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In early September 2001, Congress was debating a
number of national security issues involving Latin
America, including the Bush Administration's new
Andean counterdrug initiative and the continued U.S.
military presence on the Puerto Rican island of Vieques.
Whiledtill critically important in the region, both dropped
to barely perceptible blips on Washington's political ra-
dar screen after September 11th. While U.S. military pro-
gramswill continuein Latin America, they arelikely to
undergo some changes as the United States responds to
the terrorist attacks.

Thisyear’ smgjor ass stance packageto Latin America
focuseson U.S. military support for counternarcotics ef-
fortsin Colombia and the Andean region. While major
guerrilla groups operate in Colombia, the United
Stateshas so far restricted itsrational efor assistance
to counter-drug support. Inthewake of theterrorist

attacks, the already blurry line between §§e }

counternarcoticsand counterinsurgency in Colom-
biamay be erased. _

Human rights conditionson aid are also at risk &
asU.S. attention turnstoterrorist threats. Effortsare
underway to seek broad waiver authority to over-
ride human rights safeguards on U.S. military pro-
gramsworldwide. Agreementswith countries host-
ing U.S. military Forward Operating Locationsin
Latin Americarestrict their use to counterdrug ac-
tivities, but there may be pressureto usethesefacili-
tiesfor counterterrorism purposesaswell.

Beyond these potential changes, many of the
programs the United States carries out with Latin
Americanmilitarieswill not bedramatically affected

U.S. Marines pass out certificates of completion to a newly graduated Peru-

October 2001
programsintheregion. Theother overriding rationalefor
U.S. military programs in this hemisphere has been
counternarcotics, and these programs will certainly re-
main high priorities.

Before September 11, congressional oversight of U.S.
military programs with Latin Americawas limited, but
steadily improving. Now, it isless likely that Congress
will focus significant attention on the oversight of any
programsoutside of theterrorism response. Whilethe shift
inpolicymakers attentionisunderstandable, U.S. involve-
ment in the Colombian counterdrug effort, the build up
of the Forward Operating L ocationsand large scaletrain-
ing programswill al continue. Military-to-military activi-
ties and priorities will move forward, whether or not
policymakersare minding the store.
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by recent events. Engagement is, and will continue vian riverine unit at the Joint Peruvian Riverine Training Center in lquitos,

to be, a primary objective for many U.S. military



> Trends

Increasing Classification

Public access to information about U.S. military as-
sistanceincreased somewhat since 1997, when the L atin
America Working Group launched the “ Just the Facts’
project. Congress required some new reports -- particu-
larly an overall accounting of U.S. military training and a
description of the Defense Department’ s counterdrug aid
-- that gave muchinsight into U.S.-Latin American mili-
tary cooperation.

Since 2000, however, we have seen a disturbing re-
versal in this progress. The above-mentioned report on
military training (known asthe “Foreign Military Train-
ing Report,” or FMTR) wasreleased in March 2000 with
key information from earlier reports classified. The 2000
FMTR would not identify the foreign military units
trained, making imposs ble monitoring of compliancewith
human rights conditions in military-aid law. The report
also removed any mention of U.S. trainersand training
locations, leaving the public unable to determine which
U.S. ingtitutions (such astheformer School of the Ameri-
cas) provide the most instruction and how much training
takesplace oversess.

The2001 FMTR increased classification still further,
this time entirely cutting out much of the counter-drug
training provided by the Defense Department -- one of
the largest funding sourcesfor military training in Latin
America. As aresult, the report left out even aggregate
numbers of traineesfor many Latin American countries.
It becameimpossible evento answer basic questionslike
“how many Bolivians were trained in 2000,” rendering
the FMTR largely useless asan oversight tool.

2001 also saw another crucial tool severely weak-
ened. All Latin Americaactivitieswerefor thefirst time
removed from unclassified distributions of the Pentagon’s
annual report on Specia OperationsForces' training with
foreign forces (known as the “ Section 2011” report due
toitsplaceintheU.S. Code). Thisreport isthe best source
of information about the Special Forces' Joint Com-

the next FM TR “to contain the maximum amount of in-
formation in declassified form, including information
about foreign unitstrained; thelocation of training; U.S.
trainers units; course descriptions, the number of courses
given and students trained; and estimates for next-year
training in each category of training reported.” The House
versionincludessimilar language.

Referring to both the FMTR and the * Section 2011”
report, the House Armed Services Commmittee’ sreport
accompanying the 2002 Defense Authorization bill notes
that “information contained in thesereportsregarding for-
eign military unitstrainedisimportant and should, where
appropriate, bemade availablein an unclassified formto
the general public.”

2002 Legislation

Legidation currently before the House of Represen-
tativeswould make greater disclosureof traininginto law.
The"Foreign Military Training Responsibility Act” (H.R.
1594) would also requireareport on foreign policetrain-
ing, improvetracking of trainees’ careers, and establisha
commission to re-think the mission of foreign military
training activities.

Other forcesin Congress are pushing in the opposite
direction, seeking to weaken further the Foreign Military
Training Report. Section 816 of the House of Represen-
tatives' version of the 2002-2003 Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act (H.R. 1646) would requirethe FMTR to
be produced only at the request of congressional |eaders,
and only for specified countries.

The House and Senate versions of the 2002 foreign
aid bill continue reports, including the FMTR, and hu-
man rights conditionsthat applied to previousaid, while
adding little new (other than those applying to Andean
aid, discussed below).

These conditionsinclude prohibitions on combat and
technical training to Guatemalathrough the International
Military Education and Training (IMET) program. The
Senate Appropriations Committee's report on the 2002
foreignaid bill notesthat “the Committeeis perplexed by

bined Exchange Training (JCET) program. JCET was
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a source of some controversy after 1998 press re-
ports reveal ed the program was active in Indonesia,
acountry banned at the time from receiving military
aid through the foreign assistance budget.
Congressional committees considering 2002 leg-
islation have called on the State and Defense depart-
ments to reconsider increased classification. The
Senate A ppropriations Committee’ snon-binding re-
port accompanying the 2002 foreign aid bill expects
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the Administration'srequestsfor regular IMET assistance
for some countrieswhose armed forces have arecent his-
tory of actively undermining elected civilian authorities,
corruption, and human rights abuses, and which have
shown no commitment to reform.”

The samereport includeslanguage clarifying imple-
mentation of the Leahy Law, which since 1997 has pro-
hibited aid to foreign military units that violate human
rightswithimpunity. The subcommittee defines” unit” as
“the smallest operational group inthefield that has been
implicated inthereported violation.” Thereport dso calls
for the State Department “to establish and maintain an
electronic database of credible evidence of gross viola-
tions of human rights by units of foreign security forces.
Each U.S. embassy should designate an appropriate offi-
cial to collect and submit datato the database from awide
range of sourceson aregular basis. Such adatabase would
be oneimportant depository of evidence for making de-
terminations regarding the implementation of thisprovi-
sion.” This clarification was needed because interpreta-

The Andean Regional Ini-
tiative
The largest element of the United

tion and implementation of thelaw hasvaried even among
States' 2002 plansfor the hemisphereis
continued support for “Plan Colombia,”

rity for an expanded pro-
gram of aeria fumigation
of drug crops, carried out
by Colombia's National
Police and U.S.-funded
private contractors. The
U.S. government con-
tractswith private compa
nies, which employ civil-
iansto work in Colombia
asspray-pl ane pI|OtS, me- awards the U.S. Southern Command’s
chanlcs, search-and-rescue Gen. Peter Pace with the “Cross of
personnel, miIitary trainers, Boyaca” medal, September 2001.
logistics expertsand intelligence-gatherers, among other
duties.

The State Department reported in May 2001 that “the
average number of U.S. citizen civilian contractorswork-
ing on State Department, USAID and DOD programs
supporting Plan Colombiaon any given day hasbeenin
the range of 160-180 persons.” According to press re-
ports, including non-U.S. citizensincreases this number
towell over 300 civilian contractors.

The heavy use of contractors has been a source of
some controversy, asit raisesissues of accountability and
proximity to Colombia’s conflict. The controversy was
fed by theinvolvement of contract personnel in the acci-
dental shooting down of aplanecarrying U.S. missionar-
ies, mistaken for drug traffickers, over Peruin April 2001.

Colombian President Andrés Pastrana

U.S. embassiesin Latin America.
which began with the July 2000 passage

of a$1.3 billion package of “emergency” anti-drug aid to
Colombiaand itsneighbors. The Bush Administration’s
“Andean Regional Initiative’ aid request will continue
programs begun under the 2000 aid package, whilegreatly
increasing military and police assistance to six of
Colombia sneighbors.

Indollar terms, therequest seekslessaid to Colombia's
military and policethan Bogotareceived in 2000 and 2001.
Thismerely reflectsthat the 2002 request includesno high-
cost helicopters, which added about $350 million to the
2000-2001 aid package.* The sixteen UH-60 Blackhawk
and roughly forty UH-1 Huey helicoptersin that pack-
age began delivery to Colombiain July 2001. They will
provide mobility to athree-battalion CounternarcoticsBri-
gadein Colombia sarmy, created with heavy U.S. assis-
tance. The second and third battalions completed training
by U.S. Specia Forcesin December 2000 and May 2001,
respectively.

The battalions are charged with guaranteeing secu-

* While no new aircraft are included in the 2002 foreign aid hill, the Senate Appropriations
Committee “expects the State Department to submit a report on the feasibility of procuring
additional aircraft for Bolivia, Colombia, and Ecuador, within the projected budget for
counternarcotics programs in fiscal year 2003.”

A Sharp Increase

The Bush Administration’s “Andean Regional Initiative” aid re-
quest for 2002 would bring a jump in military and police aid for
Colombia’s neighbors.

Venezuela:

2000-20071 averags: $5.48 mition
2002 request; $13.33 mitkon
Change: +144%

Panama;

200H1-2003 averags: §4.38 milion
2002 request: $13:07 million
Change: +220%

Colombia:

20002001 average: $4TSES mikldn
200 request: $367 .20 mifllarr
Change: -24%

‘| Bolivia:
2003-2001 average: §51.23 million
2002 raquissl: $51 .25 million

Change: +20%

Ecuador:

2000-2001 averagae; $10.43 million
2002 requast: $31.T6millon
Change: +63%

Peru:
200:0-2001 average: 4918 million
2002 requas!: 845 million

Change: +82%

Brazil:
2A00-2007 averdg® B3 88 milkon
2802 request: $18.36 million

Change: +345%

2002 recuest figuees are token from Stote Depariment Foreign Chpermtions fequesis,
Hus estimates of coumter narcotics diawdow ni el Dhfemse Depalaent st e
{estimates derived by averogiig peevious two yearsh.




4 Whilethe Andean Regiond Initiativewill dightly

decrease military and police aid levelsfor Colombia
in 2002, it will mean a large leap in this assistance to
Colombia sneigbors.

Peru’sarmed forces will enter the post-Fujimori pe-
riod with new U.S. funding for Navy riverineefforts, Air
Force C-26 sensor packages, engine upgrades, and train-
ing. The Peruvian police will get upgrades to fourteen
UH-1 Huey helicoptersand greater assi stancefor manual
cocaeradication programs.

Securing Ecuador’ sborder with Colombiawill bethe
chief focusof U.S. security assitanceto Quito. Assistance
to Ecuador’ smilitary and policewill includetraining, lo-
gistical support, communications gear and maintenance
of helicopters and equipment. The United Statesis also
in the midst of a $61.2 million upgrade to an airbase at
Manta, on Ecuador’ sPacific Coast. U.S. aircraft will use
Manta as a “Forward Operating Location” to host and
maintain surveillanceflights over thedrug “ source zone”
(particularly southern Colombia, Peru and Bolivia).

The United States has built barracks for Bolivia's
Army in the Chapare coca-growing region, and sent nu-
merousteamsof counter-drug military trainers. Plansfor
2002 include equipment, weapons and training for the
ground, water and air interdiction efforts of all branches
of Bolivia sarmed forcesand police.

Brazil’ spolicewill receive significant counternarcotics
assistancefor thefirst timein 2002. Much of it will sup-
port Brazil’s “Operation Cobra,” a three-year effort to
fortify the border with Colombia.

Securing the Colombian border is a central goal of
U.S. police assistance in armyless Panama. Greatly in-
creased aid will provide equipment, training and advice
to Panamanian Nationa Police border units, National
Maritime Service, and National Air Service.

U.S. military relations with the government of Ven-
ezuelan President Hugo Chavez have been mixed. Ven-
ezuela continues to prohibit use of its airspace by U.S.
counter-drug surveillance aircraft, and the State Depart-
ment has criticized Venezuela' s own interdiction efforts
as “largely unsuccessful.” In August 2001, Venezuela
revoked the fifty-year-old agreement granting the U.S.
Military Group arent-free presence in the Fuerte Tiuna
military headquarters in Caracas. Venezuelan Defense
Minister José Vicente Rangel criticized the agreement as
“amuseum piece of the Cold War.” On the other hand,
U.S. collaboration with Venezuela s National Guard con-
tinuesto be close, particularly on counter-narcotics mat-
ters, and Venezuela ssecurity forceswill seeasignificant
increase in U.S. funding in 2002 as part of the Andean
Regional Initiative.

U.S. aid to the Andes continuesto receive more scru-
tiny than any other activity inthe hemisphere. Colombia
isparticularly controversial. Concerns have centered on
the human rights record of the world’s third-largest re-
cipient of security assistance (as of publication) and the
possibility of entanglement in abroadening conflict. The
Senate A ppropriations Committee noted that “ many Mem-
bers have expressed concernsthat this program is draw-
ing the United Statesinto aprolonged civil war that may

pose grave risks to American personnel and

Contractors working with security forces in the Andes
(An incomplete list)

DynCorp (Reston, VA): Offersaviation servicesto the State Department-funded
aerial fumigation program in Colombia. Services include pilots, mechan-
ics, logistics personnel, and search-and-rescue teams. Three DynCorp pi-
lots have died in accidents since 1997, including one plane crash whose
causesremain unknown. A DynCorp search-and-rescue team wasfired upon
by FARC guerrillasin Caquetd, Colombia, in February 2001.

East, Inc. (Patrick Air Force Base, FL): Sub-contracts pilotsand other services
for DynCorp. East was involved in efforts to supply Nicaragua's contra
rebelsin the 1980s.

Military Personnel Resour cesinternational (MPRI) (Alexandria, VA): Car-
ried out a Defense Department-funded contract to advise the Colombian
armed forces in logistics, planning and organization.

Northrup Grumman (Los Angeles, CA): Operation of U.S. radar sitesin the
region.

Aviation Development Cor poration (Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery,
AL): Contracted by the CIA to assist in aerial interdiction efforts. Involved
in the April 2001 incident in which the Peruvian air force accidentaly
shot down a plane carrying U.S. missionaries.

Air Scan (Rockledge, FL): Performs agrial surveillance services.

further hardshipsfor the Colombian people.”

The executive branch has long dismissed
such concerns by insisting that U.S. aid isfor
counternarcotics programs, not counter-insur-
gency. However, the Bush Administration is
carrying out a “formal review” to determine
whether the U.S. mission should remain “just
narcotics, or isthere somewider stake we may
have in the survival of afriendly democratic
government,” asAssistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs Peter Rod-
man defined it in August 2001.

Uncertainty about the direction of U.S.
policy toward the Andes has led to the place-
ment of several restrictions and reporting re-
quirements on the 2002 Andean aid package,
which as this document goes to pressis cur-
rently before Congress as part of the Foreign
Operations appropriation. Both houses' ver-



sions place human rights conditionson military assistance,
and include maximum numbersof U.S. military person-
nel and contractors allowed in Colombia at any given
time. The Senate’ s version would cut off aerial fumiga-
tion funding until the government certifiesthe chemicals
safety and use according to U.S. government and manu-
facturers’ standards, and until reparation mechanismsare
in effect for those un-

of the helicoptersin 1999, thetraining programhas 5
continued; the Mexican military has obtained heli-
coptersfrom other sources and standard helicopter train-
ing applies equally to the new equipment.

While the annual Foreign Military Training Report
has classified information about foreign unitstrained by
the United States, it is clear that counternarcotics work

justly fumigated.

As this document
goes to press in late
September 2001, it is
unclear how U.S. aid to
the Andes will be af-
fected by the September
11 terrorist attacks. A
direct threat to U.S. se-
curity on its own soil
may divert attention and
resources -- including T

All Military Aid To Mexico, 1997-2002

Data show military assistance to Mexico reduced somewhat from 1997 levels. But aid amounts have long
since stabilized, and documents predict a moderate increase in 2001 and 2002.

Courses Offered To Mexican Military, 1998-2001

military aid -- away

fromtheregion. Itisat |east aslikely, though, that anew
global “war” on terrorism might ease a shift toward
counter-insurgency assistance, with the pretext of help-
ing Colombiato control thethree armed groupsinitscoun-
try that appear on the State Department’ slist of thirty-one
international terrorist organizations.

Mexico

TheUnited States' relationship with
Mexico' smilitary continuesto be based
on counternarcotics. In 2001, the United
Statesplanstotrain 1,363 Mexican mili-
tary personnel. Whiletraining numbers
have fluctuated somewhat over the past few years, the
averageremainsaround 1,000 per year. Thefluctuations
likely have moreto do with temporary political consider-
ationsthan with significant changesin prioritiesor direc-
tion.

According to the 2000-2001 Foreign Military Train-
ing Report, “The U.S. conducts extensivetraining inthe
counter-narcotics area, with specia focus in helicopter
repair and maintenance of aircraft. Technical assistance
covering abroad range of counter-drug capabilities and
assets help enhance Mexico's ability to combat narcotic
traffickersand continueits cooperation with U.S. counter-
drug efforts.”

Aircraft training with Mexico began in earnest when
the United Statesdonated 73 used helicoptersfor counter-
drug usein 1996 and 1997. Though Mexico returned all

A ¥

hastaken on more of amaritimefocus, and that the United
Statesisworking closely with the "Marina" in Mexico.

This same report appears to indicate an increase in
training programs that take place on Mexican soil. Un-
liketherest of Latin America, where U.S. mobile train-
ing teams and Specia Operations Forces conduct much
training in host countries, most Mexican trainees have
been brought to the United Statesfor training. The pres-
enceof U.S. troopsin Mexican territory has been histori-
cally controversial.

However, thisyear's FM TR indicates that about half
of expected trainees for 2001 are taking courses either
given by mobiletraining teamsor courses often provided
inthat fashion.

While off somewhat from 1996 and 1997, when the
helicoptersweretransferred and significant resourceswent
to training counter-drug Air Mobile Specia Forces Groups
(GAFESs), engagement with the Mexican military isstill a
major priority for the United States. While Department of
Defense officials admit that the relationship has been
rocky, one recently described the periodic crises as “on
the margins of the fundamental relationship.”

Central America

Whilemilitary and policeaid levels
to Central Americalag behindthe Andes
and Mexico, they are no longer declin-
ing from their 1980s highs.

El Salvador’ ssecurity forcesin par-

.
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remains more active in Central
Americathan in therest of the hemi-
sphere. HCA exercisesoperated at an
unprecedented pace in the region in
1999 following Hurricane Mitch;
whilethey fell off somewhat in 2000,
the program increased again in 2001
following the El Salvador earthquakes.
In Honduras, the Southern
Command’ s“ Joint Task Force Bravo”
continues to operate out of the Soto
Cano airbase near Comayagua. The
unit’s550 U.S. military personnel and
650 U.S. and Honduran civilians pro-
vide" responsive helicopter support to
missionsin Latin Americaand the Car-
el ibbean,” Southern Command chief
g™ Gen. Peter Pace explained in April
. | 2001,
= Nicaraguaand Guatemalaaretwo
of theonly countriesin the hemisphere
/| that do not receive combat and tech-
nical training through the I nternational
| Military Education and Training
(IMET) program. Both countries are
limited to “Expanded IMET,” which
offers courses in management, civil-

Fort Buchanan

Vieques
Others

L=

ticular are experiencing a significant jump in U.S. aid.
Aidindollar terms, which stayed below $1 million since
the early 1990s, may reach nearly $4 million in 2002
thanksto alarge infusion of Foreign Military Financing
(FMF, theU.S. government’ smain non-counternarcotics
military aid program). The State Department reports that
the FMF will help the Salvadoran military refurbish heli-
coptersoverused in response to January 2001 earthquakes,
and will support naval vesselsused for drug interdiction.
El Salvador isalso hosting aForward Operating Lo-
cation at its Comalapa airport, where U.S. Navy and
Customs personnel are supporting counter-drug surveil-
lanceaircraft on missions over the eastern Pacific Ocean.
Whilethe siteisin limited use, improvements valued at
$9.3 million will be made in 2002 and 2003.
Counternarcoticsassi stanceto Central Americaisin-
creasing, though peacekeeping and humanitarian assis-
tance continue to be key missionsof U.S. military coop-
eration with the region. The Southern Command’ s Hu-
manitarian and Civic Assistance (HCA) program, in
which U.S. miltiary personnel pay visits to build infra-

military relations, human rightsand re-
lated topics. In the Nicaraguan case this is a matter of
policy, probably owing to the Nicaraguan army’s
Sandinistaorigins. Guatemal a, however, is prohibited by
law from receiving military aid through regular IMET
and the FMF programs, due to persisting human rights
concerns. The House Appropriations Committee urges
“renewed emphasis on improving the Guatemalan civil-
ian policeforce... to strengthen law enforcement and mod-
ernization of the state.”

The Caribbean

Anti-drug aid isexpected tofuel in-
creased military and police assistanceto
the Caribbean in 2001 and 2002, asthe
State Department’ s 2002 request for its
International Narcotics Control (INC)
program foresees large increasesto the
region.

The Defense Department is funding many construc-
tion improvementsto the U.S. Forward Operating L oca-
tion on the islands of Arubaand Curacao in the Nether-




lands Antilles. $10.2 million will build new runwaysand
other facilitiesfor Aruba, whichisused by U.S. Customs
aircraft. Another $43.9 million will support similar up-
grades at Curacao, which hosts alarger number of U.S.
military planes. Construction will endin late 2002.

Rivaling Plan Colombiafor controversy intheregion
isthe U.S. Navy’s continued use of afiring range (the
Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility) on theisland
of Vieques off the eastern coast of Puerto Rico. The site
has been afocus of intense protest since April 1999, when
a plane practicing bombing missed its target, killing a
Puerto Rican civilian security guard. The Navy is cur-
rently practicing bombing on the siteusing inert concrete
bombs; a non-binding referendum of Vieques residents
in July 2001 found that 68 percent wanted the Navy to
vacatethe sixty-year-old siteimmediately.

Thefiring range’ s future should be sealed by a bind-
ing referendum in November 2001 that does not include
the Navy’s immediate withdrawal as an option. Voters
will choose either to allow the Navy to remain (and re-
ceive $50 million in economic assistance) or to forcethe
Navy to leave in 2003 (and receive no funds).

Language in the House of Representatives version
of the 2002 Defense Authorization bill would repeal this
referendum and let the Navy decide whether it wants to
leave the Vieques site. As this report goes to press fol-
lowing the September 11 terrorist attacks, policymakers
are renewing calls to continue using the Vieques range
whilethe Navy lacks available alternate sites.

Haiti, which in the mid-1990s received a great deal
of assistance to establish a national police force, today
receiveslittlepoliceaid (Haiti hasno army), dueto prohi-
bitions on assistance until “Haiti has held free and fair

electionsto seat anew parliament.” Foreignaidleg- 7
islationwould allow aid for Haiti’ s Coast Guard; the
Bush Administration’ s 2002 funding request to Congress
asksfor “resumption of FMF assistanceto the HNP[Hai-
tian National Police], and its Coast Guard in particular,
mostly to enhance counternarcotics capabilities.”

The Dominican Republic will receive small amounts
of FMF to support coastal patrol boats for counter-drug
and migrant operations, and to providetactical communi-
cationsfor military disaster-relief efforts.

The Southern Cone

On June 13, 2001 the Pentagon for-
mally notified Congressof theforthcom-
ing sale of ten F-16 C/D series fighter
planes and two KC-135 tanker aircraft
to Chile. The planes do not include so-
phisticated AMRAAM missiles, assome
had expected.

The roughly $700 million sale is the first since a
twenty-year-old policy banning high-tech weapons sales
to Latin Americawaslifted in 1997. (One exception had
been made in the early 1980s, when F-16s were sold to
Venezuela.) Purchases by Chile and, potentialy, by its
Southern Cone neighbors have been slowed somewhat
by the region’ s chronic economic crises.

The New York Timesreported in August that “Brasilia
has set aside $700 million to buy up to 24 supersonic
fighters. But it isinsisting that any supplier provide ad-
vanced avionics and that Brazil's burgeoning aerospace
industry be alowed to make the planes here for itself.”
TheU.S. government may be uncomfortablewiththelevel
of technology transfer that these conditions would de-
mand.

With a ban on high-tech weapons sales to Latin America lifted in 1997, Chile is pur-
chasing ten F-16 fighter aircraft from the United States (Defense Department photo).

Argentina, in the midst of a
deep recession, has not announced
plansto buy aircraft. Relations be-
tween the U.S. and Argentine
armed forcesare quite close, how-
ever, asArgentinaistheonly Latin
American country to hold the
largely symbolic status of “Major
Non-NATO Ally” of the United
States. Thisstatushasgiven Argen-
tina priority access to the United
States' program of giveaways of
Excess Defense Articles (EDA).
Thisprogram has provided Argen-
|| tinawith tensof millionsof dollars
|| inweaponsand equipment over the
past few years. The State




8 Department’ s 2002 aid request statesthat EDA and

arapidly increasing amount of grant FMF assistance
areaimed at strengthening the Argentine military’ sabiliy
to participateininternational peacekeeping missions. “Re-
ceipt of grant EDA helps Argentinaobtain NATO-com-
patibl e equipment, such astransport and communications
equipment, which improves its interoperability with
NATO forcesin peacekeeping operations.”

Training

Though the most recent Foreign Military Training Re-
port classified data necessary to make an exact determi-
nation, the launch of Plan Colombia and the training of
entire battalons almost assuredly increased the number of
Latin American military personnel trained in 2000 over
the 12,923 reported in 1999. If patternsrevealed by pre-
vious FM TRscontinued in 2000, the mgjority of thistrain-
ing took place overseas, given by U.S. instructors (mainly
Specia Forcesunits) in the students’ own countries.

Training Through the Defense Budget

International Military Education and Training (IMET), the most well-
known source of military training funding, is not the number-one
training program for Latin America. That distinction belongs to the
Defense Department’s “Section 1004" counternarcotics authority.
Section 1004 programs are managed much less transparently than
IMET; in fact, this chart uses 1999 data because the 2000 version of
the source report classified Section 1004 totals for several coun-
tries.

IMET versus Section 1004, 1998
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The best-known symbol of military training for Latin
America underwent a makeover in late 2000 and early
2001. Following a change in the law proposed by the
Pentagon, the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security
Cooperation (WHINSEC) now occupiesthe building that
housed the U.S. Army School of the Americas at Fort
Benning, Georgia.

Theschool, theonly U.S. Army institution that offers
training in Spanish, isin the midst of reforming its cur-
riculum and removing several combat courses; the change
inthelaw codifies several previously existing oversight
mechanisms, such asaBoard of Visitorsand regular re-
portson the school’ sactivities.

Though its coursework is more intensive than that
offered by most U.S. training teams overseas, the
WHINSEC accountsfor only about 5 percent of all Latin
American military personnel trained by the United States.

Foreign Military Financing

TheBush Administration’ said request for 2002 would
revive Foreign Military Financing (FMF), amilitary aid
program that had been used sparingly in Latin America
during the past ten years. Primarily intended to provide
military equipment for non-counternarcotics purposes,
FMF levelsin the hemisphere are expected to rise from
about $4 million in 2000 to at least $18 million in 2002,

Though most of the attention of congressional over-
sight staff remainsfixed on the standard foreign aid bud-
get, the largest source of funding for training in Latin
Americaisin fact the $300 billion Defense Department
budget. Under an authorization normally referred to as
“Section 1004,” the Pentagon usesits counter-drug bud-
get to train many more individual s than does IMET, the
largest training program in theforeign aid budget.

The former School of the Americas

Government documents forecast steady growth in the International
Military Education and Training Program’s funding for Latin America,
while the Foreign Military Financing program, dormant for much of
the 1990s, is being revived.

Growth in FMF and IMET
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with Argentina, Boliviaand El Salvador the largest ben-
eficiaries.

State Department documentsalso indicatethat Latin
Americawill shareinalarge expected worldwideincrease
inIMET fundsfor military training. The number of IMET-
funded trainees from Latin America would increase by
about one-quarter in two years, from 2,684 in 2000 to




3,399in 2002.

Anti-Terrorism Assistance

L atin Americahas accounted for roughly ten percent
of the worldwide budget of the State Department’ srela
tively small Anti-Terrorism Assistance (ATA) program,
which providesweapons, equipment, servicesand train-
ing designed to help foreign governments prevent and
deal withterrorist acts. The State Department’ sApril 2001
aid request indicated plans to increase ATA funding for
Latin Americasignificantly, from $3.0 millionin 2000to
$4.4 million in 2002. In the wake of the September 11,
2001 tragedy in the United States, it isreasonable to ex-
pect the ATA account to increase sharply worldwide, in-
cluding the Western Hemisphere.

Conclusion

Indeed, the horrific attacks of September 11 havethe
potential to alter radically the United States' relationship
with Latin Americaand its militaries. Asthis document
goesto publication two weeks after thetragedy, it iseasy
toimaginethat the U.S. military’ smain regional concerns
during the 1990s -- the drug war, improving
interoperability, developing new missions and carrying
out engagement for its own sake -- have been eclipsed by
avastly moreimmediate threat to national security.

While U.S. policymakers' attention may be diverted
tothe Middle East, itisunlikely that military and police
assistance to Latin America and the Caribbean will de-
crease. Infact, what commentatorsarecalling“ America’s
new war” might bring increased involvement with the
hemisphere’ s militaries, as the cold war did during the
second half of the twentieth century.

This new emphasis may bring several dramatic
changes. First, the drug war may fall to secondary impor-
tance among U.S. military prioritiesin the region. This
would be a tremendous change in Colombia, which is
not only a key drug source country but is also home to
groups on the State Department’ slist of international ter-
rorist organizations. While U.S. Ambassador to Bogota
Anne Patterson recently told reporters“thereisno stom-
achinthe United States for counterinsurgency,” thereis
some possibility that the purpose of aid could nonethe-
less shift toward hel ping Colombiato subdue “terrorist”
groupswithinitsborders.

Secretary of State Colin Powell indicated that thisshift
may indeed be underway in a September 23 television
interview: “Quite a few [terrorist groups] will go after
our interests in the regions that they are located in and
right here at home. And so we havetotreat all of themas

potentially having the capacity to affect usinaglo- 9
bal way. Or to affect our friendsand interestsin other
partsof theworld. For example, we have designated three
groupsin Colombiaaone asbeing terrorist organizations,
and we are working with the Colombian Government to
protect their democracy against thethreat provided or pre-
sented by theseterrorist organizations.”

In a context like Colombia s this mission would re-
quire a wholesale counterinsurgency strategy. Yet this
strategy would carry the samerisks of entanglement and
human rights concerns as before. Should these risks and
the policy’ sfailure become reality, though, U.S. leaders
may not be aware of the need to act, as their attention
may remain fixed on the Middle East.

A second change in U.S. policy toward the region
could be amagjor rollback of controls and conditions on
military assistance that have been put in place over the
past twenty-fiveyears. Inarushto build coaitionsand to
guard against thisnew threat, policymakers may cometo
view human rights, nonproliferation, and other protec-
tions-- aswell astransparency mechanisms-- asobstacles.
The Leahy law, limits on aid to countries developing
nuclear weapons, prohibitionson aid to governmentsre-
sulting from military coups, limitson CIA recruitment of
known human rights abusers, and the ban on assassina-
tionsof leaders could al be challenged in coming months.

Yet these protections are more badly needed now than
ever. Assistance to known abusers and criminals may
appear to offer security in the short term, but history has
shown repeatedly that offering aid or atacit “seal of ap-
proval” to those opposed to our core values -- human
rights, liberty, democracy -- frequently contributesto mak-
ing volatile regions even less secure in the long term.
Countries and individuals must be held to an extremely
high standard of relevanceto U.S. security before exist-
ing protectionsare waived, and theideaof “ blanket waiv-
ers’ promises nothing but disastrous results. We must be
cautiousabout reversing decades of building human rights
protectionsinto U.S. foreign palicy.

A third changein U.S. policy toward theregion could
be an acceleration in an existing trend of increased mili-
tary involvement in foreign policymaking. Already, the
many programs documented in this publication have given
the U.S. military ahigh degree of influencein the West-
ern Hemipshere. About 50,000 U.S. military personnel
pass through the region in atypical year, many of them
carrying out activitiesthat count “ engagement” asachief
mission. Asaresult, itisaready an open questionin many
countrieswhich part of the U.S. government -- the diplo-
mats or the officers -- has the closest relationships with



10 key leaders.

A fourth potential changeisareductionin oversight
of U.S. military programs. Inthefew weeks after the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, aCongress normally fraught with par-
tisanship addressed all national security issueswith near
consensus. Once-controversia U.S. military programslike
Colombiaand Vieques dropped from sight.

Thiscurrent desirefor unity isunderstandable. None-
theless, oversight of U.S. military programs -- which is
based on the “trust, but verify” concept -- unavoidably
involvescontroversy at times.

During the past five years, Congress had made good
progress toward better oversight of U.S. training and
counternarcotics programswith Latin America. Congress
hasrequired that the executive provide better information
on foreign military training and Defense Department
counter-drug expenditures, established arequirement for
tracking the careersof certain foreign military personnel
trained by the United States, and implemented the L eahy
Law, prohibiting training and assistance to foreign units
that commit human rights abuses. These are all signifi-
cant improvementsin oversight.

But oversight isonly possible when thereisboth ac-
cessto information and a desire to analyze it. Whilein-
formation may still be produced, thedesireto focusonit
may diminish. In the months ahead, policymakers must
recall that U.S. military programsin Latin Americacon-
tinue and that relinquishing oversight will not make us
safer. Those actively pursing oversight and accountabil-
ity need and deserve support.

As the President and Congress move to take strong
action against terrorist threats, they must recall some of
thelessonsof the past forty years' U.S. military involve-
ment in Latin America. Probably the most important isto
be careful in choosing our friends -- both those who we
train and with whom we devel op long-term alliances. We
must choose allies who do not violate our sense of jus-
tice, human rights or democracy.

Government Information

(as of late September 2001)
Key Executive Branch Officials

Department of State:

Assistant Secretary for Western
Hemisphere Affairs: Vacant; Acting
Assistant Secretary Lino Gutierrez;
Nominee Otto Reich.

Assistant Secretary for |nternational
Nar cotics and Law Enforcement Af-
fairs: Rand Beers.

Department of Defense:

Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs: Peter
Rodman.

Deputy Assistant Secretary for \est-
ern Hemisphere Affairs: Roger
Pardo-Maurer

Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Soecial Operations and Low-Inten-
sity Conflict: Vacant; Nominee
Michelle Van Cleave

Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Counternarcotics. Andre
Hollis

Commander-in-Chief, U.S Southern
Command: Vacant (Gen. Peter Pace
nominated to be Vice-Chairman of
Joint Chiefs).

White House:

Office of National Drug Control
Policy (Drug Czar): Vacant; Acting
Director Edward Jurith; Nominee
John Walters.

National Security Council: John
Maisto, Senior Director for Western
Hemisphere Affairs; Elliott Abrams,
Senior Director for Democracy, Hu-
man Rights, and International Opera-
tions.

Relevant Congressional Committees

House:
Committee on Appropriations: Chair-
man: Bill Young (R-Florida); Rank-
ing Democrat David Obey (D-Wis-
consin).

Subcommittee on Foreign Opera-
tions: Chairman: Jim Kolbe (R-Ari-
zona); Ranking Democrat NitaL owey
(D-New York).

Subcommittee on Defense: Chair-

man Jerry Lewis (R-California);
Ranking Democrat John Murtha (D-
Pennsylvania).
Committee on International Rela-
tions: Chairman Henry Hyde (R-I1li-
nois); Ranking Democrat Tom Lantos
(D-Cdifornia).

Subcommittee on the Western Hemi-
sphere: Chairman CassBallenger (R-
North Carolina); Ranking Democrat
Robert Menendez (D-New Jersey).
Committeeon Armed Services: Chair-
man Bob Stump (R-Arizona); Rank-
ing Democrat Ike Skelton (D-Mis-
souri).

Senate:
Committee on Appropriations: Chair-
man Robert Byrd: Ranking Republi-
can Ted Stevens (R-Alaska).
Subcommittee on Foreign Opera-
tions: Chairman Patrick Leahy (D-
Vermont); Ranking Republican Mitch
McConnell (R-Kentucky).
Subcommittee on Defense: Chair-
man Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii);
Ranking Republican Ted Stevens (R-
Alaska).
Committee on Foreign Relations:
Chairman Joseph Biden (D-Dela-
ware); Ranking Republican Jesse
Helms (R-North Caroling).
Subcommittee on Western Hemi-
sphere, Peace Corps, and Narcotics
Affairs. Chairman Christopher Dodd
(D-Connecticut); Ranking Republican
Lincoln Chafee (R-Rhode Island).
Committee on Armed Services:
Chairman Carl Levin (D-Michigan);
Ranking Republican John Warner (R-
Virginia).

Recent Government Reports Online

Foreign Military Training Report:
http://www.state.gov/t/pm/rls/rpt/2001/fmtrpt/

Congressional Presentation Document for

Foreign Operations:
http://www.state.gov/s/rpp/ris/chj/

Annua armstransfersreport, fiscal year 1999:
http://www.fas.org/asmp/profiles/655-99/

655rep.html

International Narcotics Control Budget Request:

http://www.state.gov/g/inl/rls/rpt/chj/fy2002/

International Narcotics Control Strategy Report:

http://www.state.gov/g/inl/rls/nrcrpt/2000/
Genera Accounting Office: International
Counterdrug Sites Being Developed - http:/
www.gao.gov/new.items/d0163br.pdf

Genera Accounting Office: U.S. Assistanceto

ColombiaWill Take Yearsto Produce Results -

http://ciponline.org/col ombia/d0126.pdf

National Drug Control Strategy:
http://www.whitehousedrugpolicy.gov/policy/

ndcs.html

Andean region counter-drug strategy:
http://mww.ciponline.org/colombia/aid/

102601.htm

Proposed uses of "Plan Colombia" funds:
http://mww.ciponline.org/colombia/aid/

080102.htm

Costs of support for "Plan Colombia":
http://ciponline.org/colombia/072701.htm
Herbicidesused in Colombia:
http://mww.ciponline.org/colombia/aid/
012301.htm
Report on country human-rights practices:
http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rl/hrrpt/2000/
Human rightsin Colombia:
January 2001: http://www.ciponline.org/
colombia/aid/011902.htm
September 2000: http://www.ciponline.org/
colombia/aid/091101.htm
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Grant aid
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Grant aid All Grant Aid to Mexico
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Anals errirug $0 $8,000.000 Authorization expired in 1998 International Military Education and Training
$2 372,447

B 375,247 | 220,00 —_—

Defense {current e

Articles el {current valug) $0 50 $0

grants $1,382,447

- :
ey 30 delivered

Approximate
total police

“Section 1004” Counter-Drug

e £87,044,000{$26,238,000§%$21,244,0001$16,618.000
and military

aid

Approximate
number of
trainees

Sales

Foreign Military Sales Agreements
2000 29@1 2ﬂﬁ2
1996 actual |1997 actual| 1998 actual | 1999 actual M

"-\-\.\_\_‘_‘_\-\_

$4.837,000 $27,663,000 $1,313,000 $5651,000 $400,000 $9,000,000 $3,000,000

Foreign
4 (Agreements)  (Agreements) (Agreements) (Agreements) (Agreements) (Agraements) (Agresments)

Miltary
Sales $4,430,000 $9,527,000 $2,722,000 $1,799,000
(Delveries)  (Delveries) Delveries) (Delveries) Direct ol Sales Li
irec ommercial Sales Licenses
$146,617,738 330,868,570 $182,327 876 $240,881,442
Direct (Licenses) (Licenses) (Licenses) {Licenses)

~ ; 4 EE
ulommerual $991,000 $3,330,566 $21,320,641 $5521,000 57,649,000 $36.728.000 $29.086.000
Sales (Deliveriesasof (Delveriesas (Delveriesasof (Deliveries as of Eiraca | | (Dmdae (Exgected
September  of September ~ September September q :ll:.pec. : d }lngpecle d Fpep :
1996) 1997) 1998) 1999) gliveres) eliveries) gliveries)

Training Institutions

P 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 School of the Americas Students
rogram actual actual actual actual actual actual

School of the stuL?e?ﬂs 05 =15
chool of the ;
Americas 16.3%% of s;g ‘:f,:;i” S;g éf‘”;? stud-—nts; Stchnts;
total; one total total 974 of total 5% of total
instructor
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Craft and
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Training School
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Center for
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Grant aid All Grant Aid to Ecuador

1996 1997 1998 2lﬂ1 2002

nternational  $500,000 $600,000 $500,000 $1,200,000 $21,200,000 $2,200,000 $39,000,000

MNarcotics (Police and  [Police and  [Police and LP0I|ce and (Police and  (Police and (Police and
i ; ol military aid  military aid military aid military aid rnilitary aid military aid rmiltary aid
wontro 5243,000) §275,0000  $190,000) $585,000)  §12,865,000) 51,722,000 518,400,000)
International catnea - _ _
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Education students 118 students 141 students 162 students studants 100 students 113 students
and Training . r i
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Foreign ) ol . .
Military $0 $0 $0 $79 068 50 %0 $1.000,000 International Military Education and Training
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trainees --Hn--- T
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1997 2000 2861 2&&2
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(Deliveries) (Dealiveries) (Deliveries) (Delveries) g
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H Y T8 o o e et et
Commercial %E;I:FCB_.OOJ FDD1.|S:'2:::.289 ?D‘_.lg?,g.sm lgo?lfCo.l\J 0o $41.000 $2,710.000 81,445,000
Sales elveriesas (Delveriesas (Deliveriesas (Deliveries as (Expected (Expected {Expected

o ngéeﬁr]nber o ngge;)nber o S::gtgesr;'nber o ngtgegr?ber deliveries) deliveries) deliveries)

Training Institutions

E— 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 School of the Americas Students
actual actual actual actual actual actual

School of the

Amaricas stu-:ients. stu_icnts. stu:i-:nts. stu dents: stu Jems.
o 3.1% of total 1.1% of total 2.1% of total 2% of fotal 2% of total

MNavy Small

Foreign Military Sales Agreements

™

%‘;?}Eriggl 7 students

Training School

nter-American i 5’;5 i 69 3z

Air Forces S1L£:|J Szh ? students, students,
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Center for

Hemispheric ]
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Studies
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