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September 7, 1982

Mr. Roger Fontaine

Senior Staff Member

National Security Council

Room 351 - 014 Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20506

Dear Roger:

In response to your request I am pleased to enclose
for your attention, and that of Judge Clark, an exhaus-
tive study done by the Department's Legal Division on the
dispute settlement mechanisms which are available to the
American States. In my view the Department's lawyers,
particularly Josh Bolten the principal drafter, have
produced a fine and highly informative piece of work.

The memorandum has three sections. Part A discusses
judicial mechanisms, of which the International Court of
Justice is the only one currently available. The Court
is cpen to all American states and would appear flexible
enough in its rules on composition to meet concerns of
disputants about impartiality. As ycu will see, however,
American states other than the United States have been
reluctant to take -cases to the Court.

Part B deals with the wide variety of mechanisms
available as alternatives to judicial proceedings. These
include a wide array of specifically American conventions
and agreements providing for arbitration, mediation, con-
ciliation, and good offices. As the memorandum notes,
American states also have been reluctant to make use of
these mechanisms.

Part C of the memorandum 1s the drafter’s summing
up. Unsurprisingly, the drafter notes that the salient
feature of the maze of procedures and mechanisms available
to the region is that they are not used. The political
sensitivity of these territorial disputes means to the
drafter that definitive legal solutions are not likely



without dramatic attitude changes by disputants. In
other words, any new inter-American dispute settlement
mechanism is likely to be as ineffective as the existing
ones absent the political will to utilize it.

T trust you will find this research useful. Please

do not hesitate to ask should you have further questions.
Sincerely,

J. William Middendorf, II
Ambassador

Enclosure:
Study by Department's Legal Division



August 23, 1982

MEMORANDUM
TO: USOAS - Ambassador Middendorf?UuA,
(
FROM: L/ARA - Joshua B. Bolten((
SUBJECT: Inter-American Dispute Settlement Mechanisms

Y | have asked for background information that might be
helpful in analyzing proposals for establishment of a new
inter-American dispute-settlement tribunal. I gather the
interest lies in a mechanism that could deal with important
regional inter-state controversies, such as boundary disputes.

In weighing any such proposal, it should be understood
that .ere are three levels of formal mechanisms, established
by international agreement, that are already available to
address such disputes: (a) judicial mechanisms; (b) arbitral
mechanisms; and (c) those providing for conciliation,
me ation, and good offices.

All states have a fundamental obligation under
i: ernational law to settle disputes peacefully.l/ The

exist ce of many pending regional territorial and other legal

l/cee, e.g., UN Charter, Arts. 2(4), 33, 36(3); OAS
Charte., Arts. 3(g), 23-26. Article 33 of the UN Charter and
24 of the OAS Charter list a ' riety of available
settlement avenues, to which vue multilateral and
mechanisms discussed below correspond.
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s is not the result of a lack of mechanisms for pursuing
.igation; the succeeding pages outline in only cursory
aetail some of the many dispute-settlement fora and procedures
now available to American states. Rather, what is lacking is

often simply the will to have recourse to these mechanisms.

A. Judicial Mechanisms

1. The International Court of Justice

The International Court of Justice is the principal judi-
cial organ of the UN. Successor to the Permanent Court of
International Justice instituted by the League of Nations, the
ICJ consists of 15 judges elected by the UN from the different
member states. Among American states, the United States,
Brazil, and Argentina are currently represented on the Court.

All members of the UN are ipso facto parties to the Statute of

the Court (Art. 93, UN Charter); therefore, the ICJ is
automatically open to every American State.

Cases are taken to the Court by states pursuant to their
mutual consent, expressed through (a) special agreement between
the parties; (b) acceptance in international treaties or con-
ventions of the Court's jurisdiction in particular classes of
cases; or (c) general recognition of the compulsory jurisdic-
tion of the Court in international legal disputes. See Statute
of the ICJ, Art. 36. As to the last, Art. 36(2) invites the
states party to declare their recognition of the Court's

compulsory jurisdiction "in all legal disputes" concerning
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questions involving international law, treaties, or other
international obligations. Among OAS states, 12 have filed
such declarations recognizing the Court's compulsory
jurisdiction; but several, including the United States, added
exceptions or reservations significantly undercutting a general
acceptance of compulsory jurisdiction.g/

Two additional features of ICJ procedure, involving the
composition of the Court, may be significant in the context you

have asked about: First, if the Court includes no judge from a

2/The 12 are: Barbados, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican
Republic, El1 Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua,
Panama, United States, and Uruguay. Almost all the acceptances
are based on reciprocity, that is, on condition of the other
party to the dispute also having accepted the Court's com-
pulsory jurisdiction. Several, most notably El Salvador's,
carve out significant exceptions to compulsory jurisdiction.

The United States' reservation is quite substantial. One
portion of the U.S. declaration excepts from the Court's juris-
diction "disputes with regard to matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of the United States of
America as determined by the United States of America." Com-
monly known as the Connally Amendment, the underlined segment
purports to enable the U.S. to determine unilaterally whether a
particular dispute falls within the jurisdiction of the Court.
In submissions to Congress, the State Department has noted that
this self-judging provision may be inconsistent with Art. 36(6)
of the ICJ Statute (which gives the Court power to settle
whether it has jurisdiction) and effectively undercuts general
acceptance of the Court's compulsory jurisidiction. The U.S.
reservation may be available reciprocally to other states and
thus also undercuts the U.S.'s ability to compel another state
to appear in an ICJ adjudication.

The texts of Art. 36 and the declarations of the 12 OAS
states recognizing compulsory jurisdiction are attached at
Tab A.
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state party to the dispute, that state may select a judge ad
hoc for that case. Second, the Court need not sit as a whole,
but may sit as a special Chamber of three or more judges.
Thus, parties from a particular region might request a special
Chamber made up of judges from that region or from a particular
legal tradition, or some variant of this approach.

For the first time in the Court's history, the United
States and Canada chose this Chamber option for adjudication of
our maritime boundary dispute in the Gulf of Maine. The two
governments will soon present the case for decision to a
special Chamber consisting of ICJ judges from France, Germany,
Italy, and the United States, and an ad hoc judge appointed by
Canada.

The decision of the United States to seek resolution of
its maritime boundary dispute in the ICJ is consistent with
long-standing United States policy favoring increased use of

the Court.é/ The United States has on several occasions taken

3/see S. Res. 74, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. (1974)
("Territorial Disputes") (sense of the Senate that the U.S.
should submit to the ICJ "as many as possible of those
outstanding territorial disputes involving the United States,
where such disputes cannot be resolved by negotiation"); S.
Res. 76, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. (1974) ("Establishment of Regional
Courts Within the ICJ") (sense of Senate that U.S. should give
favorable consideration to using special chambers convened to
resolve regional disputes; and that U.S. should urge ICJ to sit
from time to time outside the Hague); E. McDowell, Digest of
United States Practice in International Law 1976 650-80
(reprinting State Department Study on "Widening Access to the
International Court of Justice").
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cases to the Court (recently for example in the Iran hostage
situation) and has encouraged other nations to accept the ICJ
as a basic legal forum for dispute settlement. Thus, for
example, a standard feature of our bilateral FCN (Friendship,
Commerce and Navigation) treaties is recourse to the ICJ in the
event of a dispute not resolvable by diplomacy or other agreed
means.

In the 1948 American Treaty on Pacific Settlement, the
"pact of Bogota," the 13 contracting states declare their
recognition of the compulsory jurisdiction of the ICJ and agree
that where mediation or conciliation procedures have failed and
there has been no agreement on an arbitral procedure, either
party may require compulsory recourse to the ICJ.i/ Despite
such apparently mandatory language, American States other than
the United States have rarely adjudicated cases before the

1c3.2/

i/Twenty-one states signed the treaty, but 7 of these
(including the U.S.) have not ratified, and one (El Salvador)
has denounced the treaty. The 13 parties are: Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Honduras,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay.
Several states attached significant reservations at signing
and/or at ratification. The texts of the Treaty and
reservations are attached at Tab B.

5/cases actually referred to the ICJ include a dispute
between Peru and Colombia over an asylum case (1949-51) and a
boundary dispute between Honduras and Nicaragua (1958-60).



2. Regional Courts

There are no regional courts comparable to the ICJ. The
only existing regional American court of which I am aware is
the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, whose jurisdiction is
limited to human rights issues and which has, in any event, had
no cases yet, other than three requests for advisory
opinions.é/

A regional American dispute-settlement court, however, is
not without precedent. In a 1907 convention, the Central
American states bound themselves to decide every difference or
difficulty arising between them by means of a Central American
Court of Justice. 1Its jurisdiction extended not only to
inter-state disputes, but to complaints of an international
character brought by individuals against contracting states.
The Court lasted only 10 years. During that period, it
considered ten cases, two of which resulted in affirmative
judgments.

The Court's final case was brought by Costa Rica and El
Salvador against Nicaragua, in a dispute over rights that Nica-
ragua had purported to grant the United States in the 1916

Bryan-Chamorro Treaty. When the Court gave judgment against

6/see statute of the Inter-American Court of Human
Rights, Art. 2; American Convention on Human Rights, Arts.
62(3), 65(1). Under the Cartagena Agreement, the Andean Pact
countries have also adopted a statute establishing a tribunal
to deal with certain controversies arising in the context of
their common-market relationship.
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Nicaragua, Nicaragua declared the decision null and void and
abrogated the Convention. The Convention was to lapse by its
own terms in 1918, and, with Nicaragqua's withdrawal from the
system, was not renewed.Z/

In addition to the now extinct Central American Court,
there have, over the years, been many proposals for a true
Inter-American Court of Justice comparable to the ICJ. Sug-
gestions for an American dispute-settlement tribunal date back
to the days of Bolivar. Specific proposals, some of them out-
lining detailed statutes for a court with areas of compulsory
jurisdiction, were presented by various delegations to Inter-
American conferences in 1923 (Costa Rica), 1928 (Colombia),
1933 (Mexico), and 1951 (El Salvador). While these proposals

seem to have received serious consideration, none was ever

1/see C. Fenwick, The Organization of American States
215-16 (1963); 6 G. Hackworth, Digest of International Law
78-79 (1943); Hudson, "Central American Court of Justice," 26
Am. J. Int'l L. 759 (1933). Text of Convention at Tab D.

In 1923 the Central American states adopted a convention
replacing the Court with an arbitral mechanism, an
International Central American Tribunal. Text at Tab E. Costa
Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua signed
the convention; but El Salvador never ratified and, in 1953,
Honduras denounced it. At the 1923 signing of the convention,
the US signed a protocol with the contracting states, in which
the US expressed support for the convention and agreed to
designate 15 U.S. citizens to be available for service on the
tribunal. See Convention for the Establishment of an
International Central American Tribunal, Arts. II, III. The
U.S. did make such designations in 1925 and 1930, see G.
Hackworth, supra, at 79-80; but I have been unable to locate
indication of any action taken by the tribunal. See Hudson,
supra, at 782-84.



_8_
adopted.g/ In explaining its objections to the latest
proposal in 1954, the United States delegation asserted that
establishment of an Inter-American Court would be an
"unnecessary and unwarranted duplication of the ICJ," and noted
that the ICJ Statute permits a special chamber that might even
be constituted to apply specifically American international law

9/

concepts.=

B. ©Non-Judicial Mechanisms

While true international judicial mechanisms are quite
rare, there are numerous international agreements on arbitral
and other dispute-settlement procedures. Among the most promi-
nent of the many international conventions providing for arbi-
tration to which the United States is a party are the 1899
Hague Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International
Disputes, and its 1907 successor (Hagque II). Twenty OAS states
are parties.

There have also been numerous specifically American
conventions for inter-state dispute settlement. Those still in

force include the following:

§/§gg C. Fenwick, supra note 7, at 208-13. If a
proposal for an Inter-American Court of Justice is revived, it
would of course be worthwhile to review the previous drafts and
debates.

3/see id. at 212-13, quoting from Committee on
Juridical-Political Matters: Observations of the United States
on Resolution C, OEA/Ser. G/VII/AJP-4.
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Treaty on Compulsory Arbitration (Mexico City,
January 29, 1902) .**

Convention for the Establishment of International
Commissions of Inquiry, 44 Stat. 2020, TS 717, 2
Bevans 387 (1923).*

Treaty to Avoid or prevent Conflicts between the American
States (Gondra Treaty), 44 Stat. 2527, TS 752, 2
Bevans 13, 33 LNTS 25 (1923).*

General Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration (and Protocol
of Progressive Arbitration), 49 Stat. 3153, TS 886, 2
Bevans 737, 130 LNTS 135 (1929).*

General Convention of Inter-American Conciliation, 46
Stat. 2209, TS 780, 2 Bevans 745, 100 LNTS 401 (1929);
and Additional Protocol, 49 Stat. 3185, TS 887, 3
Bevans 61 (1933).*%*

Anti-War Treaty of Nonaggression and Conciliation, 49
Stat. 3363, TS 906, 3 Bevans 135, 163 LNTS 395 (1933).%*

Convention for the Maintenance, Preservation and
Reestablishment of Peace, 51 Stat. 15, TS 922, 3
Bevans 338, 188 LNTS 9 (1936):; and Additional Protocol
Relative to Non-Intervention, 51 Stat. 41, TS 923, 3
Bevans 343, 188 LNTS 31 (1936).

Treaty on the Prevention of Controversies, 51 Stat. 65, TS
924, 3 Bevans 357, 188 LNTS 53 (1936).%*

Inter-American Treaty on Good Offices and Mediation, 51
Stat. 90, TS 925, 3 Bevans 362, 188 LNTS 75 (1936).*

Convention to Coordinate, Extend and Assure the
Fulfillment of the Existing Treaties Between the
American States, 51 Stat. 116, TS 926, 3 Bevans 348,
195 LNTS 229 (1938).*

American Treaty on Pacific Settlement (Pact of
Bogota), 30 UNTS 55 (1948).**

*Superseded by the Pact of Bogota, as between parties to
the Pact only.

**The U.S. is not a party to the Treaty on Compulsory
Arbitration or the Pact of Bogota; the U.S. remains a party to
the other treaties listed.
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Of these, the most comprehensive is the 1948 Pact of
Bogota.lg/ The Pact includes a general undertaking to settle
disputes by pacific means (Chapter One), and establishes
procedures for good offices and mediation (Chapter Two) and
investigation and conciliation (Chapter Three). Where these
less formal procedures are unsuccessful, the parties commit
themselves, as noted above, to the compulsory jurisdiction of
the ICJ (Chapter Four) or, if they so agree instead, to binding
arbitration (Chapter Five). The comprehensive and indeed
preemptive nature of the Pact of Bogota is expressly
established in Article LVIII, which stipulates that most of the
conventions listed above cease to be in force as between
parties to the Pact.

1. Good Offices, Mediation, and Conciliation

Nearly all of the conventions listed above establish some
procedures for and include commitments to undertake good
offices, mediation, and conciliation. The first two procedures
are much the same, in that a state offers "good offices" when
it tries to facilitate negotiations between the disputants
themselves and "mediates" when it also participates in the
negotiations directly; in practice, the two often merge. "Con-
ciliation" resembles arbitration in that a conciliator has the

specific task of elucidating the facts or preparing formal

10/mext at Tab B.
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proposals for settlement--but without the binding character of
an award or judgment.ll/

An expressly non-compulsory character with respect to
recourse to these procedures is reflected in some of the
several inter-American conventions on good offices, media-
tion, and conciliation. See, e.g., Convention to Coordinate,
Extend and Assure the Fulfillment of Existing Treaties Between
the American States, Art. 1. Others include a firm obligation
to undertake mediation or conciliation if other methods of
peaceful settlement are not successful. But it is inherent in
the nature of these procedures that regardless of whether
states obligate themselves to have compulsory recourse to them,
their result is not binding on the parties. See, e.g., Pact of
Bogota, Art. XXVIII; General Convention of Inter-American
Conciliation, Arts. 1, 9; Gondra Treaty, Arts. I, VI.

2. Arbitration

Arbitration, like adjudication, is a definite legal
process, designed to produce terms of settlement dictated by a
third party. And like a court judgment, an arbitral award is
by its nature considered a formal decision binding on the

parties to the case.lg/

ll/see J. Brierly, The Law of Nations at 293-95 (5th ed.
1955).

12/gee id. at 273-78.
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Arbitral procedures differ from judicial ones in that they
are more flexible and give greater discretion to the parties in
framing the scope and procedures of the process, through the
agreement submitting the case to arbitration (the compromis).
Further, arbitral mechanisms generally lack the institutional
character of judicial fora, including a permanent seat,
registrar, secretariat, or membership. The Hague Permanent
Court of Arbitration, established by the 1899 Convention, is
unusual in that it maintains a list of arbitrators nominated by
the contracting states. Most of the other conventions simply
specify a procedure for selecting arbitrators ad hoc, without
creating a permanent panel. See, e.g., General Treaty of
Inter-American Arbitration, Art. 3.

A central issue in the application of the various arbitra-
tion agreements, like those on recourse to the ICJ, is whether
recourse to these procedures is compulsory. Some of the con-
ventions are expressly non-compulsory in their application.

For example, the 1907 Hague Convention stipulates only that "it
would be desirable that . . . the Contracting Parties should,
if the case arose, have recourse to arbitration, in so far as
circumstances permit." Art. 35. Other agreements contain
language indicating that resort to their procedures is
mandatory. For example, under Article 1 of the 1929 General
Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration, the parties bind
themselves to submit to arbitration all differences of an

international character that cannot be adjusted by diplomacy
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and that are juridical in nature. Such provisions, however,
may be weakened by reservationslg/ or limitations in language
of other portions of the treaty.iﬁ/ All of the conventions
on arbitration make clear that once the process is engaged, the
resulting arbitral award is binding.lé/
C. Comment

The preceding sampling of various inter-American dispute-
settlement conventions reflects a maze of procedures and
mechanisms already available in the region, in addition to the
judicial forum of the ICJ. Despite their numbers, and despite
the purportedly compulsory language of several, the salient
feature of all these conventions is that they are not used.

American states have on many occasions sought outside

assistance in resolving their differences, often through the

13/For example, the Pact of Bogota and the General
Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration are diluted by several
states' reservations to the scope of the treaties'
jurisdiction. See texts at Tabs B and C.

14/For example, the General Treaty of Inter-American
Arbitration contains no provision requiring that disagreements
over whether a dispute falls within the jurisdiction of the
Treaty be submitted for decision to a tribunal; nor any
procedures for constitution of a tribunal should one party
refuse to participate. Thus a state might seek to evade its
compulsory arbitration commitment by unilaterally declaring
that the controversy falls outside the treaty's jurisdiction
and accordingly refusing to participate in the creation of a
tribunal. Such refusal would frustrate further steps to
constitute the tribunal and invoke the Treaty.

15/see pact of Bogota, Art. XLVI (arbitral award "shall
settle the controversy definitively, shall not be subject to
appeal, and shall be carried out immediately"); accord, General
Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration, Art. 7.
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mechanisms of the OAS and Rio Treaty Meetings of Foreign
Ministers,lé/ and often through special ad hoc arrangements

suited to the particular dispute.lZ/ But dispute settlement

16/Numerous regional inter-state disputes, including
territorial disputes, have been addressed in the political fora
of the OAS. Among them:; Costa Rica-Nicaragua (1948-49; 1955;
1959); Haiti-Dominican Republic (1950; 1963); Honduras-
Nicaragua (1957); El1 Salvador-Honduras (1969); Argentina-
United Kingdom (1982).

Although disputes have often ended up in the OAS political
fora, the OAS has its own unused mechanisms. For example, the
OAS Charter (as revised in 1967) established an Inter-American
Committee on Peaceful Settlement as a sub-organ of the
Permanent Council to assist the Council in offering
fact-finding, good offices, and recommendations for peaceful
settlement of disputes. See Arts. 82-88. The current members
of the Committee, elected by the Permanent Council, are Argen-
tina, Bolivia, Brazil, Guatemala, and the U.S. While the
predecessor Peace Committee at one time maintained an active
and apparently valuable mediation and conciliation role, see
Inter-American Institute of International Legal Studies, The
Inter-American System 82~104 (1966), the Committee on Peaceful
Settlement in recent years has been inactive.

17/Thus, for example, in 1971 Argentina and Chile agreed
to refer their dispute in the Beagle Channel region to a panel
of arbitrators selected from the ICJ, acting on behalf of the
British Crown. Argentina rejected the arbitrators' 1977 award
as legally flawed and in excess of the panel's jurisdiction.
Subsequently, Argentina and Chile have accepted the mediation
of the Pope in seeking a peaceful solution to their dispute.

Another currently prominent example of an ad hoc
arrangement for settlement of a boundary dispute is that
between Venezuela and Guyana, in an effort to resolve
Venezuela's long-standing claim to approximately five-eighths
of Guyana. Under the 1966 Geneva Agreement, Venezuela and
Guyana have until September of this year to determine a method
of peaceful settlement. Thereafter, by the terms of Article IV
of the Agreement, they must refer the decision on means of
settlement to an agreed "appropriate international organ," and
if unable to agree on an organ, to the UN Secretary-General who
shall choose the means of peaceful settlement.

Similarly, although less formally, during the course of
the Falklands crisis, Argentina and the United Kingdom employed
the good offices and mediation of the Secretary of State, the
President of Peru, and the UN Secretary-General.
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has only rarely been pursued in the context of any of the
formal agreements discussed above.

The problem is plainly not one of a lack of appropriate
mechanisms available to American states; the Pact of Bogota, in
particular, provides a reasonable framework for American states
to commit themselves to each of the forms of dispute settlement
discussed above. Lack of recourse to existing mechanisms is
better explained by lack of interest in them. Many of the
conventions discussed above are doubtless unknown to or
considered dead letters by many American states.

Moreover, for political reasons, many disputes are simply
not susceptible to definitive legal solution. Certain
long-standing boundary conflicts, in particular, involve such
ingrained and emotional positions that there is little
willingness to seek a definitive result or submit to the risks
of third-party resolution, especially on the part of the side
with the weaker claim. Indeed, if the dispute is politically
sensitive, international arbitration or adjudication may be
useful in only a limited range of cases: first, where both
parties have a sufficient interest in resolution of the issue
to risk losing at least some of their claims (international
dispute settlements tend toward compromise regardless of the
merits); and, in addition, where neither party feels it is in a
position to make the compromise a negotiated solution would
require, but each believes it can justify domestically

acceptance of an "impartial" decision by a third party. 1In
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other circumstances, the parties are more likely to prefer
negotiation, in which they have greater control over the
outcome; or they may simply prefer to perpetuate uncertainty.

A new inter-American court or truly compulsory arbitral
mechanism could conceivably attract more American interest and
allegiance than, for example, the ICJ or the mechanisms of the
1907 Hague Convention. But absent a dramatic change in
attitude by American states, a new inter-American
dispute-settlement mechanism is unlikely to be any more
effective than the large collection of international mechanisms
now widely ignored. Even if ever used, moreover, a new
mechanism would probably duplicate existing ones and, in the
case of an actual court, might prove costlylﬁ/ and contribute
to undesirable fragmentation of international law and practice.

In lieu of creating an entirely new mechanism, it may be
worth considering invigorating or reinvigorating one or more of
the many existing mechanisms. The Pact of Bogota, with its
comprehensive coverage, may be a good candidate. As a positive
initiative, USOAS might consider urging that the Inter-American
Juridical Committee (IAJC) conduct a study of existing dispute-

settlement mechanisms to recommend how best to promote use of

18/Maintenance of the UN-funded ICJ cost approximately
$8.9 million in 1980-1981 (during which time four cases were
before the Court), of which the U.S. share is 25%. See ICJ
Yearbook 1980-1981, at 169. The U.S. share for an
inter-American court would be higher, since the U.S. quota of
OAS expenses runs to nearly two-thirds,
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the most effective. Another initiative might involve
requesting the IAJC to develop and/or maintain a list of
distinguished American jurists, who would be available for
service as arbitrators or conciliators to all American states,
perhaps within the general framework of the Pact of Bogota, the
General Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration, or other regional
agreements. On a purely hortatory level, USOAS might want to
consider promoting an OAS resolution urging those countries in
the hemisphere with outstanding boundary disputes to submit
them to the procedures of adjudication or arbitration specified
by international agreement.

In any event, there are a variety of steps that might be
taken within the existing framework (including simple publicity
for existing mechanisms) to promote peaceful dispute settle-
ment. L remains at the service of USOAS to assist in preparing

or responding to any such initiative.

Attachments:

Tab A - Article 36, Statute of the ICJ:
Declarations of 12 OAS states recognizing
compulsory jurisdiction of ICJ.

Tab B - Pact of Bogota.

Tab C - General Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration.

Tab D - Convention for the Establishment of a Central
American Court of Justice.

Tab E - Convention for the Establishment of an
International Central American Tribunal,
and Protocol of Agreement (with U.S.).
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