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STRATEGIC REPRESENTATIONS, TERRITORY AND BORDER
AREAS: LATIN AMERICA AND GLOBAL DISORDER

EDGARDO A. MANERO

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNR&)ouse Il, France

In Latin America, post—Cold War ideas about defeacel security broke down
geopolitical logics that had been historically quteel by Latin American armed forces. These
ideas also provoked a partial downfall of one congmd of their traditional strategic
representations: This geopolitical determinism aky@d post-colonial conflicts as being due
to historical influences and to disputes about poamd territory. Paradoxically, national
frontiers are emerging and are threatened by déstdion. The new conception of the border
and its revalorisation at the strategic level maestrelated not only to the character of post—
Cold War threats but also to the new security vigioevailing in the international system.
This vision cannot be separated from US strategpresentations, which emphasise the
“global” character of risks and security mechanisifisus, it appears that the transnational
dimension of the strategic representations prombyetthe United States does not correspond
to the traditional concept of national territoryhi3 concept, which is the basis of the
reshuffling of military architecture in Latin Amea after the Cold War, is rooted in a
representation of the region that has been presecd the 1940s but was systematised under
the Democratic Clinton Administration in the 199@sd further developed under the
presidency of Republican George W. Bush in theyaarknty-first century.

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to examine and hightligif critical issues of security and
the defence of frontier areas in Latin America.slich places, the traditional paradigm of
sovereignty comes into conflict with a new paradigme still in gestation, which is centred
on the political and strategic representation®{ihe United States that aim to dilute national
sovereignty in favour of global interests. In effethe conflict seems to express the
discrepancy between a global economy and a systeseaurity, particularly on the
periphery, that is still based on territorial defen

Paradoxically, in a context in which globalisatias a process and as an ideology
challenges the idea of borders, national frontiare emerging and are threatened by
destabilisation.(2) Territorial and boundary digsustill exist and some have appeared for
the first time.



The importance of frontiers at a strategic levektrae examined in light of the new
security and defence questions that have beenifiddnby Latin American armies. These
guestions relate to the evolution of menacing iestiand to the United States’ intention of
exporting its own strategic representations.

In the 1990s, Latin America withessed the birthaoftrategic model, which has
expanded since September 2001, whereby the Unit@sSpromotes, at a global level, a
security system that is centred on the transndtianéent regulation of spaces. (3) Meant to
manage an international denationalized system,ntinidel is based on paramilitarised local
vigilance, domination and repressive devices, &lwhich are intended to preclude all
guestions concerning the possible enlargemenbefdi democracy and a market economy.

The model takes its form from norms and rules téadl to limit sovereignty
through global decision-making processes whosectipgs are to guarantee the security of a
global economy and its means. It not only aimsisagregate, in the name of political and
economic freedom, any principle of national terrdb sovereignty in favour of a
universalisation of the enjeux of security butlsoacompatible with the state-centred answer
to the events of 11 September 2001, as well as thghnew global mission known as the
struggle against terrorism.

This new regulation has led to a review of thearwgiof national security
and frontier. Next will come a reconsideration mternal-external relations, the links between
civil and military spheres, the control of legaldaiiegal transnational networks, aspects of
enemies and threats and notions of territory andregnty.

The modifications that have come out of this mduele deeply affected the idea of
both national territory (sovereignty’s traditiorimbol) and security institutions. They have
also meant the end of old representations of tbetigr as a limit to the management of
sovereign power. Indeed, this model has introdacetjor problem for institutions such as
armed forces, for which defence of sovereigntylbesen the main justification
for their existence.

Globalisation has caused a major crisis for Latimekican armies because their
existence is so closely bound to traditional cotioeg of the national state, territories and
security. Except for Colombia, and its policy ofefdocratic security”, and Venezuela, with
its post-modern version of “people in arms”, ther@ot, in post—Cold War Latin America, a
strategic program comparable to what existed dutwegCold War, either in civil society, in
military institutions or in the political community

Increases and changes in threats raise questions taaditional forms of intervention,
military planning and, in particular, representaticf the enemy. Identification of threats to
the state or to ideology seems to be in a statm@ding crisis, despite the comeback of states
exporting ideology tinged with revolutionary messsan, such as that of Hugo Chavez in
Venezuela. This strategic vacuum has been filledasous options that are poles apart, such
as participation in international missions, poéticommitments to rebuilding the idea of
“nation” and “state” or the use of the army foripeltasks in the domain of domestic security.
(4) The post—Cold War period maximises Latin Amanistrategic heterogeneity. (5)

Studying strategic representations and practicesn@&bles a consideration
of sovereignty and territory in settings in whigbrtiers — which functioned during the 19th
and 20th centuries as isolated compartments oélsoenflict that allowed the organisation of



a monopoly of legitimate violence — are going tlglowa paradoxical process. Even as they
become a strategic priority, they are widely quesd.

Such an undertaking also explains the isomorphisthsame of the characteristics of
Latin American armed forces. In addition, it makgsossible to analyse changing tendencies
concerning the management of violence and to pe@oprospective vision of possible
evolutions, not only in armed and security forcas dso in the policies of the United States
in Latin America in relation to changes on a woiidevscale. Furthermore, it allows an
understanding of the problem of the influence ddtegic cultures (7) in the design of security
as the ideological and social values that undénkeviolent management of Latin America’s
chronic instability.

Whether we are talking about tangible demonstratmmabout representations,
such deep changes are at stake in Latin Ameridattlsanecessary to emphasise the tipping
points and the breakdowns more than the contisyiaiéhough we should be careful not to
underestimate these.

THE IMPORTANCE OF TERRITORY IN THE NATURE OF THREAT S

At several levels, differences exist not only beaweountries and regions but
also between security institutions; in Latin Amearipost—Cold War ideas about defence and
security broke down geopolitical logics that haemaistorically accepted by Latin American
armed forces. These ideas also provoked a partiainfdll of one component of their
traditional strategic representations: This geajoali determinism explained post-colonial
conflicts as being due to historical influences smdisputes about power and territory.

Even when a conflict expresses a traditional subnagd polarity in the form of a
confrontation between states, as in the case dfeldriColombia and Chavez’'s Venezuela, it
is more in relation to the problems of the posteCWlar period than a logic of territory
established on historical relationships betweengvamd space or territorial distribution. This
does not imply, however, the negation of the iaédimension of regional competition
or the weight of the territory in the imaginairdleotif.

In Latin America, since the formation of post-cakdrstates, “neighbourhood
Geography” has strongly influenced decision makimgrritorial conflicts were the most
visible forms of contesting state sovereigntiesrré€ntly, in many countries, struggles for
influence over territories are developing regarslle$ ideologies and are reappearing in
different situations. However, and it is a Latin Ancan paradox, if conflicts between states
over boundaries are relatively frequent, wars betwatates are relatively (8) rare.

Thus, we are facing a new vision of relationshijpkihg territory and security, a
vision that shocks traditional strategic repres@mia based on territorial proximity and
affects the more general idea of “border areasratsito be defended”.(9)

The three geo-strategical logics of conflict — faly maritime and territorial — that
established representations of territorial proxynmave been dislocated. Changes are shown
through a decrease in the orthodox adherence tdréadist theory” (10) of international
relations and to geopolitical concepts that charag=d an important part of Latin American
military thought. In the post-bipolar world, strgie representations have developed in which
neither ideological conflict nor regional war isthe centre of military-planning concerns.



The main changes are the end of the presence efnakt“historic” adversaries and the
alteration of the nature of enemies, meaning tinaatts no longer are associated with a state.

Although the lack of homogenous strategy is stitharacteristic of Latin America, a
few problems with common strategic value can beedimkd. This does not imply
considering the army as a uniform entity: Differemcexist between different armies and
inside the institution itself.

Latin American armies developed from people’s masitthat formed during the wars
of independence. This particular history, whichlirked to the idea of liberation and
emancipation, gave armies a long-standing legitymdan Latin America, the fight for
independence, civil wars and the conquest of teres modelled the nation in its most literal
sense, armies having had a central role in thaeitiefa of state limits and the establishment
of collective identity. In the nineteenth centurggular armies had two important functions:
1) to be used as a factor of national unity, rewifay official centralisation with the
elimination of provincial caudillos; and 2) to irrporate territories through exploration and
conquest, sometimes resulting in the eliminationnafive populations. A third function,
inherited from the old colonial order, was to gudea the balance of power with
neighbouring states.

However, another function was added to these toadit functions (defending
national borders and guaranteeing political sogetg): that of preserving internal order.
Based on political, social and geographical in$tgbiarmies became the guardian of the
social order, the protector of borders and the ptemof collective identity. During the Cold
War, Latin American armed forces thought and aotedrms of power interest, according to
the ideas of H. Morgenthau. (11) With some sligiftecences, they almost all shared
traditional “Realist Theory” principles: a pessitigsvision of human nature, the idea of the
state as an autonomous unitary actor, anarchy e®rianising principle in international
relations, subordination of moral to national ietdy perception of war as an endemic element
of politics, primacy of the state and national iglyrconceived as universal in time and space,
war as a trans-historic phenomenon and the neearfoed forces to face the traditional
dilemma of security.

Within the framework of the realist paradigm, treddmce of power notion structures
foreign-policy construction. By hoping to act irethational interest, armies have thought of
politics as a “zero sum game”. Any action by onatestwas perceived as detrimental to
another. For Latin American armies, what was reailgtake in state relationships was power
and rivalry. Balance of power sustained peace uttfsAmerica from the second half of
the 19th century on, and the consolidation of #ystem is one explanation for the low
incidence of warfare among South American states.

The issue of territory must be considered withmfilamework of geopolitical
thought that developed as a “science”, which wast@blish appropriate laws of the space for
judging the rights of states to specific territerieThroughout the twentieth century,
geopolitical intentions were an essential elementhie strategic representations of Latin
American armies, mainly in Brazil, Chile and Argeat

Latin American geopolitics is the direct heir tastideology of conquest,
which was born at the end of the nineteenth cendmq created important stereotypes that
spread to political communities. This ideology egesel at the same time as European



imperial expansion and the rise of science and mmomhelustry, and geopoliticians could be
found in Latin American military academies who weogvinced by the scientific reasoning
of German geopoliticians. (12) It is not surprisirtigerefore, that in this area, geopolitics
continued to be used during the second half ofweatieth century as it was at the beginning
of the century.(13) By contrast the post—Cold Wariqd has seen the weakening of the
effects of traditional forms of geopolitical contieps.

On the other hand, the importance given to tewritoy the armed forces cannot be
separated from Clausewitz’s (14) ideas considetangtory as an essential factor of war,
together with population. Latin American armed &wcdefined the concept of territorial
defence centred on a very narrow idea of genetatdast. This representation of territorial
sovereignty led to an absolute “sanctuarisatiorthefdefended object. This logic would be
driven to its paroxysm by the Argentinian and Bliami nuclear programmes, which
represented attempts to sanctuarise their teegdhrough nuclear deterrence.

Directly inherited from Spanish-Lusitanian confidn the La Plata region, relations
between Argentina and Brazil were based on mutustrust and competition to establish
hegemony in the Southern Cone. Their rivalry tobk shape of a low-intensity war of
prestige, during which true conflict never seemedbé a credible proposition. The real
territorial conflicts could not be compared withosie of other regions. Thus, unlike other
hegemonic arguments, Argentinian-Brazilian rivadiiyl not imply a constant risk of war
between the different states of the region; rattieere was a shared determination of both
countries to consider the region as a secondaategic place. In Latin America, “hereditary
enemies” never developed hostility based on ethialigious or cultural criteria. Rivalry was
the result of traditional conflict between natidates inherent to a particular conception
of the search for regional hegemony. It was aboutnal rivalry between regional powers and
a result of “neighbourhood logic”. Thus, ArgentimiBrazilian rivalry was closer to the
Franco-German conflicts of the nineteenth and fiedf of the twentieth century than to the
Indo-Pakistani conflict. (15)

These rivalries and their consequences — paraattitades and sentimental overloads
— have justified arms races between South Americamntries. However, arms races,
impossible to divide of corporatist interest, hav@ver had the importance of other zones.
These races, even the nuclear ones, did not astiestitserious threat to safety and regional
stability.

This perception of the nature of threats did nsapgpear with the rise, during the
second half of the twentieth century, of the otle@mponent of traditional strategic
representation: the “ideological threat” and itsotlary, the “enemy within”. Throughout the
Cold War, subregional polarities (Argentina-BraZtgentina-Chile, Chile-Bolivia, Chile-
Peru, Peru-Ecuador, Venezuela-Colombia) accompamiexhal war and social-control
practices.

The geopolitical and strategic representations hef iLatin American nations are,
essentially, terrestrial. Land oriented, this reprgation is a result of the adaptation of the
European paradigm of strategic interaction with tleghbouring state. However, Latin
America has developed a heterodoxical conceptiomatibnal neighbourhood, in which the
“neighbourhood logic” is modified by the ideologichmension of the impact of threats and
by the presence of foreign forces. Since coloriaks, the Latin American evolution of
territory has been deeply affected by worldwidaedeaots.



Since the second half of the twentieth century,dd&urity and defence policies have
had a strong influence on the Latin American cotioapof regional security. The presence of
the United States in the hemisphere has meant pariamt transformation of the European
paradigm of strategic interaction between neighingustates as a result of the post-colonial
order.

The United States was decisive in constituting‘itheological threat”, as expressed in
the Doctrines of National Security (DSN) and its\@equence, “ideological borders”. Since
the 1940s, through its hegemony, the continentakdsion of security action has developed
in the name of defence of the West, expressedreetinstitutions: OAS (Organization of
American States), JID (Inter-American Defense Cdumnd TIAR (Inter-American Treaty
of Reciprocal Assistance). Since the 1950s, theddrfstates has made permanent appeals to
the hemisphere to support the fight againt “comremmii

A certain form of “Bolivarism” was at the basistbe call by the United States for the
fight against communism and “subversion”. During tB@old War, the multiplication of
military advisers, permanent contacts between a;noit exercises, and the training of local
armies all hightlight not only the importance oétbnited States in the security policies of
the subcontinent but also its continental dimensibne Inter-American Defense Board,
training courses with the Inter-American Defensellége and biannual conferences of
American armies established a tradition of dialogmel collaboration between the armed
forces.

The agreements that, during the Cold War, instittite bases of the regional security
system that underlines the objectives and consegseaf the reinforcement of the inter-
American system of security aimed to integrate L.&merican armies in the US strategic
device, starting from the definition of the comnsirthreat. This has had consequences on the
strategic cultures of Latin American militaries.

The strategic culture of Latin American elites tdokm in the nineteenth

century with the formation of the post-colonialtstaThe emergence of the USSR and even
more so the continuation of the Second World Warwell as the appearance of several
populist protest movements, introduced major chang this culture. The increase in the
exogenic influences on the development of theeggratrepresentations of the armed forces is
the most important demonstration of that. For thee of Latin America, the United States
has had a central role in the formulation of ségupblicies since the second half of the
twentieth century. The influence of the French tail also should be considered, especially
at the operational level and very particularly he tArgentinian case. Nevertheless, the
postcolonial past (nineteenth century to the begmmf the twentieth century) is a present
past and thus operational in Latin America.

Since the 1950s, Latin American armies have dedesnte identified threats according
to transnational strategic representations. Indésely have developed a vision of security
closely related to the hegemonic representatiotisiwihe international system, the result of
which was the passage of the DSN. Thus, underdhemand of Ongania in the 1960s, the
Argentinian army favoured an alliance with the Blfam army, whose objective was to form
the core of an inter-American force to fight agaissbversion. In the 1970s, the “Condor
Plan” (16) fell under this logic.



This change corresponds, on one hand, with a nesnettional situation characterised
by the entry of Latin America into the Cold War lwihe Cuban question (1959) and with the
redefinition of the threats established by the ebhiStates. On the other hand, it corresponds
with national situations characterised by the aomoy of the army compared to the civil
capacity and by the emergence of new politico-$oa@ors like the populists. In the
Argentinian case, emphasis must be placed on tleeofothe passage of the Doctrines of
National Defense, which centred on the territothaleat within the DNS, which, in turn,
centred on the ideological threat in the attemptaanter the effects of Peronism in the
society and the army after the 1955 coup d'étd). (1

However, the competition of “neighbourhood logis a fact that could not be
eliminated, either by the continentalisation of #imened forces or by the influence of the
United States, via the DNS. US hegemony has beelevant in explaining the prospects of
war and peace between states in Latin Americalamtlhited States has played a limited role
as an intermediary. (18) Although US occupatioNmfragua in the early twentieth century
may have temporarily stopped wars in Central Anagerit did not settle the underlying
conflicts. (19) The second half of the century wgsed important conflicts related to
territories: Honduras—El Salvador (1969), Argenti@hile (1978), Guatemala—Belize (1981),
Argentina—United Kingdom (1982) and Peru—Ecuad6gg).

The will of the area’s authoritarian regimes toabfsh military alliances to fight
against international communism and communist sgrations of the international system
did not prevent traditional rivalries. Dominatiomdamistrust were at the centre of these
strategic representations, since the principaloregi actors, under this logic, conceived of
themselvesas being beyond ideological and cultlealvages.

The similar perception of the domestic and inteamatl order held by the military
regimes of the 1970s, however, did not hide a nmiguspicion at either the bilateral or the
subregional level. Despite moments of ideologicatlerstanding between these military
governments, mistrust toward their neighbourindestaontinued, and even increased. The
conflict between Videla’s Argentina and Pinochékile in 1978 illustrates this. Their joint
action internationally did not preclude them fromirg wary of neighbouring states’ armies
and did not make it possible for them to avoid Gonét the regional level.

In Latin America, any strategic analysis must cdesithe contradictions between the
fact that under US influence the dynamics of ségumi the Southern Cone have been largely
regionalised since the Second World War and thetfet the regional balance of power and
the fight for hegemony constituted a priority fagrtain countries of the area, particularly
between Brazil and Argentina from the 1940s uhtl 1980s.

A MAJOR STRATEGIC MODIFICATION

A period of strategic uncertainty has begun duthéoloss of the traditional image, or
perception, of the enemy. In the post—Cold Warqukrdebates on security issues focus on
the new concept of safeguarding interests, which oa longer be conceived as the
“traditional” defence of a country’s borders orritry. It has entailed a major modification in
the conception of sovereignty that had charactetfise region. This new representation of
the world is gradually imposing itself and changitite traditional attachment to the
protection of territory in its traditional form. dditional military threats (territorial
aggressions and dominations, power rivalries, fan@tion of biological, chemical and



nuclear weapons) are either not included in militatatements or subordinated to new
strategic concerns.

Concern about increased military capacities has esused on Chile only since the
mid-1990s. Bolivia and Peru have repeatedly acc@ate of promoting an arms race, a
consequence of the end of the US ban on arms saleatin America, known as the
Humphrey-Kennedy Act. At the beginning of the twetlt century, the concern also focuses
on Venezuela, although the portion of GDP dedictdedilitary expenditures remains low
in this country. Arguing that they are renewing abse military equipment, Chile and
Venezuela have become the main arms buyers in Raiarica. However, the type of arms
bought in each case illustrates a deep strategibaiween the two nations. While Chile has
opted for the most technologically advanced weapdasezuela has acquired material that it
will use mainly to arm a significant proportion it§ own population. The United States has
expressed concern about Venezuela buying its aromm Russia — mostly Kalashnikov
assault rifles — because it suspects that Chavezhasinelling the guns to Colombian
guerrillas. The United States and Colombia havé lsbiown concern over the purchase of
weapons by the Chavez Administration. (20)

However, Latin American armies have not built a nkmeat as important
as that of communism. For the states that makéepdost—Cold War inter-American system,
the principal threats to the democratic governmangsdrug-trafficking and organized-crime
activities, terrorism and political and social adstity. (21)

Clearly, the problem of the alteration of the sdgusystem is settled. The OAS
General Assembly in Santiago de Chile (June 19@ffer considering the issue of
hemispheric security co-operation, continued witcldrations of defending democracy,
mechanisms of collective security and arms con&ndl limitation of weapons of mass
destruction (22); this assembly set up the foundator the construction of a co-operative
security system. In October 1991, at the Inter-Aocagr Defense College in Washington, DC,
the chief of staff of the Argentinian navy, J. Fegfrin the context of a strong connection
between the Argentinian and US governments, maiethaihat the old theory of strategic
planning based on a war with a determined enemybkadme unrealistic and that a military
capacity without determinism, or pre-establisheeneies, was needed. During the nineteenth
American Army Conference in Washington, DC (Novemb891), the General Secretary
declared that as far as Latin American armies wereerned, the challenges were political
violence, drug trafficking and the economic andiaoconditions of the region. He hardly
mentioned the traditional missions of armies. (23)

The modification of the collective security systeonceived during the Cold War was
a central question in the Pan-American strategmatieof the 1990s. This system, of which
the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assista(iEAR) was the most obvious expression,
was designed to address extra-continental, traditithreats coming from a state having a
territorial character.

In South American states during the 1990s, the eeoyl to think in terms of
traditional military power to protect territory lommomentum. This resulted not only in the
traditional conflict hypothesis becoming out-ofelabut also in the beginning of a
predisposition to co-operation on military questiod growing confidence in the regional
security scheme had led to the disappearance oftr#ukitional fear of the threatening
neighbouring state. This transformation of theessatelationship to territory and region is
highly significant. Since the 1980s, a new modall@felopment, economic liberalisation and
regional integration has significantly modifiedritaries in Latin America.



MERCOSUR (Southern Common Market) has changediogkdtips and transformed
the nature of conflicts. The construction of arerstate peace zone is a major strategic fact.
Integration has deeply affected the old logic @& threatening state. This transformation in
strategic representations must be understoodatioalto the construction of a South
American peace area among states. To do so, iedsssary to consider the process of
democratisation and the recovery of civilian cohtreer the military, especially regarding
defence policy, which was historically denied tail@ns.

In the early 1990s, conflict perceptions were infed by geo-economics. Rivalries of
an economic order in particular appeared in then@eoc and communication policies of
MERCOSUR. Thus, Brazil's will to drive the econoniiows of MERCOSUR through the
economic pole formed by Rio Grande do Sul and S@&aarina (especially Porto Alegre
harbour) appears like an update of geopoliticahgiples. In the 1930s, Mr. Travasos, an
important Brazilian geopolitics specialist, suppdrthe idea of ending the natural attraction
that the Rio de la Plata exerted on the Mediteaaneountries. He explained that Brazil
should do so by attracting Bolivia and Paraguayth® Brazilian harbours. The Santos-
Corumba-Santa Cruz de la Sierra railroad is theltre$this strategic thought.

The nature of national armies and security fortles threats and the regional security
system were all redefined by the MERCOSUR integrafirocess. Since the end of the Cold
War, security dynamics have been considerably nadjged. (24) However, despite the
weakening of this geopolitical determinism (whickpkins conflicts by the influence of
history and by rivalries over power and territoig@curity is still fundamentally conceived
according to a national view. Latin American miljtanstitutions are aware that the post—
Cold War era is a historical break from the pasie €onsequence of this change is the search
for a new strategic doctrine to fill the void I&fy the DSN. However, in accordance with the
realist tradition, the state is still considered fandamental actor in international relations.
Latin American military institutions continue tollimw the Hegelian idea that the highest duty
of the state is its own preservation. (25)

These strategic alterations have been insertedhetinternational system, despite the
tendency, observed since the Cold War, of terrjtoryts traditional form, to lose importance
in conflicts between states. (26) The concept ofteey underwent important modifications
with the transformation of the historical relatibs between power and space. (27)
Currently, the territorial reference to sovereigistyninor. The representation of space is freed
from the physical borders suitable for traditiogabpolitics, and the concept of territory has
widened because of technological transformatiorts lmmman behaviour. Paradoxically, this
reduction of the strategic relevance of territoogsl not imply the same for borders. The Latin
American border areas remain a zone of geopolifieelon and tension. Thus, the recovery
of the strategic importance of the borders camh thi¢ end of the Cold War.

By the end of twentieth century, the most seriomsngary disputes in South America,
the result of colonial legacies (Argentina and €hiEcuador and Peru), were definitively
settled. Only four territorial, non-maritime, clasd disputes still remain active today. Three
are decolonisation issues that are consequenceBriti$h colonial policies after Latin
American independence: between Argentina and theetdKingdom, between Venezuela
and Guyana and between Guatemala and Belize. Tiee istan irredentist issue mixed with
the problems related to neo-liberalism: BoliviaEsasch for an outlet to the Pacific Ocean.



However, at the same time, the post—Cold War eva tb@ re-emergence of a series of
disputes and the emergence of new controversigeiGaribbean and the Andes. (28)

In Latin America at the beginning of the twentysfircentury, the resurgence of
sovereignty conflicts cannot be explained simply thg residual weight of territory in
collective representations or because stateshatié not dealt with their colonial legacy. The
resurgence of conflicts must be explained in retato the crucial question of the control of
“flows” and “stocks”, whether legal (oil, gas, wateninerals) or illegal (drugs, smuggling,
migrants, etc.).

Thus, the conflicts in the Caribbean region must dxamined in light of the
controversies and rivalries involving resourcesetlier “real” or “imagined”. These are the
result of a 1982 revision in the international riare law (United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Seas) that extended maritime jurisdictiand the development of new
technologies to exploit marine and seabed resouities appearance of the autonomist
movement in the Zulia region of Venezuela or in Badivian Oriente must be studied as part
of the debate about the appropriation and useeoptbfits derived from oil and gas.

Bolivia has become the paradigm not only of thatrehship between conflict and
sovereignty on resources but also of the return setessionism, irredentism and
annexationism. However, the Oriente region’s apfahutonomy carries much more weight
than the claim by a minority of Oriente dwellersliecome part of Brazil or Argentinian
fundamentalists’ nationalist claims for the Targeovince or the claim by a minority of
Peruvians for the Pando province. In Bolivia, esghtat have occurred since April 2000 have
renewed tensions between integration and dividiahthe danger of fragmentation cannot be
blamed on grass-roots movements but rather onlites ef the Bolivian Orient€’, who seek
to benefit from the economic possibilities of gas.

In fact, opposition to liquefied petroleum gas etpdrom Bolivia to the United States
through a Chilean harbour was a central elemerthénpopular upheaval that led to the
resignation of President Sanchez de Lozada in 2ZDMi8.problem has since resurfaced on the
diplomatic agenda and brought back a fundamensaieiof South American geopolitics:
Bolivia’s sea access. But, far from the traditiotatitorial claim, this question is based on a
sovereignty demand for the control of the expl@tabf nonrenewable natural resources.

The reference to Chile should be understood incthr@ext of the most traditional
residual character of nationalism. The Boliviangiti&hilean feeling can be better
appreciated in light of the rumours about the saiiion of Chilean mercenaries for civil
murders by the government of Sanchez de Lozada.eMenythe present conflict must be
understood not only through the collective memdrthe Pacific War and the loss of territory
in 1883 but also in the context of the resistarcehe depredation of national resources,
which are exploited by transnational firms. Thisiggle is part of a conception of sovereignty
that runs deeper than that based on territoriéinelaThe purpose of the popular uprising was
to prevent gas from taking the same route as silviérate and tin. It is not a question of
principles against natural resource exports, liheraa refusal of the detrimental conditions
of natural resource negotiations that have damaigedolivian state and its citizens. The
importance of the Bolivian movement lies in thetfd@at the marginal sectors of its society,
and some sectors of the armed forces, have beadiyeatvare of the need to recover their
expropriated natural resources.



It does not seem likely that a context of spillagoconflicts between states will lead
to a regional war, yet the fear of this occurrisgstill felt in the region. Since the 1990s,
Colombia has been the most obvious example of lithe context of “Plan Colombia”, the
bordering countries have shown their preoccupatith the permeability of borders. The
border is a central component of a conflict thade§ined by the increased autonomy of non-
state actors compared to their heterogeneity, théra@ of illegal “flows” and “stocks” and a
high degree of intervention by the hegemonic potter United States.

The concern of the governments of the countriesldrarg Colombia has increased
due to the expansion of the armed struggle, iniquéar, toward the Amazon basin. Brazil,
Peru and Venezuela have indicated that the milimyponent of “Plan Colombia” will
affect the whole Amazon region, specifically, imms of expulsion toward their borders of
narcos and guerrillas, migrant populations, actmngsaramilitary organisations, expansion of
illicit crops, pollution, and so forth.

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, arospective view illustrates the
dimension that borders have taken in Colombia’ati@hship with its neighbouring states.
The constant incursions of the Colombian militantoi Ecuadorian territory to pursue
guerrillas have caused a deteriorating relationbkigveen the two countries. Panama also has
increased the deployment of its security forcebdg no military institution) along its border
with Colombia. To the activities of the FARC — Ft@V — and the paramilitaries must be
added two other issues: organised crime (kidnappmdy drugs, illegal migrants and arms
trafficking) and a humanitarian problem with Colaarb refugees in the Darién region. The
Panamanian government and the United States perbett these issues as threats.

Brazil has beefed up security on its border witHo@tbia, a priority of the United
States, by launching the Calha Norte plan in otdgurevent border crossings by guerrillas
and drug traffickers. The Brazilian military is eged in the fight against organised crime
and increasingly views the drug trade as a natisealrity issue. However, the Brazilian
Minister of Defence, J. Viegas Filho, has said thatgovernment will not modify the
constitution to accommodate US policy. (29)

Venezuela is of particular importance in this scenaolombia, the main ally of the
United States in the area, plays a central rolhénUS policy of containing the “Bolivarian
Republic”. In March 2006, US President George WslBproposed that US aid should be
used against all “threats to Colombian nationalusg¢.(30) The murder of Venezuelan
soldiers (which Colombia has blamed on guerrillad ¥ienezuela on the paramilitary) and
the capture of the FARC leader R. Granda are djreelated to the question of sovereignty
and the permeability of borders. Venezuelan Presiddugo Chavez has accused the
Colombian government of violating his nation’s i@mial sovereignty with American
support. The Colombian military and the Uribe gowveent have accused Venezuela of not
fighting international terrorism. Chavez, howewansiders the FARC neither a threat to his
government nor a terrorist organisation.

In the post—-Cold War period, traditional conflicgpotheses that are bound to the
territorial ambitions of a country, for example paxsionism, are depreciated. Therefore, the
threat to territory no longer appears to be thailtesf national power and the military
struggling for territorial possession, but rathee tonsequence of either weakened sovereign
control, the deficit of the capacity of imperium tre loss of the national monopoly on



violence in border regions, which enables the dgakent of menacing entities (criminal
organisations, subversive movements) and interoisti policies.

Thus, post—Cold War conflict in relation to territas not borne by the power of the
states but by their weakness or their so-calledkmess. Latin American states have been
profoundly transformed, debilitated by neo-libesalis ideological framework. The
modification of the nation-state concept disposhdrontier under an absolute control is one
characteristic of the global world. (31) At the ipery, the state has difficulty mastering the
decisive flows of the global economy (informaticapital, population). (32)

The principle of the intangibility of borders remaistrong, the respect of political
sovereignty is universal and the refusal of teni@dnvasion is unanimous; thus, in the global
disorder, borders are profoundly affected. Natidmaters will be more permeable than in the
past. (33) Although the internal sovereignty pnoheiis put into perspective by globalisation,
the state continues to have both authority anditegcy at the international level: States have
armed forces, conduct diplomacy, negotiate agretmenake war, control international
organisations and influence production and business

The absence, real or presumed, of effective sayeeiallows the development of a
dangerous entity as it permits the intromissionhegiemony. The new conception of the
border and its revalorisation at the strategicllevest be related not only to the character of
post—Cold War threats but also to the new secwigjon prevailing in the international
system. This vision cannot be separated from U&egjic representations, which emphasise
the global character of risks and security mechmasisThey confirm that the defence of
sovereignty will no longer be limited to the prdien of borders and territory. Armies must
have a regional view on the protection of each tyuand work together to defend
sovereignty with a regional conscience and anmnatigsnal solidarity.

As far as the United States is concerned, traremaltithreats respect neither
geographical nor moral boundaries and are commdrrequire collective action. In March
2003, the chief of the US Southern Command saittiieathreat to countries in the region
does not come from the military force of an adjaaegighbour or from a foreign invading
power. Rather, “today’s foe is the terrorist, tharao-trafficker, the arms trafficker, the
document forger, the international crime boss, #m money launderer”. (34) In 2005,
General Craddock of the US Southern Command stigksestrategic priorities of the United
States in the region: the construction of a co-ajpex security community, populism as a
threat to Latin American states, the existenceslainhic radical groups that take part in illegal
activities, support for the Colombian governmenitsfight against armed groups and the
influence of China in the Americas. (35) In a 20@&eting of Latin American armies in
Montevideo, General Craddock supported the view @ahthough the world had changed and
“new threats” exist today, the regions’ armies waractured according to the conflicts of the
last century. (36)

In the post—Cold War period, the security and defepolicy goals for the region
promoted by the United States are closely relatedransnational concepts that tend to
subordinate national sovereignties to global irgsteThis idea is based on a group of
founding principles for “global civilisation” thatwere inspired by Anglo-Saxon
representations that do not match the preceptsatif American regional political culture.



THE GEO-STRATEGIC VISION OF THE REGIONAL CONTINUUM

Latin America, post—Cold War, appears to be of nmalgstrategic concern
to the United States because there is seen tdtleerisk of the region becoming involved in
global tensions. In comparative terms, the areaveag low levels of military expenditures.
Nevertheless, although the priorities of the Bushmiistration suggest the opposite, Latin
America is a key space in the geo-strategic exparetcording to US norms and interests.
The region has always been considered of interngshdo United States and, since the Cold
War, has become a source of energy flows for thé&ednStates, Europe and Asia, a
significant market and a troubled territory (slightegitimised powers, drug production and
other trafficking, permanent political and soci@kigings). The region has had access to the
usual stabilisation and integration instruments/gte investment, regional collaboration
and bilateral co-operation), while US policy for tika America has been based on the
revitalisation of the OAS and the diplomacy of hgpherical summits.

The US strategy for Latin America is based on e®-gtrategic view of a regional
continuum that can be incorporated into globalisaty the “enlargement” carried on by the
Clinton Administration in the 1990s. The policy ‘@hlargement’ is significantly different
from the Cold War policy of ‘containment’, whichr¢placed; the goal of this new policy is
sustained expansion of the market economy and gepiative democracy, as opposed to a
planned economy. (37) The two projects that expEspolicy in Latin America — the Free
Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) and the CoopeeatHemispherical Security — were
developed during the Clinton Administration at tfisst Hemispherical Summit of the
Americas in Miami (December 1994) and at the filseting of Ministers of Defense of the
Continent in Williamsburg, Virginia (July 1995).

However, this regionalising of globalisation, foxaeple, the FTAA and NAFTA
(North American Free Trade Agreement), does nat tato account the difference between
developed and underdeveloped countries and it uirest the notion of North-South
geography. In this context, geographical contindgibes not have any importance at all, a
point of view that comes from the Anglo-Saxon ttadi of spreading one model of
production and consumption throughout the world.ekample of this might be the Chilean
demand for participation in NAFTA.

Since World War Il, the United States has attemptedpread its production and
mass-consumption model if not to the whole wortdeast to its main partners, (38) by trying
to create an extended open market, while developingtwork of free-trade agreements. To
meet this objective, a number of actions must kertaincluding economic reform, breaking
down trade barriers, liberalisation of trade andestment flows, elimination of public
industrial policies and the creation of a vastfiregle market by private sectors.

After the Miami Summit of 1994, the Clinton Admitrgtion supported the FTAA, an
idea developed by the previous Bush Administratioler the name of “Initiative for the
Americas” that was based on trade liberalisatioh iwestment growth toward a free-trade
zone. This idea has been supported by the presesit Bdministration; in 2005, at the Mar
del Plata Summit, administration officials reviveélde subject, despite resistance from
MERCOSUR and Venezuela. In addition, during 200452Qhe original version of the
FTAA was sternly refused by Argentina, Brazil andnézuela and had to be modified in
order to obtain an agreement. The failure of thé&/ATed to bilateral free-trade negotiations
between the United States and countries such a1, Peru and Ecuador.



As strategic projects, both NAFTA and the FTAA amars of the Monroe Doctrine.
Geopolitically, the FTAA conforms to the US traditi that aims to prevent other great
powers, such as the EU or China, from interfermd.atin America.39 Clearly, the United
States has resolved to secure an enclosed arefiuginice in order to limit interaction with
extra-regional firms and countries. By resistingremmic penetration in the region, it seeks to
exclude peer competitors. The FTAA is a way to ease its commercial presence and
reconstitute a captive market by widening investisiefhis happened during the 1990s, when
European capital had a significant presence imLAtherican privatised firms.

The second aim of the US tradition encompassedhbyRTTA is to prevent the
formation of a South American counter-hegemonickld his means avoiding the creation or
consolidation of a relatively autonomous area amassming regional economic-integration
initiatives (MERCOSUR, the Andean Community of Nag) or concerted political planning
(Rio Group) in which the United States does nottipgate directly. In this context,
MERCOSUR'’s disintegration under NAFTA is essenti#htil the Summit of the Americas,
MERCOSUR had occupied an irrelevant place on the Ild6 of priorities because
Washington was focused on other problems in otegions. For this reason, MERCOSUR
could be consolidated without external pressure.

Constructing a free-trade hemispheric zone means tocthe United States than just
eliminating internal customs tariffs that still peot large productive sectors in Latin America.
The institutional advance toward the continent’sreemic integration is not enough. State
intervention in the economy and in the nationaldecs appears as a limit to economic
development. The exploitation of resources is edraut by private actors that can no longer
be limited by territorial or political pressureshd breakdown of trade barriers must be
followed by a physical intercommunication betwekea tountries of America. This physical
interconnection requires a redrawing of the whaetinent's communication system, based
on the creation of corridors to allow a transpatwork. With such infrastructural integration,
states not only compromise their territorial soigmgy but also their identity. The risk of this
transnational project could be a partial dissolutvd nation-states. The best-known project of
transport lines between the Atlantic and the Paeifid between North and South America is
the “Puebla-Panama Plan” through the Tehuanteplenils and Chiapas.

In US representations, the process of intercomnatioic between South and North
America seems impossible because of the inabifitgoone states to guarantee security on
their own territory. The implementation of the FTA&r of any free-trade project, not only
implies the elimination of physical obstacles bisbaof political, social and military ones to
delay the establishment of a free-trade zone. Timgted States needs to face these
“disorders”. At the end of the twentieth centuryS olicies for the region illustrate the
Monroe Doctrine corollary: Teddy Roosevelt’'s bigclst legitimised by an idealistic
interventionism a la Wilson.

TRADE AND SECURITY: NIHIL NOVI SUB SOLE ?

The market economy and liberal democracy constifugebasic elements of the US
representation of the world. They make up the a%é&$S foreign affairs and are components
of its national security strategy; they go beyohd Republican-Democrat divide. The US
macro-strategy for the region combines trade witltary actions. After the Cold War, with
the transformation of the conflict and the concegtpower, the United States re-adopted a



traditional definition of national security. This & classic geopolitical Pan-Americanist view,
inspired by A. Mahan, in which the main idea is tomenbination of international trade with
armed forces. (40) However, the United States ats@ntuated a characteristic of the Cold
War: the continentalisation of security.

The conditions for a military offensive strateggcarding to the expansion of liberal
democracy and the market economy, were alreadgdethen George W. Bush was elected
US president. Former president Bill Clinton had hesitated to state that trade was a priority
for America’s security, declaring that US econoramd security interests were inextricably
tied. (41) After the 30th Conference of America’su@cil in Washington, DC (May 2000),
Clinton asked the Latin American countries to suppBlan Colombia” and to establish a
close relationship between regional security, winatl been upset by the Colombian conflict,
and the effort to create a free-trade zone.

Since the beginning of the 1990s, the war againgisihas been related to free trade.
The threat of “narco-terrorism” is a key elementtloé US strategic device in the Andean
region. It was within this framework that the figish Administration had set up ‘the Andean
Initiative’, whereby military aid granted to the d@an countries was accompanied by trade
agreements. Behind its name, which is more traui security-oriented, the Andean Trade
Preferential Act (ATPA) hid more military than eaonic aspirations. The agreement,
renewable annually depending on the level of caatmm of the states involved in the war on
drugs, is aimed at the substitution of coca crapsder to limit the production of cocaine and
its traffic. (42) More than a free-trade agreemantacted as a unilateral commercial-
preference agreement that allowed products fromeAndcountries to enter the US market
thanks to preferential customs rates. (43) Follgwihe expiry of the first agreement in
December 2001, a new one was signed in Novembe. Z0e new denomination, Andean
Trade Preferential Drug Eradication Act, betrays pnmacy of Mars on Mercury. In the new
agreement, the substitution of the coca-leaf cispeplaced by the forced eradication of
these crops. It also includes support for “PlanoBddia” and the possible installation of US
bases in the area.

In 2005, during the visit of US Secretary of Deferi3onald Rumsfeld to Peru,
President Toledo maintained that the fight agaimsttraffic in drugs was to be accompanied
by the support of the US Congress for the Free &ragreement. Toledo and Rumsfeld
stressed their commitment to fight the drug trade @rrorism together, while Rumsfeld said
that Peru was a leader in the area in the fighinagéterror” and Toledo connected the FTA
with the substitution of coca crops. Peruvian poéns, who underlined Peru’s lack of
resources to battle the drug trade, asked thdttited States work out a “Plan Peru”, and the
Peruvian Prime Minister underscored the need fgistecal support, stressing that the
assistance received by Peru is very weak comparédat given to Colombia. Rumsfeld’s
visit was accompanied by a debate on immunity f8rttbops as a condition for signing the
FTA with Peru. Thus, the relationship between gaplly, economy and security still seems
to determine US geopolitical expansion. The tratisnal representation of Latin American
territory is based on three subsystems, Central risaeCaribbean, Andean—Amazonian
zone, South America, that must be integrated io@ance with the ideology of enlargement
and globalisation. In terms of geopolitics, the a&nAmerica—Caribbean subsystem is the
principal zone of interest for the United Statedids always been considered a border area;
historically, the region has been thought of as malfanist” type of geopolitical
representation. It was central to the US expansiqgaalicy that related to the need to make its



borders safe and guarantee its economic intertbs&s;orollary of which was the policy of
occupation and protectorate. In the 1930s, the d3deighbor” policy of Franklin Roosevelt
was a relative exception. (44)

Currently, illegal migration, drug trafficking, cmgised crime and a strong Latin
American lobby in the United States are the reasdmg Mexico, Central America and the
Caribbean play such an important role in US doroesssues. (45) There is an intense
relationship between the economic interests ofcthentries of these regions and the United
States, and their economies are completely origotgdrd the US market.

As a direct consequence of NAFTA, the Mexico—USdeorhas been opened to the
exchange of goods that are difficult to controlthet same time, this fortified border works as
a barrier to migrants. Thus, Mexican migrants aptknside their country, working in the
maquiladora system, in which delocalised US indestrprofit from the comparative
advantages of cheap labour and competitive pri€bs. reconfiguration of this economic-
security space may foreshadow a second line of iaaguas that would enable the control of
migrant movements from Andean and Central Amergzamtries.

In late 1980, in its fight against drug traffickinthe United States widened the
traditional “Mediterranean” area toward the AndBg.the end of the twentieth century, its
fight against narco-terrorism had led it to enlaitgearea of influence toward the Southern
Cone. The transnational dimension of the US strategpresentation is observed in the
Andean-Amazonian case, viewed as an area that tiddimmled into traditional national
territories. The US representation of this zonkased on a geopolitically unified description
of the Amazonian Andes, which is, geographicallye theart of Latin America. This
dimension is at the centre of the new military @esfture in Latin America. The change of
name from “Plan Colombia” to “Andean Regional laitve” (ARI) in March 2001 reveals the
transnational character of regional conflict repraations in the current Bush Administration.

With this change of denomination, we are facing gijommodification in the use of
force: from a struggle against narcos and guesrilleat threatened the security of only one
state to a regional project that focused on théipation of the whole region and is becoming
a global and cross-border conflict. As far as timitédl States was concerned, the capacity of
the armed forces of the Andean countries was cersaditly reduced in the 1990s.

The importance of the area cannot be dissociateoh fthe regional geopolitical
transformations. The main loci of instability intlra America that represent a threat to US
interests were located during the 1970s in thet®&wntCone and during the 1980s in Central
America. At the end of the twentieth century, thed@dan area was the main strategic concern.

The creation of the ARI was a fundamental momenthi design of the new US
strategic thought. The Andean-Amazonian area exptisge dialectical relationship between
the regional and the global that has charactetisedction in the post—Cold War world: The
confrontation is always total in its essence bwiags regional in its manifestations.

Since the end of the 1990s, difficulties in implenmeg the policy of enlargement,
especially the economic integration aspect of #yeh strengthened the influence of the
Pentagon, the CIA (Central Intelligence Agency) atiee DEA (Drug Enforcement
Administration) in Latin America. The number of digrs sent on missions, permanent
contacts between armies, joint manoeuvres, installaof military bases and material



purchases provided evidence of the importance igh“politics” for the United States, as was
the case during the Cold War. The United States av&e again attempting to confirm its
hegemony on the continent through its military powés efforts to establish collective
defence mechanisms for multinational operationsewsrcompanied by an increase in the
number of multilateral security organisations: tréenerican Council of Defense, Committee
for Hemispherical Security, Inter-American Comneti&gainst Terrorism, biannual meetings
of the ministers of defence, meetings of headstafes and so on. This policy implies
diplomatic immunity for members of the military; sisch, the host country must renounce its
jurisdictional power to investigate possible offescand sue the US government at the
International Court of Justice. This demand hasexhidiscussions on national sovereignty,
one recent example of which is the Paraguayanafakene 2005. (46)

The United States has always defended its natiotedest by the use of force. (Its
refusal to use force in the 1930s is an exceptidhg US power of intervention in Latin
America gives a specific character to the regitthpoagh during the post—Cold War period, it
has had fewer incentives to interfere becauseeoivbakening of anti-system actors, such as
guerrillas supported by foreign states. Nevertiseldse United States is free to interfere in the
continent because there is no opposition blocdbatd refuse its actions and because of the
validity conferred by the struggle against ternorisThe different “wars” (against terrorism,
drugs, organised crime, etc.) have confirmed thedd§ of legitimate interference under the
threat of the use of force and/or economic sanstion

Through its military presence in the region, boifect and indirect, the United States
assures its influence in a zone that is vitalgoriterests. Military deployment performs a dual
role. The first is gaining access to strategicitmies such as the Amazon region in order to
control the area’s many natural resources, bothtioaal (oil, gas) (47) and hypothetic (water
and biodiversity). In 1996, at the Conference ofekitan Armies, Pentagon chief W. Perry
declared, “The region is a source of vital resosirfoe our security and our welfare”. The
second role of military deployment, which is clgsdependent on what precedes it, is the
establishment of a mechanism of control over anyement that is considered a threat to
regional security and to the establishment of e-frade zone.

THE ADMINISTRATION OF “DISORDERS”

Global action to consolidate political and econorstability, and stimulate their
development according to US interests, impliesdbetrol of movements opposed to neo-
liberalism. The strength of US military forces imtln America can be explained by the
increase in social conflicts related to the ecomopalicies of the 1990s.

The symptoms of political and social crisis in Befguador, Bolivia and Argentina,
the current situation in Colombia, and the mistafs¢¥enezuela by the United States all exert
an important impact on the US strategy of contr@rgopulations with a strong tradition of
insurrection. In the last few years, popular upgsi, with different levels of organisation and
different demands, have disrupted Latin AmericaesEhsocial movements have emphasised
the decline of political systems and regimes tlaatehlost legitimacy due to their inability to
satisfy social demands.

US security policies have targeted the differenvemoents against neoliberalism



that developed during the 1990s. According to tiseviéw, these movements are the result of
democratic reforms that did not satisfy people’ssdse Acknowledging this popular
dissatisfaction, R. Noriega, the assistant segretdr state for the Bureau of Western
Hemisphere Affairs, stated that US policies for tbgion must face up to problems such as
poverty, illiteracy and security. He also maintainhat democracy and the free market
guarantee a better quality of life in the hemisphdrd8) The failure of Latin American
countries to adapt to the enlargement of liberataeracy and the market economy is the axis
of US perception. The states of the region are emadt by fragile institutions and economic
difficulties. This concept expresses the key idé@he new US national security doctrine:
There is no mechanical relationship between povarty terrorism, but poverty, weak
institutions and political corruption make stateslnerable to terrorists and criminal
organisations.

In the post—Cold War period, some strategic isayggear as just updates. Viewing
poverty as a security question to be answered éynihitary — discussed, for example, during
the American Armies Conference in 1996 — is not.n8acurity and economic development
have been closely bound since the late 1960s. EbefRMacNamara, development was the
“essence of security”, (49) a thought that was sujgg, for example, by General O. Villega,
the secretary of the National Security Councilh&f Ongania government of Argentina.

In this context, besides the traditional threatshsas terrorism, corruption and
organised crime, an emergent threat in US repragens is defined as “radical
populism”.(50) This threat undermines the democrairocess by reducing, instead of
increasing, individual rights. According to Genekll of the Southern Command, (51) this
political tendency is carried on by some leaderse fthke advantage of the deep frustrations
owed to the democratic reform failure. By explagtitese frustrations, leaders are reinforcing
their radical positions while increasing the antiérican feeling”. He gave as examples
countries such as Venezuela, Bolivia and Haiti dlab had numerous concerns about neo-
liberal reforms. According to General Hill, the BAmerican feeling has been used to
reinforce radical leaders. He added, “we will con& to work to improve the military
capacities and professionalism of our allies, st they can maintain their own security and
fight against common transnational threats”.

The answer to this social instability, accordingHidi, is to “help allies to face these
threats and the structural factors that underlemthby cooperation”. This interpretation
illustrates the traditional distrust of the Unit&fates for popular mobilisation and mass
political involvement in Latin America. According the US representation, radical populism
undermines the democratic process by reducing icha¥ rights: Social questions are always
individual because they are seen as individual delsian the political market.

Groups opposed to neo-liberalism and the FTAA —MI&T-Sem Terra (Brazil), the
Circulos Bolivarianos (Venezuela), the Pachakukku@dor) or the MAS (Bolivia) — are
typified as radical populist movements. These mammare unified under the US political
and strategic representations for Latin Americaeyllare considered to be “new threats”,
threats that represent the reappearance of araskdeined left that has nothing to do with the
moderate and liberal left-wing Socialist Party dfil€.

Despite having a universal influence (the experent Venezuela’'s Chavez is a
model not only for other Latin American social mmants but also for different political and
social organisations), these movements do noteaspibecome universal. In contrast to the



traditional left, they have neither a unique idgglaor universal intentions; each one is
created according to its own political culture, maor less influenced by nationalism.
However, although the structures of these movenastdifferent, their centres of gravity are
close to each other in that they share the sanve @ighe national and world reality, their
national character is compatible with the developmef transnational resistance, they
promote the construction of communication netwakd transnational interactions and they
are related to the new methods of political-sogiadtests, such as the anti-globalisation
movement. The most meaningful expressions of tkeievound at the World Social Forum of
Porto Alegre. Although these movements are basddaah traditions, their worldview links
them to a worldwide movement, without losing sighhational or regional questions. They
support the idea of national identity in a revalaofary “messianism” that is adapted to the
present condition and characterised by the lackwbrldwide revolutionary project.

Those who oppose these movements attempt to dis¢hesin by accusing their
leaders of being involved in terrorism and drudficking. Apart from permanent accusations
of an understanding between Hugo Chavez and theCFédirerrillas, other hypotheses have
linked him with narcos. In 1999, General B. McCaffrhead of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP), referred to possible tiestvieen Chavez and drug dealers, this
information was subsequently denied by the US emybiasBuenos Aires. (52)

The US ambassador has constantly criticised Balitiao Morales. Since 2001, there
have been ongoing “rumours” about the formationrefyular groups financed by Chavez and
narcos in the Cochabamba area of Bolivia, spedifitiae Chapare-Yungas project, where the
region was said to have been turned into a cogaogudction zone under the protection of
guerrillas in collaboration with the MAS movemertccording to these rumours, which
became more significant after the Bolivian cridi2003, guerrilla camps were being formed,
there were plans to murder DEA agents and cocaleozs growers) and other groups were
armed with the intention of seizing private progeiithe aggressiveness of the Federaciones
cocaleras and the intensifying social conflict walgo rumoured to be part of this project.
(53) President Toledo of Peru took several opparasto denounce the Etnocaceristas,
whom he said were being financed by drug dealestsnanod smugglers.

LAW AND SOVERIGNTY IN POST-COLD WAR LATIN AMERICA

The willingness of the United States to imposesiistem of representations, which
rests on a weakened concept of rights and soveyeiguches on the concept of international
relations that is conceived as an interaction betwsovereign states founded on the
principles of non-interference, non-interventiorespect of borders and equality and
reciprocity between nation-states. Questions ofesmygnty became a concern with the
hypothesis of a military intervention in Colombiztlae end of the 1990s.

In the United States, the war against terrorismaae$ed and centralised
state power and this meant building an apparatpsaiect and stabilise traditional
notions of territory. In Latin America, (54) 9/1lccelerated the reforms of continental
institutions created at the beginning of the Coldr\Wrhis acceleration required weakening
the traditional conception of sovereignty whileitekinto consideration concepts such as
“grey zones” or “ungovernable zones”, both deeplyted in a key idea of the strategic debate
taking place in the post—Cold War United Stateat iy the “failed state”.



According to the US strategic representations,rnLatmerica is an area where grey
zones allow “new threats”, especially terrorismb&implanted. The concept of ungovernable
zones was a central question during the regionf@nde ministers meeting held in Chile in
November 2002, but a consensus was not reachddsomotion. On this occasion, countries
such as Brazil and Venezuela declared their oppagiv the concept.

The “failed state” concept was born in US thinkksualuring the 1990s. It means an
“unstable” state, one that is unable to put its @ffairs in order and that represents a threat to
the global system. This concept confers to theddn8tates the legitimacy to intervene in that
state as it does with “rogue states”.

According to the US representations, the instingloweakness, the fragile state
control and the economic problems of the failetkesiisad to political corruption, to patronage
systems and to illicit activities in Latin Americatates. However, all these features must be
considered in the context of a global system thatareasingly subjected to liberal dynamics.
In the case of Latin America, difficulties contiolj territory must also be related to neo-
liberalism. The widening of zones where the statienot exert direct control any longer was
stimulated by the policies of the 1990s.

The failed state is characterised by a lack ob#itial structure that could guarantee
order and of what M. Weber called “the exercis¢hef monopoly of legitimate violence”. If
the paradigmatic example of a failed state is H#iis category has been increasingly used
since 2002 to explain the situation of social ceotdlin the Andean countries. The signs of
crisis in these countries have allowed the UniteteS to describe them as failed states. At
the end of 2005, the transfer of Bolivian missitesthe United States to be destroyed is
representative of Bolivia being considered a fagtate.

The fact that the state is no longer able to egerité monopoly of legitimate violence
enables the rise of transnational actors develogiegal activities, which subsequently
structures the zone’s economy. This is connecteld avipost—Cold War tendency: Criminal
organisations (55) are trying to find new areaspdration to develop their highly profitable
businesses. Globalisation is accompanied by newrnationalised criminal elements,
organised by cells. Some features of neo-liberalsiah globalisation such as free circulation
of capital, emerging markets and frequent indiffiees of banking sectors and financial
institutions to corruption promote illegal busineds Latin America, illicit business
contributes to increase regional destabilisatiengan be observed in the Colombian case as
well as others, a situation that can be comparéiase of Central and South East Asia.

The installation of free trade zones seems to sétaiwcriminal activities. Smuggling
activities, in particular, drug trafficking, havedn discussed in Maicao (Colombia), Colon
(Panama), Iquique (Chile), Chui (Uruguay) and thepl& Frontera (Brazil, Argentina,
Paraguay).

This inability of states to control a part of théarritory can result in more regional
instability, although in a less obvious way. In tteses of Paraguay (56) and Surinam, Latin
America has revealed a phenomenon of strategic evdhat is spreading in the
underdeveloped world: states recognised by thenat®nal community and legitimately
organised that nonetheless allow the developmeritlenfal activities. This type of state
assumes an accomplice position, that is, it buddsinstitutional link that implies the



“protection” of illegal groups while profiting fronthe illegal activities developed on its
territory.

In general, geography dictates the appearancegdvennable zones, but it is not the
only determining factor. These zones exist in atbas are difficult to access and not fully
integrated into the national territory, which makbe development of clandestine activities
easier. Usually, these zones are directly reladeldotder areas: the region of Tabatinga and
Leticia (Brazil, Colombia and Peru), the regionD#rién (Colombia—Panama), the region of
Lago Agrio (Ecuador—-Colombia), Maicao (Colombia—¥ruela), the Tartagal-Oran region
(Argentina—Bolivia) and the Triple Frontera (Argewt-Brazil-Paraguay). Early in the
twenty-first century, the Paraguayan Chaco becameva“ungovernable” zone. The United
States reacted to its formation by doubling itsspuee on the Paraguayan government; US
military manoeuvers with the Paraguayan army ire2005 and its use of the M. Estigarribia
military base are recent examples of the US presgsi€) in this country. (58)

The Triple Frontera (59) is a “paradigm” of an ungovernable zone. Feanm the
1990s in the context of the Colombian conflict, Thigle Fronteraillustrates the similarities
between the Democrat and the Republican repregamatin 1999, the anti-terrorism
coordinator of the Department of State, Mr. Sheghatified the Argentinian government of
US concerns about the increasing presence of igrrand drug-trafficking groups in the
region. In 2000, the United States maintained ifhéite moderate sectors in Iran were to be
victorious and a peace agreement were to be sigatdeen Israel and Syria, members of
Hizbullah could immigrate to the Triple Frontergion and make contact with local criminal
groups. (60) In the context of the war againstoigsm, the United States notes that there are
Islamic groups in thd@Triple Fronterg arguing that the ties between drug dealing ard th
FARC will be increased by the war in AfghanistaheTdamage caused to heroin trafficking
by the Afghan war has promoted an alliance betw@elombian drug dealers and Islamic
terrorists in order to develop and maintain thedpmtion and commercialisation of drugs.
(61) In 2003, General Hill of the US Southern Comahaaid that narco-terrorism activity
was fuelling radical Islamic groups associated wiimas and Hizbullah militants who were
operating in such places as the tri-border are®rakil, Argentina and Paraguay and on
Venezuela's Margarita Island. (62)

Clearly, theTriple Frontera is a security concern, based on the threat ofigaim
networks linked to Islamic fundamentalist grouptisg up in the region, of the presence of
sleeping terrorist cells, of operation fields foewn attacks, (63) of activities financed by
Islamic contributions and of illegal businessedl) (8ince the 1992 and 1994 attacks against
the Jewish community in Buenos Aires, the zone e under control. As of 1999, the
Argentinian intelligence services have been looKmgtraces of and connections to Osama
Bin Laden. US intelligence services maintain thet authors of the terrorist attack in Luxor,
Egypt, in 1997 found shelter in the Triple Frontéfassan A. Mokhler, who was accused of
having participated in this attack, was caughtlon liorder between Brazil and Uruguay for
carrying fake identity papers; his wife has alwéiysd in the zone. Another suspect in this
attack was later arrested in the region.

Under US pressure, a Joint Security Command westexteby the countries of the
region. Brazil and Argentina have deployed impdrtaacurity mechanisms in order to
prevent criminal actions from threatening theialtburism industries. These mechanisms are
used in an integrated way: national and state @dicces, intelligence services, customs
control and private security agencies for hotels atier tourist infrastructures. A contingent
of Argentinian intelligence services staff workeszly with their US counterparts. However,



terrorist activity in the Triple Frontera has newsen demonstrated. The United States has
been unable to prove the existence of terroriss eeld the local armed forces have denied the
presence of terrorists in the zone. According toeopolitical and non governmental
organisations, (65) US interest in the zone istedldo the control of natural resources and
access to drinking water. Researchers have revéladédhere is a huge supply of drinking
water in that zone, in tha&cuifero Guaraniwhich is probably the most important reserve in
the world.

Taking into account that these are bordering statesoperation between them is
crucial in order to stop the spread of criminahaties. The lack of state presence exercising
efficient sovereignty does not imply, however, tthe Triple Fronterazone is ungovernable.

According to the US representations, Latin Americatates have difficulty
acknowledging what is happening in their territay;solve this situation, they must receive
foreign aid. (66) But these representations areemolusively those of the United States. At
the end of the peace process, Colombian authorégsested that the conflict in Columbia be
internationalised, even more so after the militatgrvention policy of the United States and
the war in Iraq. (67)

Colombian President Alvaro Uribe asked for an méional intervention in the
region, warning that Amazonia could be soon destildyy terrorist actions. During his visit
to Brazil in 2003, Uribe pointed out the risk tltlitig terrorism represents for the ecosystem
and that it will be responsible for the destructioh Amazonia.(68) At the 2003 Davos
Summit in Switzerland, Uribe declared that theagitan in Colombia would soon be far more
threatening than that in Iraq and that narco-temoris the major threat to the Amazonian
area.

Thus, the environmental issue appears to be absiitaechanism to justify foreign
intervention under the guise of co-operation in tbentext of regional and global
interdependence. Environmental protection can lagslinked to the war against terrorism and
drugs because the destruction of pipelines (actasted by the ELN) and the activities of the
drug culture can be understood as “environmentedrism”. (69) The role of environmental
issues in the redefinition of military actions imetregion was highlighted in a May 2002
meeting in Paraguay and a May 2003 meeting in Urygorganised for the US Southern
Command and the US Environmental Protection Agdid3A). These meetings revealed a
new US representation, one that sought civiliantan} co-operation opportunities for
environmental protection in South America. Beatimgiind the premise that South America
will become a genetic and water reservoir, thigesentation maintains that the defence of
sovereignty will no longer be limited to border faction.

The environment and the ecosystem will be of irgirep importance since an
environmental impact on a single country could @ffethers due to its global character.
National armies must protect every country fronegional perspective, working together to
defend sovereignty. However, Washington is findindifficult to persuade Latin American
countries of this new role for environmental issuésr example, Brazil was present at the
meeting in Paraguay, but did not attend the follgvone in Montevideo. The position on
human global interests cannot be easily supponyea dountry that has boycotted the Kyoto
agreements and underestimated the environmentséqaances of “Plan Colombia”.

RESISTANCES



The determination of the United States to imposeateygic and political
representations that rests on a weakened ideavard sovereignty takes different forms and
moves beyond the question of security. During thith ®AS General Assembly in June 2005,
the United States suggested, with no successa tmatitinational forum be created to solve
the Bolivian and Ecuadorian crises by adopting muesss that implied an interruption of
sovereignty. It suggested that a Special Commdfabe OAS should monitor the evolution
of democracy in the hemisphere through mechanibatswiould allow civil organisations to
inform the forum directly. US Secretary of Staten@oleezza Rice stated that democratic
elections were not enough and that the OAS shouersise the activities of democratic
governments. Even though this multinational proj@oes not mention coercive measures,
either sanctions or military actions, it does gihe Special Committee and the General
Secretary the authority to elaborate plans of actioorder to solve the problems of Latin
American democracies. It should be noted, howehat, the Charter of the OAS establishes
the non-intervention principle, that is, a statéght to choose without external interference its
political, economic and social systems and its tposi against war. The project has
encountered resistance from Brazil, hesitation frrgentina and radical opposition from
Venezuela, whose government thinks that the propes been promoted to allow US
intervention in its country.70 Argentina acted asdmtor between the US position and those
of countries that considered the initiative to ikeiventionist.

Venezuela and Brazil, which adhere to a “moderriinden of sovereignty and self-
government, believe that the sovereignty principlessential if the different political systems
are to avoid having to submit to a universal ‘empihat could be oppressive. Decision
makers at strategic levels, restricted to a ‘moderder of interaction between sovereign
states, according to the Westphalia System, hasgested the transformation of the
sovereignty idea. These countries do not accept ciiiecept of absence of effective
sovereignty, nor of measurements that imply a tasgpension of sovereignty. For these
countries, state sovereignty cannot be relative.

The economic and military integration agreemengmesil between Venezuela and
Brazil in February 2005 were directly connectedthe US policies for the region, even
though the leadership projects of Brazil's Lula arehezuela’s Chavez and their national
interests are very different. Brazil is seekingemgional leadership based on consensus,
whereby it considers its neighbours’ national iests and the need to reach a consensus on an
autonomous regional development project that i®das an equitable distribution of costs
and benefits but without confrontation with the tédi States. Brazil has tried to maintain the
role of mediator between the United States and i@Gbia on one side and Venezuela on the
other.

Brazil denies the idea of weak states and ungob&nzones and the absence of
effective sovereignty over its territory. In 2004, the Armies Conference at Montevideo,
comments by the chief of the US Southern Commantherexistence of “empty spaces” in
the Amazonian region provoked the reaction of th@zlan military delegation. (71) Brazil
does not accept the idea of theple Fronteraas a terrorist base, although it is constantly
mentioned in US State Department documents onrtemmo

The strategy of the United States not only affactsndamental principle of Brazilian
diplomacy (national sovereignty and non-intervemtibut also a key question for Brazilian
defence and national interest: Amazonia. During@hancellors’ meeting of the Organization
of the Treaty of Amazonian Cooperation in 2004, goestion of sovereignty was related to



the issue of natural resources. According to C. AmdBrazilian foreign affairs minister,
Amazonian countries are the “sovereign guardiafigiuonanity’s natural resources and they
have the right and the duty to promote sustaindbleelopment in the region. He emphasised
that security is a fundamental issue for the regiod referred to border protection and the
trafficking of biological resources as permaneniedits. The subsequent “Declaration of
Manaus” assures the full exercise of sovereignsigh resources.

In the 1990s, US policies caused the resurrecti@ahaic perceptions in Brazil. The
Forward Operating Locations, the designation ofeltgia as an extra-NATO ally of the
United States and the military exercises that fedd provoked a perception of geopolitical
suffocation in Brazil. The policy of the United &is in the subcontinent and the Argentinian
position on that policy during the Menem Adminisma brought back old strategic
representations that date from post-colonial tilesording to this perception, Argentina has
always tried to isolate Brazil by forming a Hisparbloc under its own direction. The
possibility of an anti-Brazilian alliance carried by Argentina has always been present, from
the Baron de Rio Branco to M. Travassos.72 Brazil Argentina are medium powers and
share the same area of influence, so establishi@gminence over one another depends
solely on their individual relationship with the ithd States. However, in post—Cold War,
this situation has neither encouraged military gedpolitical confrontation nor strengthened
the perception of threat linked to the “neighbowthdogic” that has characterised the region,
in particular, during the second half of the twettticentury.

CONCLUSION: IS LATIN AMERICA A STRATEGIC LABORATORY ?

Since post-colonial times, the Latin American pptima of threats and its impact on
defence policies have been associated with natioma@er changes and the idea of conflict
and power changes on the continent and in theafeshe world. In Latin America, the
enhanced value of frontiers at the strategic lemakt be examined in relation to both the
nature of the post—Cold War threat and US strategicesentations.

Numerous factors determine US geopolitical expangiolLatin America: access to
foreign markets and natural resources, protectidd®economic and financial interests, the
pressure over the Latin American governments’ idéeh implementation of economic
reforms aimed at opening their economies to fordigrestment and trade, guarantees
requested by the United States to counter thesesiments, the US relationship to extra-
regional powers and, finally, the obstruction dfaaltonomous political alternatives, some of
which were important aspects of nineteenth-cenflangign policy.

Thus, it appears that the transnational dimensibrthe strategic representations
promoted by the United States does not corresponithd traditional concept of national
territory. This concept, which is the basis of thshuffling of military architecture in Latin
America after the Cold War, is rooted in a représton of the region that has been present
since the 1940s but was systematised under the &atiw Clinton Administration in the
1990s and further developed under the presiden&eptiblican George W. Bush in the early
twenty-first century.

Latin America illustrates that the US strategic ®lad shaped by norms and rules that
tend to restrict national sovereignty through gladecision-making bodies whose aim is to
guarantee the security of the ways and means ofgthbal economy. US strategic



representations and practices, by unifying “int€raad “external” aspects of security, build
on the transnational character of supply and denfandsecurity. These representations,
focused on transnational aspects, seek to decohstational sovereignties that constitute
republican states. Although compatible with theedepment of cross-border projects, they do
not necessarily coincide with the regional inteigrapolicies of Latin American states.

The leadership of the United States promotes a ldopincess: on the one hand,
segregation within nation-states by means of palitisecession and, on the other,
reunification by means of an economy of regionagamenarkets. The US macro-strategy
presents two complementary dimensions: the wea@eninnational authorities and the
rebuilding of a vaster unit on the basis of the kaaarThis promotes a scale of balkanised
organisation where political actors have littlecangtmy, while establishing macro-financial
borders like the dollar area (the simplest form)free-trade areas like the FTAA (a more
elaborate form). (73)

Since 1990, the US government has intensified ilisany deployments and reinforced
military alliances in Latin America. Military depjment is an important piece of the neo-
Monroe Doctrine strategy. This strategy stressesnition of both territory and physical
presence in a way that contradicts the trust ihrtelogy that emerged from the first Gulf War
and was demonstrated triumphantly in the “Revofuiio Military Affairs”. The US strategy
for Latin America is founded on an “archaic” (frats etymological sense of “beginning”)
characteristic of domination: the territorial edisttment.

In Latin America, the United States has used drafficking, organised crime or
terrorism as a reason to redefine regional seguglgyting from a transnational representation
of conflicts and space that is closely relatedhe tonstruction of a free-trade area. The
United States has adopted a policy based on thesmtige control of popular movements
against liberal orthodoxy. However, if under thituiance of the United States, the dynamics
of security in the Southern Cone have become hargelgionalised and new US
representations have a role in the constructiatrategic doctrines to occupy the vacuum left
by the abandonment of the Doctrines of NationaluB8sc then we are still far from the
consensus of the Cold War period and it is whyehsrdiplomatic pressure to make local
security agendas compatible with the US agend#hé\beginning of the twenty-first century,
except for its relationship with Colombia, the éwitStates is having difficulty establishing a
system of alliances similar to the system it essaked with Brazil during the Cold War or
with President Menem of Argentina immediately after Cold War.

According to US post—Cold War strategic thoughé finevious status given to Latin
America no longer coincides with its historicallyeak military position. In fact, the United
States has tested a series of post—9/ 11 strategoepts, used on a global level, in the region.
Thus, Latin America is not only a region traditiipaontrolled by the United States but it is
also a strategic “laboratory”, representing a caxphrea in which the United States has
tested empirically its general global representetiduring the 1990s, the Balkans served as
a similar experimental zone.

Latin America has had a role in the institutioratien of an expeditionary practice
founded on military action that, even though it waking place locally, acquired a global
significance upon which rests the post—Cold Warehsanic role of the United States. Some
of the most evident elements of the strategic mlameloped by the United States in the
context of its “National Security Strategy” weraeealdy present in Latin America during the



1990s: the territorial control through military leas the use of non-governmental
organisations for strategic purposes, the promotibrintervention through peace-keeping
operations, military operations other than war,tthasnational character of space, the private
military operators and the diplomatic pressureadjoist local security agendas to US strategic
interests. In addition, the concepts of “grey z6reexd “failed states” and the transnational
character of threats such as narco-terrorism, dggdncrime and the destruction of the
ecosystem served as a justification for US inteiiearsm, as well as for the redefinition of
the functions of Latin American armies.

The strategy used by the United States since tB8sl@vealed the foreign policy that
the US developed openly after 9/11. This policyliegpincreased US intervention in regions
where its national interests were at risk (as & Middle East) and the reinforcement of its
military presence (as in Central and Pacific AsiBle US security strategy rests on the
control of peripheral areas through stabilisatiperations and implies a terrestrial presence
by a redeployment of military forces. At the endtloé twentieth century, the United States,
modelling its Colombian policy, prepared its intemtions in the world of the twenty-first
century, later illustrated by its direct militargteons in Liberia, Djibouti and the Philippines.

However, the temporalities of Latin America and tast of the periphery differ. The
Latin American subcontinent has been the vangudreheoliberal policies. Before this
doctrine became a hegemonic ideology, it had bdeptad in the subcontinent, especially in
Chile and Argentina, in the 1970s. Early in thentyefirst century, the Middle East is slowly
starting the process of liberalisation and intagrainto the global world, a process that is
further accelerated by the war against terrorism.

Any post—Cold War strategic analysis must take atdcount the importance
of neo-liberal policy. Ironically, the US strategapresentations do not consider the impact of
neo-liberal policies on the weakening of the statee new threats — criminal organisations,
from guerrillas to terrorist groups — take advastad the global system, that is, the global
world and the regional economies that have restifted the liberalisation process promoted
by the United States.
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