi-
cant interest in the region.¢ Geographical re-
moteness may explain the Soviets’ seeming
indifference.

As a result of the 1962 missile crisis, the Or-
ganization of American States imposed a U.S.-
sponsored embargo on Cuba. Cuba responded
by exporting revolution to neighboring repub-
lics. This reaction opposed the Soviet strategy
of “peaceful coexistence.” The Soviets them-
selves pursued peaceful transition by support-
ing united fronts, touting their success when
Salvador Allende, the Popular Unity candi-
date, was elected to lead Chile in 1970. How-
ever, the coup that deposed Allende in 1973
shook the Soviet belief in peaceful transition.’
Soviet strategy began to shift toward support of
armed struggles, Nicaragua being the current
example.

The relationship of Cuba and the Soviet Un-
ion has been complex, featuring both coopera-
tive efforts and some divergent, independent
actions. In February 1960, soon after Castro’s
triumph in Cuba, Soviet Deputy Premier Anas-
tas Mikoyan led a trade mission to the fledgling
communist regime, initiating relations and a
bond that has grown tremendously since then.
The U.S. response to the new Cuban regime
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was a highly successful effort to cut all diplo-
matic and economic ties between the island
and its Latin American neighbors and other
Western nations. This U.S. effort forced Cuba,
unable to survive without massive economic
aid, to rely on the Soviet Union, the only com-
parable source of assistance available to the
fledgling government. Thus, U.S. policy stim-
ulated Soviet interests in Cuba rather than un-
dermining the revolution on the island.8

Soviet and Cuban differences have been
modified significantly since the early 1960s
when relations were strained over the issue of
armed struggle versus peaceful transition. While
Soviet strategy in the region has changed to-
ward support of armed conflict, Cuba’s regime
has become more sovietized, particularly since
1970 when Castro departed from his personal-
ized approach to the administration of his gov-
ernment.” On the other hand, Cuba—which
has portrayed itself as a leader among Third
World nations—was more than a little embar-
rassed by the Soviets’ invasion of Afghanistan
in 1979.

Beyond meeting Cuba’s basic security needs,
Soviet objectives include the export of Cuba’s
revolutionary movement both within Latin
America and beyond to other Third World re-
gions. Large-scale deployments of Cuban troops
to Africa, using Soviet logistical support, will
no doubt make combat-seasoned forces avail-
able to conduct military operations within
Latin America. A Soviet-Cuban political as-
sault on the Caribbean islands has been
mounted and given a more effective local flavor
by the Cubans.!® The considerable political ac-
tivity and the buildup of military equipment
and facilities on Grenada prior to October 1983
illustrate this point.

Pronouncements from Moscow try to picture
very clearly the aim of the Soviet Union's in-
volvement in Latin America as advancing and
defending the sovereignty of the nations of the
region, supporting their independence from
imperialism, and aiding them in economic and
social development. In its recent turn away

from peaceful transition, the Soviet Union h
been careful to appear consistent with its ow
pronouncements against U.S. imperialis
Through its Cuban surrogate, Moscow ca
capitalize on the growing unrest in the region
without showing its own hand.!!

Moscow’s primary objective in the Carib]
bean is strategic denial—that is, to strangle
NATO reinforcement and resupply from ports
on the U.S. Gulf Coast during contingencies by
building an effective naval threat in the Carlb
bean and beyond in the Atlantic. Another So-
viet objective is to divert U.S. attention from
other areas of concern, such as the Indian
Ocean Basin.!?

The Soviet Union seeks to increase its influ-
ence in Latin America primarily through ex-
panding relations and economic aid in the
southern cone and by seizing opportunities
created by revolutions that occur autono-
mously in the Caribbean region. The Soviet Un-
ion, along with Cuba, stands ready to chal-
lenge U.S. hegemony and “. . . tip the political
balance in the hemisphere.’'!}

To prevent the Soviet Union from achieving
these objectives and expanding its interests in
this hemisphere to the detriment of U.S. na-
tional security and at the expense of the devel-
oping nations of the region, the United States
must consistently pursue policies that capital-
ize on its assets while minimizing the impact ot
its liabilities. A summary of those assets and
liabilities is instrumental to the discussion of
how U.S. policy supports its objectives and
promotes its interests.

U.S. Assets and Liabilities

In the strategic context, the Panama Canal i§
fundamental to U.S. global defensive strategy,
allowing the United States to patrol threi
oceans with a navy force that would otherwise
be sufficient for only one and one-half oceans:
Further, access to strategically critical ra
materials relatively close to U.S. shores is a
significant asset. Large percentages of U.i



auxite, manganese, copper, iron, and zinc
ports come from the region, as well as Vene-
uelan and Mexican oil. Latin America, also,
achieves positive gains from these U.S. interests.
~ Alsoon the plus side, a framework of mutual
efense agreements, including the 1945 Act of
Chapultepec and the 1947 Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (the so-called
Rio Treaty), though less effective today than in
years past, has lent stability without expensive
;U.S. force deployment.!+

In contrast to these assets, U.S. strategic vul-
nerabilities in the region are particularly noi-
some. All thirteen Caribbean sealanes vital to
NATO contingency plans thread through four
strategic chokepoints, vulnerable to interdic-
tion.'S In addition, many Latin Americans
have come to view anticommunism as a conven-
ient pretext for U.S. interference in their na-
tional affairs and envision a United States at
odds with self-determination, making socialists
and the Soviets attractive by default.!¢ The im-
plication of Soviet installations and forces in
the Caribbean Basin for U.S. global strategy is
tremendous: the strategic context, which has
remained in balance, deterring global war
since the close of World War II, would be al-
tered substantially.!” Airfield and facility con-
struction on Grenada prior to October 1983 is a
prime example. These facilities might well
have provided a staging base for Soviet aircraft
en route to Central America and, in conjunc-
tion with bases in Nicaragua and Cuba, could
have posed a threat to oil production facilities
in the Caribbean area and the sealanes used to
move crude through the region.

U.S. military assets in Latin America under
the United States Southern Command (US-
SOUTHCOM) include very modest force levels
that require augmentation from the CONUS to
meet any significant threat. Perhaps the most
important U.S. military asset vis-a-vis the re-
gion is the ability to project forces where
needed. The October 1983 operation on Gren-
ada, exercises off the coasts and ashore in Cen-
tral America, and reconnaissance flights over
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Cuba are specific examples of this capability.

The U.S. Security Assistance Program for
the region includes equipment transfers and
advisory assistance as well as a variety of train-
ing and educational programs, ranging from
senior service schools for officers to mobile
training teams operating throughout Latin
America. Although many Latin Americans
have grown increasingly critical of the inter-
American security system, most are still com-
mitted to the idea of collective security. The
South Atlantic War in 1982 caused regional
military establishments to reexamine theirown
preparedness. '8

The United States has incurred some mili-
tary liabilities in Latin America. U.S. strategic
warning systems looking southward are virtu-
ally nonexistent, whereas Soviet and Cuban
expansion has included construction of a large,
sophisticated monitoring facility near Havana,
which is capable of intercepting communica-
tions and tracking U.S. conventional and stra-
tegic forces. In response to U.S. application of
balance and limitation criteria, many republics
have turned to alternative sources for more so-
phisticated conventional arms, thus eroding
U.S. influence. As a result, the U.S. military
has lost opportunities to work on interopera-
bility and standardization issues among the
hemisphere’s armed forces.!?

Politically, a special relationship has existed
between the United States and Latin America
for many decades. A history based on sharing
the Western Hemisphere tends to incline Latin
Americans toward choices that are favorable 1o
the United States. More recently, the human
rights policy embodied in the International Se-
curity Assistance and Arms Export Control
Act, passed by Congress in 1976, has tended to
make some of the Latin American military re-
gimes appear to be less repressive—an impres-
sion that could ultimately improve the U.S.
image in the region.

Cuban nationalism and desires for leader-
ship in the Third World are also a potential
asset to the United States. They may provide an



AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW

(3
3

opportunity toalter Soviet-Cuban relations. In
addition, U.S. participation in multilateral
programs to assist Latin American nations is a
potential asset. Mexico and Venezuela are both
emerging powers, with vested interests in re-
gional development: witness the Contadora
Declaration, the San José Accord of August
1980, and their jointly sponsored summit in
September 1982 to help resolve differences be-
tween Nicaragua and Honduras.

The most severe U.S. political hability in the
region has been sporadic and inconsistent pol-
icies that the United States has employed over
the years. The Good Neighbor Policy faded
away, the Nixon-Ford era was a period of ne-
glect, Carter administration policies were
viewed by many Latin Americans as ambiguous
and contradictory, and, most recently, President
Reagan has dropped the strong human rights
emphasis of the Carter era and pushed off in
other directions.

Further, the United States and U.S.-based
multinational corporations are blamed for the
dependent status of many of the republics of
the region, which typically have single-pro-
duct economies. Many Latin Americans feel
that they must recapture control of their re-
sources from foreign interests and change the
economic order if their national development
is to proceed.20

Another significant factor in regional insta-
bility is a radicalized younger generation pres-
entin elite university populations. This politi-
cized and vocal minority is generally Marxist-
oriented and has a strong desire to be rid of
historical dependency relationships with the
United States.?! U.S. backing of strong anti-
communist dictators has created the impres-
sion that the United States favors the upper-
class elites as opposed to the interests of the
masses.?? Identifying with these ruling elites,
the United States places all of its political eggs
in one very small basket and runs the risk of
that nation becoming hostile if the regime is
deposed, as in Cuba and Nicaragua.?}

Because the political image of the United

States has been tarnished by several perceiv
failures in recent years, U.S. influence ov
Latin America has declined. Among these fai
ures are the Bay of Pigs invasion, the war i
Vietnam and its accompanying well-publi
cized domestic dissent, and, in the 1980s, th
U.S. response to the Falklands/Malvinas crisis
When the United States ultimately abandonec
its neutrality and supported Great Britain i
the South Atlantic War, Latin Americans felt
deep sense of betrayal and perceived a U.
abandonment of the terms of the Rio Treaty.

In the realm of economics, the United State
enjoys significant advantages on the one han
butailsin several respects. The sheer volume
trade between the United States and Lati
America 1s a significant asset. The Unite
States provides 40 percent of Latin America
imports while absorbing one-third of the re;
gion's exports. U.S. exports to South America
alone are nearly four times its total exports t¢
the rest of the developing world. Caribbean:
nations sell 60 percent of their exports to an
receive 40 percent of their imports from th
United States. Total U.S. investment in th
region amounts to roughly $39 billion annu+
ally, more than 18 percent of U.S. private in
vestment abroad.?*

In the liabilities column, U.S. economic pol-
icies and programs (currently the Reagan ad-f
ministration’s proselytizing on private-sectol
investment) are viewed skeptically in Laun
America as advantageous to U.S. business in-
terests and not conducive to the formation of
indigenous production systems. The Uni(ed;
States is blamed for sustaining chronic unem-
plovment in the region. Latin American gov-
ernments have begun to create a system of re-
gional economic coalitions independent of the
United States.?® Their economies are turning
away from bilateral relations with the United!
States toward international sources, such as th
International Monetary Fund, the World Ban
and the Inter-American Development Ban
They are expanding their economic relatio
with Western European, other Third Worl

i



d. in some cases, Soviet bloc nations.

To complete the picture of factors affecting

S. policy needs in Latin America, a closer
k at Soviet assets and shortcomings in the
ion 1s necessary.

Soviet Assets and Liabilities

In pursuit of its objectives and interests, the
viet Union's relationship with Cuba is its
atest strategic asset in Latin America. Cuba
ds Hispanic flavor to Soviet propaganda ef-
rts and supports subversive activities in nearly
very Latin American and Caribbean Basin
ountry, generally supporting the Soviet strat-
gy of obtaining increased influence and lever-
ge. Cuba is the Soviet beachhead in the West-
rn Hemisphere, and its potential for preposi-
foning equipment for military contingencies
ould force the United States to reassess its de-
iensive posture elsewhere.
Cuban faciliues will enable the Soviet Union
use strategic denial to halt contingency rein-
rcement of NATO by interdicting Caribbean
ipping lanes with considerably less force
han the United States would require for pre-
jention. A key ingredient in this effort is the
oviet monitoring facility near Havana, which
ems to be the largest facility of its type outside
e borders of the Soviet Union.?¢
Because of the profile that the Soviets at-
empt to maintain in the region, trouble spots,
ch as border disputes, the South Atlantic
Var, and indigenous revolutions, generally
rork to the Soviet advantage. When the United
tates errs in its relations, the Soviet image is
nhanced by default. Still, the strategic outlook
r the Soviet Union is not without flaws. Al-
hough their differences have attenuated over
ime, one of the Soviet Union's greatest liabili-
ies has been Cuba’s autonomous action in
pporung revolutions throughout the region,
ften in direct conflict with Soviet policy.
In addition to the Soviet Union's extreme
istance from the region, its sensitivity to ap-
arances of overt aggression is a liability. The
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Soviets' well-publicized loss in the 1962 show -
down with the United States concerning em-
placement of missiles in Cuba, as well as the
October 1983 action by the United States to
thwart the Soviet-Cuban buildup on Grenada,
illustrate both of these liabilities.

Soviet military assets in Latin America in-
clude its growing blue-water navy; augmented
in the Caribbean by Cuban assets, it provides
the Soviets with a sizable and increasing sea
interdiction capability in the Caribbean and
the Atantc.?” With more than 10,000 advisors,
a 3000-man combat brigade, a squadron of
MiG-23 fighters, hundreds of surface-to-air
missiles. 650 tanks, and numerous other assets
in Cuba, the Soviets have created a sizable torce
on the island as well.?8 Further, deployments of
Cuban troops to Africa have created a seasoned
combat force for use in the region. In its sup-
port of the armed struggles within the region,
the Soviet Union has supplied fighter air-
planes, tanks, surface-to-air missiles, and other
military hardware to other nations in Latin
America. Soviet arms sales in Latin America
account for approximately 20 percent of the
market.??

But the Soviet Union is not without its mili-
tary liabilities in the hemisphere. Loss of its
potental facilities on Grenada was a setback
militarily, although not nearly as severe as the
outcome of the Cuban missile crisis and the
prohibition of offensive weapons on Cuba. Yet
the events on Grenada illustrate well that the
proximity of the Cuban armed camp to the
U.S. mainland, which isan asset in one respect,
is at the same time a liability in thatitfalls well
within range of U.S. reconnaissance and offen-
sive military assets.

The Soviet beachhead in Cuba—wherein the
Soviet Union supplanted the United States in
an essentially protectorate-style relationship—
has led to expanded diplomatic relationships
in the region in the 1970s and 1980s. The fact
that established Communist »Jarties exist in
nearly all of the republics, sor e dating back to
the post-World War I era, facilitates Soviet en-
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croachment in the region. Political infighting
associated with conflicts, human rights viola-
tions, and other fluctuations also tend to favor
the Soviets simply by comparison to the United
States because of the Soviets’ lower profile.3°
U.S. policies have actually aided the Soviet
Union in gaining its foothold. The U.S.-spon-
sored embargo of Cuba not only forced the
island to dependency on Moscow but also
prompted many other Latin American coun-
tries to view the United States as at odds with
self-determination.

Politically, the Soviets have some distinct
disadvantages. Although less so today, their
relationship with Cuba has been characteristi-
cally volatile, and the potential for future es-
trangement certainly exists.}! Other regional
powers, such as Mexico and Venezuela, do not
desire a Soviet presence in the region—a senti-
ment shared by most of the republics. The So-
viets, therefore, walk a fairly fine line to keep
from showing off their own imperialistic de-
signs on Latin America.

In the economic sphere, many experts agree
that the Soviets' greatest asset in the region is
their trade relationship with Argentina. They
are Argentina’s largest grain and meat customer,
and they provide the Argentines with hydro-
electric turbines, generators, enriched uranium,
and other products in a well-developed net-
work of economic relationships. Overall, So-
viet trade with Latin America increased from
only 870 million in 1960 to more than $1 bil-
lionin 1980. Like the United States in the past,
the Soviet Union buys relatively cheap raw
materials and food products, often in trade for
manufactured industrial goods.3? But offset-
ting these considerable economic advantages,
the price tag for Cuban dependency is very
steep. Soviet aid amounts to more than $3 bil-
l:on annually, accounting for one-quarter of
Cuba’s GNP.»* Trade concessions for Cuban
sugar crops .!. ~ also costly to the Soviets. Fur-
thermore, U.S ¢ trol of such assets as the Inter-
American De.:.opment Bank has made some
Soviet deals impossible.

A Prescription for Equilibrium

The basis for U.S. interests and objectives i
Latin America, though not totally immutabld,
isrelatively stable over time; but U.S. presider},
tial administrations and their foreign polic|
assumptions and objectives do change. Eac
liability that the United States suffers in dealin|
with Latin America stems, at least in part, fror,
the absence of a satisfactory long-term polic
which is consistent and patient, which is capa
ble of recognizing the needs and interests of th
nations within the region, and to which indi
viduals and agencies, from the President to t
private businessman, are accountable. Thy
same observation holds true in the other rei
gions of the world as well. Latin America 1
merely the case in point.

To formulate and guide a genuine nationa
policy, a United States Foreign Policy Institut
that would function regardless of politica
changes in U.S. administration should be es
tablished by constitutional amendment. Ad
hering to this policy would make the U.S. ap
proach to other nations consistent and reliabli
and less subject to the transitory interests
succeeding administrations. The institute’
powers, as well as checks and balances, woul
derive from the Constitution through the thre(}
branches of the government, each sharing thq
responsibility for the institute. The foreign
policy established by the institute should reg
ognize that Latin American nations will conl
tinue to expand their relations—political an
economic—with the rest of the world. The 1
stitute and its policies should not attempt t
thwart this expansion but to be a trustwort
and helpful partner in that development.

Assuming that U.S. policy toward Lau
America will reflect long-term interests and o
jectives, the United States can capitalize on i
assets and minimize the effect of current liabil
ties. Three such stabilizing actions illustra

this point.

e The United States should support mult
lateral efforts by regional powers, such as Me




o and Venezuela, to resolve conflicts. The
ntadora process is a good example.

e The United States should reapproach Cuba
ith economic carrots and avoid confronta-
nal approaches to other regimes (for exam-
e. Nicaragua). This policy, consistently fol-
wed, will allow the United States to develop
ore normal economic and political relations
ith Cuba and, in capitalizing on Cuban na-
nalism, reduce the island’'s need for strong
viet ties.

e U.S. force deployment should reflect and
pport the aims established through the afore-
entioned Foreign Policy Institute, which
ould include maintaining the USSOUTH-
OM structure, expanding efforts to ensure
at military facilities (namely, ports, airfields,
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be prepared to participate positively in order to
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UPDATING U.S. STRATEGIC POLICY:
CONTAINMENT IN THE
CARIBBEAN BASIN

DR. HOWARD J. WIARDA

ATIN AMERICA has long been of periph-
eral interest in terms of a global U.S. for-
eign policy. Historically, our concerns
ave been centered chiefly on the European
untries, the European military and strategic
heater, and—since World War Il—particu-
arly the Soviet Union. In terms of priorities as
rell as temporally, we have not paid Latin
umerica much attention: the area ranks behind
oviet relations, Western Europe and NATO,
he Middle East, Japan and China, and the
roader Pacific Basin in the rank-ordering of
ur foreign policy concerns. However, as we
ave become aware of the impact of the crisis in
lentral America and in the broader circum-
aribbean (that is, “close to home," right in
our own backyard,” to use the familiar meta-
phors), plus the fact that we ourselves are be-
pming something of a Caribbean nation, our
1storic disinterest has begun to change. Latin
imerica and our Latin American policy are
ow being taken seriously really for the first
me; the area is coming under increased scrut-
iy from scholars, the think tanks, strategic
fnalysts, and policymakers.!

In confronting the current and future facets
f Latin America, our problem is not simply
iat we may have devoted insufficient attention
D the region but that the fundamental assump-
ns of the policy we have followed may them-
lves be flawed. Personally, I am a firm be-
ever in a strong defense and have been gener-
llly supportive of U.S. policy in Central Amer-
:d. At the same time, in a series of research
rojects and reports carried out at the Ameri-
n Enterprise Institute, we have been reex-

amining the bases of U.S. policy toward Latin
America in the political, economic, and for-
eign assistance areas.? It is perhaps time now
also, within the context of support for the over-
all goals of U.S. foreign policy, to reexamine
some of the strategic assumptions as well. The
question we need to address is whether the his-
toric assumptions and fundamentals of U.S.
policy in the Caribbean Basin are still relevant
and appropriate in the altered circumstances of
today. The United States and the nations of
Latin America have changed significantly dur-
ing the last twenty years, as has the nature of
the relations among us. These changes prompt
us to ask, hence, whether U.S. policy must be
adjusted to these new realities.

Historic U.S. Policy
in Latin America

Historic U.S. policy in Latin America, to-
gether with the strategic thinking and assump-
tions undergirding it, has not changed greatly
since Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan (and, with
him, Teddy Roosevelt) first articulated a co-
herent and integrated policy for the region al-
most exactly 100 years ago.? In fact, strategic
policy has not changed much since the days of
President James Monroe and the famous Mon-
roe Doctrine. Moreover, the fundamentals of
the policy have been remarkably consistent and
continuous over this long history, regardless of
the party or administration in power in Wash-
ington. Only the means judged best to achieve
these agreed-on goals have varied.4

The basic bedrocks of U.S. policy in the Ca-
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ribbean Basin, the historical record shows, in-
clude the following:

e Protect the “'soft underbelly” of the United
States. Since we have thousands of miles of
oceans on our east and west coasts, as well as a
friendly and fellow-English-speaking (for the
most part) nation to our north, our primary
strategic concern in this hemisphere has been
with the small, unstable nations to our south.
Indeed, it is their very smallness, weakness, and
chronic instabtlity that gives rise to the fear in
the United States that a hostile foreign power
will take advantage of their debility and estab-
lish a base in the circum-Caribbean from
which to launch offensives against the United
States itself. Hence—and particularly since the
building of the Panama Canal—the string of
bases, radar-tracking stations, and the like that
the United States has maintained throughout
the Caribbean.

e Maintain access to the area’s raw materials,
primary products, markets, and, now, labor
supply. This bedrock implies supporting a
policy of free trade, open markets, and easy and
direct U.S. investments. U.S. economic activity
in the area is viewed also as a way to maintain
stability and discourage potential competitors.

e Keep out hostile foreign powers, or maybe
any foreign powers, from an area thought of as
lying within our sphere of influence. That
meant action directed against Russia, Spain,
France, Britain, and Germany in the past; since
World War II, it has meant excluding the So-
viet Union from the area.

e Maintain stability in ways that are support-
ive of these bedrock interests. In general, this
means support of whatever government friendly
to our interests happens to be in power, while
also keeping lines of communication open to
the moderate opposition. Maintaining stabil-
ity does not necessarily mean defending the
status quo but includes sufficient support of
change and reform to head off the possibility of
instability arising out of popular dissatis-
faction.’

From these *'basic bedrocks™ of U.S. policll
in Latin America, which is, in fact, a long-ter
and historic strategy of exclusion and co
tainment, a number of corollaries follow:

e U.S. policy has consistently been mor
concerned with those countries in Centr
America and the Caribbean that are “close u
home' than with those more distant in Soutl
America.

e U.S. policy in the area has historically beey
crisis-oriented. Because ours is essentially
defensive policy in an area that we have n
thought of as very important, we have re
sponded to crises after they occur rather tha
developing a positive, mature, long-term, an
anticipatory policy.

e Democracy and human rights have bee
accorded only secondary importance. To th
degree that democracy and a strong humai
rights policy help secure stability and protee
our other bedrock interests, we have been f
them but not usually for their own sake or as |
fundamental aspect of U.S. policy.

e The same goes for economic and socia:
development. We tend to emphasize these pre
grams as a means to preserve stability when th{
nations of the area are threatened by Castre
like revolutions. In noncrisis times, howevel
our attitude is generally one of ‘“benigij
neglect.”

|

Our basic policy in Latin America, therefor
has been one of hegemony, containment, antl
balance of power. The question is whethe
these historic bases of policy, which still u
dergird a great deal of policy thinking toda
continue to be useful and relevant under t
changed conditions in which we and the Lati
Americans now find ourselves.

New Realities

Three areas of change need to be analyz
changes in the United States, changes in Lati
America, and changes in the inter-Americ
system.5 All three impact strongly on the ques;



n of the continuity, relevance, and utility of
containment policy vis-a-vis Latin
erica.

mong many basic changes in the United
tes during the last twenty years, the follow-
may be of special importance in the context
this discussion.

‘@ The United States since its Vietnam expe-
nce is a considerably chastised nation, wary
foreign entanglements. We do not wish to be
volved deeply in Central America, and we
rtainly do not want to commit U.S. ground
rces.

e The public and Congress will not counte-
ance new large foreign aid programs for Latin
merica. As a result, we have fewer levers of
hfluence in Latin America.

e The Department of Defense is wary of new

terventions in countries where our goals are

clear, public opinion isdivided, a prolonged
n

’

r may result, and discredit is likely to reflect
the military institution. We want no more
ietnams."’
® The U.S. foreign policymaking process is
w more fragmented, chaotic, and paralyzed
an in the past. Itisdifficult for us to carry out
long-term, coherent, bipartisan foreign
olicy.”
e Isolationist sentiment is strong. We want
o more “‘second Cubas'' in the Caribbean, yet
are unwilling to provide the funds or pro-
ams to ensure that such outcomes do not
ccur.
® The United States is a weaker presence in
tin America than it was before. Our politi-
l. military, diplomatic, cultural, and eco-
mic leverage has been lessened substantially.
ur capacity to act in the region has thereby
n reduced.

tIn Latin America, also, some important
anges have occurred:

® Latin America is more developed, modern,
d sophisticated than in previous times. We
nnot treat its nations as ‘banana republics”
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anymore, amenable to ‘‘quick fixes."

e The Latin American nations are much
more assertive and nationalistic; they now
listen to the United States reluctantly, if at all.
We can no longer or easily simply impose our
will.

e Latin America is now much more so-
cially and politically differentiated and plural-
istic. We must deal with these new complexities.

e Latin American nations are now pursuing
much more independent (if not nonaligned)
foreign policies than before. They wish to dis-
tance themselves from the United States while
not losing in the process our assistance pro-
grams.

e Latin America’s priorities are now quite
different from those of the United States. While
our concerns are overwhelmingly strategic,
theirs are centered primarily on trade and eco-
nomic development.

e Laun America is going through both a
period of crisis and a period of experimenta-
tion with new forms. While its governments
and leaders plead for patience, we frequently
confuse the two tendencies.

In the realm of the inter-American system,
the United States must adjust to new realities
also. The structure of the inter-American rela-
tionship has been badly damaged through ne-
glect, inattention, and failures to live up to its
obligations—as in Central America, the 1982
Falklands/Malvinas War, and numerous other
cases. In addition, by comparison with twenty
years ago, the larger or more militarily power-
ful Latin American states (Argentina, Brazil,
Mexico, Venezuela, and Cuba) are far stronger
and are pursuing more independent foreign
policies at the level of middle-ranking powers.
In recent years, furthermore, Latin America
has greatly diversified its international ties,
opening up new relations with Eastern Europe,
China, and the Soviet Union, among others.
Finally, a number of new outside powers—
West Germany, France, Spain, Japan, and
others—have begun to play a much larger role
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in the area. Thus, the United States no longer
has the monopoly in the area that it once had.

Simultaneously, the United States has be-
come more dependent on Latin America for
manufactured as well as primary goods, ren-
dering our relationship one of far more complex
interdependence than in the past. Also, new
issues—drugs, debt, human rights, democracy,
protectionism, trade, and migration—have
begun to replace the historic strategic ones.
Latin American priorities in these matters are
often quite different from U.S. priorities.

All these trends must be factored into the new
equations of inter-American relations and into
our assessment of the adequacy of traditional
U.S. containment policy. To these must be
added the rising presence of the Soviet Union
and of its proxy Cuba throughout the area.

The Soviet Presence
in Latin America

Containment policy was aimed at excluding
the Soviet Union from the Western Hemisphere,
and. up until the late 1950s, the policy worked
quite well. There were small Communist par-
ties in most countries of the hemisphere, but
they lacked popular support or a strong organ-
izational base, and the notion of Stalinist troops
disembarking on Latin America's shores was—
as it deserved to be—dismissed as ludicrous. In
1954, the United States intervened in Guate-
mala to help oust a populist-leftist government
in which some Communists held key posts; but
the walls that excluded the Soviets from Latin
America remained essentially unbreachable
through most of the 1950s.8

The Cuban revolution of 1959, Fidel Castro's
declaration of Marxism-Leninism, and the in-
corporation of Cuba into the Soviet camp
changed all that. From this point on, the Soviets
would have a base in the Western Hemisphere
for political as well as military operations.
During the 1960s, the Cubans tried, with Soviet
assistance, to export their revolution to quite a
number of other Latin American countries.
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The United States responded with what came
to be called the ‘‘no second Cuba" doctrine:
vigorous steps to prevent what happened in
Cuba from happening in other countries.

In 1962, with the installation of offensive
Soviet missiles in Cuba pointed at the United
States, a new element was added to the equa-
tion. In a tense confrontation, the United States
forced the Soviet Union to remove the missiles
from Cuba, while itself agreeing tacitly not to
continue seeking the overthrow of the Castro
regime. With this showdown, the ‘‘no second
Cuba" doctrine acquired a double meaning for
the United States: the prevention of Castro-like
revolutions throughout the hemisphere and

Durning the Second World War, German subs oper-
ating thousands of miles from their bases proved a
serious threat to shipping along the Atlantic coast
and in the Gulf of Mexico. How much more of a
threat would enemy subs be operating out of Cuba?
.. . Souviet warships (below) commonly churn the
Canibbean and operate in the Gulf of Mexico.
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the insistence that no Latin American country
be used as a base for the implantation of sophis-
ticated Soviet military hardware with an offen-
sive capability that might threaten the United
States. (It remained unclear where precisely the
lines would be drawn, but certainly the United
States has shown itself unwilling to accept the
presence of MiG fighter planes in Nicaragua in
recent years.)

The response from the United States to the
Cuban revolution was massive. For the first
time, we began paying serious attention to
Latin America. We quarantined Cuba, broke
relations, and imposed a trade embargo on the
island. We launched the Peace Corps and the
Alliance for Progress, as well as a host of other
development-related programs, as a way of
heading off the growth of revolutionary senti-
ment. We initiated training programs in civic
action and counterinsurgency for the Latin
American militaries, and we assisted several
countries in defeating their Cuba-inspired and
-assisted guerrilla movements. The United States
itself, when these other measures failed, inter-
vened militarily in the Dominican Republicin
1965 to prevent what 1t thought was a Cuba-
like revolution from succeeding.

These efforts were remarkably successful in
medium-range terms. The embargo on Cuba
kept that country isolated and economically
unsuccessful, which meant that Cuba never be-
came an attractive model for the other Latin
American countries. By the late 1960s, espe-
cially with the death of Ché Guevara in Boliv-
1a, the Cuba-like guerrilla movements had
been all buteliminated in most countries. Even
though all its assumptions were wrong con-
cerning the Latin American middle class and
the capacity of the United States to bring de-
mccracy to Latin America, the Alliance for
Progress bought us some time (not a glorious
basis for policy, but for the United States a
useful and pragmatic one) and helped enable
the United States to avoid more Cubas.? By the
end of the 1960s, the threat seemed sufficiently
minimal and Latin America sufficiently "‘safe"

that the United States reverted to its traditiona
policy of “‘benign neglect.”

The inattention devoted to Latin America i
the early-to-mid-1970s was understandable bu
ulimately mistaken in long-range terms. Pre
occupied by Vietnam and Watergate, we virtuy
ally ignored Latin America for most of th
decade. We thus missed the opportunities 1
the early 1970s to influence the course of event
in El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua tha
would have prevented those countries from be
coming such problem cases later on. Our for
eign assistance went way down. The number
U.S. personnel and programs in Latin Americ
was greatly reduced. In not paying attention t
the area, we sacrificed most of the levers
influence that we had once had. Meanwhil
those "‘new realities’’ discussed earlier becam
accomplished facts, rendering obsolete quite &
number of our traditional security doctrines
Hence, when Latin America blew up again 1
the late 1970s (particularly in Nicaragua, Gre
nada, and El Salvador), we were quite unpre
pared for the situation.'?

In the meantime, some new ingredients
some other “new realities,” had been added
Principally, these involved the rising Sovi
presence in Latin America. During the 1970s
the Soviet Union had become a major actor ir\'
Latin America. Its normal state-to-state relal
tions with almost all the countries of the are
increased enormously. The Soviet Union. u
ing Cuba as its "aircraft carrier,” became :
significant military presence in the Caribbea
and remains so today. Soviet trade and cor
mercial relations have grown enormously; th
Soviet Union is, for example, Argentina’s lar
est export customer. In Peru, the Soviets ha
military equipment, military training program
and a significant presence. As Soviet cultur
and diplomatic activities have increased, §
have Soviet political and subversion effort
The Soviet Union is by no means an equal
the United States in Latin America, but 1
influence and presence are clearly on the rise.

Not only is the Soviet Union an increasi




esence, but its tactics and strategies have be-
me far more sophisticated. It is less heavy-
nded and more subtle. It is playing for the
ong term while not ignoring possibilities for
dhe short term. It ingratiates itself with the
emocratic regimes while simulaneously seek-
g to push them toward nonalignment (and,
some cases, continues to aid their opposition
orces). It uses aid, scholarships, military pro-
srams, and trade all rather deftly. It has a dif-
erent strategy for different kinds of countries,
ollowing a flexible course rather than some
igid ideological formula. Simultaneously, 1t
1as imposed order, coherence, and unity of di-
Fection on otherwise disparate guerrilla groups.
t cleverly uses Cuba and now Nicaragua as 1ts
roxies while also directing and overseeing a
sophisticated division of labor among its fel-
ow Communist-bloc countries. In addition,
he Soviets have become increasingly adept at
anipulating opinion in Western Europe and
e United States.!?
Quite finite limits also exist on the Soviet
role in Laun America. The Soviets still do not
unction especially well in that context, and
_atin America 1s not particularly sympathetic
0 a Communist system. Where the Soviets
have been successful, however, is in attaching
themselves to popular revolutionary movements
»stensibly designed to promote national in-
lependence and social justice throughout Latin
America and in playing upon and taking ad-
rantage of Latin America’s rising nationalism
nd anti-Americanism. The Soviets do not
wish to challenge the United States unnecessar-
ly in a part of the world where the United
tates enjoys overwhelming local advantage
nd which is only of peripheral importance to
he Soviet Union. Within these limits, none-
Iheless, the Soviet gains in the last fifteen years
have been impressive. !
The U.S. response to the new Soviet initia-
ives has been a resurrection of the older con-
inment policy. We have “‘rolled back’ the
evolution in Grenada through military inter-
ntion, and we have put immense pressures—
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military, political, economic, and diplomatic—
on the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua, though
our exact goals there remain ambiguous. We
threatened to “'go to the source’ by, presuma-
bly, eliminating Cuba as a root cause of the
troubles in Latin America. We proclaimed, at
least in the early months of the Reagan admin-
istration, that the conflict in El Salvador was
an East-West struggle; and there were some
hints, almost certainly exaggerated, that the
cold war might be decided or turned around
there. Our military strategic buildup in the
region has been immense.'+

A strong case can be made that this military
buildup was necessary, and it is certainly to be
preferred to the hand-wringing, piety, blame-it-
on-ourselves afterthoughts, and do-nothingness
of the previous administration. The question
that needs answering, however, is whether the
kind of traditional containment policy we have
followed is any longer adequate in the changed
circumstances, in the ‘‘new realities,” of today.
The answer is that it 1s not; that it badly needs
updating and greater sophistication; that we
need to go, as in the title of one of the better
books on the subject, Beyond Containment;'’
and that the U.S. administration recognizes
this fact and has begun to move in the new
directions that are absolutely necessary if our
policies in Latin America are to be successful.

“Economy of Force”: Containment
Policy in Latin America

An important partof U.S. strategic policy in
Latin America is based on the notion of what
strategic planners call ““‘economy of force.” The
strategy assumes, of course, that the Soviet
Union is the country with whom the United
States is most likely to be engaged in any future
conflict. It further assumes that such a conflict,
were it to break out, would most likely occur in
Central Europe or perhaps the Middle East. In
such an eventuality, the United States would
want to rush all its resources to the locus of the
conflict as soon as possible. It would not want
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to have its forces tied down, paralyzed, or
bottled up in some peripheral arena of conflict
by some ‘“‘third-rate’’ power—e.g., Cuba. That
is how the circum-Caribbean is viewed: as an
area in which the United States would not want
to have its forces preoccupied with some local
skirmish or tied up by a local adversary when
the more vital needs strategically lay elsewhere.
Hence if the circum-Caribbean could be kept
free of Communist regimes and revolutions, if
only a minimal force need be used to pacify that
area, then U.S. resources could be concentrated
where the real conflict was occurring, presum-
ably on the plains of Central Europe.!¢

The economy-of-force strategy has been fairly
successful in the past. We have managed to
isolate Cuba to a considerable extent and keep
the Cubans from meddling in the internal af-
fairs of other nations. We limited Cuba’s capac-
ity to export its revolution to other countries.
Onasmallisland, Grenada, a “*quick and easy"’
intervention gotrid of the local Marxist-Leninist
regime and replaced it with one that would not
muck around in sowing revolutions in the
other small islands. In Nicaragua, through our
support of and assistance to the resistance
forces (the so-called contras), we have tied
down the Nicaraguan armed forces that had
been enormously built up since the revolution,
put pressure on the Sandinista regime and
stymied its greater consolidation, kept Nicara-
gua from spreading its revolution to its neigh-
bors, and employed a mercenary army as a way
of avoiding any commitment of U.S. ground
forces.

But the economy-of-force strategy has anum-
ber of problems and conceptual flaws. For one
thing, it continues to treat Latin America as a
side show, peripheral to the main action. Many
analysts, however, are convinced that continu-
ing toignore Latin America or treating it as if it
were of only peripheral importance is precisely
what helps give rise to revolutions and anti-
Americanism in Latin America and that this
attitude is at the root of our policy difficulties
there. Second, it underestimates the political

difficulties of sustaining a long-term pro
war in Central America or of carrying out
coherent policy over time, given the play ¢}
domestic interest groups and opposition force
and it overestimates the capacity of the Unite “
States to intervene with military force whe
necessary.!” Third, it assumes that Europe wi
be the main theater and that the type of war i
be fought will be rather like the last one therel
involving tank and ground forces, plus per|
haps some limited tactical nuclear weapons, i
the heartland of the continent. (One hates t
resurrect that old saw about generals alwa
fighting the last great war, but in this instanc’
that seems again to be the case.) However, #§
strong argument can be made that such a hig
technology but conventional war in the Eura
pean center is the least likely kind of war thal
we will be called on to fight. Far more likely a
murky guerrilla struggles of the kind that wy
are now witnessing in Central America or tha
we have seen previously in Cuba, Vietna
Angola, and elsewhere. Unfortunately, it i
these more irregular wars that the Unite
States, even with all its verbal commitments t
counterinsurgency training and preparatiol
over the last twenty years, is the least wel
equipped and trained to deal with.'8

The Evolution of
Administration Policy

The administration of President Reagan go
off to arather shaky start in dealing with Lati
America, in part because of its efforts to resur
rect the rather unrefined containment policyo
the past. For example, the administration sav
Cuba and the Soviet Union as the prime causel
of the insurrection in Central America, pitﬂ
tured conflict in the region in exclusively Eas
West terms, and tended to view the proble
and its solution in a purely military way. Ou‘q
recalls not only the early and sometimes unfol
tunate statements of administration spoke
men to this effect but also their denigrau
remarks about other related aspects of the probi



_ President Duarte of El Salvador, for ex-
ple, was once told by a National Security
uncil official that the United States was not
ery interested in agrarian reform in El Salva-
orand in fact thoughtof itas damaging to the
onomy. And the administration’s first nomi-
e to the post of assistant secretary of state for
man rights and humanitarian affairs sug-
sted that, if confirmed. he intended to abol-
h the job and office for which he was being
nsidered. Those are not prudent and politi-
ally viable ways to conduct a successful foreign
jolicy in this country.
Since those early weeks, the administration
as come a long distance and fashioned a much
ore sophisticated and multifaceted approach.
o some extent, the changes are due to opposi-
on to the administration’s earlier policies
om the Congress, the media, our allies, and
ublic opinion, which have forced the admin-
Btration to compromise and temper its poli-
ies. In part, the changes are due to bureau-
ratic politics and rivalries within the govern-
ent and to the reassertion over time of State
E)epanmem and foreign policy professionals
ftheir expertise and more moderate views. And.
it least to some extent, the alterations are due to
learning process that has occurred within the
gdministration itself, stimulated by the polls as
Well as by the more middle-of-the-road views
nd expertise found in the think tanks and
ther bodies that have generally been suppor-
ive of the administration. These and other 1n-
uences have led the administration in more
oderate and prudent directions toward a
Eore mainstream foreign policy position.'?
The administration has now evolved to a
position where it sees Central America as both
n East-Westand a North-South issue. It under-
tands the indigenous roots of revolution in the
€a, as well as the capacity of the Cubans and
viets to fan the flames of revolution, to exacer-
ate a crisis that already exists, and to take
aximum advantage of the situation to embar-
ss the United States in its own backyard and
core gains for themselves. U.S. policies are
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now multifaceted rather than unidimensional.
These new tacks are both more tempered and
moderate and more refined than the older,
sometimes heavy-handed orientation, which
led 1o too many policy gaffes and was thereby
often self-defeating of the purposes it sought to
accomplish.

The administration’s response has similarly
been increasingly pragmatic. It now under-
stands the need to balance its military/strategic
emphasis with a clear concern for democracy
and human rights. It sees the requirement of
pouring in social and economic assistance as
well as military aid. It supports agrarian re-
form and other programs of change asa way of
securing long-term stability in the area and
diminishing the appeals of communism. It has
learned to work indirectly, behind the scenes,
and through third parties rather than by means
of the either-or confrontational strategies of the
past. It has built up the U.S. military presence
in the area but also recognizes the dire need of
these countries for economic recovery. It has
put enormous political, economic, and mili-
tary pressures on the Sandinista regime; but it
has also kept open the possibilities for diplo-
matic negotiations. The policy now is far more
sophisticated and nuanced than in the admin-
1stration’s early days.

The concrete manifestation of these more
sophisticated strategies may be found in the
Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) and in the
Kissinger Commission recommendations. The
CBI is a forward-looking assistance program
combining public foreign aid with the encour-
agement of private investment that is not very
much different from Kennedy’s Alliance for
Progress. The Kissinger Commission recom-
mendations contain similar recommendations
for a judicious blend of public and private as-
sistance, economic and military aid, and stra-
tegic and democratic’human rights concerns.
It is a complex, multifaceted package that re-
flects the new, more moderate, and sophisti-
cated stance of the administration, and the
commission itself was an instrument in forging
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a more tempered and balanced strategy. The
Kissinger Commission Report is, in fact, now
administration policy in Central America even
though not all of its recommendations have
been formally enacted into law by Congress.20

Toward an Updated
Containment Strategy

The containment strategy and its compan-
ion economy-of-force doctrine would seem in
the present, more complex circumstances to be
woefully outdated—at least as they were prac-
ticed in their traditional forms.2! The contain-
ment strategy was based on an earlier conception
of the global conflict as exclusively bipolar,
grounded on mutual “spheres of influence”
understandings, derived from the idea that
both superpowers could and would police their
own backyards, organized exclusively around
an East-West axis, and based on the principle
that whatever disruptions occurred in the first
power’sown backyard must be due to the machi-
nations of the other power. There are consider-
able elements of truth yet in all of these asser-
tions, butasa complete and sufficient explana-
tion for the recent upheavals in Central Amer-
ica, these assumptions are quite inadequa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>