Security
in the Americas

Edited by
Georges Fauriol

1989

'F E NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY PRESS
PRESS WASHINGTON, DC




NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY PRESS PUBLICATIONS

To increase general knowledge and inform discussion, NDU Press publishes
books on subjects relating to US national security.

Each year, in this effort, the National Defense University, through the Institute
for National Strategic Studies, hosts about two dozen Senior Fellows who engage
in original research on national security issues. NDU Press publishes the best
of this research. :

In addition, the Press publishes other especially timely or distinguished writing
on pational security, as well as new editions of out-of-print defense classics, and
books based on University-sponsored conferences concerning national security
affairs.

Opinions, conclusions, and recommendations expressed or implied within are solely
those of the author, and do not necessarily represent the views of the National Defense
University, the Department of Defense, or any other US Government agency.

Portions of this book may be quoted or reprinted without permission, provided
that a standard source credit line is included. NDU Press would appreciate a
courtesy copy of reprints or reviews.

NDU Press publications are sold by the US Government Printing Office. For
ordering information, call (202) 783-3238 or write to the Superintendent of
Documents, US Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Security in the Americas / edited by Georges Fauriol.
p. cm
Some papers first presented at a symposium held 11/13-14/86 and sponsored
by the National Defense University.
Includes bibliographical references.
$10.00 (est.)
1. United States—National security. 2. Latin America——National security.
3. United States—Foreign relations—Latin America. 4. Latin America—
Foreign relations—United States. 1. Fauriol, Georges A. II. National Defense
University.
UA23.8397 1989
355°.03301812—dc20 8913274
CIp

' First Printing, December 1989

CONTENTS

Iustrations  ix
Foreword xi

Preface xiii

Part -THE NEW CHARACTER OF CONFLICT

1. Social and Economic Challenges to Hemispheric
Security 3
Georges Fauriol

2. The Genesis of Latin American Underdevelopment 21
Lawrence E. Harrison

3. The Inter-American Military System: Rhetoric

versus Reality 41
Dennis E Caffrey

4. Human Rights in Latin America and US Security 63
William LeoGrande

5. The Challenge of Insurgent Violence 89
Eva Loser

6. Religion and Politics in Contemporary Latin America 107
Margaret E. Crahan

7. Security Implications of the Glabal Debt Crisis
for Latin America _ 125
Norman Bailey

vii



HUMAN RIGHTS IN LATIN AMERICA
AND U.S. SECURITY

William M. LeoGrande

The issue of human rights arose most dramatically in the mid-
1970s in reaction to the intensification of repression by traditional
oligarchic regimes in Central America, and the replacement of
democracies by military dictatorships (“bureaucratic authoritarian
regimes”) in Latin America’s southern cone. Public and congres-
sional concern was prompted in particular by Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger’s realpolitik and by instances in which US policy
played a central role in the deterioration of human rights conditions.
In this context, two cases come to mind. First, in Chile, US
economic pressure and covert operations destabilized the demo-
cratically elected Popular Unity government of Salvador Allende,
which was overthrown by a bloody military coup in 1973. Second,
in Guatemala US counterinsurgency training and assistance during
the late 1960s and early 1970s strengthened a military establish-
ment engaged in massive atrocities against the peasantry.

The initial impetus for a change in US policy came from
Congress. Critics of American policy began to argue that US
military assistance and police training programs were contributing
to the abuse of human rights by certain governments and that these
should be terminated. To enforce this criterion, Congress passed
a number of laws limiting the discretion of the executive branch
in the field of foreign assistance. Some statutes were country-
specific, prohibiting or placing conditions on certain types of
bilateral assistance to particular governments. For example, mil-
itary assistance to Chile was prohibited in 1974, and in 1976
military assistance to Uruguay was prohibited as well.

But the most important legacy of the congressional human
rights movement was two laws setting broad human rights con-
ditions on the conduct of foreign policy. The first, Section 502B
of the Foreign Assistance Act, was passed as part of the Inter-
national Security Assistance and Development Act of 1976 (PL
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94-329). Section 502B prohibits giving security assistance to gov-
ernments that engage in a “consistent pattern of gross violations
of internationally recognized human rights.” Furthermore, the is-
sue of multilateral assistance is addressed in Title VII of the
International Financial Institutions Act of 1977 (PL 95-118). The
statute directs US representatives in multilateral lending institu-
tions to vote against loans to governments that engage in a “pattern
of gross violations of internationally recognized human rights,”
unless the loan will directly benefit the poor.

Carter’s Human Rights Policy in
Latin America

President Carter’s decision to promote human rights as a
major objective of US foreign policy was at once the most cele-
brated and excoriated of his international initiatives. From the
outset, the policy was publicly presented in moral terms: it was
an approach to the world which was to be as good and decent as
the American people themselves. In the international arena Carter
sought, through this policy tool, to repair the damage done to the
image of the United States by the ferocity of the war in Vietnam,
while simultaneously posing a stark moral contrast between the
United States and the Soviet Union. On a domestic level, Carter
hoped to reconstruct policy in principles to which no one could
easily object.

Yet the Carter administration never saw its human rights pol-
icy in strictly moralistic terms since it was also intended to distance
the United States from the brutal excesses of decaying autocracies.
Rather than wager the prestige and interests of the United States
on the latters’ doubtful survival, it made more sense to adapt
policy to the tides of history. Right-wing dictatorships bent on
preserving anachronistic social orders were regarded as bad se-
curity risks; the more they relied upon force to sustain themselves,
the more rapidly they mobilized and radicalized their opponents,
thus hastening their own demise. For the United States to enlist
wholeheartedly in support of such governments would actually
endanger national security, because ultimately such regimes would
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collapse. An angry populace would not soon forget that the United
States had sided with the tyrants. In brief, such was the national
security doctrine behind Carter’s human rights policy. However
despite the complaints of Carter’s conservative critics, human
rights were never allowed to overshadow immediate and more
traditional national security concerns. When key allies such as
South Korea, Iran, or the Philippines were involved, the issue of
human rights was always muted, in deference to their strategic
location.

Though giobal in scope, this new human rights policy found
its most consistent expression in Latin America. In 1977, there
appeared to be no immediate security threats in the hemisphere,
so the advocacy of human rights was undiluted by fears of political
instability. While there remained guerrilla movements fighting
against the military regimes of Central America, they appeared
to be little more than feeble remnants of the 1960s, incapable of
posing a serious challenge to the existing regimes. The Cubans,
despite their willingness to dispatch troops to Africa, had long
since ceased providing arms to guerrillas in the Western Hemi-
sphere and had apparently lost faith in the region’s potential for
revolution.

Carter’s human rights policy was thus applied full force in
Central America where the four nations of the northern tier—
Nicaragua, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras—were all ruled
by military dictatorships, most of them notorious for their system-
atic and brutal use of repression against all shades of political
dissidents. Not coincidentally, Central America was also the region
on which the congressional pioneers of the human rights movement
had focused their attention earlier in 1975 and 1976.

In retrospect, the record on Carter’s human rights policy in
Latin America produced a mixed score card. Among Latin Amer-
icanists in the United States, there was a general consensus that
the policy saved the lives of many dissidents, especially in the
Southern Cone; it reinforced Brazil’s movement towards the res-
toration of democracy; and in the Dominican Republic, away from
the threat of a military coup.

In Central America, pressures from the United States led the
regimes in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala to temporarily
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relax the reign of official violence unleashed in the early 1970s
against the regimes’ moderate opponents. But when these relax-
ations produced a resurgence of open opposition from Christian
Democratic and Social Democratic parties, the existing regimes
all reacted by tightening up once again.

Rather than submit to US scrutiny on human rights practices,
the governments of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras
preempted Washington by refusing to accept further military as-
sistance. After 1977 the dictatorships of Central America’s north-
ern tier received little or no military aid from Washington.

The outbreak of revolution in Nicaragua threw the Carter
administration’s human rights policy into crisis. As Nicaragua’s
stability slipped away in the months following the assassination
of opposition leader Pedro Joaquin Chamorro, the administration’s
desire to promote human rights was forced to compete with the
desire to preserve order. At first, it appeared paralyzed in forming
a clear coherent policy. Washington could not bring itself to break
completely with Somoza, but neither was it willing to reenlist
wholeheartedly on the side of his increasingly brutal National
Guard. In this context, to have given Somoza the military means
to sustain himself in power would have made a mockery of the
human rights policy, and this Carter was unwilling to do.

Yet there was great fear that Somoza’s demise would herald
victory for the radical Sandinista National Liberation Front
(FSLN), the guerrillas who, week by week, were capturing the
political initiative from the moderate opposition as the moderates
waited in vain for the United States to oust Somoza for them. This
fear produced some clarity in US policy during the last eight
months of the Somoza dynasty; Washington’s unambiguous ob-
jective during this time was to prevent the Sandinistas from coming
to power.

However, the means for achieving this remained at issue.
Should Somoza be forced out in favor of a government of moderates
whose capacity to govern was uncertain? Or should Somoza be
given the military wherewithal to defend himself, whatever the
cost in bloodshed? The United States vacillated between sup-
porting Somoza in limited ways and trying to ease him out of
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power, never fully committing itself to either course of action.
Events quickly overtook policy, and Somoza was driven from
power by-a coalition between the Sandinistas that Washington
feared, and the moderates that Washington had tried to court.

The fall of Somoza in July 1979 conjured up images of Central
American dominoes in Washington and prompted a major review
of US policy towards the region—a review aimed at devising a
more effective strategy for preventing similar guerrilla victories in
El Salvador and Guatemala. At issue was the question never ad-
equately addressed during the Nicaraguan crisis: How could the
administration reconcile its commitment to human rights with its
desire to preserve political stability?

Advocates became roughly divided into two camps. Hard-
liners within the Government argued that these two objectives were
inherently contradictory. For proof they pointed out that Washing-
ton’s criticism of Semoza’s human rights record had undermined
his rule by encouraging his opponents and depriving him of the
military means to maintain order. Central America, so the argu-
ment went, was not as stable as it had appeared in 1977, and the
spread of insurgency brought the issue of US national security
back to the top of the policy agenda. Thus the hardliners argued
for restoring military assistance to the region’s anticommunists,
even at the expense of human rights. In essence, they advocated
a return fo Kissinger’s policy of supporting dictators as long as
they were friendly to the United States.

On the other hand, defenders of the human rights policy
replied that military aid could not buy stability. They further argued
that the old regimes of Central America had become obsolete, and
would not long survive the mounting pressures for social and

. political change. The former policy of supporting traditional elites

was fruitless, for it could neither contain nor resolve the growing
regional crisis. Thus rather than enlisting on the side of military
regimes fated for extinction, the interests of the United States
would better be served by trying to manage the inevitable process
of change.

Implicitly, such management meant—as it had during the
Alliance for Progress—a search for an “opening to the center”
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combined with policies designed to contain the left. Once again,
the United States would propose evolutionary change as the an-
tidote to revolution. The unspoken dilemma in this formulation
was the one which had likewise plagued the Alliance policy. By
arming existing regimes to enable them to contain insurgency,
Washington would end up arming the very elites it sought to
displace in favor of the reformist center. Once armed, the existing
regimes would have even less incentive to accept evolutionary
change.

Despite this internal contradiction, the reformist option
triumphed in the bureaucratic battle—though, like most bureau-
cratic victories, its triumph was incomplete. Throughout the re-
mainder of the Carter administration, the advocates of reform
searched Central America for a viable political center, but tensions
remained within the administration between advocates of change
and advocates .of order.

The clearest test of the Carter administration’s policy of pro-
moting reform and the resurgence of a political center came in El
Salvador. The coup of October 1979 brought to power a coalition
of progressive young military officers and moderate civilian op-
position leaders. The new government promised to create demo-
cratic institutions and to enact social reforms that would break the
socioeconomic dominance of the landed oligarchy. Unfortunately,
the October junta proved to be incapable of carrying out its prom-
ises—a failure due largely to the internal politics of the Salvadoran
armed forces and to the reticence of the United States to carry its
support for reformism to its logical conclusion. Whenever the
progressive officers and their civilian allies proposed reforms of
any significance, rightists within the armed forces blocked them,
claiming their proposals were simply too extreme.

Among the civilians, the junta sought to break the deadlock
in the government by seeking a showdown with the officers. The
farmer’s demands were twofold: reforms must be implemented,
and right-leaning Defense Minister, General Jose Guillermo Gar-
cia, must be removed. The military refused, the civilians resigned,
and the government moved sharply to the right. At this critical
Juncture, the United States did nothing to preserve the moderate
reformist character of the government. Fearful of the growing
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strength of the guerrilla opposition, the United States continued
to support the Salvadoran regime as it moved further and further
to the right aver the following year.

By the end of 1980 it was apparent that the reformist strategy
had failed. The agrarian reform program—the cornerstone of the
reform—was at a standstill, blocked by the indifference of the
government and the resistance of the oligarchy. The level of official
violence against civilians, despite the promises of the Christian
Democrats, had risen dramatically rather than subsiding. And
there was no evidence that the government was making any effort
to curtail this violence, let alone bring its perpetrators to justice.
In the end, the Carter administration’s fear that El Salvador would
become “another Nicaragua” proved greater than its commitment
to foster reform and human rights.

Guatemala offered the most severe test of the Carter admin-
istration’s commitment to reform in Central America. When he
introduced his human rights policy in 1977, the Guatemalan gov-
ernment reacted angrily by refusing to accept further US military
aid. Nevertheless, the pressure from Washington did have some
initial effect. In 1978, there was a brief political relaxation as the
armed forces brought the Christian Democrats into the regime in
order to broaden its appeal. The conservative views of the Christian
Democrats did not noticeably alter the ideological coloration of
the regime, but even this small opening stimulated other opposition
forces. The reaction of the right-wing forces came swiftly—the
political opening disappeared—and, in the first three months of
1979, the two most popular leaders of the moderate opposition,
Alberto Fuentes Mohr and Manuel Colom Argueta, were assas-
sinated by death squads. The effect of these murders and the scores
more that followed were reminiscent of the effect similar violence
had in Nicaragua and El Salvador. The moderate opposition be-
came demoralized and leaderless, the guerrilla armies of the left
gained new adherents, and the prospects for evolutionary change
faded even further.

Ronald Reagan’s Human Rights Policy

The centerpiece of Ronald Reagan’s world view has been the
Soviet threat, which subsequently became the cornerstone of his
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foreign policy. Furthermore, a recurring theme of Reagan’s po-
litical attack on Carter was that he neglected national security. By
instead advocating human rights and ideological pluralism, Carter
purportedly obscured the distinction between allies and adversar-
ies, criticizing traditional anticommunist friends while improving
relations with hostile leftist regimes.

The new administration’s main objective was to restore the
Soviet threat to its place as the mainspring of US foreign policy.
It saw the Third World as little more than an arena of East-West
conflict, and US policy toward it thus had to be defined by the
geopolitical logic of the new cold war. In tandem, the strategic
objective of US policy toward the Third World was to strengthen
the global network of US allies while striving to weaken that of
the Soviet Union. To this, all other issues were secondary.

The Reaganites’ critique of Carter’s Latin American policy
was particularly sharp. Carter’s reduction of military aid to the
dictatorships of the southern cone and Central America on human
rights grounds appeared to be nothing less than the willfull dis-
mantling of the alliance system of the United States in Latin
America. To cast off traditional anticommunist allies for the sake
of some vague moral idealism seemed foolish and reckless in the
hostile international environment of realpolitik. To contrive such
a policy when those allies were beset by leftist insurgency—as
they were in Central America—seemed the height of folly, or
worse.

Two documents provided the intellectual wellspring of Re-
agan’s Latin American policy: Jeane Kirkpatrick’s famous Com-
mentary article, “Dictatorships and Double Standards,” which
offered the critique of Carter’s policy; and Committee of Santa
Fe’s monograph, A New Inter-American Policy for the Eighties,
which provided the agenda of remedies. Kirkpatrick rejected the
Carter argument that reform and human rights were essential for
stability. They had instead, according to Kirkpatrick, “facilitated
the job of insurgents” by causing social disruption while simul-
taneously restricting the ability of the existing regime to use force
to preserve order. As the basis for a new human rights policy,
Kirkpatrick advanced the idea that dictatorial regimes friendly to
the United States were “moderately authoritarian,” and therefore
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tolerable because they might eventually evolve into democracies.
Communist regimes on the other hand were “totalitarian™ and never
changed. According to Kirkpatrick, this distinction justified a pol-
icy which would be less harsh on anticommunist violators of
human rights who aligned themselves with Washington.

The Santa Fe report repeated this critique, charging that the
Carter policy was one of “indecision and impotence” which had
abandoned Latin America to Soviet attack launched by revolu-
tionary proxies. It declared detente to be dead, and called not for
containment, but for the “counterprojection” of US military power
in Latin America. This required, inter alia, jettisoning human
rights policy, tolerance for right-wing authoritarian regimes, a
revitalization of CONDECA, a “war of national liberation” against
Cuba, and, if need be, direct US military involvement to halt the
spread of communism.

The Reagan administration’s attitude toward human rights
became apparent soon after inauguration. Secretary of State Alex-
ander Haig announced almost immediately that the Carter admin-
istration’s concern for human rights would be replaced by a focus
on international terrorism fostered by the Soviet Union, particularly
in regions such as Central America. As the administration boosted
military aid to El Salvador by $25 million, the White House
announced that military aid to the Salvadoran regime would no
longer be tied to its human rights practices.

But the Reagan administration quickly discovered that the
promotion for human rights had not simply been a quixotic crusade
of the Carter administration. Human rights had developed a con-
stituency in the Congress and the broader public—particularly in
the religious community. When Reagan tried to appoint Ernest
Lefever, a notorious opponent of the human rights legislation
passed in the 1970s, as Assistant Secretary of State for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, the human rights community
mounted a vigorous opposition that eventually forced the with-
drawal of Lefever’s nomination.

As the Reagan administration tried to escalate US military
involvement in Central America, it encountered sustained, if not
always successful, resistance from the Congress, generally based
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on human rights ground. In 1981, Congress passed legislation
requiring that the President certify every six months that the gov-
ernment of E] Salvador was making progress on a number of human
rights issues. The administration dutifully made the requisite cert-
ification every six months—regardless of events in El Salvador
itself—until the whole process became such a mockery that it was
abandoned. But the net effect of the semiannual certification fight
was to demonstrate that it could not maintain congressional support
for a Central America policy that did not have a human rights
component.

The administration’s initial response to this realization was
to simply shift its rhetoric, arguing that its policy was not fun-
damentally different from President Carter’s. It, too, supported
human rights improvement, Congress was told. But the rhetorical
sleight-of-hand by itself was insufficient to stem the tide of
congressional criticism. In order to sustain the high levels of mil-
itary and economic assistance necessary to guarantee the survival
of the Salvadoran regime, the administration was compelled to
seek substantive changes in the regime’s human rights behavior.

In December 1983, Vice-President George Bush traveled to
El Salvador to deliver an ultimatum regarding death squad oper-
ations. Unless the regime took action to quiet the death squads,
no further increases in US assistance would be forthcoming. Grad-
vally, through 1984 and 1985, the activities of the death squads
receded, though never totally disappearing. But levels of violence
dropped off enough to make a qualitative difference in the political
atmosphere of the nation. It was also enough, along with election
of Jose Napoleon Duarte as president, to overcome congressional
opposition to aid for El Salvador. The Bush visit demonstrated
that the United States had sufficient influence, if properly applied,
to alter the human rights behavior of the Salvadoran armed forces.

With regard to Guatemala, Reagan came to office determined
to restore the traditional US security relationship that had been in
existence since the overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz by the CIA in
1954. Though the guerrilla war in Guatemala was not nearly as
advanced as in the Salvador case, the unparalleled brutality and
corruption of the Lucas Garcia regime had given the guerrillas
new strength. Thus, there was great concern in Washington that
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without US military assistance, the government might gradually
lose the war.

Guatemala’s human rights record was so bad that even the
Reagan administration, with its disdain for human rights restric-
tions on military aid, wasn’t prepared to claim that Lucas Garcia
was not a gross and consistent violator of internationally-recog-
nized human rights, and thereby ineligible for military assistance.
It was expected, however, that Reagan’s envoys could convince
Lucas Garcia to make at least minimal cosmetic improvements
that would give the administration some grounds for proposing to
Congress a resumption of aid.

But Lucas Garcia refused, and the human rights sitnation in
Guatemala actually deteriorated after this bilateral show-down.
After the coup which ousted Lucas and installed Rios Montt as
president, the administration again tried to convince Congress that
aid should be resumed, but the new government’s brutal counter-
insurgency campaign during the summer of 1982 simply reinforced
the adamancy of Congress. When General Mejia Victores then
ousted Rios Montt, the administration once again raised the trial
balloon of military aid to Guatemala, but the resumption of death
squad activities in Guatemala’s cities led Congress to reduce even
economic aid to the new regime.

The willingness of the Guatemalan armed forces to allow
civilian elections in 1985 and the inauguration of Christian Dem-
ocrat Vinicio Cerezo as president represented a long-delayed vin-
dication of Carter’s approach to Guatemala. While few believed
that the military had given up its role as the ultimate arbiter of
Guatemalan politics, the fact that they would allow even a limited
political opening was surprising given their historic intransigence
in the face of international pressure. One of the main criticisms
leveled against Carter’s human rights policy was the example of
Guatemala, where the human rights situation had actually dete-
riorated under Lucas Garcia as a result of the US cutoff of aid on
human rights grounds.

By 1985, however, Guatemala’s international pariah status,
and the inability of the Reagan administration to convince the
Congress to resume bilateral aid, had left the Guatemalan economy
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in desperate straits. The armed forces finally decided to allow
elections in the hope that they could improve their international
image enough to restore the flow of international financial assist-
ance. Had the Reagan administration managed to convince Con-
gress to restore aid to Guatemala earlier, it is doubtful whether
the military would have felt compelled to allow elections when
they did.

During Ronald Reagan’s second term, his rhetorical embrace
of human rights was subsumed under a new rubric—the admin-
istration’s vocal commitment to promoting democracy abroad. It
was argued that democratic governments were the best protectors
of buman rights, and thus promoting democracy was the best way
to defend human rights. The administration then began to define
its objectives in Central America as the establishment of democ-
racy rather than simply the defeat of the revolutionary movements.
In this way, military aid to El Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala
was justified on human rights grounds. Ultimately, even aid to the
Nicaraguan “contras” was defended as essential to the establish-
ment of democracy—and hence human rights—in Nicaragua.

With this interpretation of human rights, the administration

had really come full circle back to its initial position that human
rights had to be subordinated to the struggle against international
communism. But, whereas saying that openly in 1981 had proven
controversial and provoked serious opposition, cloaking the same
argument as a defense of democracy proved more palatable. In
practical terms, however, the policy implications were the same.
Human rights became simply one additional weapon in the ide-
ological battle between East and West. In this way, the adminis-
tration ignored the more difficult task of assessing and balancing
the national security interest which the United States has in Central
America and the interest it has in human rights.

National Security Doctrine

To explore the relationship between human rights and national
security, we first need to briefly review the nature of these two
sets of interests. Because national security interests may directly
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involve the survival of the United States, they are generally ac-
corded superior status to political and economic interests. In case
of a conflict between security-related interests and others, security
interests must obviously hold sway, since the failure to safegnard
them may make all others irrelevant.

With the advent of nuclear weaponry and the cold war, the
struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union became
the central focus of our foreign policy because for the first time,
there was a rival world power with the capacity to destroy the US
homeland. Despite the predominant global power of the United
States, our national security has never been so directly at risk as
it has in the postwar era.

One result of this paradoxical state of affairs has been an
expansion of our conception of national security. We rarely think
of national security as being limited simply to matters that bear
directly upon the survival of the United States. Rather, virtually
any event that might have an impact on the global balance between
the United States and the Soviet Union is now interpreted as a
national security matter. Events which might appear insignificant
in themselves are regarded as a threat to our national security if
they alter—or even have the possibility of altering-—the balance
of power between the superpowers. In a bipolar world, all events
are evaluated in terms of their effect on this balance, and all events
can therefore be seen as potentially involving the national security
interests of the United States.

Direct military conflict between the superpowers has been
rendered unlikely because of the danger that it might escalate into
nuclear war. Instead, the military rivalry between East and West
has been conducted in an indirect manner. Each side seeks to
expand its influence among third parties and, in the event of con-
flict, tries to assure that the battlefield is in a third nation (usually
a Third World nation) and thus others carry out most of the fighting.

At minimum, since Khrushchev’s commitment to support
wars of national liberation, the Third World has been an important
arena of East-West competition. However, this does not imply that
Third World conflicts are created by the tension between the su-
perpowers; they generally are not. Most often, these conflicts
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spring from indigenous causes. But it is a rare upheaval that does
not attract the attention of one superpower or the other, and once
one is engaged, the other tends to follow close behind. Thus the
United States tends to attach national security concerns to every
conflict that erupts in the Third World.

The credibility doctrine is the obvious product of this ex-
pansion of the national security concept. The claim that US cred-
ibility is at stake in those conflicts is a familiar one, having been
invoked often in the past to justify foreign military involvements.
The credibility doctrine also links vital US national security in-
terests in Western Europe to military involvement in the Third
World. It argues that the willingness of the United States to use
force abroad, even when its own interests are only indirectly in-
volved, is essential to the solidarity of the Western alliance. If the
United States shrinks from paying the relatively small cost of using
force in the Third World, who will believe it would risk nuclear
annihilation to defend Europe? Through this logic, almost any
Third World conflict can be regarded—through the invocation of
the credibility doctrine—as vital to the defense of US security as
the NATO alliance itself.

Moreover, unlike tangible military threats (such as the in-
terdiction of sea lanes or the loss of access to vital minerals) the
threat to credibility is difficult to measure objectively. It is intan-
gible, depending entirely upon the perceptions of others. For this
reason, the credibility doctrine is even more expansive than the
postwar conception of national security. Any local conflict can be
seen as a challenge to US credibility, regardless of the intrinsic
importance of the region where the conflict is unfolding. All that
is required for American credibility to be at stake in a conflict is
for US policymakers to believe it is at stake or to say it is, even
if they do not really believe it. (They might say it, for example,
in an effort to prod a reluctant Congress to fund a given policy.)

It is important to note that there is nothing sacred about this
expansive conception of national security. Indeed, the originator
of the containment doctrine, George Kennan, opposed such a broad
interpretation. Kennan looked instead to the material basis of in-
dustrial and economic power, and hence of military capability. He
thought US security was at stake only in defending those areas of
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the world that would, if lost to the Soviet side, contribute materially’
to the industrial and military power of our adversary. To extend
the net of vital US interests beyond that, Kennan warned, would
stretch thin the resources available to defend US interests and invite
both challenge and defeat.

The primacy of national security interests over political and
economic interests has been criticized on two grounds. First, as
the interpretation of what types of threats endangered the national
security widened, national security began to be invoked for issues
farther and farther removed from the real issues of survival. As
that happens, its claim for logically superior status with regard to
other interests is progressively weakened. Second, the misuse of
the doctrine of national security in the cases of Watergate and the
domestic misdeeds of the Central Intelligence Agency raised great
skepticism in Congress, as well as the public-at-large, about the
invocation of national security as an adequate reason to subordinate
other foreign policy or domestic interests. As a result of these
criticisms, the presumption that other interests must give way when
confronted by issues of national security has been replaced in
many quarters with an insistence that national security interests
be carefully assessed and weighed against other interests.

The Case for Human Rights

Although the issue of human rights arose in the mid-1970s,
it is plainly rooted in a much older tradition of American foreign
policy—the impetus to promulgate abroad our basic values con-
cerning socioeconomic and political organization. In Latin Amer-
ica, prior to the advent of the issue of human rights, the missionary
impulse was most clearly manifested in the Alliance for Progress.

The broad concept of human rights involves three different
types of specific rights: rights of the person, civil rights, and social
and economic rights. Rights of the person include freedom from
arbitrary arrest and imprisonment, torture, or extralegal execution.
Civil rights encompass political rights and liberties such as those
guaranteed in the First Amendment of the Constitution—freedom
of expression, association, and religion. Social and economic
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rights involve such things as the right to employment, health care,
-education, and an adequate diet.

Obviously the political culture and traditions of countries vary
enormously as to how seriously these rights are regarded and
protected. In the United States, for example, rights of the person
and civil rights are guaranteed by law. Economic rights, on the
other hand, are not accorded the same privileged status, although
social programs aim to provide a basic living standard for all
Americans. This same set of priorities is reflected in foreign policy,
where the United States also focuses almost exclusively on rights
of the person and civil rights. Statutory requirements for the pro-
motion of human rights in US foreign policy are even more re-
strictive, referring almost solely to rights of the person.

Some critics of the human rights movement have used these
grounds to argue that the promotion of those rights is actually a
form of intervention—interference in the internal affairs of other
nations. It is just as imperial, so the argument goes, to insist that
others adhere to a standard of human rights behavior defined in
Washington as. it is to insist that they maintain a free-market
economy, or any other form of behavior mandated from abroad.

The flaw in this argument is that most countries in the world
have pledged to respect human rights in international covenants
such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the In-
ternational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. In the Western
Hemisphere, members of the Organization of American States are
also bound by the American Convention on Human Rights. There
are thus solid grounds for arguing that a government which abuses
the human rights of its people cannot claim that this is strictly an
internal matter if it has entered into one of these.international
commitments. Moreover, one of the international legal principles
established at the Nuremberg trials after World War II was that
massive human rights abuses were “crimes against humanity” in
which all humanity had a compelling interest.

The case for promoting human rights as a key element of US
foreign policy has been made using both moral and practical ar-
guments. The central moral argument is simply that our foreign
policy must reflect the basic values of our own society. If it does
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not, the United States runs the risk of eroding those values at
home as well, thereby damaging that which our foreign policy is
supposed to defend.

On the practical side, a foreign policy that is inconsistent
with the basic values of US society will not be able to sustain the
support of the American people. As Henry Kissinger correctly
observed after Vietnam, a foreign policy which cannot sustain
public support cannot be effective. A policy of support for regimes
that are gross violators of human rights simply will not long stand
the test of public opinion.

Moreover, governments that engage in massive human rights
abuse do not build a foundation of political legitimacy upon which
to construct long-term stability. On the contrary, they sow the seeds
of their own destruction. The evolving doctrine of “low intensity
conflict,” like its predecessor of counterinsurgency, recognizes that
most Third World conflicts are more political than military. Win-
ning the loyalty of the population is generally the key to winning
the war.. A government that engages in massive human rights
violations is not likely to fare well in the competition for the
population’s hearts and minds. So from a purely practical point
of view, if the United States has a security interest in the survival
of a particular government, it also has a strong incentive to influ-
ence that government to improve its human rights practices.

When the United States fails to uphold human rights in its
foreign policy, it has the potential effect of weakening relations
with key allies. A number of major Latin American countries are
now ruled by governments that succeeded the military dictatorships
of the 1960s and 1970s. The civilians who comprise those gov-
ernments were themselves the victims of human rights abuses by
the preceding military regimes. They recall very clearly the policy
of the United States during the period of dictatorship. The human
rights policy of the Carter administration did a great deal to pave
the way for good relations with these countries after the military
regimes collapsed. By way of contrast, Carter’s human rights
policy in Iran was negligible because Iran was regarded as too
important to national security. As a consequence, when the Shah
was deposed, the successor regime regarded the United States as
its greatest enemy because its support for the Shah had been so
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total. Thus, the United States forfeited whatever national security
interests were at stake in Iran.

The danger of weakening relations with key allies is not
restricted to Third World allies. Policies that appear to condone
or even promote violations of human rights damage the reputation
of the United States among our European allies as well. The rise
of anti-Americanism in Europe is largely a function of US policy
in the Third World. The war in Vietnam was obviously the most
important event in this regard, but recent policies in Central Amer-
ica have had deleterious effects as well. In a similar vein, just as
the American public will not tolerate for long a policy which
conflicts with its sense of morality, allied countries will also find
this objectionable.

Human Rights vs. National Security:
Dimensions of Conflict

To what extent is there a conflict between the exigencies of
national security and the promotion of human rights in US foreign
policy? Conventional wisdom holds that the conflict is frequent
and severe, and that national security, because it has a privileged
status over other interests, must take precedence. There was cer-
tainly a feeling of conflict between these two sets of interests
within the Carter administration when the crisis in Central America
erupted. Some officials argued that the human rights concemns
should be set aside in the fact of the insurgent threat to national
security interests. Others argued against restoring military assist-
ance to dictatorial regimes lest the human rights gains of the
preceding years be abruptly lost. The Reagan administration saw
a similar conflict of interests when it came to office, but its senior
officials were more united behind a consensus that human rights
needed to be downgraded relative to security concerns.

Upon close examination, however, it is clear that the conflict
between national security and human rights is not as pervasive as
one might imagine. Particularly over the long term, the active
promotion of human rights appears to be not only consistent with
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national security but an important adjunct to it. In the long term,
the US public and Congress will not support a policy of aiding a
regime that is a gross violator of human rights; thus, an active
policy of promoting human rights in our dealings with such a
regime is essential for maintaining an enduring relationship. In
addition, a regime that is a gross violator is also unlikely to be
stable over the long term, so the active promotion of human rights
is essential to building self-sustaining stability. These two con-
siderations lead to the conclusion that in the long run it is always
a mistake to set aside human rights concerns. Apparent conflicts
with national security are just that—apparent, rather than real.
Over the long term, sacrificing human rights interests is likely to
have the counterproductive effect of endangering national security
interests as well.

Policy, of course, must be made for the present as well as
the future. What may prove to be a false conflict between human
rights and security in the long term may prove to be very real now.
What if an active policy of promoting human rights seriously
undermines a friendly regime? If a Third World regime has long
been associated with the United States—as Anastasio Somoza was
in Nicaragua—criticism from Washington on human rights
grounds can seriously undercut its political legitimacy. If the
United States goes further, halting military assistance because of
the recipient’s human rights practices, the Third World government
may find itself unable to exercise sufficient force to keep itself in
power against a hostile population. Under such circumstances,
what should the United States do?

The answer lies in evaluating the answers to three questions:
1. How poor is the human rights record of the regime?

2. How serious a threat to national security would it be
for it to be deposed?

3. Is a successor government likely to engage in better or
worse human rights practices than the existing regime?

The worse the human rights record of an existing regime is,
the greater the presumption against aiding it must be. Thus, in
order to sacrifice American interest in human rights, the threat to
national security posed by a collapse of such a regime must be
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direct and severe. There are some governments whose human
rights records are so atrocious that virtually no conceivable na-
tional security imperative other than a clear and present danger of
direct attack upon the United States would justify helping them
remain in power. Idi Amin’s regime in Uganda and Pol Pot’s
regime in Cambodia come to mind as recent examples. Moreover,
US law clearly prohibits providing military assistance to such
regimes. The statutory language prohibiting aid to gross and con-
sistent violators of internationally recognized human rights, how-
ever difficult it may be to interpret in particular cases, is clearly
intended to establish a basic minimum standard of human rights
observance that all recipients of US military aid must meet. But
this minimum criterion will help us make decisions only occa-
sionally since, mercifully, Idi Amins and Pol Pots are relatively
few in number.

How are we to evaluate the threat to national security posed
by the collapse of a friendly regime? If the regime is remote from
the geographic centers of East-West conflict (¢.g., the Middle East
and Central Europe), and if the involvement of the Soviet Union
and its allies is relatively marginal, then there is little reason for
the United States to prop up a regime under attack by its own
population. A strong human rights policy, even if it risks hastening
the collapse of the regime, holds better prospects for future US
relations with that country than a policy of subordinating human
rights to military assistance. The recent cases of Haiti and the
Philippines are good examples. The security of this nation is
probably better safeguarded in both Haiti and the Philippines now
because the United States resisted the temptation to defend dic-
tatorial regimes. Instead it used its influence to bring about more
democratic governments.

‘One difficulty with the guideline elaborated above is the fact
that there is always a potential East-West dimension to every Third
World conflict. In 1958 and 1959, the insurrection against the
Batista dictatorship appeared to be outside the East-West rivalry,
and in fact was. Fidel Castro’s movement did not receive external
assistance form the Soviet Union or Eastern bloc, and the tradi-
tional Communist party of Cuba played only a minor role in the
Revolution. Yet, by 1962, Cuba had become the focal point of the

HUMAN RIGHTS IN LATIN AMERICA 83

gravest confrontation between the superpowers in the nuclear era,

and had joined Berlin as a potential flash point of global Arma-
geddon. No one could have predicted such a development in 1958
when the United States was trying to decide how much to distance
itself from Batista’s decaying and increasingly brutal regime.

This inherent inability to predict the future has led some
analysts to argue that the United States must defend any friendly
regime that finds itself in difficulty, because failure to do so might
potentially lead to “another Cuba.” In Latin America in particular,
this maxim has been the guiding precept of US policy since the
Missile Crisis. If followed to its logical conclusion however, it
would have led us to support both Ferdinand Marcos and Baby
Doc Duvalier, a policy obviously inferior to the one actually pur-
sued. The fallacy in this position is that its policy recommenda-
tions are directed at the “worst case” outcome regardless of how
probable or improbable that outcome may be. Obviously, one
should have contingency plans for all possible outcomes, but it
does not make sense to gear policy toward a “worst case” if the
probability of that outcome actually occurring is remote.

An even more difficult case for the policymaker is one in
which a friendly government which is very much center-stage in
the East-West conflict becomes a gross violator of human rights.
South Korea and the military government in Greece during the
1970s are examples. In such cases, a strong human rights policy
may destabilize a regime whose demise could materially affect
the balance between the United States and the Soviet Union. Here,
the weight of presumption would appear to fall on the side of
national security interests. Indeed, even the Carter administration
subordinated its human rights policy to security concerns in places
like South Korea and Iran.

Yet even in these cases, such a presumption must be closely
examined. By standing staunchly with a regime that is violating
human rights, the United States enables that government to avoid
the painful and difficult-—but necessary—task of coming to terms
with its own population; furthermore, the resistance of existing
elites is reinforced. Rather than make the compromises necessary
for the restoration of stability, many will rely upon the power of
the United States to bolster their intransigence. This may succeed
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for a time, but in the long run, for the reasons discussed above,
the United States cannot sustain such a regime in power. The
denouement may then be substantially more violent, radical, and
disruptive of wider global relationships than it would have been
had it fallen earlier.

On the other hand, a well crafted human rights policy may
produce a change in government that is actually stabilizing for the
overall political system by creating conditions for the restoration
and maintenance of stability. The success of US policy in the
Philippines is a prime example of such a dynamic regime
transition.

The third criterion raised above concerns the need to weigh
the human rights practices of the existing regime compared to
those of a successor regime. By its very nature, this is a highly
speculative process. Almost every revolutionary movement, if it
grows large enough to pose a serious threat to the existing regime,
has become a broad and ideologically heterogeneous coalition.
When such a movement takes power, the coalition breaks down
as different elements in it come into conflict over the future di-
rection of the political system, and by extension, society. The
human rights practices of the new government will be a function
of how severe that conflict is and which faction of the old coalition
prevails. Neither of these developments is easily predicted.

Those who are reluctant to allow human rights interests to
interfere with traditional national security concerns often argue
that the human rights practices of the new regime will not be an
improvement over the old one. On these grounds, the argument
is made against the active promotion of human rights if there is
any chance that such a policy may lead to the demise of the existing
regime. Such rearranging is made with particular verve if the

_revolutionary movement includes any significant Marxist ele-

ments—which almost every revolutionary movement in the late™

twentieth century is bound to include.

The underlying presumption runs as follows: Any revolu-
tionary government that includes Marxists will eventually be taken
over by them. They will then establish a communist regime, whose
human rights practices will inevitably be worse than those of their
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predecessor. At times, this argument even assumes the form of a
logical deduction rather than an empirical prediction. Marxist-
Leninist regimes are defined as regimes in which there are no
human rights and no possibility of human rights improvement.
Therefore, their human rights practices are, by definition, worse
than those of any non-communist government. This view, which
verges on the theological, was most clearly codified by United
Nations Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick in her article “Dictatorships
and Double Standards,” where she urged a distinction between
moderately authoritarian regimes and totalitarian ones. The former
were assumed to be better from a human rights viewpoint because
they at least held the possibility of eventually evolving into de-
mocracies, whereas communist totalitarian regimes, by definition
would not undergo such an evolution.

The practical effect of accepting such an argument is to ev-
iscerate human rights policy as it pertains to friendly regimes.
Human rights ends up being targeted solely at communist regimes,
over which the United States has virtually no leverage on human
rights issues. This certainly eliminates the potential for any conflict
between human rights interests and national security, but it also
reduces human rights to little more than an ideological weapon in
the cold war. Thus, the real US interest in human rights is largely
forfeited.

Conclusion

National security, in its narrowest meaning, does indeed stand
superior to other interests. But the expansive interpretation of
national security that has come to dominate US policy in the post-
war era is so far removed from issues of actual survival that it
“1as forfeited its.claim to privileged status. In the Third -World,
and particularly in Latin America where the Soviet Union has
generally been reticent to become involved, national security in-
terests must contend with, and be balanced against, other interests
including those of human rights.

By law, there is a certain minimum standard of human rights
performance that is required for any government that hopes to
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receive military assistance from the United States. In addition,
we should not allow human rights to be subordinated to “national
security” in instances where the security threat is purely hypo-
thetical—for example, where the Soviet Union and its allies are
not deeply involved. Even where they are involved to some degree
as in Central America, one must still evaluate as specifically as
possible what the threat to national security actually consists of
rather than simply conceding its privileged status. Finaily, even
in cases where the security interest is substantial and clear, the
United States still needs to maintain a policy of promoting human
rights. In the long run, a policy of support for regimes that violate
human rights cannot be sustained or successful.
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