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ABSTRACT

Thies thesis develops and tests a model of the Inter-
American System {IAS) based con the theory of hegemonic
stabllity, and explores the poseibility that the United
B8tates 1z loasing the abllity to shape outcomes 1in the
Organization of American States and to control the foreign
policy orientation of member states in the IAS. " The IAB is
concelved as a set of related regimes governing specific
lgsues-areas such as securlty, peaceful resolution of
confllets, economic development and human righta.
Conslatent with the theory of hegemonic stakility. the
thesis explores the hypothesls that the decline in the
economnle power of the United States has led to a weakening
of those regimes. In particular, the focus is upon the
pecurity regime embodied dn the Ric Treaty and related

instrumonts.

Tha thesis presents a focused case study of Colombian
foreign policy. The Ceolombian case was selected for two
closely related reasons. Firat, most analysts of Colombian
foreign policy concur that Colombla historically has
displayed forelgn policy deference to the United States.
Second, mosat analyats further agree that Coloambia
dramatically reoriented ite policy in the early 19B80s.
Explaining thie shift in policy, commonly referred to as
Colombia's forelgn policy viraije, is the central concern of

this thesie.



The principal argument advanced in the thesis is that
Colombian leaders gradually embraced a set of foreign policy
principles that were incompatible with strict alignment with
the United 3tates. In other words, Colombia sought to alter
the performance of the aecurlty regime of the IAS,
Colombla's entrance into the Non-Aligned Movement and 1ts
participation in the Contadora Group. both of which were
dramatic departures from past behavior and are signs of that
country's foreign policy viraje, reflected those principles.
g8ince the hegemony of the United 8States in the IAS resulted,
in part, from ite ability to gain the foreign policy
deference of member-states, such as Colombia, Colombia‘'s
viraje 1es taken as evidence of the decliine of United States

influence.
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CIIAPTER ONE

HEGEMONIC B3TABILITY 'THEQRY AND THE INTER-~-AMERICAN SYSTEM

1 Introduction
Analyete of international relations hegan taking note
af atructural changas in the international system in the

middle and late 19708. These structural changea, defined as

changes in the international distribution of power,
potentially affect the processes by which valuesg are
allocated and bargaining between states proceeds ({(Nye and
Kechane 1977, p.20.) In this context, it i85 common to take
note of the decline of the economic power of the United
States relative to Weatern Europe and dJapan. There is a
rough conaensus that the United States, though remaining
powerful both egonemically and militarily in absolute terms,

has lost the capacity to lead unilaterally,

At the same tlme, analyata of the foreign policies of
daveloplng atates have called attention to the new activism
of the so-called middle powersa, The more acktive roles of
gome developing states have implications for internaticnal
relations theory and practice. Aas Stremlau {1971, p. 1}
peints out

How these governments choose to order their
foreign policy priorities and how they decide
to deploy their limited pelitical, economic
and military resources in pursuit of these

objectives could have a cumulative impact on
the ahape of world order in the 19808 that

will be as important - if less dramatic - as
decisions that are taken in Washington or
Moscow.



In the case of the foreign pelicies of Latin American
states, the literature is extenailve, {Parde and Tokatlian
1988; Muncz and Tulchin 1984; Orrego 1984; Erisman 1984;
Ferris and Lincoln 1984: Bagley 1983; Drekonja and Tokatlian
19683; Drekonja 1983; Jaguaribe 1982; Belcher 1981; Erisman
and Martz 1982; Ffrench Davis and Tironi 1982; Grunwald

1978; Fontaine and Theberge 1976; Bond 1977; Hellman and
Roaenbaum 1975; BDavie and Wilson 19%5.)

The "new Latin American foreign policy"™ which this
Iiterature describes 18 essentially destabilizing and is
individual state action and multilateral cooperation. Thus,
the graduation ¢f countries such as Brazil, Mexico,
Venezuela, Argentina and Colombia to the middle tier of the
global ecopomy portends changes in the processes of
international relations because the emerging middle powers
are potentlally capable of altering the established "“rules
of the game" or international regimes. "Their motivatieon to
bring about favorable changes in existing patterns of
regional and international peolities is high, but thelr
abkility do so is delimited by the realities of international
powar. Neverthelese, their ability to disrupt established
cooperative arrangements or regimes is not negligible even
if at present they lack the capability to esptablilsh new and
more equitable ones such ag the New International Economic
Order. Perhaps more interestding 1s the fact that these

states have demonstrated the abllity teo use existing



international organizations increasingly for their benefit
(Krasner 1985, p. 29). As Tugwell {1977 p. 199]) pointed out
more than a decade ago, many Latin American States have
begun to broaden thelr diplomatic relations, and 1t has
become evident that there 1s

new inclination on the part of a number of

stateas to dismantle, or at least modify, the
U.8. deslgned hemiapheric institutions created

originally to handle Cold War problems, and to
replace them with ones that (1} address the
more immediate l1ssouesg of development and
facilitate the cooperative actlion needed to
boosat that development, and (2} tolerate
diveralty and ideological exXxperimentation.

A great deal of thought hasz been glven to the possible
relationships between these changes in the structure of
interpnational power, especially the emergence of economic
rivals to the Unlited States, the breakdown or weakening of
the international regimes that ware created at the height of
U.S5, power, and the foreign policies of middle-powera. The
moat notable product of these efforts has been the thecry of
hegemonic stability which posits that strong, stable
international regimes are most likely to be farmed and
malntained by a single dominant power with the will and
capability toc do so. Convergely, the deacline of that power

regults in a weakening of those regimes.

A number of studles have been made of these
hypotheslized relationships, but surprisingly, none has been
made of the Inter-American System {IAS.}) Yet, Latio America

provides an eXcellent oppeortunity to test the theory of



hegemonic stability for three reasons.

Firat, it would be both descriptively accurate and
theoratically useful to apply concepts E£rom the regilime
literature to the case of the IAS. The TIA8 4is a fully

developed and formalized svatem of regimea. 'Thus, Atkine i=

abhle to apeak of a reglional subsystem, noting that mutual
identification invelving a reglional conaciouaness is
prevalent despite much diversity and uniqueness (1977, p.
8. The origin of the system can be traced back at least to
the serlies of Pan-American conferences initiated by the
Unjited States in 18589, and it was formalized in 1948 upon
the slgning and ratification of the OAS Chartex in 1948 and
the Rio Treaty in 1947. In the words of Atkins, "the Inter-
American system of i1nstlitutionalized multilateral
cooperation among American states hae been expressed in the
daevalopment of Westernm Hemispheriec organizations for law,
peace, security and natilonal development.". Moreover,
Atkins contends, the institutiona of the IAS have regulated
politica in the hemisphere by "offering opportunities for
and imposing limitatione on the foreign policles of member

states" (19717, p. 307},

Though Atkins and other analvsasts of the IAS rarely use
the language of regimes {exceptions are Haas, 1980b and
Krasner, 1981, its applicability 13 clear. The IAS

represents a political order within which operate a number



of related regimes governing a wide range of issue-areas.
The precise number of constitutive principles, the cruclal
mark of any reglme, wvary according to observers, but all
concur wilith respect to the following four:; non-intervention,
peaceful resolution of conflict, juridical equality of
atates and c¢ollective gecurity {(Mechem, 1966 p. 47%; Atkins,
1977 p. 322; Betancur in Arciniegas, 1985 p. 28).
Additionally, the principled commitment to representative
democracy (Atkins, 1977 p. 322} has been a Xkey feature of

the FAS8 and warrants inclusion.

Baecond, the 1nitiative of the United States, explicitly
conceiving of itself as a hegemonic power, was instrumental
in the creation of the IAS. Coneeguently, for much of 1ts
exiatence 1t has been what Young (1983) describes as an
"{impoaed order". Thia ia supported by the £fact that all
Latin Amerlcan efforts to institutionalize regional
cooperation, beginning with Belivar's abortive Panamanian
conference, ended in failure, and that it was only when the
United State found a Pan-Amerilcan Union to be 1n its
interest that one emerged. Although the Latin American
atates themaselves preased for the formalization of the IAS
at Chapultepec after the Secopnd World War, they did so in
the expectation that a4 more formal arrangement would give
them a degrese of influence over their northern neighbor.
However, the reality has been that the OAS hae frequently
served the intereats and Cold War policies of the United

dtates. According to Mechem (1966, p. 472)Y, "the



Organlzation of Amerlcan States 13 actually an association
of one great powWwer with twenty sgmall, wWeak member nations 1in
which evidences of U.3, predominance are readlly apparent.”
Mechem goes on to make a polnt central to this research,
suggeasting that the Latin American states can be expected to
exerclase self-restraint both in their use of the instrumente

of regional cooperation and 1n their foreign policies until

"they increase their own capacity to work with their North
American partner on more equal terms..." (p. 473). Prompted
by the widespread acceptance of the thesls of U.8. hegemonic
decline, this research esxplores the pogaibility that the

future envisionsed by Machem and othersg has in fact arrived.

Third, there 18 a growing congensus regarding the
relatlve decline of the United States' influence in
hemispheric affairs {LoWenthal, 1987: Blackman et al, 1986:
Grabendeorff and Roett, 1985; Farer, 1979; Fontalne and
Theberge, 1976]). Dbesgpite the efforta of the Reagan
adminlisgtration to reassert U.8. influence, the decline is
real even 1if 1ts magnitude is unclear and easily
exadaggerated: "gulte clearly the supremacy, even the
partnership of the United S8tates in the hemisphere is being
challenged” (Fontailne and Theberge, 1979 p. 1}. A number of
factora are frequently cited both to account for the decline
and to provide evidence of it. The relative decline of the
ecanaomlc power of the United States is the most common

shoervation:



The relative decline 1in America'sa economic
power, confirmed by the rise in oil prices in
1973-1974, was a process...that grew out of
the rapid growth of Japan and Western Europe
in the 19608 and 19708, It complicated
Amerlica's weak balance of payments sgltuaticon
gpeclifically, and a growing concern,
generally, about America's capacity to compete
and provide economic stewardship for the West
that accaompanied its pospition ag primus inter
pareg...The United States found itself in a
pogition in which the reaources once available

to deal with Latin America and to malntaln ita
primacy were not only not available but, even

if they had been available, would not have
been usable in the saame way as they had been
in preceding decades {Grabendorff and Roettk,
1985 p. 223).

In the terminology of hegemonic stability theary, the
economic decllne of the United BStates resulted in its loas

of rule-making and rule-enforecing power.

Political factors are «<ited as well. The United
States' decision to support Great Britain in the Malvinas
war, degplte provisiens of the Rio Part and the even Monroe
doctrine, alienated most Latin American statea {Kryzanek
19385, p. 205}. Similarly, the peollcy of the Reagan
administration in Central America, though intended to
reimpoae the United States' 1influence, has gained few
adherents in the hemiaphere. To the contrary, sevaral Latin
American states have joined forces in the Contadora Group to
block the full implementation of the Reagan administration’sa
policy. Recalling Tugwell's quotation clted earlier, 1t
could be that Latin Americanp states are now both motivated

and able to alter the inatitutions created by the United



S8tates in the pursult of its Cold War objectives.

Although a subatantial body of mainstream literature
openly refers to U.8. hegomony, few analyats examine United
States~Latin American relations in an expliecltly theoretical
manner (Needler, 1987; Blackman et al, 1986; Karl and Fagen,
1986; Kryzanek, 1985; Greene, 198B4; Blasier, 1976).

Therefore, it would be worthwhile to apply rigerously the

theory of hegemonic atability in order te understand more
adequately the historical behavior of the United States and
its regional partners, and the future prospects of the TAS.
Based on this premise, the research reported here explores
the relevance of propositions derived from the theory of
hegemonic stabllity to Colomkia's recent forelign policy
rearientatation in an effort to assess the utility of the

theory.

The theory of hegemonic stability as applied to the IAS
focuses attention on a cemplex set of causal and reciprocal
relationships involving, imter alia, the United States' loss
of economic preponderance, the efforts of several Latin
American states to pursue autonomous foreign policies and to
break out of the the orbit of the United 8States, and changes
in the performance of the reglmee comprising the IAS. In
general, the theory posits that the relatlve decline of
United States power has changed the context of hemlspheric
relations. Many Latin American leaders, having perceived
this change, recognlze Cewer constraints upon their range of

autonomous actlon, and are less wililling to defer to the



United States' political hegemony 1in regional affaira. This
applies eapeclally to those countrias that have achileved a
degree of econamic development beacause such development both
motivates and enables statea to take advantage of new and

expanding foreign policy opportunities.

The argumnent restse on the assumption that Latin

American leaders want "to convert themselves from mere
objects of the historical process into important subjects”™
iFarer 1979, p. =xxii). The argument also reflects the
assumption that "as their economic power 1ncreases,
secondary gtatas change their assumptions™ and are no
longer compelled "to aceept a one-sided dependence which, no
matter how prosperous, adversely affects governmental
autonemy and political status" {Nye and Keohane 1977, p.
45) .

The focus is on the deference phown by Latin American
loaders to the United Statea' hegemony in political affairs,
and its interpretation of the principles of the politico-
saecurity regimes of the IAZ. Needler (1987, p. 48] points
out that "in general, the United States, as a hegemonic
pover, 1is interested in the maintenance of a =smet of norms
under which capitalist economic activity can go forward
secured and unhindered; politically, the United BStates i=
concerned that the governments 1in guestion gilive general
support, normally veting with the U.8. in the U.N., and that

it not identify itself with the United 8States' rival in



international politics, today the Soviet Union.™ In this
gtudy, the concern is with compliance with the United
Statea’ preferred policy with reapect to those highly
charged political matters usually ansoclated with the East-

Wast conflict and reflecting an anti-communist posture.

I1 The Bagic Contours of the Theory of Hegemonle Stability

Thia section outlines the theory of hegemonic
gtabllity. First, the theory is sketched with attention to
its basie concepts and propeositions. Then, attention is
focused on terminological and conceptual ambigulties that

have led, prematurely, to a downgrading of the theory.

A number of theorists i1ndividually are responaible for
what Keohane (1980} pubsegquently termed the theory of
hegemonle atability (principal among them are Kindleberger,
1973; Gilpin 197%, 1981; Nve and Keochane 1977: XKeohane 1980,
1984). Essentially, the theory adopts the basic assumptione
of realism about the centrality of power and interest in the
interactions among states, but adapta the realist framework
by relating power and interest to the possibility of the
formation of an international "order"™. According to Gilpin,
"in internatlional society the distribution of power among
(statep) determines who governsa the international aystem and
whose interests are principally promoted by the functioning
of the ayatem” (1981, p. 29). In other words, order, to the

degyree that it has existed at wvarious times throughout

10



hiastory, haa been the reflection of the interests and viasion
of a single, militarily and technologically superior power

(Keohane, 1984, p. 31}.

The primary concern of theorista working from these
aasumptionse has hean to explain the emergence of, and

changes 1n, patterns of lnternational cooperation. Gilpin's

application of the theory has bsen the most ambitious. The
theory of hegemonic stability, 1in his view, provides a
parsimonious explanation not only of the proliferation of
multi-naticnal corporations in an international political
aconaomy suppeorted by American power {1975 p.4} but, more

broadly, international change {(1981).

[Tlhe study of Internaticnal political change
mupgt focup on the internatlional syvyostem and
egpecially on the efforts of political actors
to change the international system in order to
advance their own interestcs. Whother thoae
interests are security, economic gain, or
ldeological goals, the achievement of state
objectives ia dependent on the nature of the
international system (i.e.. the governance of
the avstem, the rules of the system, the
recognition of righta, etc.). As in the case
in any social or political aystem, the process
of international political change ultimately
reflects the efforts of individuale or groupsa
to transform institutiona and systems in order
to advance thelr intercsts. Beraupe thesoe
interests and the powers of groups {or states)
change, in time the political avstem will be
changed in ways that will reflect these
underlying shifts in interest and power.

In contrast to Gilpin's broad histeorical overview,
Kindleberger and Kechane have made Jless sweeping
applications of the theary. Kindleberger ({1973} attempted

to explain the Great Depression, and argued that the

11



principal cauwge waa the decline of British power which in
turn lead to the weakening of sxisting interpnational
economic arrangements. For there to be atability 1n the
international political eaconomy, Kindleberger argued, "there
has to be a stabllizer, one stabilizer"™ {1973, p. 305).
Great 8Britain had plaved the role of stabilizer prior to

the First World War, but was unable to do so thereafter.

The United Btates, on the other hand, was unwilling to do ao
and the result, according to Kindleberger, was instability

and ultimately econcmic collapse.

Kechane found Kindleberger'a account plausible and
cited the economic difficulties experienced by the United
States to account for the instability of international
economlec relatlons in the middle and late 1970s. Building on
previous work done in eollaboration with Nye (Kechane and
Nyve, 1977}, Keochane (1980} develcocped the the theory of
hegemonic atabdlity in a systematic way for the first time.
The apparent asscciation <f the the relative decline of U.8.
economic power and changes in the regimes governing money,
trade and energy, inltially suggested the utility of the

theory.

Easentially, the theory posotulates that the
concentration of power, especially economle power, is
conducive to the creation and maintenance of regimes as
elementse of a larger hegemonic order. Regimes are deflined

following Krasner as "a set of implicit or explicit

12



principles, norms, rules and decisilon-making procedures
around which actors' expectations converge on a given issue-
area". This postulate reflects the assumption that only
preponderantly powerful states have both the power to
establiish regimes, and an interest in doilng so. Converasely,
the fragmentation of power 1n the international arena leads
to a weakenlng of regimes because hegemonlie orders are not
self-gustaining: they are maintained only through the
initiatives, bargaining and sanctions of the dominant state

{tGlipin, 1975 p.l.

In order to explain the apparent association between
the axiastence of a dominant state and the emergence of an
international order, Gilpin, Kindleberger, and Keochana raly,
to varying degrees, on the concept of collective goods and
the theory of collective action. The concept was
incorporated inte the theory because it suggests a reason
why regimes are more likely to bhe formed when a dominant
power is able to asspume the burdens of leadership. It also
elucidates the interests of all partles in participating in

regimes. Keohane (1980, p. 136) addresses these issues: .pa

Both hegemonic powers and amaller states
may have incentives to collaborate in
maintaining a regime. The hegemonic
power gains the abllity to shape and
dominate its international environment
while providing a puftficient flow of
benefites to small and middle powers to
persuade them to acquiesace. Saome
international regimes can be seen
partially as collective goods, whose
benefits {such as stable money}) can he
consumed by all participants without
detracting £from others' enjoyment of

13



them. In oo far as this ia the case,
economic theory leads us to expect that
extremely large, dominant countriea will
be particularly willing to provide these
goods, whilaea relatively small
participants will attempt to gecure "“freg
rides" by avolding proportionate shares
of pavment.

The concept of collective goaods dnitially suggested
that the exdistence of a great power was a necessary, 1f not
a sufficient, condition for cooperation. The raticnale for
this can be traced to the "free-rider" problem associated
with the provision of collectlive goods. Olson {1971, p.19,.
42-43) forcefully demonstrated that self-interesgted, utility
maximizing actors have no 1ncentive to cooperate in the
common provision of a collective good. Since 1t 1a not
feasible to exclude non-contributors from the use of a
colliective good, no rational actor will contribute to its
provision as long as there exists the poasibility of
henefiting from it without incurring any of the costa., A
dominant power, however, is able to bear the costs of
providing collective gocds such as a stable economic order
and/or asecurity. It bears those coste by malntaining open
markets and acting as lender of last resort in periods of
economic difficulty, or by providing the bulk of the
military forceas to an alliance (Kindleberger 1973). Gilpin
goes a Btep further, and stresses that a dominant power,
somewhat like a central authority within a naticn-state,
%ill be able to exact minimal contributions from others to

ensutre provislon of the goods above and beyond what it is

14



willing and able to provide unilaterally. If the exisatence
of order ia itself considered a collective good, the
hegemonic power will demand, inter alia, the foreign policy
compliance of other states as a form of contribution toc the

malntenance of that order,

The aecond contribution of the concept of collective
gonds ig to provide an inasight into the interesats of atates

in joining regimes that 1a consistent with cost-benefit
analyvels bagic to realism. The dominant and aubordinate
states have intersecting, though not identical, 1lnterests.
In each i1instance, c¢alculaticne of self-interest prevail.
The hegemonic state gains dlisproportionately from the
existence of an international system in which collective
goods flow freely: "“the benefits to (the dominant etate} of
a gecure status guo, free trade, foreign inveatment, and a
Wwell-functioning internaticonal monetary oyveatem (are)l greater
than the asascciated costs." Thus, it will continue to
provide them until the costs outweigh tha henefits. More
importantly., the dominant state consenta to provide
collective goods 1ln order to induce other states to

cooperate, and to reduce the need to cosrce them,

The theory, then, posits that subordinate states are
motivated to participate in imposed regimes primarlily by the
prospect of marginal benefit, and secondarily by the fear of
coercion. The theory generally deephasgizes coercion.
S8nidal (1985%a) suggests that hegemonic stabillity theory is

praovocative hecause 1t inverts the basic assumptions of
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realiam by poaiting that the smaller states are able to
"axploit" the hegemon. This gives them an incentive to
participate lndependent of the possilbility that non-
participation will result 1in the imposition of sanctions.
Nonecheless, the asymmetry of power is the defining
characteriatic of a hegemonic order, and coercion is alwava

an alternative available to the dominant state.

The provision of collective gooda has advantages over
coercion because the proviasion of benefits to all regime
mambers {although net an equitable disgstribution of those
benefite} has the potential to create a bhelief in the
legitimacy of the regime. As Young (1983 p. 101) pointe cut
"there is no reason to agsume that domlnant acteors must
continuously coerce subordinate actors to ensure conformity
wlth the requirements of imposed orders."™ "Hegemony" Keohane
adds, "reats on the subjective awareness by eliltes in

subordinate states that thosy are benefiting" {1984, p. 458).

This cognitive dimension of hegemony is crucial, and is
atressed in this research. It involves not only the
subjective bellef in the henefits of involvement in a system
dominated by a single state, but a consensuwal bellef in the
principles and norme that comprise the regime. This, in
turn, invelves conceptions about causality and about
rectitude (Krasner, 1983 p. 2}. Bo, for example, the
amergence after the BSecond World War of a liberal

internaticnal economic order with 1its associated regimes
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governing trade, finance and money, was possible because the
leaders gathered at Bretton Woods shared a basic¢ consensus
about the saoundness of liberal economle principles and the
economic causes of the war. The existence of this
consengus, coupled with the capacity and volition of the
United States to aspume the burdens of leadership, evinced
by the reconstruction of Europe, made the Posgt-War Order

possible.

Just as the existence of a dominant power was caonducive
to the creation of international regimes, 1ts decline 1la
expected to have consequences in terms of their
deterioration. Again, the concept of collective goods, and
the difficultles associated with their provision, figure
highly in thies context,. A8 the hesgemon's economic
preponderance begine to diminish, collective goods will be
supplied to a "suboptimal degree" {Russett, 1985 pn. 207},
the 1incentives for states to coordinate thelr peolicies will
begin to disappear, and regimes will weaken. For its part,
the hegemonic power will be legs capable and lesg willing to
aupply collective goods, ineisting that other states begin
to shoulder a greater percentage of the financial burden
{Nye and Kecohane, 1977 p. 4%). Consequently, the pressures
that make collective action difficule in the firat place
Wwithout the exercise of hesgemony will reassert themselves.
Subordinate states could find it necessary to pursue
independent policles to safeguard their interests as they

recognize that unless they "defoect" as other subordinate
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states are increaslngly motivated to do, they alone will be

adversaly affected.

The exampla of protectiontam 1lluatrates the peoint. In
the absence of a dominant economic power capable of
malntaining open markets in difficult tdmes, subordinate

states cannot be expected to resist the temptations of

aconomic protectionism. Leadership in reaisting the slide
toward protectlonism is the respongibility of the hegemon
which is uniguely able to take effective measures to
safeguard the liberal economic order by keeping copen its own

vast market.

The belief in the legltimacy of a hegemonlic system is
alse gsubject to change. The suboptimal provision of
collective goods will alter calculations o©f 1interest.
Subordinate states that have resented the privileged
pogition of the hegemonic power and its clalm of apecial
prerogatives could take advantage of instabllity to promote
thelr own interestsa. Eventually, consengus <ould emerge
arcund an alternative set of principles and norms. All of
these developments have important implications for regime

change as hegemonic decline begins to occur.

The effectes of hegemaonle decline on regimes can range
from a weakening of the regime to its demiae. The fLormer
scenario 1s more 1ikely. The cruclal measure of the
etrength of a regime 1s the degree of reppect for, and

adherence to, the principles, norma, rules, and declsicn-
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making procedures which together constitute the regime.
{Krasner, 19683 p. 2}. The regime has weakened when
plgnificant departures from prevalling practices become
common. The deterioration of established patterns of
international cooperation produces instabllity. The theory

derives its name from this concern for stabllity.

When regimes no longer guide state policy, they can be
modified or replaced. Krasner {1983, p.4} distinguishes two
typea of regime—-change. It isa poasible to concelve of
changes within a regime. This results when participants
attempt to salvage the regime and stabilize those
international relations it covers by amending its rules and
decision-making procedures. A change of regimes is more
fundamental and leas common. It oecurs when states abanpdon
the basic principles and norms of the regime and embrace
alternative principles and norms. Fundamentally different
patterns ¢f inter-state behavior would result. For examplo,
were the developing nations able to compel thelr developed
counterparts to institute the New International FEconomic
Order, a change of regime will have tranapired. One of the
questions raised in this research relates to the nature of
the changes in thea regimes comprising the IAS sought by the

Latin American members of the system.
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III Conceptual Ambiguities in the Theory

Thls, in outline, is the theory of hegemonic atability.
As a variant of realism {distinguished only by its emphasis
on order rather than conflict, and the employment of the
concept of collective gooda)l it is parsimonicua. But the

theory is not without its detractors. McKeown (1983, p. 89}
pointed out that the theory "is plagued by numerous

conceptual ambiguities and omisslons." S8nidal (198%5a)
argued that the concept of collective goods, which he views
aa the principal contribution of the theory of hegemonic
stabhility and what distinguishes it from mere realiem, is
frequently milsapplied 1, These criticismsa need to be

addresged, and the conceptual amblguities resolved,

The first ambiguilty is terminological and involves the
ugage of the terms "international system" or "order",
"international regimea", and "international crganizations.®
As Haggard and 8dimmons (1987} correctly point out, a great
deal of confusion surroqnda the term regime, and this
confupion 1p intensglfied when it ig appllied to apecific
cases, 8Stein {1983, p. 115) observes critically that regimes
are either defined 8o breoadly as to 1include "all
international relations or all internaticnal interactiona
within a given lasue-area"™ or 80 narrowly that ths study of
regimesa becomes nothing more "than the study of
international organizations". Kechane does not contribute to

conceptual precision, ingigting that hoth formal and
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informal regimes fall into the purview of relevant cases and
that the atrength of a regime is more important than i1ts
degree of formalization {1980, p. 133}, Home critics of the
thoory of hegamonic satability are egqually at fault. Cowhey
and Leng (1983), for example, attempt to test the commen
hypothesis relating hegemonic decllne to patterns of trade

by examining the world auto trade, although it is

inappropriate to consider trade patterns within a single
econemic sector as constituting a regime. The ambiguity
that surrcunds this suggestive concept places the sntire
theoretical sgtructure at risk by inviting misapplication and

premature rejection of Key propositiona.

Kraaner {1983, p. 2} 1ntroduced what has become the
standard definition ©of regimesa, concelving of them as "sgets
of dmplicit or explicit principles, norma, rules and
decision-making procedures around which actors' expectations
converge inm a glven area of international relations.” By
contrast, an international order, created in the image of
the hegemonlc state, is more comprehensive, and contains a
variety of regimes concerned with different issue-areas.
Koeohane expressed the relationship clearly, indiecating that
"regimes conptitute elements of an international order"”
{1980, p. 31}. To give an example of this conceptual
dilstinction in common usage, it is common to refer to the
Bretton Woods international economic order established at
the end of the Second Weorld War under the leadership of the

United States. The Bretton Woods order 1tself contalns
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regimes for trade (the G.,A.T.T.}, money {the I.B.R.D}, and

finance (the I.M.F.).

Many regimes influence the 1nteractions among the
participants in the IAS. Thogse reglmes reflesct a declared
acceptance of the principles of Inter-American law, the

peaceful resolution of conflict, collective security,

gconomic and social development, and human rights to name
only the most important. Those principles 1mply certain
norms ©f behavior, and both the principles and norms have
been codified 1in specific treaties apd protocols. For
example, the principles of juridical equality and inviolable
sovereignty of states are codified in the Charter of the
Organization of American States. The associated norms of
non-intervention, peaceful resclution of conflict and
collective security were incorporated into the Treaty on
facliflec Settlements, or the Pact of Begota, and the Inter-

American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, or the Rlio Treaty.

Regimesa are essentially subjective, but generally have
international organizatlons asscciated with them. Keohane's
point that gome regimes are entirely informal has some
validity, but regimesa should not be confused with the
international organizations that embody them. The
Organization of American States is the organizational
embodiment of the IAS. The OAS is composed of numercous
committees, councils and specialized organizations that are

concerned with Bpecific i1ssue-areas, and each of these
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organs operates according to agreed upon rules and deciasion-
making procedures, General political matters are handled by
the General Adeembly, crises situatlions are often handled
by the Copnsultation of Forelgn Ministers, human rights
lesues are brought before the Inter-American Commission on
Human Righte, soclal and economic issues are the concerna of

the Inter-American Economlc and Social Council, and so on.

In the following chaptera, the term IAS refers broadly
to the serlies of regimes influencing the interactions of
participants, and the organizations that have been develcped
to facilitate and regulate those interactiona. A1l
inceractiona among members, dincluding wunilateral foreign
policy actions directed at a member by another member, and
all billateral and multilateral activities, are construed to
be processes ccourring within the IAS. Memberaship in the
IAS is operatiocnally defined as membership in the OASBS. The
term regime ias reserved far the principles and norme
codlfied in the treatles and protocols of the Organization
of Amerlcan states, and 1t is asoumed that they reflect the
subjective beliefasa of national leaders. The term
international organization refers exclusively to formal
organizations, esapecially the OAB and ite organs, but
occagionally alao to organizations such as the Andean Group,

the Contadora Group or the Group of Eight.

The foci of the reaearch are foreign policy deference

and the performance of the IAS. Deference to the United
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States in the design and ilmplementation of foreign policy is
congidered a process occurring within the IAS, Performance
is understood to invalve both the degree to which a specific
ragime effectively guides the policies of members, and the
nature of those policiles. Accordingly, the guestiaons
addressed are: Do Latin American statea atill defer to the

United Btates' hegemony on salient foreign policy iasues,

and is the United States still capable of contralling the
outcomes of the bargaining occurring within the organs of
the 0OA8 to ensure that the regimes they are concerned with

perform in its intereats?

A second ispus in need of clarification relates to the
hegemonic atates' 1nterests and behavior. Kindleberger and
Gilpin differ sharply over these issues. Although both
employ the concept of collective goods, Gilpin atresaes
hegemonic gelf-interest much more than Kindleberger. In
fact, Kindleberger avoldda the term hegemony, and prefers
"responsible leadership.” The distinction is important
because it has to do with whether the hegemonic atate's
behavior is bensvolent or coercive (8nidal, 1985a: Lake
1983). Snidal stresses the importance of this distinction.
He argues that a coercive hegemon's ability to maintain
order is adverasely affected by the relative decline in ita
econcmic fortunes whereas a benevolent leader must suffer
economic decline in absolute terms hefore the consequences

of its decline are felt.
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Kindleberger's perapective ia not entirely
gatiafactory. Great powers do not act only in the hope of
gaining prestige: calculations of tangible material benefit
predominate. Insofar as the behavior of the United States
1s <concerned, the "coercive" verslion of the theory
representsa a more accurate depiction of the the reality of

United States-Latin Amerlican relations. The coercive

varsion of the theory focuses attention on efforte by the
United States to gain the compliance of Latin American
states on political issues as a form o©of exchange for the
"goode" that 1t 18 uniguely able to provide., Gilpin
stresses that the hegemonic state exercises its power to
gain minimal contributions to the maintenance of the order.
The argument here is that forelgn polley deference
represents the contribution exacted. Thus, it is the
relative decline of United 8tates economic¢ power rather than
its absolute decline (which has not occurred} that is

theoretically important in the case af the IAS.

The third amblguity surrounds the concept of
collective goods, the Iincorporation of which Snidal asserts
is the key contribution of the theory. The problem is that
few exponents of the theory have adequately identified what
collective goods a hegemonlc power actually provides, The
practical problem for this research involves the
identification of collective goods provided in the context
of the IAS. Collective goods have two distinctive

characterinstics. First, once they are provided, it 1is not
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feasible to exclude anvyone from enjoying them. Second, ona
individual'as enjoyment of the good doed not diminish another
individual's enjoyment of 1t. These propertiea, non-
excludabllity and non-rivalness, lend themseslves to the
free-rider problem, and create the theoretically fascinating
contradiction beatween 1individual gelf-interest and the

collective interests of sociaty.

In the broadeasst posaible conceptualization,
international cooperation is itseelf consldered a collective
gocd, A cooperative atmocaphere would be one from which all
gtates could derive benefit. But, it 18 not in the power of
a slngle atate to create auch an atmosphere, though it could
finance international organizations that facllitate
copoperative ragimes. Most exponente ldentify two collective
goods: securlty and a stable economle order. Whether it be
a "Pax Romana" or a liberal international economie order
supported by Great Britain or the United States, all nations
benefit from these ceonditiona. Security is provided by the
hegemonic power through 1ite disproportionate contribution to
collective defenge. A stable economic order is provided, as
Kindleherger asserts, through maintenance of open markets
and provision of eredit in times of economic contraction and

difficulty.

The issue posed far this research relates to the
identification <f collective gooda provided toc members of
the IAS by the United States. If callective security and a

atable econcmle order are considered ccllective goocda, Latin
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American nations would seem to benefit from them hecause
they participate in a gsecurity regime with the United States
under the Rio Treaty, and because they are incorporated into
a global economy stabilized by the Unlited S8tates. But it is
possibhle to gquestion whether these examples meet the
reguirements of non-excludability, and to a leesser degree,

non-rivalnesas.

First, although the Unlted Htates provides tremsndous
amountsa of pecurity assgsisgtance to Latin America, it 1is
feapible for the United States to excliude any country it
decides to exclude from the benefit of collective security.
In fact, the United States histeorically has been the major
threat to the security of many of the natlonas of the region.
Less dramatically, the United 3tates determines which
countries receive amsaistance and in what amounts. The
provision of security assistance to pgome countries in
greater proportions than to others raises the issue of non-
rivalness. Second, although the Unlited States historically
has played the role of stabilizer in the international
economy, Latin American states generally do not enjoy many
of the benefits of a well functioning liberal economic
order. The case of the lilberal trade regime is most
important. Latin American ptates have been eXXcluded from
U.8. markets., Protectionism affects all the nations of the
region, not just those that have attempted to break from the
United Statea sphere of influence and have suffered economic

embargoes ap a conseguence.
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These points challenge the characterization of security
and economic Btability as collective goods, at least insofar
as the IA8 15 concerned. But a countervailing argument can
be formulated. In the case of security, 1t can be argued
that any Latin American country faclng the real or potential

threat of a leftist ineBurgency will almost certailnly receive

security aseistance from the United States {which is the
cnly member of the IAS capable of providing it in masaive
amountg) . Given the United States' preference that
continental regimes be non-communist, it would he
irrational ({(therefore, unfeasible) for the United States to
deny military ald to a friendly government. The United
States’ hegemony depends on the ability to galn politiecal
compliance, and thils creates the imperative to protect
deferentlial governments and 1lsclate non-compliant ones.
This would eiucidate the logic¢ behind the provision of
aaslstance to governments known to engage in human rights
violations reogardless of how detestable that fact may ke to
the Unlted States' leadership. The imperative to maintain
the order ocutweighs humanitarian cconsiderationsa. ‘Thus, any
government, wllling to exchange Cold War alignment and an
anti-communiet posture with the United States can expect

support when challenged by a leftist insurgency.

Bimilarly, the fact that some countries receive
gecurity assistance 1n greater amounts than others does not

violate the criterion of non-rivalness unless hoth countriles
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face a comparable threat but only one recelves U.3,
asglastance. The enjoyment of the heneflit of security
asgistance by a country that needs 1t does not rival the
enjoyment of a country that doas not also need it. The
degree of threat is the overriding factor. The collectlve
good is the avallability of security asgsistance and the

willingness of the United Btates to provide it. Unless the

United States reduced or ended its substantial security
commitments toc Latin America because of an unwillingness to
continue to assume the burdens of leadership, or unless
Latin American countries refuse to exchange deference for
the privileged access to such assistance, security from
subversive threat is a collective good provide in the

context of thae IAS.

A similar argument holde wWilth respect to acceas to
United Btates markets. Those countries that have been
systematically excluded, Cuba, Nicaragua, {(and briefly,
Panama), are those that have refused to sxchange political
compllance. Eunvérsely, the United Statesa has granted
preferential access in order to sustain its regional
hegemony. The Alliance for Progress and the Carlbbean Basin

Initiative are the two prime examples of such efforts.

The implementation of protectlenist measures in the
19808 could be explained differently. This new wave of
praotectioniem can be Interpreted as both a result, and
indication, of the losas of economic prepaonderance. The

theory posits that the loss of economic preponderance
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diminishes the hegemonlic power's willingness to bear the
excesslve costs of economic leadership. Protecting the
pogltion of domestic producers in the hegemonic state's
market is one way of dolng this. The implementation of
protectionist measures, then, 1ndicates the sub-optimal
provision of the collective good of unhipdered (and in some

instances, preferential) trade traditionally promoted by the
United 8tates both globally and regionally.

Collective security, economlc stability, free trade,
and stable money can all be considered collective goods once
provided by the United States to membhers of the IAS.
However, the concept doeesa not necessarily possesas the
pivotal importance 8Snidal apnd others attach to 1t, because
not every example of cooperation in the IAS involves the
provision of collective goods. In those cases in which
collective goeds are involved, the availability of the
concept is useful. But, the remaining concepts of the
theory possens utility independent of the concept of

collective goods.

The theoxry provides a useful framework within which to
describe, analyze and explain Unlted States-Latin American
relations, even if the concept of collective goods is not
cantral to those efforts, The theory's other principal
concepts possess obvious validity when applied to the IASB,
More importantly. the theory's central propesition (that the

preponderance of economic, military and political power

30



creatas the conditionse for the hegemony of a aingle statsl}
ia one that appears to explain many aspects of United
States-Latin American relatlons, regardless of whether the
exerciase of hegemony has ever involved the provision of
collective goods, For these reapones, the miasapplication of
the concept criticized by SBnidal, does not reflect an

inherent flaw in the theorvy.

The fourth ambiguity igs one of most eritical because it
involves the definition of hegemony itself. Disagreemsnt
cver the definltion of the theory'se central concept is
obviously problematic, but the problem is not simply one of
a lack of common usage. Ultimately, the lack of agreement
will complicate efforts to develop a model of Inter-American

relationa congistent with the theary.

Kechane defines hegemony as a "preponderance of
material resourcesg". More specifically he asserts that
hegemony as economic preponderance involves control over
raw makteriale, sources of capital, marketa., and competitive
advantage in the production of highly valued gooda {1984, p.
. Btarting from the premise that hegemony defined this
way facllitatesa cooperation, Keohane attempts to explaln the
instability of the international econcmy 1in terms of the
lops of economic preponderance, or what he calls
fragmentation of economic power. When aeconomic power is not
sufficiently concentrated, regimes deteriorate and

instabllity ensues.
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Gilpin, by contrast, distingulshes econcmic power from
political leadership and control, and defines hegemony 1in
terms of political leadership, For example, 1in the context
of a discusalon of the formatioen of a liberal economilc
order, Gilpin notes that "the champions of an interdependent
world market economy have been polltically the most

powerful and economically the most efficient. Both

elements, hegemony and efficliency, are necesasary
preconditiona for a eociety to champicon an interdependent
market economy." (1981, p. 129}. Note the theoretically
significant juxtaposition of the concepts political hegemony

and economic efficisoncy.

The c¢rucial difference between Keohane and Gilpin
relates to their wunderstanding of the relaticonsahip betuween
eccnonle power and politlcal control. The fact that they
conceilive of economic power differently is not important.
Gilpin defines economic power in terms of efficiency whereas
Keohane definea it in terms of preponderance of resources,
but thig difference is merely operational and can be
regolved on methodolaogical grounds. What 1s important is
that for Gilpin economic power is not to be equated with
hegemony, and therefore that the nation possessing the most
powerful economy is not necepsarily hegemonle. Thues Gillpin
polinta out that "naticonal economle efficlency without a
corresponding political-military strength may not be able to
induce other powerful societles to asgume the costs of the

market system"™ {1981, p. 129},
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The problem with Kechane's conceptualization is that it
does not fully apecify how economlic preponderance actually
tranglates into political control. Kechane is net the only
analvat to confound power with resources. As Organskl (1964
p. 98) correctly notes, "wealth is so freguently used as an
inatrument of power that we tend to think of it as bringing

power automatically..." Keohane does give some

congideration to these matters. He minimizes the importance
military power 1n his scheme, primarily because he is
concerned with the international political econcmy where the
use of force 1s counterproductive. He notes only that
"the military conditions of economic hegemeny are met if the
economically preponderant country has sufficlent military
capabilities to prevent incursions by others that would deny
it access to major areas of 1ts economic activity" (1984,
p.40}. Following McKeown (1983}, Keohane smphasizes the role
0of economic pressaures. Honetheless, Keohane's explication
of the relationship between economic satrength and political

influence is incomplete.

Gilpin also dilescusses these issues, and his treatment
ia more adeguate. He contends that great powers are
motivated by ecanomic, and not merely ideological,
considerations to attempt to eptablish world order. This
argument turns on the premlse that economic systems rest on
political foundatione (1975, p. 4. Thus the quest for
pelitical control derives from the desire to proasper.

Gilpin found that economic powers historically have been
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able to establish political order because thelr economic
power, which provided a basis for military power, made it
poseible for them to do Bo. But, there is nothing
inevitable or automatic about the translation of econcmic
power into hegemony. Thusa, in hls diacussion of these
matters, Gllpln avoids confusion hetween sconomic power and

political control.

Basgsd oan these cdconslderations, economic pouwer and
hegemony are distinguished here following Gllpin's
conceptualization. Hegemony 18 defined as one state's
ability to exercipe control over ocutcomes within a syetem of
interactions. An obvious implication of thise formulation is
that it is tautological to assert that the hegemonic power
eXercjiaes political control. At the same time, this
formulation directs attention to the theoretically
interesting gquestion as to how an economic power tranalates
ita economie advantages into peolitical outcomes. Ancther
congeduence, discussed in Chapter Two, is that hegemonic
decline isa modeled as a dependent varlable affected by,

inter alia, the logs of economic¢ preponderance.

A Eifth issue relatea to doubts about the theory's
predictive power. When Keohane and others filret developed
the theory, international economiec regimes were 1in a state
of flux. If the cause of the disrupticn was the relative
dacline of the United Btates' econamle pawer, then the

deterioration of sconomle regimes supported by the Unilted
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States should have proceaded apace. That did not occur.
This fact haa generated a consilderable amount of research
attempting to explain the fact of continued cooperation

"after hegemony" (Keohane, 1984; Snidal, 1985a, 1985b}.

Contrary to EKindleberger's contention that collective
lpadership 1s destabillizing ("1t is better to have a car

driven by one poor driver than by two excellent ones"),

analyste idincreasingly concur that governments, acting
rationally and habituated to patterns of cooperation, will
find 1t in their interest to continue to cooperate. More
importantly, they will be able to do so. Thia 18 a
plausible account of what is happening in the case of
cooperation hetween Western Europe, Japan, and the United
Statesa in money and trade. Ruggie. emphasizing the
cognitive or subjective dimensicon of regime dynamics, (1983}
would attribute this to the enduring influence of "embedded

liberaliasm".

The fact that these efforts to explain continued
cooperation have utilized some of the baslc components of
the theory should attest to its utility. Upon closar
examination it becomes apparent that nothing 1in the theory
gsuggeats that the relaticnshilp between fragmentatlon of
economic power and the deteriocration of regimes is a
straightforward or linear one. This 18 especially clear if
the subjective dimension of regime dynamics are taken into
consideration, because adherence to hasic principles is

likely to endure even after changes occur 1in the
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distributicen of power.

Even so, there hasa been a move by many to downgrade the
theory. Though beth Gillpin {1981) and Krasner (1985])
continue to epploy the theory of hegemonlce stability, Nye
and Xeohane have been more circumspect. Recently they have
acknowledged that the result of much of the research
genarated by their initial formulation "has been to lncrease
skepticism about the validity of the the hegemonic stability
theory " (Nye and Keohane, 1987, p. 741.} Kechane {1984, p.

39} coagently summarized the downgrading of the theory.

The crude theory of hegemonic stability
gotablishes a useful, if somewhat simplistic,
gstarting-polnt for an analysis of changes in
international cooperation and diacord. Its
refined version ralses a looser but auggeptive
set of Iinterpretive guestiona for the analysis
of 8some areas 1in the history of the
international political econcny. Such an
interpretive framework does not constitute an
explanatory systemic theory, but 1t can help
us to think of hegemony in a different way —-
less as a concept that helps to explain
outcomes in terms of power than as a way of
degcribing an 1international saystem in which
leadership 18 exarciged by a single state.

The downgrading of the theory to an analytical framework by
one of its principal exponents is significant. it is alao

premature.

Three obaervations are forthcoming. First, the
characterization of the IAS8 as a hegemanic syatem i=s

"descriptively" accurate, thus this framewerk 1s applicable
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and potentially useful even 1n the more modest sense lately
puggasted by Keohane. In fact, in the same passage 1in which
he discusses what he views as the diminished significancos of
the concept of hegemony, Kechane goss on to posge gquestions
directly addressed in thils research: "theories of hegemonic
gtabllity should seek not only to analyze demlnant powers'

decisions to engage in rule-making and rule-enforcing, but

also to explore why gecondary states defer to the leadership
of the hegemon" (1984, p. 39}. This research examinesa the
relationship between the Unlted Btates and one of its Latin

Aamerican partners in a regicenal system in which deference to

the United States' leadership has been an historical fact

and a source of tension.

Second, despite Keohane'ms lossa of confidence in the
axplanatory power of the theory, it is peossible to combine
itas key propositione with some of the propositions suggested
by the comparative foreign poliey literature in order to
generate the a more fully speclified model of foreign policy
deference, and regime change and pearformance. Ap 8nidal
{1985a, p. 580} points out, "hegemonic stability theory does
point toward fertille ground for analytical and empirical
investigation of international polities™ and "a revised
formulation... offers the prospect of a better understanding

of regime performance.”

Third, and most important, the cases that have
generally bean examlned, economic regimeas facilitating

cooperation between the United BStates, Western Europe and
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Japan, do not provide the best tests of some of the
hypotheses that can be inferred from the theory. Continued
cooperation between these  industrialized states after one
of them has lost ground relative to the others ie not a
major puzzle. The i1industrialized giants have much to gain
from a perpetuation of the prevailing system, and much to

logge from ite collapse.

The expectation that the relative decline of the United
States would result in forelgn policy reorlentation and
regime change 1s much more appropriate in the case of the
IAS. The members of the IA8 are developing nations which
support efforts to alter exlsting international economic and
pollitical regimes because of the assessment of their leaders
that existing regimes favor the industrialized nations to
their detriment. The IAS represents a speclal case because
41l but one of its members are subordinate both in the sense
that they are secondary actors in a hegemonic system and in
the sense that they are economically dependent on the
hageamon. This means that the concept of dependency muat

figure prominently in a model of Inter-American relations.

Thus, 1t 1s not surprising that Latin American
countries increasingly fipmd it in their Interest to
participate in the Non-Aligned Movement, UCTAD and cther
fora, and join in the call for a New International Economic
Order. Theee facte evince a mounting dispatisfaction with

exiseting arrangements, and a rejectlion of some of the
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principles on which they are based. If regimes are
esgentially subjective, the rejection of certain economic
and political principlesa, and their substitutjion with others

is extremely important,

The conflict is juat as sharp with respect to the
politico~gecurity regimes of the IAS, the focus of this

research. Increasingly, Lactin American leaders perceived

that to the degree that the United States determlnes the
political and security agenda, parcticipation in an IAS
entails costs in terms of political auvtopomy and eccenomic
dependence. Thua efforta to change existing ruleda and
decisicon-making procedures, if not underlving norms and
principles themselves, could follow the reality or

perception of ths United Btates' loess of 1nfluence.

— ——e S D i, e

All thepe considerations suggest the usefulness of
applving the theory of hegemonic stability to the IAS. This
regearch 1s intended to accomplish two related obhjectives.
Firat, 1t will give to the study of United States-Latin
American relations a thecretical orientation that it
currently lacks. BSecond, 1t will either provide additional
emplrical corroboration to the theory, or 1t wilil railse

ancther challenge to ita utllity.

The study 1s satructured as follows. Chapter Two

pregsents a model of Inter-American relations baved on the
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theory of hegemonic stability. This model reflects a
aynthesis of the conceptualizations and propositions of the
various proponents of the thecory whose work has been
discussed in this chapter. However, the model also
incorporates varlables which reflect the considerations just
discussed. More speclifically, economic dependence on the

United States is included 1in the model. Moet notably,

hegemony 18 modeled as a dependent variable rather than as
an independent variable as 1is generally the case. Foreign
policy deference and regime performance (the focl of this

research) are modeled as intervening variables.

It is argued that economic economle preponderance is a
neceggary condltlion for hegemony, but it is not a
sufficient one {it ig not itself hegemonvy}. Hegemony exists
only when one state 1s able to command the foreign policy
deference of other states, and to vtilize the internatiocnal
organizations associated with especifiliec regimes to 1ts
advantage. Deference and regime performance, in turn, are
influenced by the perception of the 1lesadera of sgubordinate
astates of fewer conatraints on, and enhanced opportunities
for, the development of a more autonomous forelagm policy
pursued through unilateral actions and in the 0AS. The
factors that are hypothesized to influence these perceptlons
are lass of economic preponderance, the hegemonic power's
loas of the will to agssume the burdens of lsadership, the
diversification of economic dependence, the level of

economic development or more breadly, economic viability,
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and adoption of alternative principles and norms.

Chapter Three pressnts a case study of the evolution of
Colombian foreign policy, and offers this case am an example
af the partial dimunition of Unlted States hegemony in
conformity with propositions one and two stated in the next
chapter. More sapecifically, 1t describes and analyzes a much

noted reorientation {(viraije) 1in Colombia's foreign policy in

an effort to answer the guestien posed by Keohane as to why
subordinate states defer to the leadership of a hegemonic
power, or in this case, why they cease defering to that
leadership. Special attentieon is given to the pericod
between 1966 and 1988, a time-frame which encompasases six

presidential administrations.

The Colombian example was selected for a focused case
gtudy because Colombia had conce heen among the United
States' mogat deferential ally's in the IAS. This research
demonstrates that dramatic initlatives undertaken after 1982
during the administration of president Belisario Betancur
Cuatras (1982-1986} were the result of a gradual vet
discernible evolutionary process. More gpecifically, it is
argued that Colombian foreign polilcy has changed notably
along two dimensiona, the level of diplomatic activity and
the degree of foreign policy autonomy vis-a-vis the United
States, The latter is crucial because it impinges directly
on the 1ssue of the deference to the United States'

leadership in hemispheric affairas.
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Chapter Four is the firet of two chapters intended to
interpret Colembia’s foreign policy viraije employing the
model elaborted in Chapter Two, Guided by propositions three
and four etated in that chapter, economlc data are analyzed
Lo ascertain whether, and to what extent, Colombia‘s
departure from a clear historical pattern of deference to

the United 2tatesa was assoclated with greater economic

capaclty and reduced vulnerability to United States
pressure. Section two focusesp on Colombia's overall
economic performance and viability, and its lewvel of
economlic develapment. Bubsequent sections focus on the
degree of Colombia's dependency on United States marketa and

aggiatance.

Chapter Five focuses on the evolution of Colombian
leaders' cognitions in order to contribute {together with
Chapter Four) tc an explanation of the foreign policy
reorientation described in Chapter Three. In conformicy
with propositions five anrd slx atated in the next chapter,
this chapter provides evidence of changes in the
perceptions, bellefs, attitudes and orientations of
Colembian forelgn policy-makers. This evidence was obtained
through a content analysis of the Colombian Foreign

Ministry's Memorias published between 1966 and 1988,

The analymais focuses on four specific themes. Fliret.
the analydgls wae conducted to determine the nature ang

derivation of the principles and norms thought to be
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important by Colombian leaders. The concern was to
determine whether the principles espoused lent themselves to
defarence to the United States®' leadership. Second, the
analvals focused on Colomblan leaders' attitudes about, and
orientations toward, the United BStates. These include
evaluations of Unlted States policy, and assessmentse of

Colombla‘*s actual and proper relationship with the United

States. Third, the texts were examined for slgns of
perceptions of constraint upon, or opportunity for, greater
invelvemaent in reglional and international politics.
Especially important was the pnerception of the potentlal for
greater autonomy vip-a-vis the United Ztates. Fourth, the
documents were probed for #sians of the Colaombian
leadership's conception{e)] of Coleombla‘s role in regional

and international affairoe.

The thrust of the argument advanced in this chapter is
that Colombia's foreign policy reorientation was prompted,
in part, by altered perceptions of interest with respect to
continuing to defer unconditionally to United States
lpadership, the gradual adoption of principles reflecting a
Third World orientation that is inconsistent with automatic
alleglance to the United 8tates, and perceptions of
expanding opportunitiea for, and a increasing need to,
pursue a more active and autonomous foreign policy in the

region and in the world.

Chapter Bix presents the conclusiona of the study. The

findings are reviewed in an effort to assess the utillity of
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the theory of hegemonlc stability. Areas of potentially

complementary research are suggested.

NOTES

1. More 1importantly, Russett {1985) and Strange (1987} have
challenged the thegis of U.8. economlc and peolitical
decline, This is an emplrical guestion, rather than a
conceptual ambiguity, and will be taken up in Chapter
Throe.

A wide range of cases have beean studled, including
nuclear non-proliferation {(Nye, 19B1), civil aviation
{8mith, 1981), international shipping (Cafuny, 1985},
trade {Finlayson and Zacher, 1983}, finance (Cohen, 1983)
and even security {Jervis, 1983).
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CHAPTER TWOQ

A MOPEL OF IKTER-AMERICAN RELATIONS

I Introduction
This chapter presents a model pnf Inter-American
relaticna bhased on the theory of hegemconic stablliity, and

ptates propositione derived from that model which guide the

research reported in subseguent chapters. The model is
depicted in Figure 2.1. It is an adaptation of hegemonic
ptability theory in the sense that it reflects mecdifications
that make it applicakle to the case of the IAS. Nonetheleas,
the model accurately reflects the assumptions and
propositions of these authors whose wWork was summarized in

the previous chapter.

IT THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

—

(1} HEGEMONY

It has become almost commonplace to assert that the
United BStates has declined. Although immensely powerful,
it is no longer hegemonic. Hegemony existe when one state
1e able to command the deference of other statea with
respect to isgsues of importance to it, and is able ta
utilize international organlzations to ita advantage. TIf the
United States waa ever a hegemonic power, Latin America was
the slite of ite greatest and most enduring influence,. The
purpeose of thils research 1ls to explore the popular thesais of

the decline of the United States in the IAS.
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FIGURE 2.1
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Regimes contribute to hagsmony because they reflect in
large measure the interests of the hegemonic power. The
principles and normz they encompass 1institutionalize its
advantages. The international organizaticns that are

created to put regimep into practice are instruments at the
disposal of the dominant power, though they can alao be

utilized by other regime participants.

Regimea are impertant also because to the degree that
their principles and norms are accepted, and adhered to, by
the leaders of other states, hegemony 18 made easgler. The
dominant state does not need to pressure or coerce leaders
who share its wvaluesz and objectives. Deference 1i8 an
attitude which reflects consensus, although it can alaoc be a
form of behavior that reflects fear of sanctions imposed by
a great power,

When the preponderance of power diminishes or
disappears, changes in patterns of international relations
c¢an be expected. Deference could end altogether if the
deferential beshavlior of subordinate states had been
compllant rather than consensual. The adoption of
alternative principles and norma to those that had aupported
consensus and produced deference could be a factor
influencing the decislon of pubordinate atates to act more
autonomously. Recognlizing that there is power 1n numbers,
those states are 1likely attempt to use existing

organizationse to thelr advantage.
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When these changes occur, hegemcnhny has ended. Having
loat its preponderance, the once dominant state 1s no longer
able to command deference eilther through c<onsensus or
enforced compliance, and finds that previously subordinate,
but now increasingly revisjonist, states have selzed the

organizations it had formed to legitimize its hegemony.

These are the central propositions of the theory of
hegemonic stabkllity. Accordingly, 1in the model presented
ahove, hegemony is modeled as a dependent wvarlable. This
conceptualization differs sharply from Kechane's. He
efuates hegemony with preponderance. Following Gilpin's
differentiation between economic and military power, and
governance of the system, hegemony is conceived as the
consequence of one atate'’s ability to command deference and
control performance of 1nternational organizations
agsociated with regimes. Hegemony., then, is a dependent
vartable in the sense that 1ts exlstence 1s dependent on the

creation of thosge conditions.,

{2) REGIME PERFORMANCE

In order to establish their hegemony, powerful states
promote regimes and the formation of internmatlonal
organizations to oversee their eoperation. 5o, regimes
farcilitate hegemony, they are npot products of it. Keohane
implicitly shares thia view. He argues that in creating

regimes, "the hegemonlc power gains the ability to shape and
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dominate its environment...™ (1980, p. 136). This evidently
medans that regimes serve as one of the many instruments at
the hegemonic state's disposal to maintain control.
Similarly, Gilpin holda that "the rights and rules that
govern or at leapt influencse the interactions among states™
gerve to facilitate the hegemonic power's control since
these rules reflect its intereats first and foremost (1981,
p. 34). Krasner {1985) contends that by creating regimes and
international organlzations, dominant states gepk to
legitimize the existing order. The implication of this is
simply that the loss of control over the performance of
regimeas translates into the beginnling of the loas of

hegemony .

The creation by a dominant power of jinternational
organizations in the process of inatitutlonalizing a regime
ia a hazardeous undertaking as Krasner (1983; 1985) clearly
demonstratas. Although instituted to reflect and serve its
lnterest, a regime is likely to acquire a degree of
institutional autonomy, and to serve as a forum in which
subordinate satates can volce their grievances. It thereby
becomes a power resource for subordinate states. There are
limits to the autonomy of developing atates, even the so—
called "middle paowers". For this reason, daeveloping states
rely on international fora such as the United Nations or the
0OA3 to give them additional leveragae. This suggests that
subordinate states will attempt to utilize existing

organizations to their benefit, and to neutralize the
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hagemonic power. Thelr aim is to alter the performance of
the regime. When the domlpant power begine to losge its
preponderance, the probability that those efforts will be

succesasful will increase.

Krasner found that thia is moat likely to occur in

those c¢cases in which developling states have accees to an

gxisting organization, the legitimacy of that organization
1 still acknowledged by the dominant power, and the
developing states are unified. To give the most important
example, Third Worlad atates have demonstrated their
ability to use the UN to advance thelr agenda in an

ipstitution the United States did so much to legitimize.

The OAS ias a superb candidate for this kind of seizure
for all the reasons suggested by Krasner. Firat, the Latin
American states have acocess to all the organs of the 0AS and
the Unlted Statea has no formal veto power. Thus, unlike
international economice institutdions such as the IMF, Latin
American states have a presence in thie organization which
at least affords them the opportunity to utilize it to their
best individual and collegtive interesta. dSecond, it ia not
politically feasible for the United Statee to withdraw from
the 0DAS or any of its organs the Héy it withdrew, for
example, from the United Nations Econocmic and Social Council
{UNESCO} aor from the International Court of Justice at the
Hague during the Reagan administration. In this case, the

rhetorical commlitments made to the organization as well as
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to the idea of a "special relatlonship" between the United
Gtatea and its Latin American neighbors constrains the
United Statea. Ironically, the 0A8 enjoye legitimacy in
large meapure because the United 3tates conveved legitimacy
upon it, though 1t did s0 originally in the expectation that
the organization would serve 1lts purposesa., This legitimacy

gives additional leverage to those Latln American states

attempting to use the 0OAS to advance its demands for change.
Third, wWith few exceptions, Latdin American leaders
themaelvesa accept the legltimacy ;f the TAS and the utdility
of the O0AS (though not the ascendancy of the United
Statena), and they fregquently express a sense of regional
identification and a desire for greater regicnal
cooperation. Thus, they are unified with respect to their
interests regarding the IAS, and understand that their
individual interests are besat served by regional cooperation

ag unilateral action remaing difficult.

The easential point to be emphasized in the context of
the IAS is that the United 9tates and 1ts weaker Latin
American pariners shared neither 1ldentical reasons for
apgenting to the formalization of the IAE nor egual capacity
to control the performance of its organa conce the OAS had
been created. The contrasting and often conflicting
interests of the United States and the Latin American
membhers of the IAS have i1important implications for the
future of the TA8 and more specifically the pelitical

bargaining taking place within the CAS.
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I1f Latin American leaders rececgnize the need for
regional cogperation to support their own individual efforts
ta abtain thelr objectives, they also share a corresponding
lnteresgt in transforming the IA8. This interest derives
from the fact that the United Btates' dominance of the O0AS
has inhiblted Latin American effortas to reallize both
pelitical and economic objectives. Although the United
States aupght diplomatic support for its actions within the
organization, theae diplomatic maneuvers only obscured the
unilaterallem characterisctic of U.S5. hemispheric policy.
This has created antagoaism and a desire for change. It is
reasonable, therefore, that Latin Amerlcan states would
attempt either to gain greater control of the regional
organization or to develop alternative ones, be they ad hoc
or permanent, as a consedquence of the long simmering
dissatisfaction with the performance of the IAS. The tChrust
of the argument based on the theory of hegemonic stability
is that, recognizing the weakened position of the United
States, they perceive an opportunity to redress their

grievances utilizing, inter alla, the OA3 itself.

The argument 1s not that Latin American leaders intend
to jettison the principlesa of non-intervention, peaceful
reasolution of confliet, jurddical equality of states and
collective defense that underlie the IAS, or that they want
to dismantle the sysatem. To the contrary, Latin American
atatesmen have been among the most active 1n developing

these principles of international conduct and among the most
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vociferous 1in their defense, The problem from the Latin
American perspective pertains not te the philosophical banis
of the syatem, but to the violation of 1ts norms by the
Unlited States in accordance with its own interpretation of
ites hemispherlic role as guarantor of the IAS. Although most

Latin American leaders recognize the legitimacy of the IAS,
that grant of legitimacy does not extend to continued United

States domination of it.

Thia auggests that any change that does accur will nat
be Fundamental. To empleoy Krasner's distinction, the
expectation ies one of changes within rather than of the
regimes of the IAS. Latin American etates at present lack
the power to transform hemispheric politiecs dramatically,
but there are apportunities for significant change, and ic
la 1n their individual and collective intereats to avail

themoelves of these opportunities.

Theae considerations suggest the following proposition.
Proposition #1. The United States has lost, or is beginning
to lope, its ability to control the outcomes of bargaining

within the 0OAS.

The next chapter presenta spome evidence of Colombia‘s
activity within the 0OAS both in support and in oppeaiticon to
Unlited States initiatives and policies. Additionally.,
Chapter five presents evidence of the evolving conceptlons
of Colomblan leaders with respect te the C0AS which supports

the view that Colombia, 1n concert with other Latin American
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statea, 18 attempting to alter the performance of the IAS
and has had some success 1n doing so. Howeaver, a
syatematic attempt to confirm this proposition must await
future research. The contours of guch research are

suggensted in the conclusion {Chapter 6&}.

Forelgn Policy Deference

The theory of hegemonlc stability was developed to
explain the apparent weakening of post-war economic regimes.
Conseguently, all emplrical tests of the theory's utility
have focused cn regime formation and change. Lesa attention
has been focused on foreign poliey. When forelgn policy
behavlior is examined within the framework of hegemonic
stability theory, it is generally the foreign policies of
the United States or Great Britain that are examined, and
the discussion usually rcentersa on how these hegemonic powers

have managed or should manage their decline.

But the foreign peolicies of regime participants warrant
examination for tweo reascns. Filrst, reglme performance,
formation or change presuppose the foreign pelicy decizsions
0of individual atates based on calculations of national
interest and conceptions about their appropriate national
roles. The model reflects the reciprocal relationship
between forelgn policy and regime performance. The
relationaship is reciprocal in the sense that the extent and

nature of participation in a regime reflects prior foreign
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policy declsions., and membership 1n 1international
organizationg reinforces unilateral foreign policy measures.
Second, as Keohane suggests, it would be worthwhile "to
axplore why seccondary ptates defer to the leadership of the

hegemon™ {1984, p. 39).

The foreign policy deference of subordinate gtates on

salient political issues is the Becond condition that must
be created for there to be hegemony. Deference is required
by the dominant power in eXchange for the benefits of
participation 1n a regime. This 1a especially relevant in
the case of imposmed orders like the IAS. But it is relevant
in the case of syatems in which members are nominally
“"aqgqual™. It is not uncommeon for regime participants to
recognize one state's position as primus inter parea, and
consequently to defer to the leaderphlp of that state. The
example of the HNorth Atlantic Treaty OQrganization
illustrates this unequivocally. Deppite the nominal
recognition of the juridicaegualityl of states within the
OAS8, and the fact that the United States does not posgess
formal veto power {ag it does in the U.N. Jecurity Council),
the ascendancy of the United States hlstorically has been
cbvious,

When collective goods are involved, their provision
glves subordinate states an incentive to participate in a
regime. Subordinate states will not pavy in proportion to
thelr benefit, that ia, they will attempt to secure a free-

ride. But the ride is never entirely free. One function of
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the hegemonic state is to exact Bome contribution to the
maintenance of the saystem. In other words, some form of
revenue is exchanged {Gilpin 1981, p. 184). The form of
exchange may not only be material: hegemonlc states also
require some degree of deference to ite political hegemony

because every ecohnomnic ayatem rests on a pelitical base,
thua the key to the continued ecancmic domilnance of the

hegemonic state is the maintenance of a pelitical order

{Gilpin 1981, p. 24).

Deference is a complex phenochenon. Leaders of
subordinate states will defer fo the leadership of a great
pover when there exists between them a congensgsug with
respect to the soundness and legiltimacy of the great power's
foreign policy agenda, Thils is generally the product of a
common ldeolcgy, or the perception of a common threat. When
the unigue capabilities of the great power are recagnized,
the conpensus is likely to extend to the prepriety of that

state's hegemony. Conseguently, specific roles and role

expectations devolve upon members of the system.

Deference 1s not always the product of consensus.
Cvertly deferential behavior on the part of subordinate
states is frequently an example of foreign policy
compliiance. Compliance occurs when subordinate states
deliberately bring their foreign policles into line with
thoae of the hegemonlc state in order to avoid negative

repercussians., Vast asymmetries of power can produce this
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kind of foreign policy adijusotment deapite the fact that
Bubordinate states do not agree with the dominant power
regarding foreign policy objectives, do not support specific
actions of the deminant power, or reject the propriety of

superordinate-subordinate role relations.

As a final resort, a hegemonic power can apply pressure

to ensure that 1ts agenda for international or regional
relations is adhered to by the states within 1ts orbit. But
anh enduring hegemonie order is one in which participants
ghare a common get of agssumptions, principles and values
promoted by the hegemonic power, including beliefs about
the necesgity and/or propriety of the exercise of leadership

by a dominant power.

Keohane (1984), Haas (1980}, Ruggie {1983), Puchala and
Hopkins (1984) and others correctly stress this cognitive
or attitudinal dimension of regime dynamics. Attention to
attitudes helps to avold a problem common to many studies of
the forsign policy compliance pf weak or subordinate states.
Mocon (1985) first underscored the problem when he noted that
most studies of foreign pelicy compliance fall to take into
account the posaibility that similar voting patterns in
international fora (the most frequently emploved measure of
foreign policy compliance}l could reflect an underlying
ideological affinity and thus foreign policy consensus,
Where consensus exists, the question of compllance is

irrelevant,
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Latin American leaders have shared with the United
States a gtrong antl-communist i1deolagy. This, in turn, has
motivated them to support many of the actions of the Unlted
Statens, and to accept United Btates leadership in the
recogniticen that it alone can provlide certaln Becurity
dguarantees. The declarations of Caracus (1954) and Punta
del Este (1962) which isolated on ideclogical grounds the

governments of Guatemala and Cuba, reaspectively, are the

mopt prominent examples of thia.

Only when consensus begina to breakdown, for whatever
reason, does the compliance of subordinate states become an
issue. The lack of agreement about furdamental principles
could motivate a subordinate state to strike a more
independent course, If the dominant power judges this to be
prejudicial te its interests, it could apply pressure
designed to gaim compliance. Thile pressure does not have to
be applied overtly. In fact, the subordinate state could
anticipate a negative reaction on the part of its more
powerful partner and, lacking the resources to aggert its
autonomy, could refrain from pursuing a more independent

pelicy. In this case compliance 18 inviasible.

The proposition that subordinate states will yield to
foreign pelicy compliance after consensus has disappeared,
ig derived from the rationality assumption baslec to realism
and phared by hegemonic¢ stabllity theory. The leadera of
subordinate states will recognize that the benefits aof

participation in a regime, and this means also caompliance
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Wwith the preferences of the hegemonic state, outweigh the
uncartain galns of striking an independent foreign policy
courge, These benefits follow from the hegemon's economic
preponderance, and come in the form of access to markets,
capital, economic and military aid. More significantly, in
imposed orders non-participation might not be a viable
option. The only alternative to participation and deference
to the hegemonlic leadershilp could he complete excliusion and
enmity. The expulsion of Cuba from the IAS represents a case

in point.

The diminution of the power of the dominant state has
implications for foreign policy compliance. The perception
of the expanaicn of opportunilities and the contraction of
conatrainte could motivate states to Aeek greater autonomy
and independence of action. Keohane and Nye (1977. p. 45}

addressg these lpaues.

AE thelr economic power increases, secondary
atates change thelr aasumptions. No longer do
they have to accept a one-sided dependence
which, no matter how prosperous, adversely
affects governmental autcnomy and political
gtatua. A autonomy and statua become
possible, these values are taken Ffrom cthe
cloaet of "desirable but unrealizable goals."

..Thusa, as the rule-making and rule enforcing
powers of the hegemonic state begin to erede,
the policles of secondary statea are likely to
change.
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Thase consideratione suggest a esecond proposition.

Proposltion #2: The Latin American members of the TA2 are
lesg 1nclined to defer to the political leadership of the
United States as indicated by their pursuit of more active
and autonomous forelgn policies, and more broadly, by the
prevalence of the so called New Latin American foreign

policy, that has been documented by 80 many analysts.

This proposition guldes the focused case study of
Colombian foreign policy presented 1in Chapter Three which
presents the Colombian case as an example of a more active
and autonomous foreign policy, and thus of the diminished
capacity of the United States to gain the foreign policy

deference of ite partners in the IASB.

-

I The Indspendent Variables

(1) Fragmentation of Economic Power, and the Diveraification

of Dependency

Central to hegemonic stabllity theory's exmplanation of
change ia the proposition that the loss of ecanomic
preponderance affects the processes of international
relationsg or what Gilpin terms interaction procesaes {(Waltz,
1979 g¢hapter 5: Gllpin, 1981, p. 28}, The nodel
lncorporates the concept of power fragmentation, taken from
Keohane {1980, p.134 and 136). Power fragmentation involveas
changea in "the relative power resources available to major
statea”™ and the economic competition that occurs between

them (Keohane, 1980 p. 134 and 136). In other words, it is
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not the economic decline of the United S8tates per se that is
important {in £fact, the economic power of the United has
increased in absoclute terms} but the changes in the
distribution of powWer among major atates. As Snidal points
out, "understanding the impact of hegemonle decline requires

information about the size diastributicn of states that goen

bevond mere preponderance or nonpreponderance of the
dominant state" {1985a, p. 604). Hegemonic stability theory
posits that structural change of this nature has the
potential of affecting the political procesaes of the
internaticonal svstem, 1f not yet the nature of the aystem,
Especially relevant in the context of the IAS is the
increasing magnitude and importance of econromi¢ c¢ontacts
hetween Western Europe and Japan, and Latin America
(bowenthal, 1987; Grabendorff and Roett, 1985; Goldhamer,

1972).

The fragmentation of econcmic power 1s important in two
reapectg. The filrst has to do with the effects of the loss
of economic preponderance on the domestic pelitical
proceases of the hegemonic atate, and more specifically the
effects on the consensusa among forelign policy elites about
the prudence of continued leadership. The second has to do
with the fact that fragmentation of economic power
potentially makesa avalilable to Latin American states
alternatives to U.S8. markets, finances and other highly
valued goods and services, thesreby permitting them to

diversify their economic dependence. The practical
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importance of the dlversification of dependence is the
reduced vulnerabllity to economic pressure imposed by a
single Btate to gain forelgn policy compllance. Although
this research does not directly address either the effects
of theae structural changes on the domestic politlice of the

hegemonle state or the rcauses of these changes, a brief

discussion of these points is warranted.

The change in the digtribution cof econcemlic power,
specifically the growth of Western European and Japanese
seconomies relative to the economy of the United States, ia a
phencmenon attributable, in part, to the policies pursued by
the United Btates in the immediate Post-War period. The
reconsatruction of Europe and Japan was a priority aof the
United States and was posaible only because the United
Btateg, posgedgding a clear preponderance material
resourcesa, s8aw to ita realization. In the meantime, the
United SBtates created a liberal international econcmic order
in which these reconstructed market economies could thrive.
European and Japaness economic recovery meant that the vast
asymmetries between the United States' economy and the
aconomiea of ita new allies would eventually diminish, and
that economic preponderance would disappear. Thias
eventuality would have 1important consequences in terms of
continued U.8., hegemony. The economic atrains assoclated
with economic and political leadership, the consegquences of
what Steiln calls the hegemon's dilemma (1983), were almost

cartain to lead to changes in the dominant country's
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perception of interept in continuing te bear the burden of

leadership.

The increasing economic strains associated with
hegemony can produce a debate about exiating commitments,
wilth some foreign policy elites advocating the need to ascale

back thoge commitments, and others asserting the need to

continue to provide leadership even in the face of higher
costs. Kindleberger, Gilpin and Keohane all discuse thia
polnt in terms of ite implications for United States policy.
If thies policy debate leads to a breakdown 1in the consensus
that guided the foreign policies of the hegemonic state,
hegemony as political contrel, will be directly affected.
The leadership of the hegemonic state, after agseasing ita
cosgts and determining that continued hegemony iz not
feasible and potentially dangerous in the long-term, can
unilaterally decide to cease leading., Great Britain's
decision to Beale back 1ts political and military
commitments in the Mediterranean in the late 1940sg
represents such an example. The direct effect of the loas

nf willinghess to lead on hegemony ia depicted in the model.

The breakdown <f consensus due in part to the
perception that the ceoats of leadership outweigh its
benefits could also affect the willingness to employ
military force (George, et al., 1971 p. 223; Tucker, 1981).
Keohane minimizes the importance of military capabilities,

but they figure prominently in Gilpin's work becauege he
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found that a state's reputation for the use of force
contributes pignificantly to the hegemonic power's abllity
to retaln control over the order it established ({(Gilpin,
1981 p. 31: XKeohane, 1984 p. 40}, This point is important 1in
the context of the IAS because, in the past, the United
dtatesg did not hesitate to use military force to assBure

compliance, usually by intervening to install friendly

governments, But as Nye and Keohane (1977) suggest, the uge
of military power has costs and Amerlcan leaders are
increasingly reluctant to incur those costs. In short, the
poelitical c¢limate in the United States, due to the
compromised economle position, together with the
difficulties aasacciated with employing coercive policies as
effectively as in the past, emboldens Latin American

leaders,

The breakdown or weakening of the consensus among the
foreign policy elite of the dominant power ¢an also have an
indirect effect on the possibility of continued hegemony.
Deference {and ultimately hegemony} can be affected by the
perception of Latin American leaders of the inability of the
United SBtates effectively to enforce compliance due tc
debilitating effects of a aharp debate over the ends and
means of farelgn pelicy. This waa the practlecal importance
of the "Vietnam Syndrome" for United Statesa foreign policy
in the 19708. This perception would encourage them to play
more autonomous roles in regional and global affairs, and

even to challenge the United 8tates on isszues important to
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it -- if they were 8o inclined. For example, the absence of
a bipartisan forelgn peclicy consensus potentially translates
into an inakhility to take decisive and sustained action. The
inability of the Reagan adminilsatration to garner and sustain
significant congressilonal approval for its support of
Nicaraguan insurgents perhaps represents an example of this

phenomenon.

Turning now to the second peint, f[ragmentation of
economic power, conceived as the emergence of economice
competitors to the United States, increases alternatives to
Unlted Btatez asa a source of markete, finances, and highly
valued gooda and services. Heohane coneeived of economic
preponderance in these terms. Such preponderance is a
potential instrument of power, as the threat of economilc
embargo makes clear., A substantlal reduction of that
preponderance would have favorable political consegquences
for a sBubordinate states contemplating a moere autocnomous
foreign policy. As S8piegel {cited in Richardson, 1978 p.
83) points out "the emergence of competing middle range
contenders for influence such as Japan, West Germany and
France" translatea increasingly into the inability of the
dominant states to manipulate weak ones 1in 1ts orbit.
Bimilarly, Jaguaribe contends that changes in the
internaticnal economic, political and military systems have
produced a "degree of permlasibility”™ so that the more
economically viable countries of the region can attain a

relatively high degree of autonomy (cited by Van Klaveren,
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1984 p.5}. The effect on deference is again medilated through
perception. The perception that threats by the Unitsed
Statesa to resatrict their access to 1ts wvast markets or to
curtail financing is counterbalanced by the existence of
alternative suppliers increages the probabllity of a foreign

policy reorientation.

In ahort, power fragmentation 4is important to the
degree that it facilitates Latin American efforts to
achieve the "diversification of dependency”™. Acecording to
Cocharane {1978 p. 457) Latin American states are seeking to
gain a degree of autonomy threough the diversification of
dependence which involves the reduction of their "dependence
on a 8ingle large country {(the U.S5.} by expanding their
international contacts...securing export markets in a number
of countries, acguiring importa fFfrom varicous supplier-
countriea and attracting development assiastance from as
large a number of countries as possible." Bitar (1984),
Rusaell {1985} and others agree that thias 1s both the
atrategy that Latin American states are pursuing

individually, and a process that is currently occuring.

Seabold and Onus {(1981) advance the contrary argument.
They speculate about the posgssibility of the emergence of
international capitalist "“corporatiam"™ capable of
controlling developing nations. Snidal {1985a} aimilarly
{aithough on wvery different grounds than Seabold and Onus}
contends that a cgoalition of secondary states conceivably

could continue the coercion exercised by the hegemon. But
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it is highly unlikely that two or more great powersa could
agree upon apecific forelgn policy preferences. To be sure,
industrialized nations share a common interest in precluding
the Kindas of fundamental changes in the internaticnal
syastem represented; for example, by the calls for a NIEQ.
But European competitors to the United States certainly do
not ghare the Unlted Htates' interest 1n isclating the
hemisphere from foreign economic and political penetration.
T the contrary. because they are non-membera of the IAS and
because they have emerged as econcmic competitora with the
United States for a sghare of the potentially lucrative Latin
American markets, pursguit of their economic interests tends
t<o counterbalance the influence of the United States in the

regiocn.

It is8 not surprising, therefore, that some Latin
American leaders have sought greater European participation
in hemispheric affaire or that Europeans have taken
positions at variance with those of Washington. The Franco-
Mexican declaration regarding the Central American crisis is
perhaps the most dramatic recent example of the political
ramlficationa of the expanding European presence in the
hemisphere. According to Drekonja-Kornmat (1985 p. 72)
thiga joint declaration appeared to "Latin America's
intellactual avant-garde"™ to offer the prospeoct of a long-
hoped for political alliance between Latin American and
medium Western Eurcpean powers, aimed at the weakening of

"the rigid structure of the American aystem,”
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All thisa suggests a third proposition.

Proposition #3: Deference to United States leadership variles
according to the degree of economic dependency on it. Those
Latin American countries with the most diversified markets
and sources of capital will exhilbit the least deferential

foreign policies.

Thie proposition is taken up in Chapter Four.

{2) Level of Economic Development.

The lesvel of economic development has been included in
the medel because no matter how important syastemie factors
are in explaining the foreign policy of economically
dependent states, these alone cannot account for all of the
observed variance. As Jaguaribe {1984} suggests, the
design and implementation of more autonomous foreign
poliviers 13 a £easnible option only for tha most

"economically viable" Latin American states.

It has heen eatablished that a relationship exists
between national capacity and foreilgn policy activity (Van
Klavaren, 1984; Ferris and Lincoln, 1984}). A number of
studies surveyed by McGowan and Shapiro {(1973) support the
propoglelon that the more economically developed a nation
is, the greater its level of activity in the international

system ({(p. 108). Alker [(19684) found that economlic
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development is positively related to the geli-determination
dimension of voting inm U.N. General Assembly. Wish (in
Walker, 1987 p. 102} concluded that "national attributes are
both directly and indirectly related to foreign policy
behavior” inasmuch as they constitute a nation's resaources
and provide "one of many sources of national role

conceptions." Cochrane (1978, p. 459} points out "a

country's level of power and capabllity contributes very
greatly toward defining what goals 1t can reascnably puraue
in its internatiomnal relatlionshipse...{and} the means that
can reasonably be employed to gain obijectives.™ Cochrane
notegs alaso that historically the relatively low levels of
power capabilities of Latin American states dictated "that
they pursue foreign policy objectives of a more or less
limited, modest nature and requires them to concentrate an
matters of immediate, fundamental concern."” {Also see

Atkins, 1977 p. 48.}

Two factors are important in this context. First a
nation with a moderate or high level of economic development
will be less vulnerable to economle pressures exerted by the
Unlted States. Sacond, a developed state will possess the
resources necegsary to play a more acktive role in regicnal
and international affairas. Currently, no Latin American
state i sufficiently powerful economically to discount
entirely the desirderata of Washington, nor does any country
in the hemisphere have at its disposal adequate resources to

develop the extensive foreign relations conducted by great
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powers. Moreover, economic development in the 19808 has
been retarded in virtually all of the countries of the
hemiaphere. Notwithstanding theae facts, 1t 1s plausible
that the more active and autonomous foreign policles
axhibited by several of the largest Latin American states
can be attributed, in part, to the level of economic

development, or more broadly, the degree of economic

viability, they have already achieved.

Like the other independent variables hypothesized to
affect foredign policy deference, regime performance and
ultimately hegemony. the effects of the level of economic
development are mediated through the perceptual variable in
the model (discussed below). Although the studies cilted
above generally poesit a direct relationship, the importance
of perceptions and attitudea is s8tressed in thia research
because of the subjective dimension of regime participation.
Another feature of the model that warrants mention is the
pessible relationship between diveralfication of dependence
and the level of economic development. However, since this
regearch 18 not concerned with dependency per se, no effort

is made in here to explore such a relationship.

The fourth propogition fallaowsg from thoge

conalderations.

Proposition #4: The degree of foreign pollcy deference will
vary with the level of economic development of individual

Latin American countries. This effect, though not entirely
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independent from the effect of diversificatlion of
dependency, is distinct from it. Thus, two countries with
slmilarly diversified markets and sources of finance, but
with different levels of aconcmic development, will exhibit

different degrees of deferance.

Chapter Four also explores the applicability of this

proposition to the cage of Colombia.

{3) Perceptions of Leaders

The modael deplicted in Figure 2.1 explicitly
incorporates the perceptions of Latin American leaders. This
reflects the emphasaiszs on the cognlitive or subjective
dimension of regime dynamica. Perceptions are broadly
defined ag "“"the cognitive, evaluative and affective
awarenegs of inputs from the external enviroanment" {(Choucri,
1969 p. H7). Defined in thias way, this wvariable includes
attitudes and corientations shaped by a regime's principles

and norms.

The inclusion of this comprehensive variable is
important for four reasons. Firast, although it 18 common
to assume that changes in the international diastribution of
paower automatically alter calculations of naticnal interest,
and that foreign policies are reoriented accordingly, no
auch assumption is made here. It would be useful to analyze
how leaderes of subordinate states actually perceive changes
in the intermatiomal environment, including the decline of

the hegemonic power.
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Perceptions of environmental change can bs conceived of
ap perceptions of constraint or opportunity., Obviously.,
this 18 just a question as to whether the environment 1s
favorable at a given juncture, The motel presented here
specifies that perceptiona with resepect to two environmental
factors and cne domestic factor influence the calculaticns
of Latin American leaders. The first 1nvolves perceptions
about the dominant state's commitment to maintain ita
influence through coereion 1f necessary. This can be
considered their perceptlon of the degree of permissibliity.
The second environmental perception relates to esxtent of
dependency on that gtate. Tha percapiion of reduced
dependency could concelvably counteract the conetraining
effects of the perception of the deminant state’'a commitment
to preserve 1i{s hegemonic statua., The third conslderation
is influenced by Latin American leader's perception of
their own capabllities. Even 1in a permisaible envirenment,
the lack of resourcea willl constrain forelgn policy. By
contrast, the recognition hy the naticnal leadersohip that it
possess some of the resources necessary to develop a more
active, and perhapa autonomous, fareign policy, could

influence the deaign and implementation of fareign policy.

The second reason for incerporating thia cognitive
variable relates to the need to distinguish consensus from
complliance. The apparent alignment of a weak state with a
great power 1a difficult to interpret. Alignment, whether

measured by votes in international fora or in a focused case
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study such as ies presented 1n Chapter Three, is generally
assumed to reflect the compllance of the weak with demands
of the strong. But, the popsibility of a =single state
exercising ideclogical hegemony cannct be discounted. Far
more interesting than examples of coerced compliance are

thoge cages of deference resulting from basic agreement
about the dominant power's agenda, and the propriety aof 1ts

leaderahip.

A third reascon [or focusing on perceptlions and
attitudea atems from the fact that regimes are essentially
attictudinal, and the theoretical framework emploved in this
research is applicable to cases In which foreign policy
behavior 1a influenced by, and conforms te, regime
principles and norms. Perceptions opf the environment are
important as intervening variables between environmental
changes and deference and regime performance. But
attitudes, reflecting regime principles and norms, can have
an independent effect on foreign policy. By focusing
attention on attitudes and orientations, it is possible to
detect evolutionary changea of the thinking of foreign
policy-makers. If deference is no longser granted, and
international organizations are geized by once subordinate
atates, then it 1s posgible that the principles that shape
foreign policy declaione are ne longer those that weare
conducive to deference. The loss of consensus should result

in the end of deference, unless compliance can he enforced.
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A fourth and final point merits attention. Regimes, ac
a set of attitudes and belliefs, and forelign poliecy role
conceptions and expectaticns held by leaders are clossely
related.l A8 Rosenau pointe out:
Conceiving the wvalues encompassed by
regime boundaries in terms of unique role
expectations...makes 1t easler to breakdown
and analyze the conduct of those actors, such

ag chiefs of states and forelan secretaries who
are active in a multiplicity of regimes. For

such officials, regimes take the form of role

conflicta, the analysis of which seems likely
to be aB revealing of the nature of the regime
as the conduct of officiale (cited in Walker,
1987, p.49).

All these pointeg suggest the utility of fecusing on
attitudes and perceptions as part of an effort to explain
the changes many analysts have noted in the foreign policies
of Latin American states. Historically, deference to the
United States has been a consequence of the wide acceptance
of the ideological hegemony of the United States, as much as
it has been the product of fear of i1ts coercive power.
Acceptance of the principles of the IAEB, and the commitment
to adhere to its norms, contributed to the hegemony of the
United 8States to the degree that it reflected the "wegatern
hemisphere 1ldea" and generated the expectation that a
"apecial relationship" exiats among the members of the IAS.
The idea of a "gpeclal relationship" implied alignment with
the Unlted States, and when the IAS was formalized in 1948,
that meant agreement on Cold War issues. Since the nations

of the hemisphere agreed on basic issues such ae the
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incompatibility of communism with the IAS8, and since the
United Btates was the opnly power capable of providing

security, 1lte leadership was natural.

The IAS served the strategic ilnterests of the United
Btates by permitting it to concentrate on developments 1in
Eurcope and Asia secure in the knowledge that the United

States' Latin American neighbors vere firmly in its orbit.

There wasa little need to coerce or compel them to remain
there silnce consensus on basic principles ensured deference,
In terma of role expectations, the United States agsumed
the role of guarantor of the system, and caast its neighborsg
into the subordinate role of supporters. As long as these
roles were accepted, faorelgn policy deference and

aatisfactory regilme performance followed logically.

There 1s reason to think that thils situatlon haa
changed. A number of analysts have noted the emergence in
the 19603 and 19708 of a distinctly Third World orlentation

among Latin American leaders. Tercermundismo, ae thils

orlentation has beaan called, repreaents a challengsa to the
"western Hemisphere Idea" and possesses the potential to
unify Latin American leaders. In short, it represents a new
set of principles and norms with potentially important

foreign policy ramifications,

Exampleas of the importance of Tercermundismo for U.§.-

Latin American relations can be drawn from both economic

relations, and politizal or diplomatic relations. The wlde
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acceptance ameng 7Third World 1leaders of the basic
adsumptions of dependency theory has contributed to a rough
consensus about the nature of the problems confronting their
societies and possible solutions. The call for a New
International Economic Order (NIEO) reflects this view, and
it should be emphasized that Latin American scholars

agacclated with the United Nations Economic Commission on

Latin America and the Caribbean {ECLAC} played a formative
role in the development of this intellectual and now quite

political movement {Grunwald, 1978 p. 16}).

Tercermundismo, informed by dependency theory,
represents a direct challenge to the principles of hoth the
Bretton Woocde order and the IAS, First, it offers a
plausible alternative explanation of the cause of Third
World underdevelopment which conflicts with the liberal
principles underlying the international economic order
created and fostered by the United States 1in the poat war
pericd, Principles, it should he recalled, reflect beliefs
about cause and eaffect. Second, it challenges the

legitimacy of these arrangements.

Just as a broad consensus about the soundness and
legitimacy of Keynesilan economic principles enabled American
and European leaders to assent to formation of the Bretton
Woods order, wide acceptance of dependency theory has
provided Third World leaders with the intellectual basls for
challenging that order. With Latin American leaders

increasingly disposed to look to other developing nations
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rather than the United States as their natural partners,
they have a powerful motivation to alter the performance of
the TIA8 and to use 1t as a forum 1in which to advance a
distinctively Third World political, economic and social

agenda,

In terms of diplomatic relations, the acceptance of
Torcermundigmo has had implications for alignment with the
United Btates. Several Latrtin American nations have joined
the Non-Allgned Movement {(NAM), a fact with considerable
importance for foreign policy deference. Non-Alignment
stresses the danger of the Cold War, and membership implies
"equlidistance from the superpowers."” This is the cpposite
of allgnment, and a fundamental challenge to United States
reglonal hegemony. If coneensus between the United dtates
and Latin America has disappeared on baeic political issues,
changes 1in foreign poliecy are to be expected -- unless the

Uniced States is able to force compliancs.

In this model, therefore, consensus with respect to
bagic principles and/or a common understanding of what
adherence to thoge principles means in terms of actual
foreign policy, represent independent variables.
Inclusion of thilis component 1s consistent with Keohane's
emphasis on ldeological hegemony derived from Gramaci, and
the cognitive or subiective aspects of regime dynamics
stressed by Haas, Krasner and others. Propositiona five and

8ix reflect these conaiderationa:
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Proposeition #5: The more active and autonomous foreign
policles of the Latin American members of the IAS raeflect
their leaders' perceptlions of a greater degree of
permisslbility, the diverailfication of economic dependency,

and enhanced national capaclty to act.

Propoglition #6: The erosion of United States hegemony

{propositons one and two} is partially the result of the
losa of consensus regarding those principles and norms most
conduclve to foreign policy deference and the adoptlon of
alternative principlea and norms associated with

Tercermundismao

Both proposition are explored 1n Chapter Five which presents

content analysis of Colombian foreign ministry documents.

IV Summary.

In summary it 1 worth mentioning that Ruasell (198% p.
B3} sees most of the factorsa mentioned above playing

themaselves out in hemispheric relations.

From the point of view of Furopean-Latin
American relations, the most important change
that has taken place over the last two decades
haa peen the preoliferation of political world
power. Thia has been caused by the relative
erogion of North American hegemony in the
international capitalist aystem, accompaniled
by the rise «f Germany and Japan, and the
amergence of China. Added to thils has been
the new phenomenon of countries moving from an
underdeveloped or developing status into the

78



ao—-called international middle class, wilth
their own ideas of playing a differentiated
role in world relations and diversifving their
sources of capital goods, technology and
financing.

Unfortunately, Russell makes no eifort to distlnguish
cause and esffect in thie passage. The model developed here

incorporates all of Ruseell's polnts, and specifies the

nature of the relationships between ercaion of hegemony, the
emergehce of middle size competitors to the U.B8. in the
reglion, the diversification of sources of technology,
capital goods and financing, and increasesg in level of
economice development. Moreover, additional wvariables have
been specified with the result that the model represented in
Figure 2.1 accurately reflects the basic propositional
structure of the theory of hegemonic stability and, at the
same time, improves upon 1t by adding much needed

specificity and clarity.
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NOTES

Several analystes have recognized the applicability of
role analysels to the atudy of forelgn pelicy and
lnternational relaticons. Most notable among them are
Holstl (1970), Walker {1981; 1%87) Rosenau {19656; 1986}
and Wish (198B0), Its upgefulness 18 best appreclated
when the definition of a role expectation is compared to
the satandard definition of a regime. As noted, regimes
congist of the principles, norma, rulea and decision-
making procedures around which actors' expectations
convergs on a given 1lssus-area. Moreover, they 1involve

beliefs about Fact, causatien and rectitude (Krasner,
1983, p. 2}. Role expectatione conaist of beliefs,

expectancies, subjective probabilitiea and elements of
knowledge"” and furthermore generally I1involve "rights,
priviledges, duties and obligatliona" (Sarbin and Allen,
1968 p. 497).
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CHAPTER THREE
FROM APERTURA TO VIRAJE:

THE EVOLUTION OF COLOMBIAN FOREIGN POLICY SINCE 1966

I Introducticn

Thia chapter describes and analyzes the evolution of

Calembian feorelgn poliey since 1966, with special attention
to those activities and initiatives that have direct bearing
on the question of Colombia's deference toward the United
Btates and ites use of the OAS. There is a consensus that
significant changes have occcurred in the design and
implementation of Colombian foreign policy over the paat
several decades, and a considerable amount of literature has
appeared attempting to sketch those changes (Pardo and
Tokatlian, 1988; Pardo, 1987; Bagely and Tokatlian, 1985;
8ilva Lujan, 1985; Cepeda, 1985: Palacios, 1983; Bagely.
1583, 1986; Drekonija, 1982, 1983: Tokatllan and Schubert,
1582.) However, none has attempted to explain those changes
in an explicit, systematic manner. Thus, the intended
contributions of this research are to analyze and interpret
the Coleomblan case using an explicit theoretical fFramework
for the firat time, and provide a preliminary examination of
the relevance of propositions one and two elaborated 1in the
previous chapter. In the final analysis, the intent is tao
lend support to the broad propositicn that the IA8 is

undergoing siognificant changes,l
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As noted in Chapter Two, the proposition that hegemonic
decline will affect the foreign policies of subordinate
atates is compatible with the theory of hegemonic stability.
Most of the research guided by the theory, however, has
concentrated on regime decay dedaplte the theory's potential

for generating hypotheses regarding foreign policy

deference. Keohane (1984) suggested the need to axamine
what motivates subordinate states to defer to the leadership
of the hegemonic atate. The Colombian case appears ideally

suited for such an effort.

Colombia, as many analysts have obaerved and more than
a few have lamented, traditionally has been among the United
States' meoat loyal allies in the western hemisphere. Ita
leaders adopted North American conceptlions about anti-
communism and the Cold War, about hemiaspherlc solidarity and
the need for U.S. leadership in the defense of the West
{Pardo and Tokatlian, 1988, p. 100; Drekonja, 1962 p. 70;
8ilva Lujan, 1985 p. &B8.} The convergence of attitudes,
explored in detall in Chapter Five, is the most interesting
feature of the relationshlp because it suggests that
Colombia did not so much comply with Washington's dictates
ag 1t concurred with North Amerilcan conceptions. The
importance of this distinction between consensus and

compliance was underscored in Chapter Two.

Given the nearly unconditional loyalty which Colombia

has until recently shown to the United States, the example
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of that country's departure from traditicenal practice
affords a superb opportunity to examine changes in the IAS3.
Ag the Unlted States' most loval ally, Colombhlia represents a
test case of deference to hegemonic leadership. If
Colombla's policy has changed dramatically, than there can
be little doubt about a corresponding erosion of the

ability of the United States to esercise political

leadership and to count on the deference of 1ts partners in

the system it created.

Throughout the 1980a, Colombilian foreign relations have
been characterized hy an unprecedented degree of diplomatic
activity In regiomal and international affajra and greater
avtonomy vis-a-vis the United States. These two phenomena,
the expansion of activity and the pursuit of autoncmy, are
related but not 1dentical. For example, the decipion taken
by Colombian presaident Carlos Llerags Restrepoa {1966-1970) ko
create an "apening" {(apertural to the Caribbean {and more
generally to Asia and Africa) generated unprecedented
diplomatle activity there with far-reaching congsequences,
But this opening was motivated, at 1least initially, by
economic congiderations and did not immedliately or directly
aignify a more autonomous posgture vis-a-vis the United
States. In fact, Colombia‘e ongoing effort to broaden and
deepen ite economlc and political contacts with the insular
Caribbean led president Julie Cesar Turbay Ayala in 1982 to
adopt economic commitments there which complemented the

Reagan administration's highly political caribbean Basin
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Initiative.

Colombla's active involvement in the Contadora Group,
however, is clearly 1ndicative of greater autonomy in the
design and implementation of its foreign policy hecause
Contadora fundamentally challenged the United States' agenda

in Central Amerieca. The development of a more autonomous

regional pollcy was a logdecal, if not an inevitable,
conseguence of Colombia's prior diplomatic and economic
opening to the caribbean Basin. Without the esxpanasion of
that activity, Colombkia probably would not have been as
motivated to involve 1tself 1n the Central American crisis,

much less to resist Unlited States policy there.

Colombia's foreign relations in the 1980s, then, have
contrasted noticeably with those of previous decades both in
terms of activity and autonomy. Few obdervers doubt that a
change of direction {viraje) has occurred, especlally after
1982, But this implies neither a complete hreak with the
United States, nor the daesire on the part <of Colombian
foreign policy elltes to initiate such a break. In fact,
when compared with trends in the foreign relationa of
several of its Latin American neighbors, Colombia‘'s foreign

policy rearientation appears tentative and timid.

8ince the 19708, several Latin American atates have
aocought to reorient and broaden their international
relations. Confident that their expanding and increasingly

diverasified economies gave them negotiating power {poder
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negocliador), they sought to gain a degree of antonomy on the

periphery of great power politica {autonomia periférical.

Pursuit of this autonomy on the periphery 1is easpecially
relevant to U,8.-Latin American relations due to the
historical role of the United States in the region

{Drekonja, 1983 chapter 1}.

Conceptually, this "new Latin American foreign policy"
reflects a distinctively Third World orientation. It
challenges the status queo in regional affalrs and undercuts
the ideclogical basis of the IAS. This 1s 8o bhecause the

concept of autonomia periférica does not comport well with

che so-called "Western Hemisphere Idea" which suggests that
a "aspecial relationship" exists between the United States
and the other satates of the hemiasphere, {On the importance
of the Western Hemisphere Idea, Bee Whitaker, 19%4 p. 1).
Thus, Drekonja correctly concludes that this orientation is
potentially destabilizing. Increasingly, Colombia's
foreign policgy reflects this political current, but its
policy 1in pursuit of this autonomia periférica has been
timid and even its adoption of the language of the new Latin
American feoreign policy has been mild, This 1s due, in
part, to a Bpecial set of c¢ircumstances that historically

have distinguished Colombia from many of its neighbora.

Colombia, like 1ts neighbors, 1s abkle to chart an
independent course only within certain parameters. Thoge

parameters are determined both by the availability of
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adenquate naticnal repources fo implement an active and
autoncmous foreign policy, and the degree of dependency on
the United SGtates. But, 1in contrast to many of 1its
nelghbora, Colombia has a distipnctive tradition of strict
allgnment with, and deferance to, the United States which
places additional, ideoleglcal or cognitive limita on the

degrea of genuine autonomy that can be achieved in the short

and medium term even though it makes what chanoe has
cccurred appear all the more dramatic. There atill exist
broad areas of consensus ameng North American and Colembian
alites. This was evinced by the apparently retrecgressive
pro-United Btates policiea of the Turbay administration

{1978-1982} .

The crucial peint is that Colombian leaders [ind
themselves in the difficult position of needing to choose
eicther to end unequivocally the tradition of nearly
automatic allgnment with the United States and to
participate more fully in the movement gaining momentum
elsewhere on the continent, or teo pay the increasingly high
cests that strict alignment entails in termsg of the
inevitable diplomatic estrangement from its neighbors. The

dilemma is formidable.

There 18 a powerful incentive for Colombla to maintain
a deferential relatlionship with a superpower capable and
willing to proavide security guarantees. This became evident

when Colombla welcomed the United States® diplomatie and
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military support after the Sandinistas laid claim to the
Colombian 1slands of 8an Andres and Providencia. Support of
the Reagan adminlstration's Central American policy did not
appear to be an excegeive price to pay 1in return for U.S.
aasistance, particularly since the Turbay administraticn
shared with Bonald Reagan certain conceptions about the

cause of the disturbance in the region. Yet, repistance toc

change and continued deference to the United States also
entails costs in termp of diplomatic isclation and the leoss
of presgstige. The sBame Turbay administration that had
welcomed U,5. support in the face of Nicaraguan territorial
claime discovered this harsh fact after the Colombian
delegation to the 0OAS failed te give diplomatic support tao
Argentina during the Malvinas crisis. Colembia's position
regembled the United States' position so clasely that its
nalghboras sharply criticized Colombia for blindly following

Washington's lead.

Ultimately, this raipes the issue of national interest,
Ia Colombia's naticnal interest better served by a close
relationship with the Unlted States even if this means
deference apprecaching unconditicnal loyalty? Or, would it
be more prudent for Ceolombia to joln forcesg with its Latin
American neighbors, and more generally, with its Third wWorld
counterparts, in seeking to alter the astatus qguo? The
avidence presented in this chapter and in Chapter Five will
indicate that, gradually, Colombian Ilieaders opted for the

second of theae alternatives,
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II The Historical Context

The rearientation of Colombian foreign policy in the
19808 18 bhegt understood when put in historical context, It
is important teo appreciate that deference to the leadership
of the Unlited States, and the foreign policy of strict

alignment this entailed, reflected a clearly articulated

foreign policy doctrine. The Colomblan case, then,
illustrates how a dominant power 1o able to create the
perception among national leaders that its leadership is

hoth natural and beneficial.

Colombia, like Mexlco and Nicaragua to cite Just two
other examples, wag once a victim of United States military
intervention. The events surrounding the seizure by the
United S5tates of Colombia's northern department of Panama in
1902 decisively 1nfluenced the attitudes of itas leadersa with
respect to the Unlted States. Thereafter, Cclombia's
foreign policy would bear the imprint of that attitude. But
whereas MexXxico and Nicaragua have been fiercely
nationalistic and have been defiant in the face of the
United States' hegemonic aspirations, Colombia's reaction to
ite loas of territory and ics subsequent relations with the

United Btates have been entirely different.

The attitude adopted by the Colombian foreign policy
elite was pragmatic rather than defiant. They concluded
that because the United States was an emerging world power,

strong economic and political ties were inevitable and would
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be beneficial, and that the United Btates would not tolerate
a defiant state te the south of the Btrategically important
canal. Moreover, since the United States could easily
provide for Colombia'‘s security, there was little need to bhe

active in regional much leas international affaira,

Moreover, the Colomblan case repregsents a clear example

of how economic penetration resultes in, and is complemented
by, cultural penetration. Economic realitlea created and
reinforced a Colombian political and economlc elite that
accepted North American leadership nearly unconditionally.
This process began in the interwar pericd and was largely
completed before the outbreak of the Second Waorld War.
pburing this pericd., the United States supplanted Great
Britain as the dominant economie¢ power in the region
{Lowenthal, 1988), a fact with obvioua importance for the
theory <f hegemoniec stability. Nowhere was this seconomic
reality more evident than in Colombia. According to BPrake
{1589 p. 31} Colombia "had switched econcmically from Great
Britain to the United States earlier and more declegively
than had its mneighbora further down the Andes.,"
Consequently, "Colombia fell into the U.83, orbhit in the

caribbean."

The 9gradual proceas of econcmle penetration began in
earnest with the first Kemmerer mission to Colomhia in 1923
i (Drake, 1989 p.38}). This team of Nerth American economic

and financial experts advised Colombian leaders on virtually
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every aspect of their economy. BSubstantial reforms ensued.
The economic ties forged between Colombia and the Unilted
States in thiszs pericd where so close that the Colomblan
currency became pegged to the North American dollar
iDrekonja, 1982 p. 6}. At the pame time, Colombia wasn
experiencing an economic boom {the "dance of the millions"}

made posaible by the payment by the United States of an

indemnity of twenty million Dollars in gold for the seizure
of Panama, and by substantial private North American
investment. Concomitantly, the Urrutia-Thompson treaty
(1921) granted Colombla special transit privileges through
the canal that had been constructed acroass what was once its
national territory (Fluharty, 19%7 p. 3l}. The treaty did
much to quell anti-American sentiments that had resulted

from the seizure of Panama.

Throughout the twenties and thirties, the men who
governed Colombia generally welcomed United States
investment and were even prepared to accept United States
hegemony regardleps of party affillation. Thus both
conaservative president Marco Fldel Suarez (1918-1921) and
Liberal Enrigue 0Olava Herrera actively supported the
Urrutia-Thompson Treaty and pushed legislation favoring
United 8tates commercial interesta through the Colombian
Congresas {Bushnell, 1967 p. 2-3). The election of Qlaya, who
was characterized by some of hias critica as naively pro-
American, was particularly purprising because it followed by

only two years the bloody suppresgion of a strike by banana
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workers against the United States based United Fruit Company

{Randell, 1977 p. 13).

Obviously, c¢ritlicse could be found in both of the
traditional parties, but they "tended to be weak in
influence and few in number among Colombian elites"
{Randell, 1977 p. 11 and 1%)}. Concerns about econcmic and
cultural penetration and even territorial ahsorption were
valeced, Twice president Alfonso Lopeaz Pumareldo (1934-1938;
1942-1945) was among the most vocal critica. But Lopez

Pumarejo's reformist efforts {known as la Revelucion en

Marcha) never seriously challenged American interests, in
large measure because of succeasful United States diplomacy
and the influence of pro-American elites, S50, when Eduardo
Santos succeeded Lopez Pumarejo in 1938, it was clear that
active cooperation with the United Btates would be the rule

with few exceptions.

Military contacts complemented the already substancial
economic tiea and completed the process by which Colombia
became strictly aligned with the United States. In 1939,
the firat 1.8, naval and aviation missiona arrived in
Colembia thereby supplanting European advisors. Just as the
Kemmerer Mission's economic recommendations were
implemented, so too wWere U.8. recommendations relating to
the reorganization of the Colombilan armed forces {(Bushnell,
1967 p. 13). The importance of the establishment of such
tiea, and easpecially the exclusive nature of American

military influence, cannot be underestimated. Having
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replaced British and to a lesaer eoextent German military
missicns to Cclombla, the United 8tates was now Lthe Bale
gupplier 0f much needed equipment and highly wvalued
training. The United Statea had therefare created within
the Coleomblan armed forcea an elite fully cognizant of the
importance of close relations. Economlc dependency was now

reinforced by the dependence of the Colombian millitary on
the United States.

The conseqguenca of all of this was the deliberate
adoption of a Foreign policy of atrict alignment at the cost
aof autonomy. Based on calculations of asvometrlical power
roelationships that were certain to endure for some time to
come, this pollicy was elevated to the ptatus <of a doctrine.
Marco Fidel Suarez had already enunciated the doctrine as
early as 1914. The doctrine of "Respice Polum™ urged that
the United Btatea be considered the "Pole Star" and that
Colombia follow its lead.

El norte de nuestra politica exterior
debe estar alla, en esa poderosa hacidn, qgue
mag que ninguna otra ejerce decipgiva atraccidn
respecto de losg pueblos de America. 51
ftuestra conducta hubiera de tener un lema que
condenase esa aspiracidén y esa vigilancia, el
podria ser regspice polum, es decir, no
perdamos de viata nuestras relaclones caon 1la

gran Confederaciédn del Norte. {Cited in
Buahnell, 1967 p. 2).

United States hegemony, then, came to be regarded as

natural and beneficial in the interwar period. Hawever, it
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was not until after the Second World War that extent of
Colembia's deferende towards the United States became
manifest. The formation of the 0OAS and the onget of the
Cold War provided the opportunities for Colombian elites to

demonstrate the degree of their alignment.

The Cold War and the formal dnstitutionalization of the
IAB8 are related. The principal objective of the United

States in assenting to the formallzation of the IAS was to
inaulate the hemisphere from East-West compstition, and thus
to secure the United States' southern flank (Connell-Smith,
1966 p. 317%}. For its part, "Colembla has actively
supported the institutional structure of the Inter-Amerilcan
system and the Cold War policies of the United Statea"
{Randell, 1977 p. 167}. Washington welcomed Colombia's agelf-
imposed isolation and passivity, which earned it the title
"Tibet of Scuth America". Not colncidentally, the first
Becretary General of the 0OAS, Alberto Lleras Camargo, was a
Colombian whose deference to North American political

leadership was well known (Drekonja, 1983 p. 74).

Tibet of Bouth America is not the only epithet given to
Colembia by Colombians themselvea. Carlos Lleras Resatrepo,
who would serve Colombia as Minister of Foreign Relations
and eventually President, bitterly characterized his country
a8 a "peon of the Cold war", and so it was. Colombia, in
1948, broke diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and
the 8Bocialist bhloc after the asasassination of populist

loader Jorge Eliecar GaitaAn and the violence {known as the
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Bogotazo) which followed the murder, attributing the events
to communist agitation. Notably, Colombia was the conly
Latin American country to send troops to the Korean conflict
{Ramsey, 19687}, and 1in 1954 Colomhia‘'as OAS delegation
sndorgaed the <Caracas Declaration whilch denounced communism
an lpncompatible with the norme and principles of the IAS,
Armed with this declaration, the United States had the

juridical bkasis and diplomatic support for its successful,

covert efforte to topple the government of Guatemalaz.

Similarly, Colombia like the majority of ita neighbors,
voted to exclude Castro's Cuba from the OAS8 and other
regional fora and broke diplomatic relations with that
country. When president Xennedy launched the Alliance for
Progress 1n order to foreclose the possaibility that Castro'a
revolution would gain popularity and spread throughout the
region, Colombia became the showcase of the program of
economic aid. More importantly, the Colomblan military
adopted the Natiomnal S8ecurity Doctrine conceived in
Waashington and accepted the military assletance that
complemented the ecconomic aid of the Alllance for Progresa
{iKlare and Arnson, 1981 p. 9). Thus, Colombian #litea shared
the iddeolecgical fundamenta on which the ambitiounas program

wag baged.

Colombia, themn, was not pressured into becoming the peon
of the Cold War. Throughout the post-war period, Colomblan

leadera shared with thelr American counterparts a set of

94



attitudes and belijiefs ahout the nature of intermational
relations and the role of each country in regional and
international affalrs. The bhelief, held by many Colombian
elites, about the neceagity of deference to United States
leadership was a product of the pragmatiec calculations and
was reinforced by the economic beneflts of deference. The

complementary helisf about the propriety of United States
leadership took hold in the Cold War., Essentlally, the form

of Pan-Americanism promoted by Washington gained favor in
Colombia. This meant that the United States was to play the
role of the dominant partner responaible for the asecurity
and well-belng of its regional partners largely through
unlilateral actiocona. Colombia‘'s role, ipso facto, was

limited to a supporting one,

This arientation characterized Colembian foreign
relations throughout the National Front peried {1957-1974),
and in effect, represented its foreilgn policy component
i8ilva Lujan, 198% p. 67). The Hational Front refers to a
conatitutional arrangement made in 1957 whereby the two
dominant, traditional parties, the Liberal and Conservative,
would share political power by alternating the presidency
and sharing seats 1n the Congress and posts in the
bureaucracy. Forged in an effort to end the La Violencia
that plagued the country for more than a decade fcllowing
the assassination of Gaitan, thils arrangement placed a
premium on political stability and further entrenched the

traditional elites in leadershlip poaitions in Colombia,
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Though formally superseded, the effects of the National
Front's arrangementa are atl1l1l felt., The importance af this
for this research, which covers the pericd of the supposed
transition from the National Front {l1966-present), ia that,
as Colombians strive to open their politdecal system in order
to channel social and political forces that found no

axpregssion in the National Frent period, it appears

neceasary for the Colombian leadership to make related
changes in the country's foreign relations, bsecause the
crisia of the National Front implies the illegitimacy of the

foreign relactions it prescribed (Silva Lujan, 1985 p. &67}.

ITT Apertura

Colombian foreign policy in the 19808 contrasts
dramatically with the policy and overall orientation just
described, Thia is especially true of the policles of
Belisario Betancur who was intent on reversing the policies
of his immediate predescesscor, Julio Cesar Turbay Avala. But
the foundation for much of what occurred since Betancur took
office was laid much earlier by preaidents Carlos Lleras
Restrepo {1966-19%0), and Alfonso Lopez Michelsen (1974-
1978% and guletly continued by Misael Pastrana Borrero
(1970-1974.) When viewed in broader historical perspective,
the events of the 19808 appear to be the logical, (although
by no means inevitable} consequence of decisions taken a

decade aor so sarlier.
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In the tWelve vears between 1966 and 1978, Colombila
would become much more actlve throughout the region. The
first efforts were made amcng the Andean nations and then in
the Caribbean basin. Praompted initially by economic
motivations, the expansion of Colombia's economic contacts
led Colombia to concern 1tself with the politica of the

region. As Lleraa' Foreign Minister stated the ispue in his

report to Congress in 1967, "the need to extend our
internaticnal relations to those parts of the world with
which we have not vet cultivated relatioma"™ is both

"political and economic in character."

The numbera tell part of the stary, Table 3.1 depicts
the expansion of Colambia‘'a intermnational relations. The
figures presented reflect both full diplomatic relations and
consadlatea abroad. In the twenty vyears between 1967 and
1987 Colombla expanded its contacts at the diplomatic and/or
consular level by thirty seven percent, from slxty three
natione to ninety gix. These figures are important in
several regpects. Filrst, the re-eatablishment of diplomatic
relaticens with the Soviet bloec, the Peoples Republic of
China and Cuba is8 politically significant because it
involves rececgnition of countries estranged as a consequence
of the Cold War, Second, the figures are significant 1n
that they reflect the expenditure of resources to establish
or upgrade consulates, 8o, it i1s not the decision to
recognize a nation sc much as the decision to invest in a

relationship that is crucial.
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TABLE 3.1

Colomblan Diplomatic or Consular ERelations
By Geographic Area

Exterioregs 1968, 1975, 1987.

1966 1974 1987
| H
H Western I
I Hemlsphere 18 19 21 |
| }
! Caribbean B ¥i 11 |
| Area |
! I
| Burope 19 21 21 I
| H
] Eagtermn |
| Europe 5 7 10 |
H H
[ Aajia B 8 12 |
| |
i Africa 5 & 13 |
I |
| Middle 4 8 B H
H Fast )
I I
I H
| Total 63 T6 g6 |
I I
! Source; Memorias del Ministerio de Relaciones {
! I
I i

Presldent Lleras immediately set out to change the
situation he encountered 1in 1%66. Economic considerations
motivated the diplomatic overtures., Initlal effortes were
directed at the Soviet bloc where the €old War had prompted
Colombia to shun potentlially lucrative markets. In
November, Colombia reestablished ties 1in Eastern Europe,
except for the Boviet Union, citing the need to expand trade
relationa. This was £followed 1n March of 1967 by the

opening of trade talks with an official BSoviet delegation
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visiting Bogota. Theae were the first high level contacts
with the USSR since diplomatic relations were broken in
1944. This, in turn, led 1in raplid succeasion to the
resumption of diplomatic ties with the Joviet Union 1n
January 1968, the egtablishment of a permanent commercial
misaion and diplomatic ties with Romanla in September and
the reestablishment of diplomatic ties with Czechoslovakia
in December of that year. The estrangement with the Soviet

bloe waa now officlally ended.

Just as important, 1if less dramatic, were the new
contacts in the Third World. Though the number of states
with which Colombia has consular relations is not large, in
Asla, Africa and the Middle East, Colombia doubled its
contacta. In Chapter 8ix the importance of Colombia's
growing sense of identification with the Third World will be
demonatrated when the political themes of the Foreign
Ministry's Memorias are examined, Here it should be noted
that, around this time, Alfonsc Lopsz Michelson, Carlos
Llera's second Minlaster of Foreign Relatlons, enunciated the
doctrine of Reapice Similia. This policy urged that
Colombia look not to the "Pole 3tar" but to nations more
like Colombia, i.e. in the Third World. The diplomatic
outreach observed in Table 3.1 is indiecative of the effort

to do just that.

Most important is Colombia's outreach in the Caribbean.

In 1966 Colaombia listed Consulates in the Dutch Antilles,
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and in wvarilous French and British Posgessions. The addition
of five states in the insular Carlbbean reflects the recent
independence of several o©of the astates. But, it is alseo
consistent with the new emphasis Colombia would place on the
area. Though Colombla is itself a nation of the Caribbean
basin, Colombia retreated from active involvement in the

area after the loss of Panama 1In accordance with its policy

of deference to the United SBtates. The helr to Nueva
Grenada then chose to abdicate responsibilities that

otherwise would have naturally devolved upon Colombia.

The Lleras administration did not stop at forging or
upgrading bilateral contacts. Recognizing the need to
expand and diversify marketes for Colombia's export products,
Lleras attempted to promoite the integration of regional
markets. The influence of the Unlted Nationa Ecconomic
Commission for Latin America was crucial in this respect.
Acceordingly, President Lleras was instrumental in the
creation of the Andean Pact, a development with considerable
importance in terms of the evolution of Ceclembian fereign
relatlons because it signaled Colombia's willingness to
adopt a leadership role. In this sense, the leadership
provided by Lleras in the creation of the Andean Pact
foreshadowed the succegsful efforta of Betancur to crganize
the Contadora Group. Certalnly, Betancur's initiative was
more dramatle in that it represented an effort to play a
more autoncmoua, and not merely maore actlve, role vis-a-vie

the United States on an iassue clearly important to
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Washington. Nonetheless, expanding activity in the region
was a necessgary prerequisite to more ambltious forelgn

policy actions.

Pregident Alfonso Lopez Mlichelsen {1974-1978} gave
additional impetus to the evolution of a more active and
autoncmous Colombian foreign policy. In an action that was
indicative of his attitude, already articulated clearly when

he was Lleras' Foreign Minister, Lopez refused eccnomlc
asslstance from the United States Agency of International
Devalopment (AID)., Thise was reminiascent ©of Carlos Lleras'
refusal in 1966 to assent to IMF economic recommendations?,
The diapute with the IMF, and now Lopez's refugal of

cconomic aid, symbolized Colombia's concern for its

dautonomy .

More concretely, Lopez continued to amplify Colombia'a
economic ties, but wasg more attentive to their political
ramifications than his predecessor. The expansion of
Colombia's presence and influence in the Caribbean basin was
accelerated. Conpiderable effort was made to settle
questions relating to the maritime limits of the country, an
lsaue that would emerge with respect to Nlearagua in 1980
and that continues to trouble Colombian-Venezuelan
relations. Becauses of this, and because of the ever
increasing economic ties with the insular Caribbean,
Colembia scon became directly involved in the negotiation
procesgs leadlng to the gigning of the Carter-Torrijos Treaty

gettling the future of the Panama canal. In the more than
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geventy veara since the loss of Papama, Colombla had
absented itself from the Caribbean. It was now returning to
avail itself of commercial opportunities and to enhance ita
political influence. Participation in the canal
negotiations helped to accompliah this second ohjective, and
would establish a precedent for further diplomatic activity

in the Caribbean and Central America.

The Carter administration had from its inception
favored a treaty with Panama to settle the future of the
canal. Thus, Colambia's participation in the negotiaticms
did not constitute a challenge to United SBtates. But on the
rhetorical level, Lopez cited Panama's claimp with reepect
to the c¢anal as only one example of Latln America‘'s
ieglitimate grievances vis-a-vis the United Statesa, Along
gimilar lines, he made it clear that automatic alignment
with the United States was no longer a premise of Colombian
faoreign policy. He suggested that it is possible to be a
critic ©f the United States without being hostile (Pardc and
Tokatlian, 1988 p.105). These are noteworthy statements for
a4 Colombilian leader aince nearly unconditional allegiance and
deference was a matter of doctrine and tradition. Actions

would support thege remarks.

Lbopez reopened diplomatic relations with Cuba and
favored the reincorporation of that country into the Latin
American Economic System {SELA) and more importantly into

the 0AS. Again, the Carter administration had made some
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movement 1in the direction of normalization of relations with
Casatro's Cubka, but that movement was guickly reversed when
Cuba became involved militarlly in Angola and the Horn of
Africa. Carter'\s succegsor would thereafter attempt to
relnvigorate the diplomatic and economic isolation of Cuba.
By contrast, Coclombia d4did not permit Castro's African

adventuriem to aidetrack efforte to normalize ties. Only

direct, Cuban interference in Colombia's affaire could
dissuade Colambia from pursuing reconciliation, though
unfortunately Colombla would uncover evidence of 8such

interference in 1981.

The recpening of ties with Cuba, important as that
develcpment waa as a sign that Colembia wWould not conform to
the United SBtates' policy., should also be interpreted asa
part of a wider effort universalize Colombla'as foreign
relations begun under Lleras. Except for Cuba's unigue
statua as a Soviet ally, the move was entirely consigtent
with other gestures in the Caribhbean. It soon became
evident, however, that more than the expansion of diplomatic
contacts was on Lopez's fereign policy agenda: the
universgalization of Colombia‘'s diplomatic contactsg

contributed to the expansion of Colombia's diplomatic role.

Colombian leaders for gome time had been advertising in
speechea before international fora Colombia's potential role

as a potencila neqeciador. But this potential could never be

realized unless allies were found. Lopez's doctrine of
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Respice Similia alluded to above contended that those allies
waere to be found primarily in the Third World among thodae
nations with similar interests and characterlatics.
Accordingly, Colombia during this period took steps to
forge tles of gclidarity in the Third World. Estrangement
from Cuba ¢ould not ke continued. Additionally, Celambia

uhder Lopez strengthened ties with the NAM and gave greater

emphapgis to Colombia‘'s participation in UNCTAD and the Group
cf 77. Colombia added its voice to calls for a New
International Economle Order, and oversaw the creation of
the Andean Council to be put at the dispasal of the foreign
minlistersa of the members. Each of these gestures indicated a
mare autonomous foreign policy orlentation and expanded

conception of Colombia's role.

Colombia had begun a new phase in the evolution of its
foreign policy which included the use of international fora
gither outside the IAS (NAM, UNCTAD, G-77) ar within it but
beyond U.5, control {the Andean Group, the Contadora Group
supportive of the Panama Canal negotiations,) Lopez'®s
conception of Colombia's position in the international and
regional ayatemg, then, was sharply at variance with the
vigsion of Marcce Fidel Suarez. And since the form of Pan-
Americanism advocated by Suarez had dictated allegiance to

the United States, these changes are eXceedingly important.
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IV Viraie

The implicatlions of the economic and diplomatic
apertura were not difficult to diascern. Llerag and Lopez
had created the posaibility. both institutionally and
paolitically, for even more dramatic departures fFfrom

egtablished practice. Although he d4did not contribute
substantially to this trend, President Pastrana did nething

to curbh it. Belimario Betancur Cuatras {1982-198&) would
seize the opportunity to pursue both a more active and
avtonomous forelgn policy. No Celeopblan president before or
gince has so obvioualy attempted to break with the traditian
of d1de0logical compatibility with, and £foereign policy
deference to, the United States. But bafore Betancur would
have the cpportunity to asgert Colombia's forelgn policy
poetential, the procegs of apertura would be alowed by

Liberal president Julio Cesar Turbay Avala {(1978-1982}.

The most salilent ceontribution of the Turbay
administration in foreign affairs was to delay, if not
reverse, the evolution in the direction of a more autonomous
foreign policy described in the previous section. Though his
policies were nat uniformly deferential to the United
statea, by the second half of his four year presidential
term, it became evident that Turbay's foreign policy was
reminiscent of Colombia'a traditiconal poliey of Respice
Folum. The potential idmpact on Colombia of the

radicalization of Central Americarn politicse had much to do
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with this; so too did the fact that Turbay's interpretation
of eventa in the region clossely resembled Ronald Reagan's,
although Reagan would not come to office until near the end

of Turbay's cuarenio.

When Turbay asgumed office in 1978, the ultimately
succeaaful movement to overthrow the Somoza dictatorship in
Nicaragua wae heginning to gather force. For the remainder
of the decade, Central America would be the scene of a
regional conflict that would gradually draw Colombia into
diplomatic involvement. Initially, the Liberal president
pursued pollciea gimilar to those of Lopez, a fact that is
not surprising given their common party affiiiation. More
importantly, the positions Colombia adopted with respect to
the insurrection in Nicaragua were 1n step with those
adopted by the m&ny other Latin American states. The
nltimate consegquence of the eventa in Nicaragua and more
importantly the refusal Latin of American states to hinder
them {and in eome case active efforts to promote them} would
be the fallure of two decades of efforta undertaken by the

United 3tates to prevent "another Cuba".

As the situation in Nicaragua became more volatile,
Colombia, acting within the Andean Group, lent its support
to diplomatic efforts made by many Latin American states to
compel Somoza to leave Nicaragua. Thosa efforta were
intended also to block a U.8. plan to send a OAS peace-
keeping force to Nlicaragua in order to prevent the

Sandiniatas from gaining power. An important precursor to
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the Contadora Group, this exemplified the increasing
autonomy of Latin American governments and their intention
to achieve political outcomes in the region contrary to
those favored in Washilngton. Colombla's participation in
these diplomatic maneuverings appeared entirely conaistent

with the trend begun earlier.

In this dinstance, however, Colomhia was merely
following the lead of its neighbora, eapecially Venezuela,
and it would soon become apparent that the Turbay
administration would not pursue any further this trend
toward a more autoncmous foreign policy. The success of the
Sandinlatas only generated further upheaval in Central
America, and civil war soon broke out in El Salvador. As
the Central American situation deteriorated, the Turbay
administration drew cleser to the United States than any of

his three predecessors had been.

Turhay had good reason to vliew the course of events on
the isthmus with alarm. Colombia, like 1ts Central American
neighbhors, is troubled by guerrilla wviolence (Pecaut, 1988
p. 321}. Moreover, Turbay, much 1ike the Reagan
administration, interpreted events in an essentially Cold
War manner. The domestlec crisis was attributed to the
influence of international communiem ({Pardc and Tokatlian,
1988 p. 107). The explicit realignment of Colomblan and
United States foredgn policies was a lagical consequence of

this common perception.
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Both Nicaragua and Cubka took actions that reinforced
thias belief. In February 1980, the recently formed
Sandinista government of Nicaragua laid claim to the
Colomblan islands of Ban Andres and Providencia. ‘Then, in
1981, the Colombian military uncovered evidence of Cuban
aupport for an attempted sea-borne invasion of the country

by guerrilla forcea of the April 19 Movement (M-19). Thia

prompted the Turbay government to suspend diplomatic
relations with Cuba in March of that vyear. The natural
reaction to these developments wae to lcok to the United
States for the diplomatic support and security guarantees it

had traditicnally provided as hemigpheric leader.

In the zape of Nicaragua''s territorial claims.
diplomatic support came 1n the form of the ratification in
July 1981 of the Vasquez-Sacclio Treaty by which the United
States acknowledged Colombia'a soverelgnty aver the cays of
Reconder, Quitasuefio and Serrana. 8ince the treaty had been
negotiated in 1972 hut never ratified, the successful effort
of the State Department to win quick ratification of the
treaty after 1981 gent a aignal of United States support for

Colombian territorial claima against all challengers.

Colombia also aought United States military support,
This included high level military to military contacts
between the two countries, negotiations relating to the
basing of 1.8, Eorces on Colombian territory, and Celombian

participation in Jjoint military exerciases. The Turbay
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governpment began dilscussions with the Reagan administration
about the poaeslbility of granting to the United States the
use of the disputed i1slands of San Andres and Providencia
for military purposes {New York Times, March 4 19B2}. Around
this time, the United SBtatesg was creating the infastructure
necegpary to implement a policy deaigned to presaure and
eventually topple the Sandinistas. An air base on San
Andres would complement the military installationa then
being built 1in Honduras for this purpoge. It would also
gerve to deter Nicaragua from taking the Kind of precipitate
action that Argentina would attempt the following vyear in

the Bocuth Atlantic.

More dramatically, in Cctober of that same year,
Colombia participated, along with Argentina, Venezuela and
membera ©f NATO in a joint military training exercise code
named Operation Ocean Venture. The target of a simulated
asgault was an imaginary 1lsland called Amber in the
Amberines which ominously invoked the name of Grenada in the
Grenadines (Pardo and Tokatlian, 1988 p. 177}. Colombian
coocperation with the United States, then, was extensive and

included a military component.

Other actions indicated Colombian deference to United
States policy, and the fact that Colombia under the Turbay
administration was willing to play a supportive role in
hemiapheric affajirs. Though initlally excluded from

discussicna in Nassau and Cancun concerpned with designing
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an ambitious program of eccnomic aid for Central America and
the Caribbean, Colombia nonethelesa contributed economic aid
to the area. The commitment of economie resources to the
Caribbean basin was consistent with the economic and
diplomatic apertura in the region begun by the Lleras
administration, but this action also complemented the Reagan

adminletration's Caribbean Basin Inltiative. For thin

reagon, critics of Colombla's atrict alignment with
Washington have viewed 1t as ancother 1indiecation of
Colombia's willingness to support the ipnitiatives and
objectives of the United States {Palaciosa, 1983 p.61l}. This
support for United States efforts was to be demonstrated a
second time in 1982 when Colombkia sent an obperver to the
Salvadoran elections then being held under the auspices of
the United States in part to undercut the political aupport
for the Balvadoran insurgentse. Lilke the Caribbean Basin
Initiative, the Salvadoran slections represented an
important component of the political strategy outlined in

Washington.

There were other indications of the Turbay
administration's disinclination to jeoin with 1tas Latin
Amerlcan and Third World counterparts in an effort te gain
greater autonomy. First, the Turbay adminlsestration alowed
the movement toward full incorporation of coleombia in the
Non-Alighed Movement (NAM)}. Rhetorical support was given to
North-South issues, but Turbay made it be Kknown that the

organizatlion had drifted too far to the left and was 1in
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danger of losing its "equidistance" between the superpowers.
This charge had not heen made bwvw a Calombian leader since
hefore Colombla'as diplomatic apertura began in the mid-

1%60s.

Secend, and most importantly, Colombia refuased for

juridical reasons to support Argentina on a crucial DAS vote

during the Malvinas crigis. Although the Colombilar position
was perfectly consigtent with its long tradition of strict
adherence to juridical principles such as non-intervention
and peaceful resolution of conflict, the move was
politically damaging because it placed Colembia outside the
current of Latin American nationaliem (Drekonja, 1982 p.
BG}) . Colombia's vote {one of only four abstentions on a
resolution supporting Argentina’s territorial claims!
appeared to confirm the view that Colombia was the United

States' automatic ally in the OAS.

The Colombian delegation at the United Nations also
rogistered votes certain te please Washipngton., and once
again strained relations with Cuba provided the apportunity
for the Turbay administration to aide with the United
8tates. Long before suspending diplomatic relations with
Cuba in March of 1981, Colombia began a prolonged effort teo
block Cuba''\s attempt to galn a seat 1n the U.N. Security
Council. Thies coincided with renewed efforta by the Reagan
adminiatration to increase diplomatilc pressure on Cuba.

Colambia'a stance in the United Nations appeared to be part
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of a4 delibherate effort to make trouble for Cuba in
internaticonal fora in exchange for military aid and
agsistance (Latin American Weekly Report 12 June 1981.}
Thia apparent reluctance to take advantage of the
cpportunities afforded by membership in international fora
to preas for greater autonomy and 1nfluence over

international affalrs indlcates the enduring and

constraining influence of a foreign policy doctrine that
emphasizes deference to a hegemonic power. However, tLhe
diplomatic isolation suffered by the Turbay government

indicated the disadvantages asscciated with such a policy.

The Turbay administration had i1nadvertently 1lost much
of the diplomatic prestige Colombia had gained principally
ae a result of Lleras' eoffort to forge the Andean Group.
Turbhay's Conservatlive succeppor, Bellsario Betancur,
demonstrated that the process of apertura could be sglowed
but not reversed. In fact, he went far bevyond what any
Colombian presldent had attempted in terms of both activity

and autonomy .

Belisarino Batancur moved immediately to reorient
Colombian foreign policy and to end the unconditional
support of the United Btates. The actlonas taken in the four
vears of his administration (1982-1986) contrast
dramatically with those just described, and taken together
conatitute what some observers have called Colombia's
foreign peolicy viraje, or change of direction {(Palacios,

1983 p. 64}, This change was evinced in Betancur's rhetoric
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as wel]l as 1in concrete actions. Betancur was gquick to
comment.,, for example, that Colombia did not degire to be the
satellite of the United States (News Waek, August 23, 19B3).
His rhetoric was sharpest in a luncheon given on the
occaion of president Ronald Reagan's visit to Bogota late
in 1982. President Betancur's remarks covered a broad range
of issues and underscored the 1nadeguacy of United States
policy with regard to virtually each of those ipsuss. He
concluded by expressing the hope that the United sStates
would return to the tradition of the Alllance for Progress,
thereby suggesting that the United States had departed from
it to the detriment of Colombia and Latin America more

generally.

The change of tone is important because Colombian
leadaras and foreign ministers had generally tempered their
remarks even when expressing disagreement with the United
Btates. But, Betancur's actiona were equally bold. The
Betancur administration overcame the reluctance shown by his
predecessor with respect to the Non-Aligned Movement and
made Colombia a full member. This decision was important
for several reasons. First, the decigion to make Colombia a
Eull member of the NAM came at a time when the president of
the movement was Fidel Castro, thus it was symbolically
important. Although diplomatic relations with Cuba were not
reinstated, the participation of Colombila in the Havana
conference nonetheless resulted in unofficial, high level

contacts with the Cuban government. Betancur had indicated
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that a warming cof relationas with Havana was a real prospect.

Becond, participation im the NAM signified the demise
of the the notion of a specilal relationship between the
United Btates and Colombia (Vazquez, 1986 p. 196; Kaufman
Purcell, 1982 p. 665). From the perapective of the United

Statea, participation in the IA3 meant nothing if not
alignment. Until the middle and late 19708 many Latin

American governments viewed the NAM thia way. Only seven
nations were full memberz at the time of the Havana Summit
in 1979, and only one, Cubka, had been a member since the
Belgrade Summit in 1961. Nicaragua and Bolivia jolned in
1979, 8galvador Allende had led Chile 1into the Movement in
1973 hut Chile's memberahip ended with the coup that brought
down the government of the gsoecialist president. The
prescence of Cuba, Nlicaragua and Allende's Chile gives same
indication of the political meaning of Non-Alignment. Bual
membership in a distinectively Third World organization and
the 0OAS, suggestas that Colombia‘'e natural partners are
other developing states, Third, and more concretely, dual
membership meant that the OAS was no longer to be regarded
ag an instrument of United States policy but as a resource
which, like the NAM or the United Nations, is at the

digposgal of revisilonist Third World states.

In addition to leading Colombla into the NAM as a full
member, the Betancur administration took other concrete

measures to distance itself fram the policies of its
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predecessor, The most immediate 1ssoue reguiring attention
wag the damage caused by Colombia's vote in the OAS
regarding the Malvinas. Betancur reversed Colombia's
official positien and became vocifercus in defense of the

Argentina‘s territorial claims,

The attempt to regaln Colombia's prestige did not end
there, Colombia exprepsed its solidarity with the debtor
nations of the hemisphere, and was instrumental in bringing
them together in Cartagena, Colombia, in June of 1984, The
Cartagena Group could not produce positive results without
the ccoperation of the i1ndustrialized nations, and the
United States in particular, and the final ecommunique of the
London economic summit of the industrialized nations made it
clear that cooperation would not be forthcoming.
Nevertheless, the Cartagena Congensus created the prospect
of unity, and Washington viewed the Cartagena Group and
Belisario Betancur's initiatives in particular with
ausplclion {(Restt, 1989 p. 64}, Betancur's role in the
formaticn of the Group is notevworthy because Colombia's
external debi is manageable relative to the debt of some of
its neighbors. Colombla has yet to miss a scheduled loan
payment on principle or interest and did not participate in
the firast round of loan renegotiatiocns begun in 1982 (ECLA

1985 p. 57).

Betancur alsco propased reforms of the 0OA8 in an effort
to revitalize the IAS and to modify idits performance., In

1985, Betancur's Foreign Minister presented five documents
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to the Organization's Becretary General proposing or
supporting apecific reformse of both the OA8 Charter and the
Treaty of Reclprocal Agsistance {Monroy Cabra, 1986 p. 20).
Efforts to reform the OAS were not new. An ad hoc commission
was Bet up by the OAS General Assembly in 1973 recommended a
number of reformsg that were subsequently adopted. But in

19856 the prevailing attitude was one of hostility to the

United SBStates as a result of its support of Great Britailn
and abandonment of Argentina, and the proposals for reform
implicitly reflected the determination of Latin American
states to modify the performance of the IAS. The Treaty of
Reciprocal Agslstance, or the Rlio Treaty, was a special
target of these efforts in part because 1t had proved
useless during Argentina'\s war with an extra-continental
power, But more importantly, the Rio Treaty codified the
politico-security regime of the IAS, and as will become
apparent in Chapter Five, Colombia had as early aa the 1970s
arrived at the conclusion that the regime was obsolescent

and served only to justify United Statea intervention.

President Betancur, however, did not limit himself to
calls for refaorms, nor did he sBettle for the restoration of
Colombia's image in Latin ﬂmerica. Instead, Betapncur Cthrust
himself and Celombia into a leadership role in the attempts
to manage the Central American crisis (Kaufman Purcell, 1987
p. 168). Nothing evinces Colombia's departure fromn
prevalling practices so much as that country's role in the

creation of, and its ongoing participation in, the Contadora
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Group.

The Contadora 1pnitiative repreaents a fundamental
challenge to the hegemony traditionally exercised by the
United States 1n the articulation of the political agenda of
the IA3 (Kaufman Purcell, 1987 p. 161; Bagely, 1987 p.183;

Diaz-Callejas, 1987). According to Bagely {1987 p.183), "by

ita wvery existence the Contadora Group 1inplied a
modification of the long-standing hegemonic U.8. role in
hemlapherlc affairs and a shift toward a more <collective
pattern of leadership in which Latin American regional
powers would have a much greater role than in the past.®
Since 1its inception, the purpose of the OAS was to promote
the Cold War policies of the tinited Statea,. Though it
served other ends more compatible with Latin American goals,
it consiatently performed for the United States when the
United States toock a high profile on a Celd War issue ——
until the Central American crisis began to take shape in the
late 1970a. The efforts made by several Latin American
states (both inside and out of the QOAS) to oust Somoza
aignaled the beginning of real change. Likewise, the
creation of Contadora ilndicated that united efforts to block
U.8. dinitiatives would be a reality with which the United

States would have to gontend.

To understand the importance of Contadora for Colombian
foreign policy, Colombia's participation muat bhe contrasted

Wwith that of Mexico and Venezuela. Through itz
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particlpation in Contadora, Coclombla acquired an
uncharacteristically high profile in hemispheric affairs
because Colombia had never resisted the United States go
apanly or actively, For the other members of the Group,
however, involvement i1in thie multilateral effort served to
lower thelr profile at a time when a lower proflile appeared

to be advisahle due to severe ocohiomic constraints and, as a

consequence, to their vulnerability to United States
prepgure. Prior to the formation of Contadora in 1983, both
Mexico and Venezuela had heen active 1in regional atfairs.
Carlos Andres Perez, the Venezuelan president, had been
instrumental in the downfall of Sowmoza in the expectation
that moderate forces loval to Eden Paastora Gomez would
dominant the new Nicaraguan regime. Vanezuelan involvement
continued thereafter in the form of sales of petreoleum to
Nicaragua at concessionary prices in order ta retain some
influence over the BSBandinistas. Mexico had also given
diplomatic support to the armed Nicaraguan oppesition to
Somoga, and had joined with Venezuela in providing econonmic
assjigtance to BSandinista Nicaragua. More 1mportantly, in
August of 1981, Mexico and France issued a jolnt declaration
eXprogsing their common view that the Salvadoran insurgency

represented a legitimate political oppositicn.

Diplomatic gestures of this sort were possible until
the onset of the economic crisis that gripped Latin America
after 1981. By 1982, Mexican leaders were compelled to

dcknowledge the gsheer magnitude of that country's
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indebtedneas, In August, Mexico announced its inability to
service 1ts debt and was forced to renesgotiate its loana
Wwith the United States. Conaequently, its room for
diplomatic maneuver was strictly circumscribed and Mexico
behaved accordingly. Venezuela, whilch like Mexico, asuffered
from the precipitcous drop in earnings f£from petroleum

exporta, was simllarly influenced by the adverse economic

trends. linder these clircumstancesa. Contadora permitted
Mexico and Venezuela to remain involved in regional affaire

bui with a lower profile {Bagely and Tokatlian, 1985).

For Colombia, however, participation in Contadora.,
deaplte itse multilateral dimension, was the boldest foreign
policy action of any Colombian government. The Contadora
initlative complicated the efforts of the Reagan
administratieon to win congressional support for its hard-
line appreach to the Central American crisis, and may have
actually bptaved off direct United States military
intervention. It isg in this light that the asignificance of
Colombla's invelvement should be appreclated. On an issue of
tremendous salience for the United Statea, Colombia reserved
its right not only to disagree, but alsc to organize to
ensure Lthat the United Statesg' preferrsd sclution not
prevail. The country that had once committed troops to Korea
when the Cold War turned hot, now endeavored to prevent the
United States from committing its own forces much nearer to
both their borders. Never beatore had Colombia worked so

openly at crassg purpodges with the United Statea.
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Colombia's diplomatic efforts were not limited to the
activities of the Contadora group. In December, 1982,
Colombla, Brazil, Argentina, and Peru, extended an eilghty
five million dollar loan to Nicaragua, The offer of
economlec assiatance came at a time when the Reagan
administration was beginning to apply economic pressure on
the Sandinistas, an effort which culminated in a full
econcmic embargo in 19856, Whereas Betancur'as predecessor
had turned to the United Btates for security guarantees and
offered diplomatic support to the United States in return,
Betancur choae to demonstrate Colombia's good will toward
the country that had only a few yeara before asserted
territeorial claims2 on Colombian possessions. This signaled
not only a willingness to resist the United Statea, but a
changed perception of the nature of the threat facing
Colombia, apecificaliy a deemphasias <f communist

interference emanating from abroad.

Virgilio Barco replaced Betancur as president of
Colombia 1n Auguat of 1986 and was faced with the decision
to embrace or abandon his predeceasor's initiatives, Barco,
a Liberal, chose to embrace them though his diplomatic
efforta have been leas wvigorous and flambovyant. This
deciaion could reflect the reluctance of a new president to
reverse the commitments of his predecessor 1n order not to
create the 1mpresgion that Colombian foreign policy lackeq
direction and continuity. But evidence presented in Chapter

Five will suggest that 1t is more likely that Barco based
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his decision to maintain the course set by Betancur on the
conclusion that times had changed and that the national
interest required a more active and perhaps autonomous
pasture. After all, Betancur did not exhibit gualms about

altering Turbay's policies.

Barco 1immediately expressed his intention to pursue a
more autonomous foreign policy {Pardo, 1988 p.4). The noew
prealdent let 1t be Known that Colombia's attitude wlth
respect to the United S8tatees would be "pragmatic" and that
Colombia was free to disagree on specific issues. Betancur
ended the tradition of automatic alignment and Barco would
not attempt to restore it. But neither would he assume
automatically an anti-Us posture, Any disagreement would
raelate to specific isdues and policy responses rather than
to general foreign policy orientations. Arcordingly,
Colombia differed with the United States with respect to a
number of issues, ranging from narcotics trafficking to the
endleas Central American crisis and human rights vioclations

in Cuba.

1.1ike his predecesscrs, Barco relied principally on
international organizations, the OA8, the UN and the NAM.
Thus, when the Barco administration found itself in
disagreement with Washington, it it presented its case in
one of these fora and sought the support of its neighborsa.
In a number 1nstances, Colembia adopted positions at odds

with North American diplomatic initiatives.
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Barco kept Colombia in the Non-Aligned Movement and,
more impcorcantly, sustained its commitment to the Contadora
Procesa though in both cases the Barce adminiatration's
commitment was largely rhetorical (Latin American Regional
Report, Andean Group Report 30 July 15987)}. The effort to
find a peaceful sclution to the crisis in the isthmus was,

in part, a projection of the administration's intention to

resalve itas own guerrilla problem peacefully. Betancur had
been the first to perceive this link between Colombhia's
foreign policy and ita domestic problem. Nonethelega, the
effect, aa previously noted, was to hinder implementation of
the Reagan Central American poalicy. The £f£act that an
autonomous posture was sustained by an administration of a
different political party suggesgtse that the change of
direction managed by Betancur would have the potential for

permanahce .,

The originally ad hoc¢ Contadora Group ltself showed
signs aof permanence, having evolved inte the Group of Eight
{compesed of the four orilginal Ceontadora member nations and
the four members of the sc-~called Support Group)l. The Group
of Eight has proven to bhe a useful platform to voice
disapproval of some of the United Btates' policies and
actions. As always, there 1s strength in numbers. If the
mere existence of the Contadora Group is significant because
it implies a change in hemispheric politicas by providing a
counterweight to the United Statesa, then the expansion of

both the group's memberahip and acope is, a fortiori,
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indicative of change. The expansion of the scope of igoues
discussed 1in the annual meetings of the dgroup is
particularly important. No longer limited to the Central
American situation, the diasues debated and the resolutions
adopted cover virtually all the concerns of Latin American

natlons: the external debt, narcotica trafficking. the
environment, and naturally the proper rele of the United

States in the resolution of each of these problems.

Colombia has received substantial diplomatic support
from the Group aof Eight, and in at least one instance that
support wasg carried over intoc the OAS. Conseguehtly,
Calombia was able to utilize thls feoerum in a dispute with
the United States. In that case, a diplomatic confrontation
resulted from the angry reaction of the Reagan
administration to the release from priscn 1in January of 1988
of Jorge Luls Ochoa Vasaquez, reputed member of the Medellin
cocaine cartel. After a local Jjudge released Ochoa, the
Reagan adminlstration hit Colombia with punitive sanctions
involving Colomblan passengers and exports arriving in the
United States. The Barco administration then responded by
calling for a meeting of the CAS Permanent Counsll, and with
the bulk of support coming from the Group of Eight., managed
to gain approval of a draft resolution critical of the
Reagan administration's action. The incident was finally
regolved when both parties agreed on a compromise statement
which credited Colombia for its many efforts directed at

reducing ©ocaine production and which urged a multilateral
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responge to the drug problem. The latter 1a8 particularly
important, for Colombia has always favored a multilateral
response whereas the United States has preferred unilateral
and bilateral initlativea aimed primarily at the supply-side
of the problem. Significantly, then, the entire exercise in

the OAS led to an important concession by the United States.

Narcotica trafficking has long been a source of
friction between the two countries due to thes fact that the
United States 18 the principal consumer of <¢ocaine and
Colombla is its principal supplier. Colombia, Iike those of
i1ts neighbors that also are lhvolved in the cultivation of
coca and the production of cocaine, often resista U.S.
pressures for action that appear to implinge upon its
national sovereignty. Moreaver, Colombia complalna bitterly
about North American insensitivity to the conatraints upon
its ability to deal effectively with the problem without
increased financlal assistance from the United SBtates,
Particularly irksome 18 the perception that the Unirted
States is nelther providing adequate resources to combat the

problem nor doing enough to curtail North American demand.

The narcotics il1ssue, however, has fewer and less
dramatic implications for the United Btates' regional
hegemony than does the Central American crisis because the
refusal to defer to the United 8tates by adopting its
preferred strategles does not entall a disagreement about

basic political principlea. The unfortunate consequence of
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any disagreement about how begat to deal with the Jdrug
problem isa to render impossible the kind of cooperative
effort necegsary to eradicate it. But 1t is unlikely to
produce a concerted effort by Latin American gtates to
hinder ths United Statesg in 1ts pursult of agpecific policy
objectives. Certainly 1t has not motivated Colemhia to

oppoge openly and actively US pelicy. In this sense, it is

unlike the Central American crisis because it doe not have
clear Cold War connotations despite the failed efforts of
the Reagan administration to attribute the praoblem to

"marco-terrorism® conducted by Leftists.

A much more important example of Colombhila'®es continued
tendency toward autonomous actlon during the Barco term
relates to divergent Colombian and North American attitudes
and actions toward Cubka. Although Colombian—-Cubkan relations
have remained suspanded since March of 1981, the Barco
adminiatration has not been willing to ccoperate wWith the
United States in efforts to further isalate Cuba., Turbay had
been eager te do s0, but in general aince the late 1960s
Colombian leaders have not only resiasted pressures to
continue applying measures designed to ostracize Cuba, they
have voiced their support for that country's reincorporation
into cthe IAS. Thie sentiment was eXpressed clearly in a
resolution of the OA8S Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of
1975 which gave Latin American states the freedom of action

to normalize relations with Cuba (CP/RES.115 [168/75]1}).
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The refusal of the Barco administration to defer to the
United States on this issue was exemplified by 1its
diplomatle actiona in the Unlted Nation Human Rights
Commisgion. In March of 1988 the Reagan administration was
pushing for a U.N. resolution that would condemn human
rights abuses in Cuba. Although the Colembian delegaticn did
not reject the proposal outright, it introduced an
alternative version that recommended only that a team of
obeervers be sent to Cuba to investigate charges of human
rights wviolations there. The effect of this action was to
frustrate the Reagan administration's diplomatic initiative.
The contrast between Barco and Turbay on the Cuban guesticn
18 striking, and lends itself to the c<concluaion that the
continuation of a Colombian foreign pollicy marked hy

greater activity and occasionally greater autcnomy is a real

proapect.

V Summary

This chapter discussed the evolution and reorientation
of Colambian foreign policy in terms of the implicationa for
the United S8taten' regional hegemony. Colombia's
inelination to become more actively involved in regianal
poelitics, elther wvia multilateral organlzatione or
unilateral foreign policy acts, may be nothing more than an
indicatlion that the country has achieved a degree of
"political maturity™ (to usme a phrase that appears

frequently in the Memoriasg of that country's Foreign



Ministry). This, in turn, may slmply reflect the country's
increased national capacity to act. The next chapter will
present evidence that the Colomblan leadership's inclination
to take a more active part in regional affalrs did, in fact,
correspond to its achlievement <¢f a degree of economic

"viability",

The more important issue, however, relates to the
Colombian leadership's inclination to achieve greater
autonomy vias-a-vis the United States. The pertinent
question is, why did some Colombian leaders pursue greater
autonomy as well as more active involvement. Diplomatic or
political activity and foreign pollcy autonomy are distinct
dimensionse. Colembia could ke very active in regional
affaireg while continuing tao defer to the United States’
leadership. Indeed, this was the hallmark of the Turbay
administration. The next two chapters attempt to anawer

thia, and related, questions.

Figure 3,1 ig intended to summarize some of the
Eindings of this chapter, and to preface the analysils of the
remaining chapters. In it, these two dimensions, activity
and autonomy, are represented apatially. Selected foreign
policy actions, discussed in the preceding narrative, are
plotted on the graph in the expectatieon that this will
provide pome insight into the trends in Colombian foredign
4

relations which evolved during the period examined here,

An event is considered to be more or less active depending
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on the amount of regources and/or diplomatic prestige
devoted to it. It is autonomous 1f it e«lashes with the
United Statea' preferences or is intended to enable Colombia

ta do go.

It i impossible to dliscuss an evoelutionary
process wlthout defining ites starting point, Insocfar as
Colambian foreign relations are concerned, that polnt was

the doctrine of Regpice Polum, and the deference that it
preacribed, The following chapters wWill inquire whether
that deference waas consensual or compiiant. What is
important in the present context is that, by definition, the
deference exhibited by Colombian leaderse until very
recently, meant that the policy they dealgned an implemented
was one characterized by very low auvtonomy. Colombia took
its cue from the United JStates on Cold War issues, and acted

accordingly -- if it acted at all.

Deference to the United BStates very often meant
inactivity. In thisa regard, the derogatory epitath "Tibet
of 8Bouth Amearica™ 12 suggestive. As long as the United
States was thought to be responailble fer providing the
essential political leadership in the region, and to the
degree that the exercise of that leadership's was judged to
ke in the nation's best interest, no independent activity
wagd necessary. In a sense, dipleoematic inactivity was
something of a "free-ride" under acceptable conditions of
United sStates hegemony. Colombia did neot have to invest

time or effort, i.e., did not have to be active, in order te
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be secure.

To be a responsgible partner of the Unilted States
demanded little more than casting atfirmative votes on
resolutions favored by the United States. The reaffirmation
of the diplomatic isolation of Cuba during the Lleras
cuarenio {discussed at greater length in Chapter Five) is a
cage in point. The same i3 true of Turbay's behind the
scene efforts to block a Cuban seat on the UN Security
Council. Genarally, votes cast in international fora do
not win many points in terms of activity, and the nature of

thege votes do not win any in terms of autonomy.

If deference generally meant inactivity, it did not
necpgaarily imply it. The coemmitment of troops toa the
Korean war at the height of the Cold War demongtrates this

5 Certainly the deplovment of combat

unegquivocally.
battalions gualifies as an example of high activity. More
recently, Turbay's decision to involve Colombian naval
forces in largely symbolic, but highly intimidating,
military maneuvers, is an example of active support for an
action of the United Statea. 8Similarly. the contributicon of
economic asgistance to the Caribbean Basin as part of the

Reagan administration's highly political project, was an

instance of active deference.

By contrast, Colambian leaders often found it useful to
make a rhetorical effort to distance themaelves from the

United SBtates without actively attempting to do anything
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that would effectively translate inte autopomy, Thus, just
ag Colomblan representatives cast votes in favor of
resalutions supported by the United States, they sometimes
cast ones which appeared to exhibit their autonomy. Even
Turbay, the most deferential of the recent presldents, voted
against the United States' proposal to send a peace-Keeping
force to Niecaragua. Thia action wago perfectly conglstent
with the highly symbolic gesturea of both Lleras and Lopez,
Lleraas' adamant stance against the IMF and Lopez's
rejection of US AID aagistance were both calculated to
project the image of an autonomous, sovereign Colembia. But

neither entailed much in the way of activity.

Barco's efforts within the United Nations to elaborate
an alternative resolution relating to the Cuban human rights
aituation can be considered in thia context as well. That
epizsode was aigni