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before, underlying assumptions of the Bolivarian dream were coming
under challenge. Ironically, these doubts were spreading just at a time
when political and diplomatic coordination could provide Latin America’s
leaders with a potent and practical weapon for confronting and shaping
global prospects in the century to come.

And in the opinion of many, the ultimate challenge was to preserve
and sustain the autonomy of Latin American culture against the faceless
and inhuman forces of the global marketplace. In the eloquent words de-

livered in mid-1993 by Fernando Solana, Mexico’s former secretary of
foreign relations; ‘

Above all, we seek the defense of our sovereignty, We are aware of the global-
ism that characterizes telecommunications, information, and business. At the
same time, we do not want to see any dilution of our nationality [ruestra
vfteximnidad], of our distinct and special culture, of our capacity ro take deci-
sions and to shape the destiny of our resources and our territory. We firmly
believe that cultural and philosophicat diversity enriches the world. Tt is the
alternative, the idea of a homogeneous world with uniform customs and
means of confronting challenges, that would mean the true End of History.

chl'e was a quest without end. Come what may, citizens and leaders of
Latin America would continue their struggles for identity, empowerment,
and digmity.

Conclusion: Structure and Change in
U.S.-Latin American Relations

The evolution of 1.5 ~Latin American relations reveals patterns of conti-
nuity, consistency, and change from the 1790s to the 1990s. Long-term
historical trends also provide a basis for looking ahead to the future. The
purpose of this chapter is not to prescribe policy rostrums, however, but
to reexamine fundamental questions: What have been the driving forces
behind U.S. policy toward Latin America? What have been the key deter-
minants of Latin America’s response? What has been the nature of the
inter-action? And, by extension, what are likely to be major factors in
shaping U.S.-Latin American relations in years to come?

Looking Back: Summation

As postulated at the outset, the dynamics of U.S.~Latin American refa-
tions complied closely with what I have interpreted as prevailing rules of
conduct in the global arena. Transformation in these rules reflected
changing global realities and gave sharp definition to three distinct
chronological periods: the Imperial Era, stretching from the 1790s
through the 1930s; the Cold War, lasting from the late 1940s through
the late 1980s; and the current era, what I have called the Age of Uncer-
rainty, starting in the 1990s. Each of these epochs contained its own rules
of the game—codes that informed not only U.S. behavior toward Latin
America but aiso the Latin American response. This conceptual frame-
wark shapes and supports the fundamental contentions of this book: that
U.S.-Latin American inter-actions revealed structural regularities, that
these regularities followed principles of logic, and that these regularides
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changed over time in understandable ways. United States~Latin American
relations have responded not to cultaral whimsy or psvchotogical caprice
but 1o objective realities and governing norms in the international scene.

During the Imperial Era major powers promulgated an operative

code of conduct that sought to maintain a balance of power among them-
selves and to preserve their sovereignty. Each of these powers acquired
colonial possessions that ultimately figured in the caleulus of power, and
each therefore controlled a clearly defined and widely recognized sphere
of influence. The United States entered this contest in the earlv 18005
as an aspiring challenger and soon began to advance its claims by acquir-
ing tt?rritory mostly from Spain (Florida) or from cx‘Spanish.colonics
{Mcmco}. United States politicians, publicists, and theologians justified
this ex pansionist policy on the grounds of “manifest destiny,” with its pre-
sumptive mission to extend the reach of political democracy throughout
the hemisphere. The Monroe Doctrine and its subsequent corollarics es-
tablished rationales for restricting Europe’s presence in the New World
and securing the U.S. sphere of influence. Since curtailment of European
power in the Caribbean area was of paramount importance, the island of
Cuba became an object of special imperial desire. At the end of the nine-
teenth century Washington shifted its overall strategy from territorial ex-
pansion toward the promotion of economic and commercial interests, ad-
justing its political tactics toward the installation of protectorares anci the
periodic use of military intervention. In contrast to most European pow-
ers, thrif United States rarely created formal colonies, with the conspicaous
exceptions of Puerto Rico and the Philippines, while continuing to pro-
claim its dedication to democratic principle. FDR’s Good Neighbor
poliq{ represented a culmination of U.S. imperial strategy, not a depar-
ture trom it, as Washington managed to consolidate its s-phere of influ-
ence through commercial exchange, hemispheric diplomacy, inculcations
of Pan-American solidarity, and the cultivation of goodwill.

Confronted by this steady rise of U.S. power, Latin America had sev-
eral plausible responses at its disposal. One enshrined the Bolivarian
_drcam _of continental unification, a theme that would appear and reappear
in varying guisc over time; another sought extrahemispheric protection;
still others included aspirations for subregional hegemony, entertained
mainly by Argentina and Brazil, and reliance on legalistic codes of inter-
national behavior. Expressions of cultures of resistance, with special em-
phases on national self-determination and the rejection of American soci-
ety and values, were not quixotic manifestations of collective envy; they
offered meaningful counterinterpretations to North American claims of
manifest destiny, exposing ideological tensions rhar would persist in
decades to come, As cultivared by the weak against the strong, doctrines
of resistance constituted a substantial power resource for Latin America
and its leadership.

Beginning in the late 1940s, the Cold War led to major rearrange-
ments of the global arena. The United States and the Soviet Unien
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emerged from the ashes of vicrory in World War J1 to dominate a bipolar
world. Locked in a nuclear standoff, the United States and the USSR
would engage in a geopolitical and ideological rivalry that interpreted
the Third World as a global bartleground. Reflecting the intensity of
this struggle, the rules of this international game acquired remarkable
transparency and clarity. Wichin Latin America, by now established as a
U.S. sphere of influence, Washington pursued relentless but coherent
policies—banishing or outlawing what it regarded as suspect forces, sup-
porting friendly governments, and overthrowing allegedly dangerous
regimes. The anticommunist crusade pervaded virtually every facet of
U.S. policy toward the region, from the cultivation of moderate labor
movements in the 1960s to the promotion of counterrevolutionary guer-
nila movements in the 1980s. For Washington, the Cold War was an ob-
session.

These circumstances left Latin America with a limited range of strate-
gic alternatives. The most daring and dangerous was the guest for socialist
revolutiorn, an effort that could succeed only with the protection of an ex-
trahemispheric supeipower—meaning, in practice, the Soviet Union. The
fate of revolution thus became hostage to big-power politics. A second al-
ternative, pursued with energy and verve by an unseemly assortment of
dictators, was to join the anticommunist crusade. This tactic offered the
grezt advantage of defining one’s rivals as enemies of capitalism, de-
mocracy, and therefore the United States, whose power could then be
brought into play. A third kind of option was to scek an independent
path, a “third way,” often through political affiliation with the Non-
Aligned Movement or economic membership in the G-77. White this al-
ternagve made some significant strides, as in the Contadora Group’s ef-
forts to mediate the Central American conflict of the 1980s, it usually
drew expressions of wrath or disdain from the United States. In a bipofar
world, there was not much room for maneuver.

In the late 1980s the end of the Cold War brought another transfor-
mation to the international arena. The distribution of global power be-
came multlayered and complex—unipolac in the military sense, where
the United States remained supreme, and multipolar in the economic
sense, where Europe and Japan {and other burgeoning regions) vied for
global preeminence. In this Age of Uncertainty, there cxisted no coherent
or recognized rules of the game. Around the world, patterns of conflict
and major-power behavior became disturbingly unpredictable. Within the
Western Hemisphere, by contrast, 1.8, hegemony was uncontested and
complete: there were no significant extrahemispheric rivals, and the
power differential berween the United States and Latin America reached
unprecedented heights. As U.S. interests shifted from military security to-
ward economic and social concerns, domestic constituencies came to have
conspicuous impacts on U S. foreign policy: the business community pro-
moted free wade, environmentalists pushed for biological diversity, a
disparate coalition supported a sometimes hysterical crusade against il-
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licit drugs, nativists joined an equally hysterical crusade against undocu-
mented immigration. Largely in response to such domestic political pres-
sures, but always in the name of democracy, the United States took mili-
tary action against Panama in 1989 and Haiti in 1994,

In this post-Cold War context, Latin America had even fewer options
than before. There was no way 10 avoid or evade the fact of U.S. power.
There were no extrahemispheric patrons immediately at hand. Revolution
was out of the question. In a world withour established codes, interna-
tional law and multilateral organization would have little serious impact.
Essentially, the alternative for countries of Latin America was economic—
to adopt the growing emphasis on liberalization and “free trade.” Thev
could seek to implement this strategy in one (or more} of several ways: by
expanding commercial ties with Europe and Japan as well as the United
States, as Chile did; by seeking an institutionalized relationship with the
United States, as Mexico did; or by resuscitating dreams of subregionat
unification, as Brazil attempted to do through MERCOSUR and SAFTA.
There still lingered traces of popular resistance to U.S. power, as shown
by the Chiapas uprising in January 1994 and street demonstrations at
other times, but these were relatively few and far between. The Age of
Uncertainty was perhaps not the end of history, as some analysts sur-
mised, but it may have signaled the triumph of neoliberal idt:(;log\'. in
dialectical fashion, however, this very triumph would soon engendc} in-
tellectual and cultural ferment.

Looking Back: Analysis

The central thesis of this book is that the dynamics of 118 ~Latin Ameri-
can relations reflected prevailing rules of the international game within
cach historical period, and thar these dynamics underwent change in ac-
cordance with alterations in the rules of the game. Transformations in
these operative rules, or codes, came about in response to change in three
factors: the number of major powers, the nature of power resources, and
the goals of international policy (Table 4). The number of powers deter-
mined whether global contests would be multipolar, as in the Imperial
Era; bipolar, as in the Cold War; or multilayered, a combination of unipo-
lar and multipolar, as in the Age of Uncertainty. The nature of power re-
sources varied in complex ways: military capacity ranged from conven-
tional forces to thermonuclear capability to a combination of the wo,
though military prowess lost much of its practical utility after the end of
the Cold War; economic capacity ranged from commercial penetration to
direct investment to financial linkages, all employed in varving degrees
over the time spans in question. The principal goals of international ri-
valry evolved from the acquisition of territory (either as coloniss or pos-
sessions) to the cultivation of political affinity {especially during the Cold
War) to the development of economic cooperation and alignment (in the
post—Cold War era).
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Table 4. Global Contexts for U.S.-Latin American Relations

Imperial Era Cold War Age of Uncertainty
Factor 17905—1930s 1040519805 19905
Distribution of power Multipolar Bipolar Unipolar/multipolar
Policy goals Territonat, Geopolitical, Economic, social
commercial ideological

Balance of power  Global Undetermined

CONEQINMENT

Rules of the game

Throughourt these transformatons the invocation of ideology played
an important but essentially subordinate role in these contests. The
United States proclaimed its “manifest destiny™ as the diffusion of demo-
cratic politics, European powers embarked on civilizing missions, the So-
viet Union insisted that its goal was the socialist liberation of downtrod-
den peoples. During the early wwenticth century, too, racist doctrine
helped to rationalize the 1U.S. tendency to impose protectorates (or mili-
tary governments) on countries in Central America and the Caribbean.
Ideclogical claims provided essential and significant justifications for big-
power actions, though they rarely determined the course of such policies.

In its broad international contexts, the conducr of U.S.~Latin America
relations was essentially derivative. Notwithstanding the Monroe Doctrine,
the Western Hemisphere was not an isolated arena; on the contrary, the
doctrine itself can best be understood as a challenge to European powers.
The United States sought to impose a sphere of influence in the Americas
not so much for its own sake but as a power resource for dealing with
extrahemispheric rivals. The evolving drama of inter-American relations
plaved out on a broad international stage.

Explaining U.S. Policies

Within these global schemes, there were significant sources of variation in
U.5. conduct toward Latin America. Four factors, or variables, helped de-
termine patterns and changes in U.S. behavior over time: (1) the relative
importance of Latin America vis-a-vis other world regions, (2} percep-
tions of extrahemispheric rivalry, (3) definitions of U.S. national interest,
and (4) the relationship berween state actors and social groups in policy
formation. These factors were closely interrelated.

The historical record demonstrates that Latin America commanded
considerable attention from the United States throughout the nineteenth
and rwentieth centuries, but that there was significant variation in the
relative degree of importance ascribed to the region. During the Imperial
Era, Latin America was a culwural policy concern for Washingron: it was
the region where the United States expressed its own imperial ambitions
and sought to eradicate all vestiges of European power. By the late 1920s
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and throughout the 1930s, when the United States appearcd isolationist
in respect to Enrope and the rest of the world, Latin America came to oc-
cupy “first place” in the natdon’s diplomacy. During the Cold War, the dv-
namics of East-West competition transformed Laun America into an
arena for suruggle, a prize in the superpower contest, a status it shared
with the Third World as a whole: Latin America commanded special at-
tention from Washington because of geographical propinguity and al-
leged “security” interests, bt it was less unjque or privileged in this sense
than at previous times. Once the Cold War ended, Latin America occu-
pied an ambiguous position in the eves of Washington. In ways that were
reminiscent of the imperial contest, the region came to consttute a
sphere of U.S. influence, uncontested at last, a place where the United
States could exercise its hemispheric hegemony for the purpose of con-
fronting a complex and multipolar world; bur attention to Latin Amenca
became selective as well, more focused on Mexico and the Caribbean than
on South America, more attuned to social and economic interactions than
to broad geopolitical concerns. In summary, Latin America was alwavs
important to the United States, but its relative degree of importance var-
ied across these three historical periods—roughly speaking, from very
high 1o high 1o rather mixed.

Washington’s view of Latin America depended upon its rivalry with
extrahemispheric powers. The basic rule was swraightforward: the greater
the perception of extrabemispheric threat, the greater the attention to
Latin America. During the Impenial Era, the United States was explicitly
and consciously engaged in an effort to banish European influence from
the Western Hemisphere: in a muldpolar world, Britain and Germany
were the most powerful rivals, though other Conunental powers—TIaly,
Holland, France—also played meaningful roles. During the Cold War, the
United Srates steadfastly pursued its policy of “containment,” seeking to
prevent the Soviet Union—and /or its allies or puppets—firom gaining in-
fluence in the Americas. The perception of danger was greatly exagger-
ated, as a result of anticommunist hysteria, but it had profound polidcal
meaning: Washingron saw itself as the leader of a worldwide crusade, and
it formed policies in accordance with this sense of purpose. With the end
of the Cold War, extrahemispheric influence in the Americas virtualty van-
ished. For the first time in history Washington had no rivals (real or imag-
ined) in the hemisphere, though it confronted a multipolar challenge on
the global scene. By the 1990s the United States had finally realized its
ambition of the 1790s: to create a zone of uncentested influence within
the Western Hemisphere.

A third key factor behind U.S. policy concerned prevalent definitons
of national interests. At the most general level, these interests were con-
stant: the accumulation and expression of international power. Yet the
content of U.S. national interests varied over time. During the Imperial
Era, the United States pursued two goals: territorial expansion and com-
mercial influence. The overall purpose was to achieve rank as a major

Structnre and Change in U.S—Latin Aweriean Relations 359

power. During the Cold War, as one of two rival superpowers, the United
States sought geopolitcal and ideological advantage in a worldwide
struggle. And in the contemporary period, the United States has been at-
tempting to consolidate economic hegemony in the Americas, partly as a
tool for bargaining with other powers in a muldpolar world. In light of
increasing interdependence, Washington has also been attempting to pro-
tect the United States from unwelcome social influences, such as illicit
drugs and undocumented migration. In long-term perspective, the pri-
mary impetus behind U.S. policy thus shifted from territorial and com-
mercial motivations from the 1800s to the 1930s, to ideological and
geopolitical purposes from the 1940s through the 1980s, to economic
and social concerns from the 1990s onward.

Throughout this sweep of history the United States steadfastly pro-
fessed its intention of fostering democracy throughout the Americas,
often invoking notions of hemispheric solidarity and the existence of a
“Western Hemisphere idea.” The promotion of democracy supplied a
useful, sometimes crucial, rationalization for the application of American
power. In this particular respect, the post—Cold War era came to bear an
exceedingly strong resemblance to the pre—Cold War pericd. No longer
able 1o appeal to anticommunism for ideological orienzation, Washington
now proclaimed the extension of democracy as its guidepost in foreign af-
fairs. Bill Clinton’s earnest pronouncements about democracy had more
in common with the lofty declarations of Woodrow Wilson than with the
Machiavellian calculations of Cold Warriors. United States efforts to pro-
mote democracy had been conspicuously unsuccessful in the Fmperial
Era, however, and there was not much sigin that Washingron had learncd
many lessons from this history by the 1990s.

A fourth factor shaping U.S. policy concerned the refative roles of
state elites and social actors. During the early nineteenth century, when
the United States embarked on territorial expansion, the government ap-
paratus defined and implemented American foreign policy. 1t was states-
men of the time—Jefferson, Adams, Polk, and others—who steadfastly
pursued the acquisition of land; and while they enjoyed considerable
popular support in this enterprise they did so largely on their own initia-
tive. Later in this era, from the 1890s through the 1930s, state elites op-
erated in close collaboration with the business community, especially
banking interests. Incent upon the extension and consolidation of eco-
nomic influence, rather than the expansion of physical boundaries, gov-
ernmental elites and financial representatives developed joint strategies
that ranged from diplomatic pressure te military intervention, This part-
nership was especially evident in Central America and the Caribbean,
where private bankers assumed control of outstanding national debts,
thus eliminating the primary motivation for European powers to meddle
in the hemisphere, while the U.S. government backed up the bankers
with American military force. Though its goals may seem nefarious in ret-
rospect, this was a smooth and effective public-private alliance.
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The Cold War brought governmental elites to a supreme and unchal-
lenged position in policy-making. In light of the bipolar U.S.-Soviet -
valry, international strategy derived from a geopolitical and ideotogical
calculus stressing the containment and curtailment of communist influ-
ence. Application of this doctrine was the preserve par excellence of pro-
fessional bureaucrats, career diplomats, and seasoned politicians. Business
interests (and organized labor) occasionally played a strong supporting
rote: United Fruit promoted U.S. intervention in Guatemala, ITT ctam-
ored for action in Chilt, the AFL-CIO trained and supported anticommu-
nist labor leaders. Yer investors and financiers tended to have subordinate
parts in policy formation during this period: U.S. interventions in Cuba,
the Dominican Republic, and Grenada came about as a resulr of ideologi-
cal and geopolitical considerations, not for economic reasons. State elites
dominated the policy arena throughput the Ease-West conflict. For better
or worse, one consequence of this monopoly was a clear, even rigid, con-
sistency in U.S. policy.

Termination of the Cold War brought a sudden end to this burean-
cratic stranglehold. No longer governed by a geopolitical calculus, no
fonger guided by a coherent docrine, foreign policy became vulnerable
to the interplay of domestic interests. Ethnic groups with growing impor-
tance in the electoral arena—Cuban Americans, Mexican Americans,
African Americans—came to have a cruciat impact on America’s policies
toward Castro’s Cuba, the NAFTA agreement with Mexico, and the
Cédras regime in Haiti. Popular condemnation of drug trafficking and
undocumented migration helped stuffen governmental resolve to halt
these flows, while business interests avidly supported promotion of the
Washington consensus on free trade and on economic policy. Such influ-
ence was not so much a deliberate and voluntary partnership, as in the
1910s and 1920s, as a result of grass-roots mobilization and electoral
blackmail. By the 1990s pressure groups were able to penetrate (if not to
capture) specific issue-areas in foreign policy. Washingron fell into a de-
cidedly reactive mode, responding not only to the outbreak of interna-
tional crises but also to the clamor of domestic interests. As a result, and
in sharp contrast to the Cold War, U.S. policy acquired a decidedly ad
hoc, makeshift guality.

Table 5 summarizes the determinants of U.S. policy toward Latn
America for each time period and demonstrates that a combination of fac-
tors-—the relative importance of Latin America, the presence (or percep-
tion) of extrahemispheric rivals, the definition of national interests, and
the composition of policy actors—had a determining influence upon the
resultant set of strategies and policies. Even in schematic form, Table 5
serves to emphasize two central points: first, that there was an underlying
logic behind the construction of U.S. policy within each historical period,
and second, that there was an underlying logic to the transformation of
U.S. policies between these periods as well.
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Table 5. Principal Determinants of U.S. Policy

TImperial Era Cold War Age of Uncertainey
Dreterminant 179019305 19405-1980s 19905
Importance of Latin Growing to verv  High Ambiguons
America high
Exaahemispheric European Soviet Union —
rivals powers
Primary goals Spheres of Anticommunism Economic gain, social
influence exclusion
Policy actors Government + Goverpment Goverpment +
business alone IMtErest groups
General strategy Territorial, com-  Dolitical penetra- Economic
mercial incor- non integration
poration

Understanding Latin American Responses

As U.S. strategies underwent long-term change over time, so did Latin
America’s capacity to respond. There were continuities as well. A central
premise of this analysis has stressed the presence and significance of power
inequalities. From the mid-nineenth century onward the United States
was stronger than all countries of Latin America—economically, militarily,
and politically—and by the early twentieth century the United States be-
came more powerful than the region as a whole. The conduct of inter-
American relations reflected and reasserted this fundamental asymmetry
in myriad ways. Interaction rook place not between equal partners but be-
mween the strong and the relatively weak. Individually and collectively,
Lafin American countries were constantly confronting a more powerful
and betrer endowed adversary, a somedme ally engaged in a quest for
constant advantage, a hemispheric neighbor smitten by global ambitions,
an expansive power proclaiming the virtues of democracy: the Colossus of
the North.

To counter the United States, and to pursue its own destiny, Latin
America over time developed a cumulative total of six distinct strategic al-
ternatives. One was the Bolivarian notion of collective unification.
Though it never took full institutdonal form, the idea persisted over time
and could claim some notable success—in the insistence on principles of
self-determination and nonintervention from the 1890s to the 1930s, in
the formulation of economic doctrines in the 1940s and 1950s, and in
the serdement of Central American conflicts in the 1980s. A second
broad strategy consisted of a search for support, protection, and patron-
age from extrahemispheric powers—especially the United Kingdom in
the nineteenth century and the Soviet Union during the Cold War {and,
to a much more modest extent, Europe and the Asia-Pacific in the current
cra). A third strategy entailed a quest for subregional hegemony, visions
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entertained by Argentina and Brazil in the nineteenth century and by
Brazil in the contemporary era. A forth stressed the uses of international
law and /or international organization, the principles of which could pro-
tect weaker countries from predatory or arbitrary actions by the strong,
relatively successful during the Imperial Era, these efforts foundered dur-
ing the Cold War and show little prospect for realization during the con-
temporary age.l A fifth strategic alternative, especially plausible during
the Cold War, sought South-South solidarity with other nations of the so-
called Third World. Sixth was the quest for social revolution, especially
socialist revolution, that also reached its peak during the period of East-
West confrontation.

Beyond these assertions of defiance and autonomy there remained, of
course, another kind of option—alignment with the United States, either in
deference to Washingron’s power or in pursuit of tactical advantage. Dur-
ing the Imperial Era Brazil songht an alliance with the United States as a
matter of grand geopolitical strategy, while ciient rulers in Central America
and the Caribbean accepted Washington’s tutelage as a matter of political
survival {and personal profit). The Cold War offered assoctation with the
United States as a strategic opportunity for the authoritarian right, which,
with notable success, invoked the cause of anticommunism to justfv its
claims on power. And now, during the Age of Uncertainty, Mexico has
most categorically thrown itself into the arms of the United Stares; other
countrics of the region, from Costa Rica to Argentina, seem prepared (o
follow this same course. It should be noted, however, that leaders and peo-
ples of Latin American have not always chosen affiliation with the Unired
States out of admiration, loyalty, or affection—but because it has appeared
to suit their purposes. This implies a portent for the furwre: if reliance on the
United States does not produce the anticipated results for Latin America, or
if other plausibie options emerge, the public display of inter-American har-
mony that characterized the early 1990s may not endure forever.

Strategic alternatives becamte available in differing degrees and com-
binations at different periods of time (Table 6).2 During the Imperial Era,
leaders of Latin America could entertain a fairly broad array of choices,
achieving a substantial measure of success in the area of internadonal law
(partly as a result of diplomatic unity). The Cold War narrowed the range
of mancuver, pressuring Latin American countries into alignments with
either the United States or the USSR, though courageous and eaterpris-
ing leaders pursued an independent path, often in collaboration with
other Third World countries, and were able to help mediate conflicts in
Central America and elsewhere. During the present era, ironically, the in-
ventory of options appears to be even more restricted: whether they want
10 of not, most Latin American leaders have little choice other than w
implement policy prescriptions of the Washington consensus and to seek
econoimic accommodation with the United States and the advanced in-
dustrial nations of the North, including the European Union and Japan.

In summary, the display in Table 6 demonstrates yet another basic

Structyre and Change in U.S —Latin American Relations 363

Table 6. Strategic Options for Latin America

Tmperial Era Cold War Age of Uncertainty
Strategy 1790s-19305 19401980« 19005
Collective unity Artempted Attempted Linlikely
{political {economic
inregration) integration
Extrahemispheric Atrernpted Arternpied Attempted
protection (Europe) (USSR) {Asia, Europe)
Subregional Artempred — Possible (Brazil)
hegemany {Brazil, Argenuna) —
International law / Successtul Attempted —
organizatuon
Social revolution:
Nonsocialist Mexico Bolivia —
Socialist -— Cuba, Nicaragua —
Third World solidariry — Artempted —
(NAM, G-77)
Alignment with Arrempred Successful Artempred {Mexico
United States (Brazil + client {authoritarian + others?)
rulers) right)

—: nor available or not feasible
* The Bolivian Revolution of 1952 had socialist tendencies, among others, but soon gave
way 10 close coaperation with the United States.

thesis of this book: Latin America’s reactions to the United States re-
flected just as much logic and regularity as did UL.S. policies, Both the
United States and Latin America were forging reasonable responses to
their prevailing environments. The dynamics of their interaction, as well
as of their policy initiatives, revealed regularity and structure.

Yer another essential component of Latin America’ response to the
United States took the form not of practical policy measures bur of cul-
ral interpretations of reality. Latin Ametican politicians, pundits, and in-
tellectuals developed a series of ideological and attitudinal outlocks, Dur-
ing the Imperial Era, leaders and representatives of Latin America forged
cultures of “resistance.” During the Cold War, many expressed resent-
ment of the United States by subscribing to Marxist beliefs. And in the
post—Cold War period an era most notable for its absence of ideological
contentiousness, many Latin Americans have taken part in inchoate
protests against the conventional wisdom; others have been forging cul-
tures of “accommodation” that recognize realities of U.S. power but also
sustain the value and integrity of Latin America’s social identicy.

Differentiating Larin America

Some countries of Latin America, in some situations, were better pre-
pared than others to confront the United States. Variations in capability



364 Conclusion

reflected the impact of four related factors: (1) size and stength, (2) geo:
graphical proximiry, (3) links to extrahemispheric powers, and (4) intel-
lectual and culrural resources.

In terms of population size, economic output, and military capability,
some nations of Latin America were stronger than others. Argentina and
Brazil possessed resources that Honduras, Haiti, and Cuba did not. Such
capacities enabled these countries not only to avert outright U.S. inter-
ventionism but also, at times, to entertain visions of condnental grandeur
and subregional hegemony. In the nineteenth century Argentina and
Brazil each nurtured notions of challenging, or at least offsetting, the rise
of U.S. power, and in the twentieth century Brazil has continued to sec
itself as the natural leader of South America. The resulting proposition
borders on the circular: differential levels of power meant differential ca-
pacity to resist pressures from the Unired States. Size and power also ex-
ercised a deterrent effect: while the United States displayed recurring will-
ingness to launch military invasions of small countries, Washington never
considered sending troops into Brazil.

Geography supplied a second key determinant. Countries surround-
ing the Caribbean Rim—Mexico, Ceniral America, the islands of the
Caribbean—were much more likely to feel the weight of U.S. power than
were South American nations. From the 1790s onward, and especially
from the 1890s through the 1990s, policymakers in Washington ascribed
particular importance to the greater Caribbean Basin-—because of mari-
time routes, commercial ties, financial investments, nataral resources,
geographical propinquity, and (for all these reasons) nadonal security.
Froum the start, Washington was more predisposed to project its power in
this area than in South America. Excepdons to this rule occurred mainly
during the Cold War, when all countries of Laun America became squares
on a global checkerboard; hence U.5. support for the Brazilian coup of
1964 and, even more conspicuously, for the Allende overthrow of 1973
With the ending of the anticommuaist crusade, the United States re-
duced its interest in South America and refocused its attention on the
Caribbean Basin. Geographical location did much to shape the tenor and
tone of bilateral and continental relations: the closer 1o the United States,
the greater the degree of atrention from Washington—and the greater the
consequent level of conflict.

A third factor concerned linkages with extrahemispheric powers. For
histon¢ and economic reasons some countries, such as the ABC nations of
South America, enjoyed close and significant ties to Europe, especially in
the late ninewenth and early twenteth cenmures. As Simén Bolfvar antici-
pated in the 1820s, these connections furnished a significant amount of
diplomatic and political leverage in dealing wizh the United States. Dur-
ing the Cold War, Cuba and (10 a lesser degree) Nicaragua turned toward
the Soviet Union in search of protection. This was a high-risk strategy,
however, since it ran directly counter to andcommunist ideology and w
Washingron’s persisting quest for undisputed hegemony within the hemi-

Structure and Change in US—Lanin Atiericnn Relations 365

sphere. (Latin American nations did not have the fuxury enjoved by other
Third World countries, such as Egypt, that were able to play the super-
powers Off against each other: located within the putative “backyard” of
the United States, Latin American countries would generally have to fol-
low Washington’s lead—or move into the rival camp.) And with the end
of the Cold War and the virtual withdrawal of extrahemispheric powers,
this alternative collapsed. By the late 1990s Latin America was making
earnest efforts to develop ties with Europe and Asia, but the resulting
tinks were likely to be more cosmetic than substantive. Ultimately, Latin
America would still have to confront the United States.

Yet another differentiating factor among Latin American countries
was cultural tradition. This was an amorphous concept, to be sure, one
that embraced intellectual resources, educational institutions, and histori-
cal legacies. Yet in actual practice it was a factor that provided some coun-
tries, such as Mexico and Cuba and Nicaragua, with the capacity to con-
struct powerful cultures of resistance thar ultimately laid the ideological
foundations for social revolution. In different form, it was a factor that
shaped the cosmopolitan and European cutlook of such distinguished ju-
rists as Chile’s Andrés Bello and Argentina’s Carlos Calvo, who devised
legal doctrines of national sovereignty and nonintervention. And it was a
factor that, sill more recently, permitted the rise of subtle and complex
cultures of accommodarion in the wake of the Cold War.

In this respect there was a countervailing factor at work. Because of
traditions of continental solidarity, dating back to Bolivarian dreams of
unification, inteflectual and cultural achievements in any one part of Latia
America quickly became assets for the region as a whole. José Marti spoke
not only for Cuba but for what he called “nuestra América™, Victor Radl
Haya de Ja Torre sought reform not only in Peru but across the entire
continent; César Augusto Sandino became a martyr not only for
Nicaragua but for all revolutionary activists; Fidel Castro and Salvador
Allende fired political imagination not only in their own countries but
throughout the region; in different ways, Ratil Prébisch and Fernando
Henrique Cardose charted paths of economic development for all of
Latin Amenica; and writers of the left and right, from Gabriel Garela
Mirquez and Carlos Fuentes to Jorge Luis Borges, gained renown as in-
terpreters and representatives for Latin America as a whole. Each nartional
struggle had regional dimensions, each voice became the clamor of a con-
tnent at large. A defining paradox of Latin American nationalism was its
ability to transcend national borders, especially insofar as it focused on the
pzramount challenge of common concern: the overweening power of the
United States.

In retrospect, the determinants of U.S. policies and of Latin
America’s optons combined to establish the dynamic strucrure of inrer-
actions between the United States and Latin America. During the Imper-
ial Era, the United States was attempling o incorporate all or parts of
Latin America into its own sphere of interest, through e¢ither conquest or
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commerce, while Latin American leaders engaged in various forms of re-
sistance. During the Cold War the United States attempted to penetraie
into Latin Amerjcan societies and governments, to purge them of un-
desirable political and ideological elements and thus rid the hemisphere
of putative threats to national security; right-wing Latin Americans re-
sponded by exploiting the resultant opportunities, leftists reacted with
calls for revolution, reformists attempted to identify intermediate paths.
And in the 1990s the United States has sought to inggrate Latin America
into its economic community, and at the same time to repel unwanted so-
cial interactions. Confronted by this ambivalent message, Latin American
leaders have responded by seeking selective cooperation with the United
States—choosing 1o cooperate on economic mattets, in other words, but
to retain freedom of action in other areas. [n so many ways, the Age of
Uncertainty was proving to be the most complex of all eras.

Looking Ahead: What Now?

The principal outlock for the future of U.S-Latin American relations
fiows directly from this book’s central argument: it will be conditioned by
the nature, form, and implicit rules of global politics. As the post-Cold
War world continues its search for a “new internarional order,” if one s
ever to appear, it is the worldwide pattern and conduct of international
relations that will determine the shape and substance of inter-American
relations. As in previous eras, hemispheric affairs beyond the vear 2000
are likely to be cast within a global framework. As from the beginning to
the present, U.S.~Lavn American relations will be intimately linked 1o
trends and developments in the global arena. More to the point, the un-
derlying codes for hemispheric interacton will be essentially derivative
from the international rules of the game.

In many senses the Age of Uncertainty bears more resemblance to
the Imperial Era than to the Cold War. Like the late nineteenth century,
the end of the twentieth century displays a complex and multipolar distri-
bution of power, at least in the economic arena. In the absence of estab-
lished rules of the game, the current environment places fewer constraints
on big-power action than did the Cold War. And the countries of the
South, or Third World, have little power and few strategic options. Their
major COncern at present is not so much that they will be colonized, how-
ever, as the fear that they will be neglected and abandoned. During the
Cold War, especially in Asia and Africa, developing countries at lcast
could entertain hopes of taking advantage of the superpower rivalry, of
playing off the United States and the Soviet Union against one another.
Such leverage no longer exists.

A principal difference between the Imperial Age and the present is
the fact of uncontested U.S. hegemony within the hemisphere. During
the earlier period, as shown in Part [, the presence of European navons
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established a multipolar diswibution of power within the Americas. It was
a complex contest, a long-term struggle in which the United States
sought consistently to banish or reduce European influence in order to
construct its own sphere of influence. That struggle no longer prevails.
With the implosion of the Soviet Union, the withdrawal of extrahemi-
spheric powers, and the triumph of neoliberal ideology, the United States
now stands supreme within the hemisphere. As a result, there are few
constraints on Washington. In the post-Cold War world, the United
States can intervene at will. It has done so in Panama and Hait; 1t will
probably do so again.

It is pointless to hazard specific prognostications about the furure of
U.S.-Latin American relations. In a global environment without estab-
lished rules of the game, almost anything could happen. To anticipate
possible trends in the twenty-first century, however, it should be usefid 1o
dentfy key factors at both the global and hemispheric levels that scem
most likely to affect the shape of future developments.

The most critical variable in the worldwide arena concerns the even-
tua] distribution of power and associated forms of alignment and conflict.
As sketched out in chapter 9, there are several scenarios currently in play.
One envisions single-power hegemony of the United States; another tore-
sees muitipolar competiton; a third predicts a long and violent clash of
cvilizadons that would, at dmes, be reduced to a bartle between “the
West and the rest.” Other outlooks stress the possible formation of rival-
rous economi¢ biocs—in Europe, the Americas, and the Pacific Rim—
arraved in an economic and political contest for supremacy; or the poten-
tal creation of a North-North axis that would, with various exceptions,
exclude the countries of the South; or, most optimistically, the formation
of an open, benign, and equitable global community that would serve the
interests of peoples and countries throughour the world. (Sdll another
scenario 1s, of course, continuation of the current state of confusion and
uncertainty.) The resolution of these possibilities will come not so much
from the Western Hemisphere, or from Latin America, as from interac-
tions and arrangements among the major global powers.

The global structure of power will determine the conduct and tone of’
inter-American relations for generations to come. Unequivocal U.S.
hegemouny will leave Latin America with lictle choice but to accept (or to
protest) hemispheric preeminence of the United States. The most feasible
policy would be to curry Washington’s favor. Iatensification of multipolar
competition, by contrast, should make it possible for Latin American
countries to cultivare meaningful relationships with extrahemispheric
powers (and thereby reduce, if not directy chalienge, che impact of U.S.
influence). A ctash of civilizations, it ever such a nightmare should come
to pass, would probably mean that Latin America would have to cast its
lot with Europe and the United States {“the West,” in opposition to “the
rest”). This could prove a hazardous venture. For Latin America as a
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whole, the most desirable worldwide scenario would entail the construc-
tion of a global community, open to all, governed by uniform rules and
regulations according ro mululateral consent; the least desirable outcome
would be North-South separation consigning poor and powerless coun-
wries to marginal oblivien. To be sure, individual countries of Latin
America might stand 1o gain from U.S. hegemony or even North-Scuth
separation, but most of the presumed advantages would doubtless prove
to be short-term and iilusory. Conflicting incentives of this kind have,
however, hindered continental prospects for collective action.

A subsidiary question concerns the extent to which economic blocs,
if they appear, will be open or closed. Closed blocs would limit countries
of Latin America to dealing with the United States; at least in principie,
open blocs could permit them to cultivate economic and political rela-
dons with other major powers of the world. Similarly, the creation of
loose and informal blocs might leave latitude and flexibility for countries
of Lauin America; rigid, highly institutionalized blocs would be more
likely to curtail their freedom of action. Once again, however, decisions
on these matters are not likely to originate from Ladn America; they will
emerge from tacit understandings among the major world powers,

Within the Western Hemisphere there 1s every reason to anticipate
the perpetuation, and perhaps the accentuation, of U.S. hegemony. In
this event, a key determinant of U.S. policy toward Latin America will be
the relative importance of the region within the overall global arena. This
value will depend largely on U.S. relationships with major exirahemi-
sphesic powers and its own position in the world system. The more im-
portant Larin America is for purposes of U.S. policy, the more attenton
the area will receive; the less importanr the region, the less the atention.
Here again, Latin America must contemplate a bitter irony: having long
endured excessive attention and meddling by the United Stares, in the
post—Cold War environment it faces the unsettling prospect of neglect.

Whatever the ultimate shape of the international system, the charac-
ter of U.S.~Latin American diplomacy will depend largely upon the U S.
management of social issues. For the foreseeable future, inter-American
economic relations will probably generate peositive feelings in the United
States, since Latin America will be depicred and seen as an asset for
America’s recovery and growth; moreover, the negotiation of arcane
treaties on trade and investmenr usually stays within bureaucratic circles
and does not become fodder for public political battles {though this was
not true for NAFTA, and it may not pertain to the future). Social and cul-
tural relations are another matter. Continuation of illegal flows of unwel-
come products and people—thar is, of drugs and migrants and refugees—
is likely to generate disagreement and tension. The spread of Latin
American culture, from language to music and everyday tashion, may also
produce a nativist backlash. And it is in these areas, more than others, that
the popular voices of American cidzens tend to be loudest. The more re-
sponsive U.S. foreign policy becomes to domestic clienteles, the more
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likely the emergence of serious agitation over sociocuitural issnes—and
the greater the likelihood of conflict with Latin America.

To some degree this outcome seems inevirable. TLargely 1o improve its
position vis-a-vis other major powers, the United States appears intent on
intensifying, consolidating, and deepening economic contact with coun-
tries of Latin America. This process will necessarily have important social
consequences. Accelerations in the exchange of goods, capital, and ser-
vices stimulate flows of labor and other items, inchuding unauthorized mi-
grants, refugees, drugs, and expressions of popular culture. In other
words, increasing cconomic interdependence will lead to increasing socio-
cultural interdependence, which often provokes volatile political reac-
tons. To exaggerate the point: as a result of increasing economic collabo-
nation, the United States and Latin America may find themselves on a
social and cultural collision course.

A central challenge for Latin America concerns collective solidarity.
The more unified the countries of the region, the greater their overalt
bargaining power with the United States (and other world powers); the
less the unification, the less the bargaining power, The principal difficuley,
in the contemporary era, is that there are so many incentives in favor of
pursuit of individual gain; this is especially apparent in the economic
realin, where some nations are better positioned to form links with the
United States and the North than others. The ultmate risk is that the
pursuit of individual advantage will contribute to fragmentation of
the hemisphere, to a two-tier system of ins vs. outs, haves vs. have-nots,
that could eventually provoke sericus and sustained conflict within the
Western Hemisphere. Perhaps the most effective means to avoid this dan-
ger would come from the promotion of regional solidarity among nations
of Latin America on their own, not under the rutelage of the United
States. It is fittingly ironic that the eventual achievement of a hemispheric
“community of democracies,” as envisioned by Washington, may require
revitalization of the Bolivarian dream of Latin American unity.

All in all, the end of the Cold War has exerted decisive impacts on
U.S.~Latin American relations. Tt has altered the content of the inter-
American agenda, shifted the Jocus of policy making in the United Statcs,
and rearranged the menu of strategic options available to Latin America.
Curiously, too, it has shown the titanic East-West struggle to have been a
somewhat isolated interlude, a forty-year distortion of perceprions and
priorities. Yet the passing of that contest has not led to harmonious and
trouble-free relations in the Western Hemisphere. Despite optimistic pre-
dictions, it has ushered in a complex and occasionally contentious period
that bears substantial resemblance to the Imperial Era. The similarity in-
volves neither direct replication or linear extrapolation; it is more a matter
of legacy, ambience, and echoes trom that scemingly distant time. Once
again econommic issues dominate the public agenda, Washington readily
offers solutions for Latin America, democracy justifies interventions, and
diplomacy revolves around formation of a Pan-American alliance; once
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again, the implications of this relationship are protoundly ambiguous tor
people and governments of Latin America. And as in all histerical eras,
the United States devotes primary effort 1o strengthening its place in the
global arena, Latin America copes with the fact of U.S. power, and the
structure of the international system shapes the terms of U.S. interactions
with Latin America. As the twenty-first century beckons, paradox and
contnuity abound.

Appendix:

Statistical Tables

Table AI.  Major Trading Partners for Latin Amecrica: Selected Countries, 1913

(% Share of Trade)
Total
United United  (Millions
Kingdom  Germany  France  States U.S. %)
Caribbean Basin

Colombia

Imports 20.3 . 14.1 15.6 268 7.6

Exports 13.6 7.2 2.1 44.3 33.2
Cuba

Imports 12.3 6.9 5.2 537 1401

Exports 11.2 2.8 1.0 797 164.6
Mexico

Imports 11.8 13.0 8.6 53.9 90.7

Esports 13.5 34 28 75.2 148.0
Venezuela

Imports 255 16.6 21 32.8 77.8

Exports 99 19.4 34.6 29.3 28.3

South America

Argentina

Imparts 3.0 16.9 9.0 14.7 487.7

Exports 249 12.0 7.8 4.7 510.3
Brazil

Imports 24.5 17.5 9.8 157 324.0

Experts 133 140 122 32.2 315.7
Chile

Imports 299 24.6 55 16.7 120.3

Exports 38.9 21.6 6.2 21.3 142.8
Peru

Irnports 26.2 17.2 4.5 289 29.0

Exports 372 6.7 34 333 43.6

Souree: Division of Economic Research, Pan American Unian, The Foreign Trade of Latin

America since 1913 (Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union, 1952), pp. 37-50.
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