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Abstract

The paper places the “environmental security” role for the armed forces within the “mission creep” tendencies and the expansion of the meaning of “security” (“New Security Agenda”) of the post Cold War era.  Examined concretely from Argentina, an “environmental security” mission presents possible legal problems (given the National Defense Law), possible fiscal & bureaucratic inefficiencies, and possible skill inadequacies in the forces.  The paper concludes more positively by suggesting some concrete criteria for the limited employment of the armed forces in “dual-use” missions like that of “environmental security”.

I. Introduction


In the post-Cold War era many Latin American armed forces have been searching for roles and missions in order to justify their existence.  The proposal of “environmental security” must be seen (at least partly) in this light.  Its evaluation as a legitimate role (and to what extent) for the armed forces should be submitted to rigorous examination.  This paper hopes to contribute to this debate, suggesting possibilities but also severe restrictions on the use of military personnel in the environmental area.  Lobbying for “mission creep” should be accepted as normal behavior for any bureaucratic organization to pursue.  What should not be considered normal is acquiescence to this lobby approach by the civilians in charge of leading military policy.

This is even less acceptable in countries like Argentina where the fiscal demands upon government for social spending are currently acute.  Defense policy can never be formed in a vacuum, prescinding from other demands on the state budget or from all these other specialized functions of the state.

In what follows I will be describing the situation in Argentina vis à vis the possibilities and limitations of an “environmental security” policy.  But my intention is to suggest these ideas as generalizable for the whole of Latin America, mutatis mutandis.  Moreover, not only “environmental security” will be dealt with, but implicitly all other non-combat missions assigned to the armed forces also come under scrutiny.  This paper will present four arguments questioning the use of military forces in roles of “environmental security”, finishing with a fifth section which presents some limiting criteria for admitting the dual use of the armed forces.

2. The “new security agenda”

Today the term “security” itself is “creeping”.  Often it would seem to cover far more than the armed defense of the nation from external aggression.  In recent years the term has become so widened that it loses all meaning, a new symbol for “everything good”, be it “environmental security”, “individual security”, or the host of inventive terminology in the lexicon of those who push the “new security agenda”.  Regarding “environmental security”, Ole Wæver (2000) has this to say: 

“A security issue demands urgent treatment, it is treated in terms of threat/defence, where the threat is external to ourselves and the defence often a technical fix, and traditionally the state gets a strong say when something is about security.  To turn new issues (e.g., the environment) into ‘security’ issues might therefore mean a short time gain of attention, but comes at a long term price of less democracy, more technocracy, more state and a metaphorical militarisation of issues.  For this reason, environmental activists and not least environmentalist intellectuals who originally were attracted to the idea of ‘environmental security’ have largely stepped down and avoid this term.”

Wæver continues: 

“Security is about survival. . . . The invocation of security has been the key to legitimizing the use of force, and more generally opening the way for the state to mobilize or to take special power . . . the securitization of an issue . . . Also the threat has a general up-setting potential; it overflows other areas and therefore it should not be weighed and balanced as part of the normal political process. . . . ‘Security’ is the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of the game.”


One might conclude that the environment might indeed become a security issue, but only when it has the potential to threaten the survival of the state, and simultaneously presents a threat capable of being met by military power.  Any further commitment of the armed forces in this area (e.g., control of fishing species, or forest ranger roles) would represent an unwarranted and dangerous securitization of other state functions.

3. The rational division of bureaucratic functions


The nature of modern Weberian state bureaucracy should limit the ambient of action of the armed forces.  Max Weber (1964, p.215) stated that,

“Bureaucratization offers above all the optimum possibility for carrying through the principle of specializing administrative functions according to purely objective considerations.  Individual performances are allocated to functionaries who have specialized training and who by constant practice learn more and more.”

Weberian bureaucratization assumes the grouping of state functions in hierarchical formations of teams of specialized experts capable of analyzing and resolving distinct sectorial problems.  In this sense the roles assigned to the armed forces should be directly related to their own specialized training and comparative advantage, i.e., the maximum use of state coercive force.  Each profession not only contains a specialized knowledge, but also involves considerable cost in the individual’s formation.  In this sense, the military as a group are more expensive to train and equip than are, for instance, the police (or even most civilian university-trained professionals).
  For example, naval forces are more expensive, and with significantly different professional skills, than the coastguard.  Control of illegal fishing in the South Atlantic requires skills (e.g., the use of airplane photography with GPS positioning marked for legal identification, specialized ship boarding teams, etc.) that are not found in the Navy.
  Thus, ceteris paribus, the use of military personnel in the environmental area would be more costly for the state to train than would the use of other, even more specialized, professionals.

Moreover, some might argue that if military personnel are less than efficient in the production of certain aspects of environmental security, then they should receive additional training to be able to provide these aspects
.  But the logic of this solution is very dubious.  If military personnel have extra time to work and be trained in non-military roles, this is a clear signal that there are too many soldiers, and the forces should be restructured.  There are indications that this is the case in Argentina.  Some signs of this are the average age of Argentine officers and non-commissioned officers (NCO) is 41 years, while in the US armed forces the average age for this group is approximately 28 years.  Moreover, per 1000 officers in the armed forces, the Argentine Armed Forces have 2.5 times the number of generals, and 1.25 the number of colonels as does the US Armed Forces (Kulikowski & Scheetz, 2000, Table VIII).
  NCO levels are similarly top-heavy.  Overall, the Argentine Armed Forces have 2.9 officers and NCOs per troop, while the US forces have 0.19.
  Per officer and NCO, the US has 15 times more troops than does Argentina.  In other words, Argentina has an enormous (and aged) command structure without soldiers.  Charging them with an additional mission in “environmental security” is not the solution.  The corporate interests of the officer class have first to be confronted.  It is hard to conceive how inefficiency in the production of the public good “defense” can be easily translated into efficiency in environmental security.

By way of conclusion, from the Weberian perspective, a clear criterion for bureaucratic organization is “always hire a professional to do the job.”  In the long run it is cheaper and the product is superior.  Rural education and health should be handled by teachers and doctors, not the military.  Road building is best managed by civil engineers.  Internal security should be managed by a police force. Disaster relief as a government role should be handled by a coordinating civilian agency.
  The use of military personnel in these areas is a stop-gap measure, not a role or mission.  If these measures were assumed as roles & missions (as some of them are in Argentina), the military would be in danger of losing their genuine functional specialization (preparation for combat), the more so when they are militarily lacking in operational capability.  If medium-sized countries like Argentina are to maintain their armed forces, their functional specialization must be protected.  Otherwise, in the long run the taxpayers will recognize that there remains very little that the military do that some other functional specialists could not do better and more cheaply.

4. The efficient use of scarce fiscal resources

From an economic point of view, the reasons behind Weberian bureaucratic specialization are public good production efficiency and the optimal use of fiscal resources.  The principle elicited above: (“always hire the specialist; he’s cheaper in the long run”) should orient our state reforms in Latin America, including in the environmental area.  In Argentina fiscal resources are currently in very short supply (interest payments on the public debt are crowding out almost all other expenditures) and are stretched to the limit.  Very serious social demands are not being met.  Police protection is worsening.  And unemployment has been at 15% for over 5 years.  In this context to expand the role of the Armed Forces is highly questionable.  The justification of military expenditure by such secondary roles as “environmental security”, when even the primary reasons for the existence of the armed forces (defense of the territory against external aggression) quite evidently cannot be fulfilled, makes no sense whatsoever from the fiscal point of view.  A secondary mission can in no way justify the expenditure meant by the taxpayer to cover the primary mission.

It should be admitted that the Argentine Armed Forces are still far from efficient users of fiscal resources.  It is often claimed that the Argentine Armed Forces have been reducing their expenditures (milex) for many years.  This is only partially true, and depends on what index of expenditure is employed.  It is true that milex as a percentage of GDP has been falling almost steadily since the early 1980s (see Table 2).  However, the principal reason for this has been the change in the measure of GDP and its growth.  Viewed in current US dollars spent on defense, Argentine milex expanded strongly between 1991 – 1994 (along with the economy as a whole and government income) and has  remained approximately stable (with a slight yearly increases or declines) since then.  By way of contrast, in 1999 Chile had a defense budget of US$2151 million (Santos Muñoz, 1998, p.19), approximately half the milex of Argentina.  This is noteworthy because the Chilean Armed Forces had more personnel than Argentina (57320 officers and NCOs versus 53686 for Argentina (Ovalles, p.25)), their officers are supposedly better paid,
 and they spend  more on arms than does Argentina.  Additionally, their retirement costs were US$615 million in 1999 (Santos Muñoz, 1998, p.19) as opposed to US$1216 million in Argentina.

Furthermore and by way of example, in Argentina’s military expenditure for the year 1999, 80.4% was spent on labor costs (see Table 1) (this includes retirement benefits).
  For Chile, using the same programmatic definition, the labor cost figure for 1998 was 61% (Santos Muñoz, 1999, p.30).  By way of contrast, for the US in 1996 labor costs represented 39.2% of total milex, for the UK 41.2%, and the average for all NATO members between 1994 and 1996 was 57.6% (www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-1685.htm).
  All these figures are a clear indication that the Argentine Armed Forces are not designed principally for combat.  Thus the search for new missions.  Obviously, the principal mission of our armed forces should be the defense of territorial integrity.  Each country is ultimately responsible for its own external security.  That should be the guiding light behind current force design, but does not appear to be so in the case of Argentina.  The addition of environmental security as a role should only be acceptable (given certain conditions elaborated in section 5 below) as a secondary mission, assuming operational capabilities.  It cannot justify the existence or budget of the armed forces.

5. Legal prohibitions against internal military operations in Argentina


As a consequence of the last military dictatorship (1976 – 1983), Argentina passed a Defense Law (Ley de Defensa Nacional, Nº 23.554, promulgated 5 May 1988) which limits the use of the Armed Forces to “confront aggression of external origin” for the purpose of “guaranteeing the sovereignty and independence of the Argentine Nation, its territorial integrity and its capacity of self-determination;…”(Art. 2)  The assumption of a role in the environmental area (or in any other dual use) has, as a result of the coup d’état and violation of human rights during the military dictatorship, made the population very sensitive of the use of the armed forces in anything that smacks of internal security.  The debated exception to this rule is for supporting roles (“apoyo logístico”), where the forces have some special capability that could be useful to other forces, such as radar coverage of the frontier by the Air Force.  However, in no case is the Air Force permitted to employ its personnel in substituting for police (or internal intelligence) intervention.  The case of the use of the Navy in a supplemental coast guard role is still debated in Argentina.  The criteria we suggest for acceptance or rejection of dual-use roles will be given in the next section.


In any case, perhaps one of the clearest lessons that the history of armies teaches us is that combat preparation should be the sole role of the armed forces, anything not directly related to that preparation devalues the military instrument for the moment when it might be needed.  Certainly Argentina should have learned this lesson as a result of the Malvinas War.  Argentina has come through a period of 50 years (1930 – 1983) when we found “dual uses” of the armed forces for such things as development planning, education in the country’s interior, internal security, control of strategic economic sectors (petroleum, steel, and nuclear energy).  As a final result we ended up with the “all-purpose” military being employed in the “dual-use” in the presidency of the nation.

Moreover, the historically attained wisdom of the legal prohibition of military intervention in aspects not dealing with the professional preparation for combat is strongly supported by the official report produced by a team of highly respected retired officers (Rattenbach, 1988) analyzing the underlying reasons for the defeat in Malvinas.  The armed forces should devote their time to preparation for combat.  If they have extra time to do other things, it is a sign, either that they are not prepared for combat, or that there are too many soldiers.  Taxpayers/citizens in a developing country should not be asked to foot the bill for this wastage.

6. Some criteria for accepting “dual-use” roles for the armed forces


Having argued against the use of the armed forces in such missions as “environmental security”, we now suggest some clear criteria for acceptance of their limited use in such roles:

1. The military should be employed in “environmental security” (or other dual use roles) only when military force is required as the necessary expertise in the problem.  This will avoid undue “mission creep”.

2. The use of the armed forces for internal security (this includes “environmental security”) should only be accepted when the opposing forces employ major weapon systems (e.g., the situation in Colombia).

3. The military can enter into a dual-use area (e.g., the production of satellite technology or control of radar technology) only when the area has direct implications for the use of military force AND there exists little or no civilian expertise in the area.

4. More specifically, the use of radar by the Argentine Air Force in covering illegal use of national air space along the country’s frontiers is undoubtedly of military incumbence.  When the intruder clearly represents no military threat (e.g., illegal drug flights), the target should be handed over to the local or national police forces.

5. Regarding the case of the possible conflict over responsibilities between the Prefectura Naval Argentina (coastguard) and the Argentine Navy,
 two criteria should be operative: i) the force with greater expertise (professionalism) in the area should be put in charge of policing the coast; and ii) the force demonstrating the best cost-benefit ratio should be put in charge.  Under both criteria the Prefectura Naval would be the unique provider of coastal police patrol.
  The counter-argument states that a) the Prefectura Naval does not have sufficient means at its disposal,
 and b) the Navy’s presence can be optimized by using it in a policing role while it is simultaneously training its units for combat.  A partial response to this is that naval unit, or task-force, training would only rarely have occasion to intervene in policing illegal fishing, unless they were explicitly sent to the areas of illegal action.  And dedicating individual navy ships to this policing mission may well prepare naval units in their sailing skills, but hardly constitutes combat training.  All this is an indirect indication of the disproportional number of surface units in the hands of the Navy, rather than in the hands of the Prefectura Naval.  It also seems to indicate a lack of clarity of mission planning on the part of the Navy (or on the part of civilian defense authorities).  No developing country can afford two coastguards.  However, if one were to accept a limited commitment on the part of the Navy, this leads to the final criterion for dual use roles.

6. For these non-military roles for the armed forces there should exist a “sunset clause”, that is to say, state budget and bureaucratic planning should set a time limit on the inefficient use of state resources.  Budget should be reallocated to areas where expertise and equipment ought to be located by rational planning.
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	Table 1: ARGENTINA   1999
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	 pesos corrientes: un peso = un US dolar
	
	
	
	
	

	SEGURIDAD INTERIOR
	
	Devengado
	(del cual $x gastado en Personal)
	
	
	

	Car
	Juris
	Subjuris
	Program
	Institución
	$ millones 
	es decir, Inciso 1
	
	
	

	2
	30
	0
	200
	Registro Nac'l de las Personas
	34
	
	
	
	

	3
	30
	0
	250
	Caja de Retiros...Policia
	557
	
	
	
	

	1
	20
	11
	303
	Secr...Lucha contra Narcotraf.
	11
	
	
	
	

	1
	20
	13
	318
	Secretaría de Seguridad...
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	30
	0
	201
	Policia Migratoria...
	44
	
	
	
	

	1
	30
	0
	326
	Policia Federal
	722
	623
	
	
	

	1
	40
	0
	331
	Servicio Penetenciario
	228
	
	
	
	

	1
	40
	0
	332.18
	Construccion Carcelaria
	8
	
	
	
	

	1
	91
	0
	356,99,3
	Apoyo del Tesoro
	23
	
	
	
	

	1
	45
	20
	375.378
	Gendarmería
	551
	
	
	
	

	1
	45
	20
	380
	Prefectura Naval
	406
	
	
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL FUNCION SEGURIDAD INTERIOR
	2583
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEFENSA
	
	
	
	Devengado
	
	
	
	

	Car
	Juris
	Subjuris
	Program
	Institución
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	20
	0
	302
	SIDE - Inteligencia estratégica
	291
	no tomado en cuenta para gasto  en personal
	
	

	1
	20
	5
	301-Ac4
	Casa Militar
	40
	no existe inciso 1
	
	
	

	1
	35
	0
	
	Fuerzas de Paz
	
	ahora bajo Programa 371
	
	
	

	1
	45
	20
	370
	Ministerio de Defensa
	179
	66
	
	
	

	1
	45
	24
	371
	Estado Mayor Conjunto
	24
	1
	
	
	

	1
	45
	20
	372
	CITEFA - Investigacion
	15
	12
	
	
	

	1
	45
	21
	374
	Estado Mayor General Ejercito
	1013
	829
	0,818
	
	

	1
	45
	22
	379
	EMG Armada
	601
	499
	0,830
	
	

	1
	45
	23
	381
	EMG Fuerza Aerea
	715
	454
	0,635
	
	

	2
	45
	0
	450
	Instituto Geografico Militar
	11
	4
	
	
	

	2
	50
	0
	451
	DG Fabricaciones Militares
	38
	16
	
	
	

	3
	45
	0
	470
	IAF - Retiros Militares
	1216
	1216
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	TOTAL FUNCION DEFENSA
	4143
	3096
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	pbi (millones de pesos)
	282769
	0,804
	Gasto en Personal/Gasto Total

	
	
	
	
	Gasto en Defensa/PBI
	1,47%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	1881
	Gasto en Personal sin IAF, sin SIDE

	Notas: La Fuerza Aérea incluye gastos en aeropuertos civiles.
	
	
	
	

	Esto es cuestionable desde una perspectiva contable.
	
	0,713
	(Gasto en Personal-IAF)/Gasto Total

	Gasto en Personal es inciso 1 de todos los listados (aquí sin incluir SIDE, ni Casa Militar).
	
	
	

	IAF se considera 100% gasto en personal ("salario diferido").
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fuente: Ministerio de Economía
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 2: Argentina: Military Expenditure (Budget Outlays)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	US$
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year
	M/GDP
	millions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1969
	0,0207 
	444 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1970
	0,0193 
	446 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1971
	0,0188 
	650 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1972
	0,0185 
	605 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1973
	0,0182 
	869 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1974
	0,0167 
	1143 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1975
	0,0204 
	1168 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1976
	0,0379 
	2632 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1977
	0,0401 
	2555 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1978
	0,0473 
	4546 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1979
	0,0467 
	7221 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1980
	0,0440 
	9198 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1981
	0,0486 
	8228 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1982
	0,0350 
	2950 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1983
	0,0347 
	3606 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1984
	0,0231 
	2705 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1985
	0,0230 
	2023 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1986
	0,0231 
	2445 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1987
	0,0228 
	2486 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1988
	0,0212 
	2697 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1989
	0,0188 
	1443 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1990
	0,0145 
	2052 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1991
	0,0151
	2763 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1992
	0,0142
	3224 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1993
	0,0132
	3365 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1994
	0,0143
	4021
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1995
	0,0147
	4361
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1996
	0,0139
	4136
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1997
	0,0124
	4016
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1998
	0,0136
	4054
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1999
	0,0147
	4143
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Notes: Argentina changed its national accounts base year from 1970 to 1986 to 1993.
	
	
	
	

	The three series are impossible to chain, and the accounting agency did nothing to resolve the very significant changes in the size of GDP.

	The size of discrepancies between the 3 series (300% larger GDP going from first to second, 10% smaller in going from second to third).

	The jump in milex/gdp in 1998 occurs because of a redefinition of a lower GDP with the new 1993 base year series.
	

	Source for US$ figures (1969-1990) from Scheetz (1994, p.210), for (1991-1993) see Scheetz (1996, p.405).
	
	

	All data were converted to current dollars using the IMF average yearly exchange rate.
	
	
	

	All data were developed by the author from Ministry of Economics budget outlay by program information.  See example in Table 1.


� This affirmation is based on a brief study on the topic done by the author during the early 1990s.


� Some countries have within their navy a special unit which takes care of coast control.  These units are full time specialists in that task, and thus acquire the appropriate policing skills, while not advancing in their specifically military skills.


� Admittedly some skills useful in environmental control are present in the armed forces (e.g., the use of radar by the Air Force).  These genuine dual use aspects will be treated in section 5.


� “General” includes all generals, admirals and brigadiers.  “Colonel” also follows the equivalency in the other two forces.  Technically Argentina should have fewer senior officers per 1000 total officers, because Argentina does not have the extensive command structure that the US has.  For instance, the largest Argentine command is a brigade (there are no divisions, corps, etc.).  The Argentine Army had 11 brigades in 1999, with 28 brigade generals.  It had 8 divisional generals (Giardino, 1999, p. 180) with no divisions.  Similar problems can be found in the Argentine Navy, while the Air Force is much more balanced.


�  This figure is obtained by dividing (Officers + NCOs) by troops.  Chile has a ratio of 1.8, and Brazil has 1.00.  All of these countries are thus “top heavy”, but Argentina is by far the worst.  See Ovalles (1997, p.25),  Argentina, Ministerio de Defensa (1999), and for the US see � HYPERLINK "http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/almanac/people/howrank.html" ��www.defenselink.mil/pubs/almanac/people/howrank.html� (2000).


� This does not imply that the armed forces should not take part, as indeed should all institutions capable of doing so, e.g., local hospitals, schools, the police, and even the population.  Disaster relief is not a special mission for the armed forces.


� From a discussion with a Chilean specialist on the subject.


� This figure is for the 1999 Argentine budget outlays.  It includes all of “Jurisdicción 45 (except for Gendarmería y Prefectura Naval).  It also includes a very small amount for Fabricaciones Militares.  If we were to exclude the retirement fund, the resulting relation is 71.3%.  In their own individual program expenditures the Army spent 82% on personnel costs, the Navy 83%, and the Air Force 64%.


� It should be stated that the definition of military expenditure and personnel costs is not quite the same for NATO and for our own work.  But this slight definitional difference in no way affects the conclusion.


� Some would argue that the coastguard should have responsibility out to the 12 mile limit, and that the navy should cover the area between the 12 and 200 mile limit.


� This topic was touched on above.  The question of cost-benefit (coastguard versus navy) is resolved strongly in favor the coastguard.  Specialized policing forces are far cheaper, and more effective in providing the service.


� Without a doubt the illegal fishing in the South Atlantic is a very severe problem for Argentina, and one that is beyond the Prefectura Naval’s capabilities.
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