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ABSTRACT 

The history of United States(U.S.)-Latin American 

relations is based on conflict. The U.S. has been accused of 

exercising dominance over Latin America, which is called its 

sphere of influence. Although the U.S. did exercise control 

over a Latin American sphere, it did so for a short period. 

U.S. influence fell into decline for two reasons. The first 

occurred when the U.S. attained its peak of power. At this 

time, the U.S. took the initiative and created democratic 

oriented regional and international organizations. These 

provided the States of Latin America with a way out of the 

U.S. sphere. The second was the intense polarization of 

relations that occurred during the Cold War, at which time 

relations began to sour as Latin America left the U.S. sphere 

and vociferously opposed U.S. initiatives. Now that the Cold 

War has ended, this relationship should return to levels of 

interaction and support consistent with a natural relationship 

among juridical equals. 
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I: INTRODUCTION 

The history of United States-Latin American relations is 

wrought with periods of calm and conflict. Of course, from 

the inception of the United States(U.S.), most of the 

interaction has been characterized by activity falling into 

the second category. Since emerging victorious from World War 

II, the U.S. has been the controlling regional power, and its 

dominance is characterized as control over a sphere of 

influence. The U.S. did in fact command in the hemisphere, 

and Latin America as a whole did fall under the U.S. sphere, 

but that sphere was temporal. Contrary to popular opinion, 

the U.S. dominated a sphere for a very short period and was 

responsible for its own demise. The historical relationship 

between the U.S. and Latin America reveals many important 

facts regarding U.S. rule and Latin American dependence. 

Foremost is the fact that the U.S. used force or the threat of 

force, real or implied, to establish its sovereign boundaries. 

Also important is the fact that the U.S. used the same methods 

to establish its sphere of influence over the hemisphere. Of 

course, much of this conflict was aimed at States in the 

region that refused "to fall in line," but much of it was also 

aimed at reducing extra-hemispheric influences. In fact, 

until the U.S. established authority over the region following 

World War II, Latin America was under the sphere of influence 

of different European States. 

Although U.S. actions and its attitude with regards to 
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Latin America continued to be conflict oriented after 

establishing its sphere of influence, the U.S. changed 

directions with regards to its overall international conduct. 

The important period in history is the decade between World 

War II and the U.S. sponsored coup in Guatemala because it was 

at this point that the U.S. consolidated its hemispheric 

supremacy. This was also the period in which the U.S. began 

to build the very democratic international and regional 

institutions that eventually gave Latin America a way out of 

the U.S. sphere. 

The fact that this international democratic opening 

occurred at the very time the U.S., with Soviet cooperation, 

polarized all international and regional relations into the 

bipolar conflict known as the Cold War is also significant. 

Without this conflict, Latin America may have taken a 

different course with respect to the U.S. Unfortunately, the 

Cold War resulted in such polarization that Latin America, 

having learnt how to use the institutions created by the U.S., 

eventually left the U.S. sphere. More importantly, in leaving 

the U.S. sphere, Latin America began to act in direct 

opposition to virtually all U.S. initiatives. The questions 

this thesis will attempt to answer with regards to hemispheric 

relations are: l)How did the U.S. establish its sphere of 

influence?; 2)How did the U.S. lose that sphere?; and 3)Why 

did relations between the U.S. and Latin America become so 

polarized, resulting in Latin America's complete exit from the 
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U.S. sphere? This thesis postulates that the U.S. came into 

being, established, and maintained its sphere of influence 

through the use of force. Once established, the institutions 

created by the U.S. after World War II provided Latin America 

with the vehicles and international support necessary for its 

exit from the U.S. sphere while U.S. conduct during the Cold 

War radicalized Latin America to the extent that it was eager 

to leave. By viewing all issues and aspects of U.S.-Latin 

American relations through the static lenses of the East-West 

conflict, the U.S. left the States of the hemisphere with no 

other option because it ignored all other possible approaches. 

0 r gan i z at i on o f __S tudy 

This thesis is broken down into six primary chapters not 

including the Introduction and Conclusion. Chapter Two 

provides the theoretical basis for a sphere of influence by 

providing a literature review followed by a section defining 

a sphere of influence as put forth in this paper. Chapter 

Three provides a historical narrative focusing on how the U.S. 

established its core territory. As one of the primary focuses 

of this thesis is showing that the U.S. used conflict oriented 

means to establish itself and its sphere, this chapter 

outlines the growth of the U.S. from that perspective. The 

time frame for this chapter is 1776 to 1890 when the U.S. 

Census Office closed the U.S. frontier. 

Focusing on conflict in the U.S.-Latin American 
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relationship and the results of that conflict, Chapters Four 

and Five describe the early stages of U.S. foreign policy and 

the slow development of its ability to project itself. The 

time period covered by Chapter Four is 1800 to 1865, which is 

when the U.S. consolidated sufficient resources and 

mobilizational abilities to project from its core. The time 

frame for Chapter Five is an extension of this and begins with 

the termination of the U.S. Civil War and ends with U.S. 

victory in World War II because like the Civil War era, this 

period was one of great strength and transition for the U.S. 

with respect to its relations with Latin America. 

Chapters Six and Seven are the primarily data analysis 

chapters in this thesis as they are concerned with the 

consolidation, maintenance and loss of the U.S. sphere of 

influence. The primary focus of Chapter Six is the action 

taken by the U.S. with respect to the region and the world 

after it became the dominant military power. These actions 

are important in terms of U.S.-Latin American relations 

because they were both push and pull factors inducing Latin 

America to leave the U.S. sphere of influence, which is the 

primary topic of discussion in Chapter Seven. This chapter 

shows that U.S. regional activities radicalized members of its 

sphere, pushing them into direct and unified opposition to 

U.S. goals and that the U.S. responded to the complete loss of 

its sphere by resorting once again to armed and other forms of 

conflict. 
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Methodology 

In analyzing Latin America with regards to the U.S. 

sphere of influence, the following nineteen countries were 

chosen for study: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 

Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El 

Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, 

Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela. 

In this thesis, the case study approach is the method 

employed, but because there is a lack of empirical studies 

concerning spheres of influence, the information provided in 

Chapters Four and Five is supplemented by United Nations(U.N.) 

General Assembly voting data. The voting data was obtained 

from the U.N...Yearbook for all years studied. For all General 

Assembly votes taken in each year, the percent level of 

support provided the U.S. by the nineteen countries studied 

was calculated by obtaining all of the votes in which the U.S. 

participated and tallying all votes in opposition and in 

favor. The votes in which the U.S. abstained are not counted, 

but where one of the nineteen abstained, the U.S. is given one 

half of a vote. This was done because abstentions neither 

helped nor hindered the U.S. After tallying the total vote 

counts, the percentage was taken to determine the level of 

support each of the nineteen States provided the U.S. during 

each year studied. This measure is given as support for the 

U.S. because the U.S. used the U.N. to achieve its ends as 

often as possible, as do most member States. It is assumed 
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that the U.S. wanted its resolutions and those it supported to 

win, and to do this, it had to elicit the support of as many 

member States as possible. 

In terms of determining whether or not a Latin American 

State fell within the U.S. sphere, this thesis breaks the 

voting data into three blocks. States voting with the U.S. 

from 0% to 33% of the time are conidered to be in opposition 

to the U.S. adgenda while those supporting the U.S. from 34% 

to 66% of the time are considered neutral and not belligerent 

to the U.S. Those supporting the U.S. 67% to 100% of the time 

are deemed within the U.S. sphere of influence. This data is 

plotted along a horizontal time line from 1950 to 1987 for 

each State studied to show the peak years and dissolution of 

the U.S. sphere. The data is also mapped out for each of 

those years to give the necessary graphic support needed to 

substantiate the claim that the U.S. did in fact dominate and 

lose its sphere of influence over Latin America and the 

progression of that loss. 

Finally, U.S. economic assistance is also provided to 

show that the U.S. responded to the loss of its regional 

influence according to what it had learned in the past. It is 

also used to provide visual support for the democratization 

thesis, primarily in the 1980s and 1990s, ie., Latin America 

continued to rely on the more democratic international 

organizations than to succumb to U.S. dominance through the 

use of economic warfare. This data is plotted annually 
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alongside the U.N. data for each country and year studied and 

combines all military and non-military aid. 
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II: SPHERE OF INFLUENCE: 
THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Literature Review 

In terms of definitional criteria based upon empirical 

evidence delineating a sphere of influence, there are few. 

Going back to the early 1970s, however, some studies attempted 

either to define or measure the respective definitions of this 

concept. An essay entitled Teoria_de_las... zonas...de_influencia 

by Modesto Seara Vazquez attempted to outline the theoretical 

structure of a sphere. The definition provided in his essay 

posits that spheres of influence are characterized from the 

mere physical domination of territory by the fact that the 

dominant power coexists with other States. Although States 

coexist, each State's respective sphere is a region in which 

a determined geographic space is reserved for activities 

limited to the dominant regional power. In explaining 

spheres, Seara V. suggests that a sphere is similar to the 

animal instinct within man to preserve a range of territory 

for food and other measures of sustenance much like a bear 

pursues domination within its territory. For man, other 

measures of sustenance include the desire to secure economic, 

political, security and other advantages and benefits over his 

territory and all who occupy it.1 The most important point of 

the analysis is the discussion of the importance of the core, 

Modesto Seara Vazquez, "Teoria de las zonas de 
influencia," Revista Mexicana de Ciencia Politica 63 (1971): 
25. 
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and the fact that the power's willingness to use any means 

possible to retain dominance in its core diminishes with 

distance from the core. As put by the author, the risk that 

each potential power would be willing to assume is inversely 

related to the distance of the point of conflict from the 

core.2 According to this conception, a power will assume 

fewer risks in pursuit of its goals as that power moves away 

from its core. 

According to Edy Kaufman, who analyzed historical, 

economic and security trends as well as the policies of the 

U.S. and Soviet Union, a sphere of influence consists of three 

basic elements: "(1) The declared interest of a power to 

achieve such a dominating status; (2) Recognition of this 

claim by other important members of the world community; and 

(3) Acquiescence of the local regimes or their resignation to 

a condition of dependency."3 To narrow the conceptualization, 

he went on to state that "a sphere of influence can be best 

described as a geographic region characterized by the high 

penetration of one superpower to the exclusion of other powers 

and particularly of the rival superpower."4 

There are, of course, certain problems with Kaufman's 

numeric listing of sphere components. The first is not a 

2Vazquez 29. 

3Edy Kaufman, The Superpowers and Their Spheres of 
Influence (London: Croom Helm Ltd., 1976) 10. 

''Kaufman 11. 
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sound requirement because overt pronouncements are not needed 

for a power to seek regional dominance. This leads to a 

similar problem that plagues part two of his definition. 

During the Cold War, the Soviets physically occupied and 

dominated their sphere. Yet, although the U.S. acknowledged 

Soviet supremacy, the U.S. never acknowledged the legitimacy 

of Soviet dominance in the region comprising its sphere. This 

gave impetus to the desire to work overtly and covertly to 

erode the supremacy of the Soviet Union over its satellite or 

peripheral States. 

Another example is the fact that the Soviet Union was an 

important member of the world community that acknowledged the 

importance of Latin America for the U.S. but never recognized 

an absolute U.S. claim to regional dominance. Soviet support 

for both overt and covert socialistic or communistic movements 

vying for national power in Latin America supports this 

proposition. As these two examples illustrate, recognition 

may occur, but that does not directly translate into 

passiveness and should not be considered a necessary 

condition. Kaufman's third constraint is also problematic 

because a people's acquiescence or resignation to a position 

of subservience only suggests one alternative open to any 

given people. They could in fact invoke another option as the 

Afghan rebels did after the 1979 Soviet invasion. This open 

act of resistance would compel the dominant power to use force 

to maintain its influence over the rebellious nation. The 
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levels of conflict here are not important. What is important 

in terms of a sphere of influence is whether or not the 

rebelling nation's government displays positive behavioral 

output as viewed by the dominant power. As a result, 

acquiescence and a resignation to a subservient position 

should not be qualifiers. 

An essay by Leopoldo Gonzalez Aguayo focusing on the 

State's core, its expansion and the resulting core-periphery 

relationship does not refer to the sphere of influence 

directly, but it does discuss the basic principles consistent 

with an understanding of the concept. His work primarily 

focused on the three great powers to emerge after the Second 

World War, the U.S., the U.S.S.R. and China, and the conflict 

that occurred with each powers' respective peripheral States. 

This gave impetus to his proposed method of great power 

formation. In analyzing how great powers became great powers, 

Aguayo asserted an almost organic conception of the growth of 

great States. In the essay, he puts forth the notion that 

State expansion occurs as a slow process of gradual 

agglutination in which the actors on the periphery are slowly 

absorbed into the core of the State and that those peoples not 

fit for incorporation are forced to remain on the periphery. 

The result of an accumulation of peoples on the periphery is 

the formation of the many small States that border the 

dominant powers. Where Aguayo's ideas of core periphery 

interaction converge with spheres of influence notions lies in 
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the interaction that occurs between the core and periphery. 

This interaction can be found in his hypothesis, which says 

that the high levels of organizational ability, economic 

power, political and ideological development, social 

advancement, and military and technological superiority 

possessed by the great power translate into the ability to 

project force emitted from within the core toward the 

periphery.5 

A work edited by Robert Freeman Smith and entitled The 

United States and the Latin American Sphere of Influence 

attempts to explain the U.S. sphere of influence in many ways. 

It begins by providing three short (one or two pages per) 

explanations for the causes and consequences of spheres of 

influence. The first of these is a Marxist rational that 

views Latin America as a base for U.S. resource acquisition as 

well as an easily dominated market. The second puts forth 

diplomatic reasons and cites the Monroe Doctrine and the 

Roosevelt Corollary as institutionalizing the U.S. sphere over 

Latin America. The final article cites ideological dogma, 

revitalizing claims of Manifest Destiny. Moreover, it also 

refers to beliefs that cite U.S. ideological superiority, 

which gives it not only the ability but also the duty to act 

in the western hemisphere in defense of Western Civilization. 

5Leopoldo Gonzalez Aguayo, "Los vecinos de las grandes 
potencias: Desde un punto de vista menos formal," Cuadernos 
Americanos 4 (Julio-agosto 1979): 83. 
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The problem with all three articles is that they fail to 

provide a rational theoretical basis for a sphere of 

influence. Related to the lack of theoretical foundation is 

the fact that the book simply relates factual historic 

accounts mixed with statistical data concerning foreign 

investment and trade to bolster the book's main proposition, 

which is that the U.S. exercised a sphere of influence over 

Latin America. This, however, does not help to resolve the 

issue about what a sphere entails. This merely shows that 

there was a great deal of interaction between the North and 

the South and that there are three rationales put forth that 

can help explain the causes of that interaction. 

In U.S. Policy Toward Latin America, Harold Molineu cited 

Edy Kaufman's work concerning his definition of a sphere, 

which carries with it many of the same problems. Of course, 

he also added to the defenition when he wrote "that Latin 

America is a sphere of influence for the United States is 

suggested (Molineu1s emphasis) by the extensive involvement of 

the United States in the politics and economics of the region 

and by its proclivity for direct and indirect intervention."6 

Statements like this are the problem concerning spheres of 

influence because if Latin America is in fact in the U.S. 

sphere, then the evidence would not merely suggest this as 

factual arrangements are measurable. Another problem is that 

6Harold Molineu, U.S. Policy Toward Latin America 
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1990) 37. 
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if Latin America were in the U.S. sphere of influence, one 

would think that numerous interventions would not be 

necessary. 

Molineu also wrote that a sphere of influence requires 

the dominant power to assume a preeminent and exclusive 

responsibility for the maintenance of peace while maintaining 

a monopoly on its services to the exclusion of all other major 

powers.7 The problem with Molineu's definition is that the 

maintenance of peace could be antithetical to the security or 

regional goals of the dominant power. Inducing the 

subservient States to engage in internally and externally 

oriented conflicts can assist the dominant power in 

maintaining supremacy by using lesser regional powers to 

refute and challenge threats to that dominance. The dominant 

power could also use conflict to its advantage by creating 

conditions of dependence. Although this work offers a nice 

compendium of events and related facts, it suffers from the 

same maladies as do the works edited by Smith. They use the 

terminology but do not provide the evidence necessary to 

support their statements as their evidence is nothing more 

than a historical record of interaction. Of course the 

benefit of this is that their historical accounts can be used 

to provide some of the data necessary to measure spheres. 

In The Dynamics, of . Superpower Spheres of _Jnfluence : U . S . 

7Molineu 37. 
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and Soviet Military Activities, 1948-1978, Jan Nijman does not 

adequately define a sphere of influence. Rather, his work 

simply divides the world into what could more precisely be 

termed spheres of interaction. In measuring levels of 

interaction, Nijman assumes that high levels of interaction 

translate into influence when this is not necessarily true. 

Although influence connotes that one entity is affecting 

another, it would be silly to suggest that the dominant power 

does not seek to affect positive behavioral responses from the 

subservient power. Nijman's study only measures interaction, 

and as a result, it does not truly measure influence because 

it avoids analyzing whether that interaction translates into 

positive behavior from the perspective of the dominant power. 

Definition 

Before a sphere of influence can be examined, this 

concept must first be defined. As is evident from the 

literature, there has been no single and concise definition 

offered. Webster's New World Dictionary has defined a sphere 

of influence as "a region in which political and economic 

influence or control is exerted by one nation over another 

nation or other nations."8 This definition leaves as much to 

be desired as those offered by the reviewed literature. Of 

8Victoria Neufeldt, ed., WebsterAs New.World Dictionary 
3rd College Edition (Cleveland: Webster's New World, 1988) 
1290. 
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course if looked at closely, there are many commonalities that 

exist among the various definitions and theoretical 

constructs. Merging many of these factors can provide us with 

a workable definition of a sphere while giving us the ability 

to measure this concept. 

Whether implicitly or explicitly offered, the primary 

strain that runs through all of the literature concerns core 

and periphery interaction. With all of the studies, the core 

is the great power while the smaller States surrounding it 

comprise the periphery. This peripheral relationship is also 

deemed to be geopolitical as the smaller peripheral States 

become a security concern for the great power. With these 

similarities in mind, a sphere of influence is that area 

surrounding the geographically dominant regional power or the 

region(s) within geographic proximity of each respective 

power's predefined national or strategic interests. 

Another important strain identified in the literature is 

that of hegemony or dominance. For the purposes of this 

research paper, dominance will be used as this word is not as 

easily misdefined or misconstrued.9 A problem that plagues 

domination is the term influence as it is used in the concept 

of a sphere of influence. As stated earlier, influence simply 

9The term hegemony has been used by many researchers to 
mean many things. For some it includes cultural, economic 
and political dominance while others identify it with one or 
all. Domination is simply used to identify the rule or 
control of one State over another or others through 
military, political, and economic means. 
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implies that one affects another. However, the very concept 

of a sphere of influence conjures up visions of the dominant 

State attempting to influence the peripheral States in a 

manner that directly benefits the great power's regional 

dominance. By not attempting to elicit positive behavior from 

the periphery, the core power would, in effect, be weakening 

its position as the dominant power, and as a result, its 

position as a regional power would come under challenge. 

Distinguishable forms of dominance include military, 

political, and economic. The military dominance need not be 

direct; it can be implied. Because of the commonalities in 

forms of dominance and the added explanation of the type of 

behavior sought, we can infer that a principal power within a 

sphere of influence will attempt to dominate peripheral States 

to influence events that enhance its economic and political 

position while bolstering its regional security by extracting 

positive behavioral responses from the peripheral States. 

The final similarity relates to the projection of power. 

Some writings suggest a direct relationship between distance 

from the core State and said State's ability or willingness to 

use its power as the distance from the core increases. In 

fact, some of the writings imply that there is a natural core-

periphery relationship that results in the diminished activity 

of the great power in regions that are distant from the core. 

The thesis here is that great powers attempt to dominate 

geographically contiguous regions due to their perceived 
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security needs as a means of creating a zone of comfort or 

safety. This zone then has two impacts. The first is the 

core's ability to project itself farther outward through the 

use of the zone as an extension of the core. The second 

benefit of said zone is that it is used to cushion the shock 

to the core of an outside invasion by diminishing the threat 

of the external power by the time it passes through the zone. 

This, of course, does not hold as strategic or national 

interests may lie far from the core, which is illustrated by 

U.S. dependence on foreign oil reserves. In this instance, it 

is also likely that the dominant power would create like zones 

over what it identifies as these strategic interests, which is 

what the U.S. attempted to do in Western Europe after World 

War II and Panama after construction of the Panama Canal. 

With this factor of power emanation, we can add to our 

definition by saying that as distance from the core increases, 

the influence of the great power diminishes, which is known as 

the distance decay function. 

As a result of the previously listed principles, spheres 

of influence are defined in this thesis as: 

The geographical region surrounding a great power 
or its identified interests in which the great 
power attempts to influence events in the region to 
bolster its position of security by extracting a 
positive behavioral output on the part of the 
peripheral States with said positive behavioral 
output determined by the great power. As distance 
from the great power or its interests increases, 
the ability and desire of the great power to 
influence events diminishes as the security threat 
diminishes. 
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Having formulated the definition of a sphere of influence, it 

becomes important 

to apply that 

definition to the 

States in question. 

As we are analyzing 

the U.S. and its 

alleged sphere of 

influence over 

Latin America, it 

is important to 

note that this 

definition will 

emanate from the 

U.S. toward the 

peripheral States 

of the region, with ^ ^ 
Figure 1: This map represents the 

Canada to the theoretical regions in a sphere of 
influence and is not meant to represent 

north, which will reality. 

not be included in this study, and the Caribbean and mainland 

Latin American nations to the south. The definition shows us 

that the U.S. would work within a sphere that would be most 

indicated by the darkest color marked #1 in Figure 1, which is 

the core. This is nothing more than ensuring national 

sovereignty. The next level of influence should be those 

countries contained in the gray area labeled #2 in which the 
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Caribbean and Central American States lie as well as Mexico 

and the northern portion of South America. This region is 

important for U.S. security as it provides access to the U.S. 

breadbasket, which is the region between Florida and Texas 

accessible from the Gulf of Mexico. The U.S. has been very 

active in this region, and history is replete with examples 

that fit nicely into this part of the definition. In the 

light gray area marked #3, the U.S. should be willing to use 

its power to influence events, but its willingness to use all 

of its might (armed intervention) should diminish greatly. 

Again, as with the first two regions, there is evidence to 

suggest that this is the case. This indicates that the sphere 

of influence thesis has some validity as U.S. levels of 

negative interaction diminish with distance from the core. As 

U.S. power emanates from the core and progresses through the 

diminishing shades of gray, U.S. willingness and ability to 

use its immense sway, according to the definition, should 

diminish. Of course, assumptions based simply on this pattern 

are not sufficient to determine the extent of a U.S. sphere of 

influence, and due to numerous examples of behavior 

inconsistent with the definition provided, it is important to 

measure the extent of this sphere. 
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III: FROM COLONY TO CONTINENTAL POWER: 
CONSOLIDATING THE U.S. CORE 

Before a complete understanding of the intricate history 

of U.S.-Latin American relations can be achieved, we must 

first understand the origins of the sphere of influence 

conflict that would dominate hemispheric relations. As the 

definition section points out, spheres of influence require 

two sets of actors. These are the dominant or core State(s) 

and the subordinate or peripheral State(s). Its growth and 

expansion would take the U.S. through three important periods 

with respect to the relationship between these actors. In the 

first stage, the U.S. was the subordinate peripheral State, 

but it soon reached parity with its neighbors by securing its 

frontiers from foreign adversaries after which it became one 

of the dominant regional actors. 

The essence of this chapter is to show how the U.S. 

consolidated its core and, for the most part, extracted itself 

from the European sphere of influence. As with all 

relationships involving superior and subordinate actors, force 

has always been a vital ingredient in the relationship. 

Because force is a vital ingredient in the maintenance of a 

dominant relationship, so too is it vital for the casting off 

of a dominant's power. Beginning with U.S. independence, this 

chapter is broken down into two sections. The first narrates 

the birth and initial consolidation of the U.S., and the 

second focuses on its expansion. 



28 

U. S ._. independence. and Consolidation 

The history of U.S. foreign relations as a whole is 

replete with conflict. Of course, this could be expected from 

a Nation born from conflict into a predatory international 

system. This climate forced the U.S. to resort to conflict to 

protect its interests, which were survival. Sharing borders 

with European powers that continually failed to live up to 

their agreements and treaties forced the U.S. to play by the 

rules of the international game created by the initial 

players. The first taste of conflict came after beginning 

hostilities in 1775 and declaring independence from Britain in 

1776. The U.S. fought a long and hard struggle that succeeded 

in eroding the patience of the Crown in dealing with the 

problem. Fortunately for the U.S., its independence was as 

much a function of Old World geopolitics and sphere of 

influence competition as it was the revolutionaries' desire 

for a free and liberated homeland. 

The geopolitical aspirations of the French undoubtedly 

assisted the U.S. independence movement. France had a long 

history of activity on the North American continent, but in 

the War of the Austrian Succession (1740-1748) and the Seven 

Years' War (1756-1763), France lost much of its North American 

empire. Because victory was bestowed on Britain, most of 

France's territories became English possessions while 

Louisiana was given to its ally, Spain, as compensation for 

its military support. Having lost much of its empire, France 
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attempted to regain some control when it saw a ripe 

opportunity. This was the War of American Independence. 

Without the support of the French navy, the freedom fighters 

in North America may well have become nothing more than 

criminals had the Crown succeeded in putting down the revolt 

and punishing the dissenting population. The French navy made 

it virtually impossible for Britain to regain control over its 

rogue colonies as Britain was a sea power by virtue of it 

being an island Nation. When France "stymied the British 

Navy," it also stymied Britain's primary offensive capacity. 10 

After having lost the will, desire and ability to 

continue defending its rebellious colonies, the Crown finally 

succumbed to the demands of the independence movement and 

recognized the independence of the Confederation of the United 

States of America. In the Treaty of Paris signed on September 

3, 1783, the British set formal and generous boundaries for 

the newly independent State. These borders were set at the 

thirty-first parallel in the south, the present Canadian 

border in the north and the east bank of the Mississippi River 

in the west. Although these new borders gave the U.S. its 

territorial sovereignty, their integrity would remain in 

question for some time. 

To the north and northwest, the U.S. shared a border with 

Britain, which was intent on maintaining the rest of its 

10Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) 63. 
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colonial empire. In the south and west, the U.S. shared a 

border with Spain, although the Louisiana territory shared 

more in common with France than with Spain. As is usually the 

case, U.S. conflict followed the path of least resistance. In 

terms of ability to produce and project power, Spain was on 

the decline while Britain was on the rise. This is indicated 

by the fact that Britain established its first colony in 

Jamestown in 1607; the same year Spain declared bankruptcy, an 

event followed by the failure of the Bank of Genoa.11 

Following the path of least resistance, the U.S., working 

in conjunction with the French, began to undermine Spanish 

authority in the Louisiana Territory. By 1793, Spain entered 

into the Treaty of San Lorenzo. This was an important victory 

for the U.S. because it gave it navigation rights to the 

Mississippi River, enhancing its commercial appeal and its 

ability to control its western frontier. Another provision in 

the Treaty brought a guarantee that the Spanish would prevent 

Indian incursions into the U.S. from Florida. Of course, this 

provision would eventually benefit the U.S. almost as much as 

gaining control of the Mississippi. Due to the decline of 

Spanish power, the U.S. would be able to use Spain's inability 

to prevent incursions into U.S. territory as an excuse for 

conflict with Spain in its quest for territorial expansion. 

UW. Dirk Raat, Mexico and the United.States: 
Ambivalent Vistas (Athens: The University of Georgia Press, 
1992) 47. 
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From this point on, the U.S. would continue to follow the path 

of least resistance until it dominated the continent. 

U.S. Expansionism 

The expansionist period in U.S. history lasted only 

seventy-one years, excluding the acquisition of non contiguous 

continental territories. Although it took this limited amount 

of time to acquire its current continental status, the time 

period covered in this section is from 1793 to 1890. The 

latter date was chosen for the proper termination date because 

it was when the U.S. Census Office declared the U.S. frontier 

closed. As frontier chronicler Frederick Turner stated, "it 

was with this that the U.S. closed the first period on 

American history."12 

During this expansionist period, U.S. conduct followed 

sphere of influence theoretical notions. As Aguayo showed in 

his work analyzing great power formation, the process of 

agglutination that occurs allows the core power to expand by 

slowly incorporating peripheral territories while pushing 

unfit populations even further into the periphery. The 

primary method used to achieve U.S. expansion may not have 

been entirely deliberate, but it was effective. This process 

was one of outmigration followed by occupation and 

incorporation, meaning that as the U.S. population spilled 

12qtd. in George Black, The Good Neighbor (New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1988) 9. 
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from its borders, the government followed and even led the way 

at times. Of course, the U.S. also used security related 

issues to legitimize its expansionist aims. 

The beginning of this expansion was visible in 1803 when 

the French government sold the Louisiana Territory to the U.S. 

for $15 million. Although this transaction appeared to 

violate the conflictual nature of State expansion, it led to 

and stemmed from conflict. Of course, the conflict was 

primarily related to the European power struggle between the 

French and Spanish. In European terms, it was a violation of 

the Treaty of San Ildefonso signed by France and Spain in 

1800. This Treaty returned the Louisiana Territory to the 

French, but it also stipulated that if France were to rid 

itself of the territory, Spain would be given the first option 

to acquire it. France violated this Treaty by selling the 

territory directly to the U.S. without even consulting Spanish 

authorities. Another problem to arise from this sale was the 

fact that the territorial bounds of the Louisiana Purchase 

were never clearly defined, leaving unresolved ambiguities 

that almost always result in conflict. As would be expected, 

the U.S. used the opportunity to its advantage and claimed 

Texas and California as part of the transaction, attempting as 

rapid an expansion as possible.13 

13Lorenzo Meyer and Josefina Zoraida Vazquez, The 
United States and Mexico (Chicago: The University of 
Chicago, 1985) 15. 
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European geopolitics would continue to play an important 

role in the expansion of the U.S. In fact, more often than 

not they helped the U.S. achieve its territorial ambitions. 

As in the past, Napoleon's France inadvertently aided the 

U.S., but this time its support came in the form of invading 

Spain in 1808. By 1810, this event motivated many Spanish 

territories in the New World to declare independence. When 

this happened, the U.S. moved in and occupied western Florida. 

Of course, the U.S. did not annex this territory until Spain, 

needing an ally in its fight with France, allied itself with 

the British. Once formally allied, the U.S. not only annexed 

the Florida territory under its occupation, but it also 

declared war on Britain.14 

Continuing its onslaught and seeking new territories, the 

U.S. turned its attention to eastern Florida. During this 

period, the U.S. was involved in a border dispute with Spain 

along its souther border, which was partly a result of the ill 

defined boundaries established by the Louisiana Territory 

transfer. This dispute was used by the U.S. as a pretense to 

move into the rest of Florida, occupying the entire peninsula. 

Once under a state of occupation, the U.S. and Spain came to 

a formal agreement, resolving the southern boundary dispute. 

On February 22, 1819, the U.S. and Spain signed the Adams-Onis 

Treaty, altering and formalizing the southern U.S.-Spanish 

l1Meyer and Vazquez 16. 
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border. This Treaty set the border along the Sabine River as 

opposed to the Rio Grande, the boundary claimed by the U.S. 

In exchange for resolving this border dispute, the Treaty gave 

the U.S. possession of eastern Florida while requiring the 

U.S. to pay Spain $5 million for its new territory. 

Shortly after this Treaty resolved many U.S.-Spanish 

border disputes, Spain's authority and legitimacy all but 

disintegrated in the western hemisphere as its colonies began 

to declare independence from a French occupied Spain. This 

would prove to be the geopolitical event that would benefit 

the U.S. the most in its quest for hemispheric dominance. It 

is extremely important from the sphere of influence 

perspective because it resulted in the Balkanization of the 

region, allowing the U.S. to confront smaller powers that were 

virtually destroyed in their struggles for independence. By 

coming into being as smaller fragmented States, the newly 

constituted countries lacked the resources and mobilization 

abilities needed to defend their sovereignty. 

The most visible example of this process occurred with 

Mexico, a State racked by more than a decade of struggle and 

war. Although it possessed the desire and resources to expel 

the European occupier and formally constitute itself as the 

Federal Republic of Mexico in 1823, defending its territorial 

integrity from U.S. expansionism would prove to be a difficult 

if not impossible task. Using Modesto Seara Vazquez's animal 

instinct analogy, in Mexico's case, the U.S. would prey on a 
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wounded and partially defenseless animal, taking from it at 

will as if it were weakening its adversary in preparation of 

killing it while incurring limited risk. This slow picking 

began with Spain, an inherited legacy that would prove to be 

one of Mexico's greatest challenges. 

Although U.S.-Mexican relations were fairly cooperative 

in the beginning, by the early 1830s, the relationship soured 

badly. Well before Mexico came into being, the first signs of 

U.S. expansion were evident in Spanish culture. The large 

Anglo populations in the Spanish zones characterized this slow 

morphology as the U.S. intruded into neighboring lands, 

populating as the primary basis for ownership. In 1835, the 

first signs of impending Mexican-American conflict came when 

Sam Houston declared Texan independence and mobilized a force 

to fight the Mexican government. The conflict that followed 

was bloody and resulted in battles such as the Alamo, but 

before progressing for too long, Santa Anna was captured by 

the Texans. Before being allowed to leave Texas, Santa Anna 

signed the Treaty of Velasco in 1837, granting Texan 

independence which was eventually recognized by the U.S. and 

much of the international community.15 This recognition and 

U.S. support for Texas resulted in the cessation of U.S.

Mexican diplomatic relations by 1837. As Texas was in effect 

one with the U.S., it shared many of the same expansionist 

15John S.D. Eisenhower, So Far From God: The U.S. War 
with Mexico, 1846-1846 (New York: Doubleday, 1989) 119. 
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views, resulting in Texas' claim to New Mexico and California. 

U.S. complicity in this event was evident for many reasons. 

One was the fact that the U.S. had a Pacific fleet but no 

Pacific coastal territory that was a part of the U.S., and the 

second was the fact that U.S. Commodore Thomas apCatesby Jones 

seized the port of Monterey, believing that the U.S. was at 

war with Mexico.16 

In 1845, John 0'Sullivan coined the phrase Manifest 

Destiny when he wrote in the Democratic.Review that "the right 

of our Manifest Destiny to overspread and to possess the whole 

continent, which Providence has given us for the development 

of the great experiment of Liberty and federated self-

government entrusted to us."17 Simply stated, the U.S. had to 

fulfill its God given mission of dominating North America from 

the Atlantic to the Pacific in order to establish its ideal 

form of government, liberating the continent and those bold 

enough to occupy it. This was a public claim to the lands 

that the U.S. would eventually possess, and had Mexico taken 

heed to its warning by listening to the meaning behind the 

phrase, it would have taken it as a mandate to prepare for 

imminent war. Even if Mexico had, however, it is not likely 

that the Mexicans would have been able to alter their destiny, 

which was to bear the brunt of U.S. expansionism. 

16Meyer and Vazquez 39. 

17qtd. in Meyer and Vazquez 43-
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The 1844 Presidential elections were based primarily on 

foreign policy issues as the U.S. was expanding into Mexican 

territory and co-occupying the Oregon Territory with the 

British. Presidential Candidate Polk used the historic 

opportunity to fashion as his platform the full annexation of 

the Oregon Territory and the admission of Texas into the Union 

as a State. The election rhetoric was successful as far as 

Mexico is concerned because it resulted in a national debate 

on the issue of annexation, motivating the sitting President 

John Tyler to sign a decree annexing Texas on February 27, 

1845. Texans supported and approved this decree on July 21, 

1845, formally becoming a member of the great experiment on 

the North American continent. Another important result was 

the fact that once again the U.S. managed to radically alter 

the political landscape of the continent. 

While lobbying for the annexation of Texas, President 

Polk also pressed the Oregon issue with the British. Ignoring 

ongoing U.S. and British negotiations on the status of the 

Oregon Territory, Polk claimed that "our title to the country 

of Oregon is clear and unquestionable."1® To press the British 

into a settlement, Polk increased hostilities with Mexico by 

sending General Zachary Tayler to the Rio Grande on January 

13, 1846. By treaty, this territory belonged to Mexico, but 

by occupation, it belonged to the U.S. On April 25, Mexicans 

18qtd. in Eisenhower 21. 
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fired the first shots in what became the first and only 

declared war between the neighbors. 

U.S. belligerence towards Mexico followed by the 

immediate and actual occupation of Mexican territory, and the 

willingness of the U.S. to use its armed forces to achieve its 

territorial ambitions had an impact on the British. One 

immediate result of this display of force was that it 

accelerated negotiations with the British, resolving the 

Oregon question formalized by an agreement entered into by 

both States on June 12, 1846.19 This new agreement finalized 

the northern U.S. border by setting its new boundaries along 

the forty-ninth parallel to the Strait of San Juan de Fuca, 

granting the British unrestricted navigation rights to the 

Colombia River until 1859. Unable to achieve any more 

territorial advances at the expense of the British who still 

maintained considerable strength, the U.S. continued to follow 

the path of least resistance. 

Several factors allowed the U.S. to defeat Mexico and 

claim large tracts of land, including the occupation of Mexico 

City, but the most effective was the prior occupation of that 

land before its conquest. The fall of California in 1847 to 

General Kearny's army was facilitated by the fact that 

California had been a magnet for U.S. immigration. Settlers 

from the U.S. had gone to these Mexican territories for some 

i9Eisenhower 68. 



39 

time, and Sutter's Fort is just one example of the type of 

settlement that occurred, aligning the California Territory 

with the U.S. rather than Mexico. The fall of California and 

the signing of the Treaty of Guadelupe on February 2, 1848 

resulted in yet another dramatic alteration in the North 

American landscape. 

This Treaty was the formal cessation of hostilities 

between Mexico and the U.S., but its impact on the continent 

would prove to be great. Giving the victor the spoils, the 

Treaty placed the new U.S.-Mexican border along the Rio Grande 

to New Mexico's old southern border. From there, it followed 

the Gila River to the Gulf of California just south of San 

Diego. Of course, the U.S. was "obligated" by the terms of 

this treaty to pay Mexico $15 million for its newly acquired 

territories. This would prove to be a paltry sum as this new 

resource rich U.S. territory would help it become the world's 

foremost power. To speed the consolidation of the new 

territories, the U.S. formally admitted California into the 

Union as a State in 1850. Having already annexed an extensive 

portion of Mexico, the U.S. would continue to follow its 

policy, consciously or not, of colonization followed by 

occupation and annexation. 

After the U.S. war with Mexico, U.S. filibusterers became 

even bolder. In 1853, the famous filibusterer William Walker 

led an expedition to Baja California, established a Republic 
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and declared independence from Mexico.20 Unlike past attempts, 

however, this ploy was unsuccessful, and Walker was expelled 

from Mexico. Because Mexico was still recovering from its 

defeat at the hands of the U.S., its military cannot be given 

all of the credit for this failed attempt to annex more 

territory even though they may have acquitted themselves well. 

The more likely cause was the fact that the Anglo-American 

population on the peninsula was limited, providing little 

incentive for the U.S. government to follow Walker's 

declaration of independence with an army of occupation. 

Of course, the U.S. was willing to use any and all 

incidents to its benefit, which imparts a great success on 

Walker's expedition. During his occupation of the Baja, the 

U.S. was renegotiating parts of the Treaty of Guadelupe. The 

end result of this was the Treaty of Mesilla, more commonly 

known as the Gadsden Purchase, and some revisions to the 

Treaty of Guadelupe, giving the U.S. title to another tract of 

land in the Sonoran Desert for $10 million. Walker's 

expedition was one factor in the successful negotiation of 

this treaty in favor of the U.S. The second was that the U.S. 

heightened the levels of militarization on the border by 

massing troops at the request of the chief U.S. negotiator, 

Gadsden.21 Following this "purchase," the U.S. would 

20Meyer and Vazquez 55. 

21Meyer and Vazquez 80. 
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consolidate its borders but would not be successful in 

acquiring more contiguous lands. By 1890 when the Census 

Office closed the frontier, the government heavily promoted 

migration to the region because territorial integrity could 

only be ensured through occupation. 

As the U.S. fulfilled its manifest destiny, it did so tp 

the detriment of all of its neighbors. Of course, Mexico, 

preceded by Spain, was the primary receptor of U.S. 

belligerence. With independence in 1821, Mexico was the 

largest State in the hemisphere, but by 1853, it had lost over 

half of its land mass to the U.S. Eventually, Mexico 

developed the skills needed to defend further gains by the 

U.S., but these were not military gains because the U.S. was 

always superior. What saved Mexico was its ability to 

regulate U.S. activity and immigration within its borders. 

This made it difficult to occupy new lands for annexation 

because the populations conquered were hostile to U.S. 

motives. This, however, did not stop the U.S. from attempting 

to augment its authority in and dominance over the hemisphere. 
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IV: LOOKING OUTWARD: 
SETTING PRIORITIES FOR ATTAINING HEMISPHERIC DOMINANCE 

As with the consolidation of its core, the U.S. relied 

primarily on coercive measures to gain control over its 

hemispheric sphere of influence. The struggle for regional 

dominance was not, unlike the last chapter, focused solely on 

the need for more territory nor was it a struggle that brought 

dominance over night. Rather, the U.S. quest for regional 

dominance focused on controlling the behavior of the States of 

the region and controlling the amount of interaction those 

States had with foreign powers. This struggle for hemispheric 

dominance lasted for more than a century. Before even 

consolidating its core, the U.S. began to establish its 

presence as an influential regional actor, and like an 

immature youth, it attempted to assert its authority before it 

earned the right to do so. Coming into being before its Civil 

War, the U.S. first had to get a feeling for international 

relations and learn how to set its foreign policy. This began 

even before the U.S. consolidated its core as the U.S. was 

born into a constantly changing political geography that 

forced it to take an activist approach to regional relations. 

For the purposes of this chapter, the time involved is 

between 1800 and 1861. Although this period in U.S.-Latin 

American relations was not as conflictual as most, it was 

during this period that the U.S. would come to terms with its 

future and formulate the doctrines that would guide and shape 

that future with respect to both regional and world events. 
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There are numerous instances of U.S. interaction with the free 

States of Latin America, and the primary concerns of the U.S. 

during this time were driven by extra-hemispheric threats. 

Although the U.S. goal of complete European exclusion could 

not be fully realized, this is precisely what the U.S. was 

attempting to achieve with its foreign policy pronouncements 

and low level engagements with the European powers. 

Those leading the U.S. during this quasi expansionist 

period were adept at reading the European geopolitical map. 

Just as the U.S. used France to help consolidate its core, so 

too would the U.S. use European disputes to spread its 

influence and control. In fact, the British can be credited 

with allowing the U.S. the much needed time it took to develop 

into a power capable of projecting its force. While the U.S. 

was consolidating its hold on its continental gains, the 

British navy gave the U.S. the protection and tutelage it 

needed to grow.22 The U.S., having already liberated itself 

form British domination would use them while slowly working to 

expel as much of their influence as possible. 

Shortly after independence, the U.S. began to assert 

itself as a force that could and would be involved in the 

hemisphere. Although it had not yet developed into a military 

power that could translate that desire into reality, the U.S. 

22Clark W. Reynolds and Carlos Tello, eds., U.S.-Mexico 
Relations: Economic and Social Aspects (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1983) 195. 
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used whatever means it could muster to achieve legitimacy as 

an important actor in the hemisphere. During his tenure as 

President, Thomas Jefferson put forth a proposition that would 

become known as the No Transfer Doctrine. This simply stated 

that the U.S. would not allow any European power to sell its 

territories to another European power, attempting to prevent 

stronger European States from replacing declining States in 

the hemisphere with the end goal being hemispheric 

independence. Jefferson first used this to prevent the French 

from gaining control of more Louisiana territory and the 

Mississippi River.23 The doctrine, accompanied by the implied 

threat of force, was successful, culminating in the Louisiana 

Purchase. According to treaty obligations, France was 

required to sell the territory to the Spanish, which generated 

even more animosity between the U.S. and Spain. Following 

this event, the doctrine was used to help persuade the British 

to enter into the Peace of Ghent in 1815, prohibiting further 

British expansion into the hemisphere. Of course, as all 

European powers did following dramatic changes in the European 

geopolitical map and after augmenting their power, the British 

ignored this treaty. When Spain attempted to sell the British 

parts of Florida, the U.S. again invoked the doctrine as one 

of its primary reasons for occupying Florida before its 

annexation. 

23Gaddis Smith, The Last Years of the Monroe Doctrine: 
1945-1993 (New York: Hill and Wang, 1994) 22. 
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After having some success influencing continental events, 

the U.S. focus broadened considerably after two important 

European events aimed at the western hemisphere and one very 

important hemispheric event. The hemispheric event would 

prove to be one of the world's most important as it altered 

the map in such a way as had not been seen since the initial 

discovery of the New World. Between 1810 an 1824, the world 

witnessed the most dramatic decline of empire ever when the 

Spanish colonies virtually expelled Spain's authority from the 

hemisphere. Its importance was in part due to the fact that 

Spain's expulsion as the dominant hemispheric power created a 

power vacuum that allowed the U.S. to enhance its power and 

continue its expansion. When all was said and done, Spain was 

left with possession of some islands in the Caribbean as it 

was swept from the map. This brought the U.S. into the fray 

because the U.S. assisted the Latin Americans with their 

independence movements to Spain's detriment. 

The two European events occurred during the same period 

and were related to the struggle for Latin American 

independence. As Spain had lost its authority in the New 

World, three continental European powers, Russia, Austria and 

Prussia, formed what became known as the Holy Alliance. This 

trio intended to use military force to once again subject the 

newly liberated colonies to the will of a European sovereign."'1 

2''Smith 22. 
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This first threat came from the east, but the second 

compounded U.S. fears because it came from the west and had a 

similar goal, which was territorial acquisition. This second 

threat came from Tsar Alexander of Russia who claimed the 

entire northwest coast of North America. These three events 

helped to shape U.S. foreign policy as they provided the U.S. 

with both the opportunity to expand its influence and the 

desire to expel Europeans for the sake of survival. 

Having liberated itself from the brunt of European 

dominance, the U.S. was not about to allow the hemisphere to 

slip back into the European sphere of influence. With this in 

mind, U.S. President James Monroe gave a speech on September 

2, 1823 that warned against any European intrusion into the 

hemisphere. This speech enunciated Monroe's foreign policy 

and became the driving force behind U.S.-Latin American 

relations through the twentieth century. The elements of his 

speech have since become known as the Monroe Doctrine, which 

was primarily aimed at the big three of the Holy Alliance but 

intended to include all European powers. There are two 

sections of this speech that merit further mention because 

they have been cited for so much so often. The first segment 

states that "we (U.S.) would consider any attempt on their 

(European's) part to extend their system to any portion of 

this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety," and the 

second states that if European authority is reestablished over 

any of Latin America's free States, it would be viewed as "the 
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manifestation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United 

States."25 Although these statements were intended to inform 

the Europeans of U.S. intent to keep the hemisphere free of 

European influence, the U.S. lacked the resources to make it 

a reality. For reasons of commerce, the British during this 

period were just as committed to ensuring Latin American 

independence, and they had the navy to back up the strong 

words issued by the U.S., which prevented the possible 

reconquest of Latin America.26 

The Monroe Doctrine put forth four fundamental principles 

behind U.S. foreign policy. The first called for an end to 

European colonization in the hemisphere, the second continued 

the No Transfer Doctrine, the third called for an end to 

European influence in American affairs and the fourth pledged 

U.S. non-interference in European affairs. With the aid of 

the British, the first two were achieved, but the U.S. was 

less than successful in meeting the demands of the third which 

ultimately influenced its ability and desire to live up to the 

fourth. The doctrine also claimed that the Europeans could 

keep the colonies they possessed when it was put forth, but 

the U.S. found a way to subvert this as it attempted to secure 

its southern border and the Caribbean region so important to 

growing U.S. security interests. Of course, this was nothing 

2&qtd. in Daniel Coit Gilman, James Monroe (New York: 
Chelsea House, 1983) 162. 

26Molineu 18. 
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more than the U.S. radiating outward in an attempt to create 

a zone of security around its core that is a vital element in 

sphere of influence conceptions. 

When the U.S. was forced to rely on the British navy to 

assist with securing the hemisphere, there were certain trade 

offs. One was satisfying the imperial appetite of the British 

Crown as it attempted to secure and consolidate control over 

its New World possessions and to take more if possible. Just 

one year after Mexico's formation as a constitutional 

republic, Britain signed a free trade agreement with the new 

Nation, which was its first. Further from the U.S. core, and 

therefore less threatening, the British seized the Malvinas 

Islands off the coast of Argentina in 1833. By 1840, the 

islands were formally made a colony. In 1838 and 1839 when 

the Central American Federal Republic disintegrated, the 

British used the opportunity to further entrench British 

control in the hemisphere by occupying Central America's 

Atlantic Coast, declaring the region a British protectorate in 

1843. The primary regions in question were the Mosquitia 

coast of today's Nicaragua and Belize. They even occupied the 

Bay Islands in the Port of Honduras. Fearing British 

expansion, U.S. President Polk began to reassert the No 

Transfer provisions of the Monroe Doctrine. His concerns were 

not only raised by British influence in Central America but 

also by Britain's attempt to purchase California from Mexico. 

In 1850, the U.S. and Britain entered into the Clayton-Bulwer 
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Treaty thereby agreeing not to colonize Central America while 

Britain also agreed to renounce unilateral control over a 

proposed inter-oceanic canal in the region.27 

Although the U.S. was primarily concerned with resolving 

the many European oriented questions during this period, the 

newly liberated Latin American States would also draw the 

attention of the U.S. The region to receive the greatest 

attention was Middle America.28 As sphere of influence 

conceptions state, the core power, once it has secured its 

territorial sovereignty, will then begin to radiate outward 

in an attempt to secure "crush zones" or "shatter belts."29 

An important part of this special zone, which being under the 

control of the dominant power slowly becomes part of its 

sphere of influence, is its Balkanization. During this pre-

Civil War period, this is exactly what happened south of the 

U.S. border. 

Understanding the nature of U.S. expansion, Mexico worked 

diligently to establish a unified Latin America. In 1831, 

Mexico proposed the Family Pact, which was an appeal for help 

to the other Latin American States and a call to arms and 

27Hector Perez-Brignoli, A Brief History of Central 
America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992) 81. 

28Middle America is the area south of the U.S. and 
north of South America and consists of three defined 
regions, Mexico, Central America and the Caribbean. 

29These two terms represent nothing more than buffer 
zones designed to act as cushions against external threats. 

Patrick 0'Sullivan, Geopolitics (New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1986) 33. 
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unity in the face of U.S. expansionism.30 This attempted 

unification was aimed at defending Latin American sovereignty 

and independence, but as the U.S. shared little cultural 

heritage in common with Spain's old empire, so too did many of 

Latin America's States share much in common with one another. 

The difference and the Spanish historical legacy prevented 

unification even thought the larger Latin American States 

would attempt to force it. In 1822, El Salvador's Legislative 

Assembly resolved that it become a member of the Union in an 

attempt to thwart Mexican designs of dominating the small 

State. Again fearing an invasion by Mexico in 1849, the 

Nicaraguan Minister serving in London asked the U.S. to admit 

the States of El Salvador, Honduras and Nicaragua to the 

Union. 

Middle America was important to the U.S. for strategic 

and developmental reasons as well. The best example of this 

was the U.S. quest for control over Central America for the 

purposes of establishing it as a transit point between the two 

oceans. The Europeans had some desire to build an inter-

oceanic canal too, but the U.S. actively worked to gain 

control over the three best areas for such transit. The first 

area was the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in southern Mexico. In 

1851, the U.S. signed the Treaty of Tehuantepec, granting the 

U.S. special transit rights and the authority to defend the 

30Meyer and Vazquez 29. 
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sovereignty of the isthmus should that sovereignty come into 

question. The second area was located in Nicaragua, and it 

was a choice site because the San Juan river was passable to 

Lake Nicaragua. From there, the Pacific was just a short 

distance overland. From 1855 to 1857, William Walker, an 

American filibusterer, ruled Nicaragua in an attempt to secure 

U.S. annexation. The U.S. government recognized his 

government in 1856, but annexation never materialized. 

Although never completely abandoned, interest in the two 

previous crossing points waned after 1855 when the railway 

across Panama was completed. Since this time, Panama would 

become part of the U.S. core as its strategic importance would 

grow with U.S. power and its U.S. sphere of influence. 

Before the U.S. could truly come into being, however, it 

first had to fully mature, which could only happen with 

consolidation of its core under a more centralized authority. 

This began to happen in the late 1850s and became a reality in 

1861 when the U.S. formally split into two halves. During 

this time, the Europeans refused to rest and the French took 

advantage of growing U.S. internal dissension in 1860 by 

invading Mexico rather than signing the Soledad Agreements, 

which would have ensured Mexico's promise to begin repayment 

of its foreign debt. Of course, French intervention and 

occupation may have never materialized had the U.S. not used 

its growing military prowess to alter the outcome of the 

Mexican War of Reformation by blockading Veracruz and 
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preventing two Conservative warships from seizing the port 

city. This assisted the Liberals in their road to power, 

drawing the ire of the Conservatives who then appealed for 

European assistance. During the U.S. Civil War, France, at 

the behest of the Conservatives, conquered and occupied 

Mexico, installing Maximilian of Habsburg as Mexico's new 

Emperor. 
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V: PROJECTING ITS POWER: 
U.S. MILITARY DOMINANCE SPREADS THROUGH THE HEMISPHERE 

Having spent four years at war with itself(1861-1865), 

the U.S. was doing nothing more than working through its final 

adolescent growing pains and flexing its muscles into 

adulthood that would come with the end of World War II. Union 

victory assured the consolidation of the core and the 

successful progression of the U.S. through another stage of 

maturation. This was a historic period for U.S. development 

precisely because of this consolidation, but there was another 

result. After having fought such a struggle, the levels of 

militarization within the U.S. were high, and although there 

was a great deal of destruction, the ability to mobilize and 

project force or power increased greatly. With a militarized 

society, a large armed force and enhanced technological 

capabilities, the U.S. needed a new focus to take its mind off 

of the conflict and provide a mission for its men in arms that 

would keep them from becoming politicized. Looking outward 

provided the U.S. and its military with that focus. Of 

course, aside from keeping the military out of politics, this 

outward gaze helped draw the U.S. together by providing an 

issue that would rally U.S. nationalistic sentiment, giving 

the U.S. a crutch on its road to recovery and regional 

dominance. France's pre-Civil War invasion of Mexico gave the 

U.S. that focus as it immediately rediscovered the Monroe 

Doctrine. 
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U.S . Dominance and. Mexi_co 

Following its internal war, the U.S. went to the aid of 

its southern neighbor. It did so by helping Mexican President 

Benito Juarez expel Maximilian and the forces that supported 

him. Although Juarez did all of the fighting, the U.S. once 

again assisted Mexico attain its independence from European 

dominance through its tireless diplomatic effort and the 

increasingly hostile stance taken in U.S. rhetoric. As in 

past instances, European geopolitics and the continually 

changing map helped the U.S. attain its goals. In the mid 

1860s, France began to have problems with Prussia, forcing it 

to reallocate needed resources to shore up its European 

defenses. The animosity in Europe also allowed the U.S. to 

work with other European powers to ensure that no European 

State would send troops to prop up Maximilian's regime. 

France itself was also beginning to feel the effects of a 

conflictual relationship with the U.S., and by the end of 

1865, the French made plans to withdraw troops from Mexico.31 

Of course, for the Mexicans this was not enough, and by 1867, 

Maximilian was captured and executed, making this the second 

time the U.S. would use its growing power to help Benito 

Juarez gain power in Mexico. 

Shortly after helping push the French from Mexico, the 

U.S.-Mexican relationship changed for a period and ironically 

31Meyer and Vazquez 71. 
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became warmer. The primary reason for this was the 

continuation of the liberal government, which was friendly to 

U.S. initiatives. This stability lasted until the Mexican 

Revolution of 1910 when the U.S. would again intervene in 

Mexican affairs. By 1913, Mexico was experiencing convulsions 

similar to those the U.S. had undergone during its divisive 

Civil War. After President Porfirio Diaz was completely 

removed from the picture and his successor, President 

Francisco Madero,32 was arrested and confined in 1913, Mexico's 

convulsions became even greater. The U.S. was responsible for 

much of this period of conflict in Mexico because it helped 

bring Madero's government down by supporting rebel Generals 

Felix Diaz and Victoriano Huerta. These two Generals had 

unsuccessfully revolted in the past and were never quite 

successful in this attempt either. Of course, the government 

was never fully able to put an end to their rebellion, and 

General Victoriano Huerta led the coup d'etat that brought him to 

power. His term as President was not long. He managed to 

serve a little over a year before suffering the same fate he 

imposed on Madero when his government was toppled by a coup 

that was again approved of and supported by the U.S.33 

Working to destabilize the Huerta government, the U.S. 

showed its willingness to use any means including force of 

32This does not include interim provisional President 
Francisco Leon de la Barra. 

"Meyer and Vazquez 109. 
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arms to get its way. In April of 1914, several members of the 

crew of the U.S.S. Dolphin, a U.S. Navy ship, were arrested as 

they went ashore in Tampico without the Government's 

permission. The prisoners were released and returned to their 

ship, but members of U.S. President Woodrow Wilson's 

administration called for armed action against Mexico. 

Although the more vocal interventionists were toned down, the 

U.S. invaded and occupied Veracruz. While there, U.S. forces 

intercepted arms bound for Huerta's government. Also during 

this time, the U.S. was half heartedly communicating with and 

supporting the northern Pancho Villa and the southern Emilio 

Zapato movements through a network of special envoys, looking 

for a change of governments that would benefit U.S. 

interests.3A 

Another leader, Venustiano Carranza, came to the fore as 

Mexico's new President with the defeat of Huerta. Although 

not completely amenable to the U.S., his military victories 

over Huerta's federal forces and Villa and Zapata's forces 

made him the de facto leader in the eyes' of the U.S. as he was 

the only man with sufficient power to restore stability to 

Mexico, something that pleased the core country very much. As 

with most U.S. relationships in the area close to the core, 

the U.S. would support those who could provide stability while 

not opposing the U.S. agenda with too much energy. 

•"Meyer and V&zquez 110. 



When the U.S. threw its support behind Carranza, it 

alienated the other popular leaders, which led to direct 

conflict between the U.S. and Pancho Villas forces as he tried 

to continue the conflict. His goal was to force Carranza to 

side with the U.S., allowing U.S. military intervention in the 

country. This would have provided Villa with the nationalist 

element he so badly needed to attain power. He believed that 

Carranza would support punitive military raids into Mexico as 

a means of appeasing the U.S. and preserving his power, but 

Carranza took the other option. When the U.S. sent a limited 

military expedition led by U.S. General John Pershing to 

eliminate Villa and his supporters after they attacked the New 

Mexico town of Colombus, Pershing was under orders to do so 

"without impairing Mexican sovereignty."35 Drawing the U.S. 

into invading Mexico turned out to be a mistake as Carranza 

used it to his advantage, portraying Villa as a recluse while 

condemning the U.S. for invading his country. 

The U_. S .„Spread_thr.o.ugh_Cent.r.al_America„and„the_C.ari.bbean 

During this period, U.S. hostility and intervention were 

not confined to U.S.-Mexican relations. In fact, the 

statement "poor Mexico, so far from God and so close to the 

United States" applied to Central America and the Caribbean 

35Meyer and Vazquez 116. 
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during this time as well.36 In fact, as the U.S. began to 

project itself outward, the other two regions comprising 

Middle America became the focus of intense U.S. scrutiny and 

activity. Initially, the importance of this region was 

limited. As levels of U.S. activity increased, however, so 

did the U.S. drive to control it. Before making Middle 

America a region of exclusive U.S. action, it first had to 

free the region of extra-hemispheric influences. The primary 

foreign powers during this period were France and Spain in 

continued decline and Britain. While rebuilding from its 

Civil War, the U.S. projection of power was limited. In the 

1870s, U.S. conflict was limited to directly challenging the 

Spanish over the Dominican Republic's independence. In this 

instance, the dictator of the country invited the Spanish back 

to the island, but the U.S., intent on prohibiting a 

resurgence of Spanish authority in the region, forced Spain to 

back down and leave the island independent. During this time, 

France was also attempting to construct a canal across the 

Panamanian isthmus, which failed as the project ran out of 

funds, and the British were using gun boat diplomacy to 

collect a bad debt from the Honduran government. 

The European activities in the region were far more 

numerous than those mentioned, however, those of a conflictual 

36This statement has been attributed to Mexican 
President Porfirio Diaz. 

gtd. in John Bartlett, ed. Bartlett's Familiar 
Quotations (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1992) 511. 
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or strategic nature were far more important from the 

perspective of establishing U.S. dominance. If U.S. military 

authority could be established by defeating both regional and 

European powers acting in the region, the rest of the 

relationship would fall into place, ie., trade and related 

issues. To this end, the U.S. Congress appropriated the funds 

necessary for the creation of what became known as the Great 

White Fleet, which would give the U.S. the ability to project 

itself in such a way as never before. The need for this fleet 

was put forth by Alfred Thayer Mahan, a U.S. naval commander 

who had considerable experience in the Caribbean and with the 

British Navy. In 1885, the U.S.S. Wachusett was sent to the 

coast of Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala to protect U.S. 

interests, primarily property and other investments, from 

internal Central American conflicts. These experiences and 

the strategies devised by Mahan allowed the U.S. to come fully 

into being, bringing it one step closer to full maturity. 

This paid off in 1895 and 1896 when the U.S. levied a 

successful challenge to British naval dominance. The original 

dispute was over the Venezuelan-British Guayanan border 

because Britain was claiming Venezuelan territory in an 

expansionist bid. As did Spain in the Dominican Republic, 

Britain backed down rather than call the U.S. bluff. This was 

the equivalent of withdrawing from the region because from 

this point on, Britain had to defer to the U.S. when its 

interests were challenged. 
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With its confidence bolstered after having achieved these 

victories, the U.S. continued to escalate its use of force to 

arrange the Middle American political landscape as it saw fit. 

After a suspicious explosion sank the twenty-four gun 

battleship Main in Havana Bay killing 260 American sailors, 

the U.S. began to turn its attention to ridding the hemisphere 

of Spain's presence and direct influence by siding with a 

Cuban independence movement that was struggling to expel the 

Spanish during this time. On April 25, 1898, the U.S. 

Congress declared that a state of war existed between the U.S. 

and Spain, pitting a growing power against one in the 

continued throws of decline. 

The Spanish-American War officially expelled Spain from 

the hemisphere. The formal termination of Spanish activity 

took place in 1899 after the U.S. rapidly and soundly defeated 

it, forcing it to enter into the Treaty of Paris. The spoils 

of war allocated the U.S. were not significant in terms of 

obtaining territories that were rich in land extension or 

resources, but they did possess strategic value. The 

hemispheric possessions acquired from Spain were Puerto Rico 

and Cuba. In the Declaration of War put forth by the U.S. 

Congress, the Teller Amendment was added to ensure Cubans and 

Americans alike that the U.S. had no intentions in Cuba other 

than its liberation, declaring that the U.S. had no desire to 
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annex Cuba.37 Of course, this did not apply to Puerto Rico, 

which was obtained but never fully integrated into the North 

American poiiti. The Foraker Act of 1900 provided for the 

defense and currency of Puerto Rico, but Congress refused to 

consider it a potential State or even a colony. By 1902, the 

U.S. had dispensed with the Teller Amendment when it included 

the Piatt Amendment in Cuba's new Constitution. This opposed 

what was put forth by Congressman Teller by giving the U.S. 

government the right "to intervene for the preservation of 

Cuban independence and for the maintenance of a government 

adequate for the protection of life, property and individual 

liberty. "3B 

As the Piatt Amendment and Foraker Act demonstrated, the 

U.S. was expanding its influence by enlarging its self defined 

right to intervene in the region. In order to protect 

economic interests or restore political stability, the U.S. 

intervened under the guise of the Piatt Amendment from 1906 to 

1909 and again in 1912 and 1917. In 1934, the U.S. abrogated 

the Amendment, granting Cuba its independence for the first 

time since the original Spanish conquest. Of course, U.S. 

leaders ensured that with independence Cuba would have to 

grant the U.S. the right to use the naval facilities at 

37Robert A. Pastor, Whirlpool: U.S. Foreign Policy 
toward Latin America and the Caribbean (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1992) 208. 

38Juan M. Del Aguila, Cuba: Dilemmas of a Revolution 
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1988) 17. 
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Guantanamo Bay in perpetuity, maintaining U.S. military 

security and dominance in the Caribbean. 

As conflict is essential to the establishment and 

maintenance of a sphere of influence, military concerns become 

paramount because control of vital choke points and other 

strategically vital areas is essential to military 

superiority. For this reason, the U.S. began to take a 

greater interest in a trans-isthmian canal across some point 

of Central America. After the failure of the French attempt 

to build a canal across Panama, the U.S. induced Britain into 

signing the Hay-Paunceforte Treaty, which had to do with any 

future canal that would be constructed. This agreement 

guaranteed "the neutrality of the canal in peace and war, and 

implicitly charged Britain with its strategic security, 

leaving the United States to provide military police in the 

Canal Zone."39 The plans for a canal in Panama picked up as 

the U.S. negotiated with Colombia for the right to build and 

operate such a canal. Failing to get the deal it wanted, the 

U.S. resorted to what works best, which is to help Balkanize 

the region to increase the number of potential authorities 

with whom to negotiate. Facilitating this was the fact that 

disgruntled Panamanians were revolting and claiming 

independence from Colombia. In 1903, the U.S. sent ten 

gunboats to Panama and Colon, ensuring Colombian neutrality 

"Reynolds and Tello 195. 
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and a sure Panamanian victory. Within ninety minutes after 

Panamanian succession, the U.S. recognized it as a sovereign 

State. In this instance, the U.S. blatantly used direct force 

through surrogates, the Panamanians, and the threat of direct 

U.S. intervention to secure its strategic interests. The fact 

that the Panamanian Declaration of Independence and its 

Constitution were written in a hotel in New York indicates 

that the U.S. intended to use whatever means possible. Within 

a week of independence, Panama granted the U.S. the 

concessions it sought, and by 1914, the U.S. had cut a 

functional canal across the independent State of Panama, 

severing it in two. Shortly after its opening, the U.S. 

nullified the Hay-Paunceforte Treaty by assuming the 

responsibility for strategic defense of the canal from the 

British, terminating any claim the British may have had over 

the canal. 

As the growth of U.S. dominance continued, the principles 

guiding that dominance continued to evolve. To justify 

interventionist behavior, which was necessary for the U.S. to 

dominate Middle America, President Theodore Roosevelt expanded 

the Monroe Doctrine in 1904. The basis of the Roosevelt 

Corollary to this doctrine stated that: 

chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results 
in a general loosening of the ties of civil 
society, may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately 
require intervention by some civilized nation, and 
in the Western Hemisphere the adherence of the 
United States to the Monroe Doctrine may force the 
United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant 
cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the 
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exercise of an international police power.40 

This justification for intervention would become popular in 

the early twentieth century as the U.S. would show that the 

"however reluctantly" portion of this quote did not belong. 

Continuing to consolidate its grip on Middle America, the 

U.S. sought control over Nicaragua because of the strategic 

possibilities offered by the countries geography. From 1912 

to 1925, the U.S. occupied this country to free it from Jose 

Santos Zelaya, a barbaric dictator, and presumably to prevent 

him from negotiating a Nicaraguan canal treaty with a U.S. 

competitor, which is what he attempted to do.41 During this 

time, however, the U.S. also secured Nicaragua's acceptance of 

the Bryan-Chamorro Treaty of 1916. This treaty granted the 

U.S. three important strategic rights over the country of 

Nicaragua. These were "l)The right in perpetuity to construct 

a canal crossing Nicaragua, 2)A ninety-nine year concession on 

the Corn Islands in the Caribbean, and 3)The right to 

establish a naval base in the Gulf of Fonseca."42 Before 

leaving Nicaragua, having secured its strategic interests, the 

U.S. trained and equipped the police force left in place to 

defend the gains made during U.S. occupation. 

The first three decades of the twentieth century brought 

40qtd. in Smith 26. 

41Harvey F. Kline and Howard J. Wxarda, Latin American 
Po.li_t.ics_and„Development (Boulder: Westview Press, 1990) 
469. 

^Perez-Brignoli 112. 
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a great deal of U.S. intervention in Middle America, much of 

which has been discussed. Of course, there are numerous other 

examples. Honduras was the target of U.S. intervention on 

four occasions, those being 1903, 1907, 1924 and 1925. The 

U.S. presence had penetrated Honduras so deeply that by 1918, 

the U.S. dollar became Honduran legal tender.43 The island of 

Hispaniola was occupied for a considerable period of time with 

the U.S. providing its guidance between 1915 and 1934 on the 

Haitian side and between 1916 and 1924 on the Dominican side. 

Nicaragua was again occupied between 1926 and 1933, and in 

1932, the U.S. sent warships to El Salvador's coastline to 

assist, if necessary, the government's struggle against Latin 

America's first communist uprising. To expel Cuban dictator 

Machado in 1933, the U.S. sent the cruiser Richmond and the 

battleship Mississippi to patrol Cuba's coastline, pressuring 

him to leave. To enhance its defensive capacity in the Middle 

American region, the U.S. also obtained a string of islands in 

the Caribbean in exchange for several warships to Britain, and 

in 1940, it also built two large airfields and a naval base in 

Nicaragua. 

The German Challenge to U.S. Dominance 

Before World War II, the U.S. encountered a new threat 

"Walter La Feber, Inevitabl_e_Revolutions.:_The United 
States in.Central America 2ed. (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 
1993) 46. 



66 

and direct challenge to its rising dominance in the 

hemisphere. This threat came from Germany, which began its 

in-depth penetration of Latin America late in the nineteenth 

century. Even after their defeat in World War I, Germany was 

admired and respected by many Latin American countries with 

many of them continuing to push for a closer relationship with 

the European power. From Mexico to Argentina, German 

influence was great. Examples of this can be found in the 

military relationships that developed between Germany and the 

individual Latin American States. The Zimmermann Telegram 

that attempted to induce Mexican President Carranza into 

supporting Germany during World War I is but one example of 

Germany's attempt to become the dominant influence in Latin 

America and the world. For Mexican support, the Germans were 

prepared to grant Mexico territorial concessions encompassing 

the land mass lost to the U.S. during the expansion of that 

State's core territory. Although this was a minor example of 

German penetration and influence in the region because of 

Mexico's failure to support Germany by maintaining its 

neutrality, Carranza used Germany as a counterbalance to U.S. 

influence.44 German technological superiority was also viewed 

as a threat in Middle America because by 1919, the Germans had 

established regular airline service in Colombia, surpassing 

the U.S. in this area. 

44Raat 115. 



Evidence of German supremacy in the region is best found 

in the special military relationship that developed in the 

hemisphere. One primary example of this relationship is that 

in 1886, the Chilean government contracted with German Colonel 

Emil Korner to establish and run its military staff school, 

which became the Academia de Guerra in 1891.15 Other examples 

closer to the U.S. core abound. German military influence 

over Central American military leaders, and subsequent 

governmental leaders, can be found in their public display of 

support and solidarity with the leaders of World War II's Axis 

Powers. Anastasio Somoza Garcia mimicked European fascist 

leaders in his quest for power when he used cajnisas azuies (blue 

shirts or shock troops) to bludgeon his way to power in 1936. 

He even had a picture of Adolf Hitler hanging on his office 

wall. At the same time, Salvadoran dictator Maximiliano 

Hernandez Martinez contracted with German military officials 

to rule his military college, and he even abolished all in 

migration by Arabs, Hindus, Chinese and blacks.46 In Guatemala 

during the 1930s, Dictator Jorge Ubico's fondness of fascist 

leaders was present in both words and deeds. He personally 

lauded Italian leader Mussolini for his jnac/ii-s/no and Spain's 

Franco for his military triumphs, but he also removed 

"Frederick M. Nunn, Yesterday's Soldiers: European 
Mili_tary__P_mfessjLonalisirL_in„S_outhAmerijca_18.9.0-19_40 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1983) 35. 

"Black 73. 
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Guatemala from the League of Nations when Italy withdrew in 

1936." 

As the world moved closer to its second world war, the 

Germans increased their activity in the western hemisphere. 

By 1942, Nazi subs sank more tonnage in the Caribbean than in 

the whole Atlantic. Due to heavy German influence, the U.S. 

had difficulty rallying the hemisphere's States to the Allied 

cause, and Mexico did not even join the war effort firmly on 

the Allied side until the end of 1942 when German subs sank 

some Mexican tankers.48 Once in, Mexican troops saw service 

in the Pacific rather than in Europe countering German forces. 

While Brazilian troops served in Europe, the Argentine 

government refused to ally with the U.S. and even worked to 

dilute anti-German initiatives put forth by the U.S., which 

was apparent at a February 1942 conference in Rio de Janeiro 

where Argentina attempted to dilute a pro-war U.S. proposal. 

At the conference, U.S. Representative Cordell Hull attempted 

to get all of Latin America to officially declare war on the 

Axis powers while the Argentine Representative attempted to 

change it to a declaration of no belligerency.49 Of course, 

by the end of the war, the Argentines could see that Germany 

would be defeated, leading them to throw their support behind 

47La Feber 78. 

"Raat 150. 

49Jorge M. Mayer, La geopolitica alberdania (Buenos 
Aires: Academia Nacional de Derecho y Ciencias Sociales de 
Buenos Aires, 1986) 37. 
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the Allies. 

By defeating the Germans militarily, the U.S. showed its 

southern neighbors that it had the military prowess to replace 

the defeated Germans. Because of this, the Latin American 

States began to fall in line and support the U.S.; of course, 

complete U.S. dominance would not be achieved until 1956 when 

the U.S. had secured near unanimous and unqualified support 

from its southern neighbors. For the U.S., victory in World 

War II was important to maintain some European balance of 

power, but that victory also facilitated complete western 

hemispheric dominance. 
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VI: DEMOCRATIZATION VS. COLD WAR CONFLICT: 
THE U.S. CONSOLIDATION OF POWER OVER LATIN AMERICA 

Following World War II, U.S.-Latin American relations 

took a turn for the better as direct conflict between the U.S. 

and its southern neighbors subsided. Of course, at this point 

the U.S. had still not become the dominant actor or power 

exercising a sphere of influence over Latin America. The 

biggest result of the war was the fact that it left the 

hemisphere virtually free of European activity. The war had 

left all of the European powers, both Allies and Axis, 

decimated. Their industrial bases and infrastructures were in 

ruins as a result of the long and violent conflict. The 

dominant Asian powers suffered the same fate, resulting in 

their removal from a potential hemispheric role as well. This 

outcome left Latin America in a vulnerable position as its 

States no longer had powerful friends to counterbalance U.S. 

dominance. 

As a result of its position as the world's dominant 

power, the U.S. found itself in an equally precarious position 

that would make itself evident as the U.S. began to devise and 

act on its post-World War II foreign policy agenda. The 

quandary in the U.S. position was that dominating Latin 

America was contrary to its democratic nature. The need for 

security and the desire for democracy would bring about U.S. 

hemispheric dominance and provide for its downfall as well. 

Unable to choose between its security needs or its democratic 

interests, the U.S. began pursing the latter path immediately 
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after the war but also attempted to follow the security path 

when it began the Cold War. 

Dr Jekyll: The Institutionalization of Hemispheric Democracy 

Intent on spreading the virtues of democracy, the U.S. 

began to pursue a course in its international relations agenda 

that attempted to achieve that end. Evidence of this emerging 

trend was displayed in February 1945 at the Yalta conference 

held between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Here the U.S. 

strongly pressed for democracy in Eastern Europe after its 

liberation. The result of the conference was the Declaration 

of Liberated Europe, which declared the powers' intent to 

allow the Europeans to "solve by democratic means their 

pressing political problems."50 Before this event, however, 

the U.S., the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and China met in 

Dumbarton Oaks in October 1944 to discuss the arrangement of 

the world following the war. At this conference, the Big 

Four, as they became known, designed the basis for what became 

the U.N., which concentrated decision making authority and 

power in the Security Council comprised of the Big Four plus 

France. 

When the results of this meeting became public, the Latin 

American response was swift. There were immediate calls for 

a hemispheric meeting to be held in Mexico City in February 

"Bernard A. Weisberger, Cold War Cold Peace (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1984) 28. 
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1945 to discuss the impact this arrangement would have on any 

future Inter-American system and its implications for regional 

democracy and the sovereignty of the hemisphere's individual 

States. This meeting was a big success for Latin America 

because it brought about the Act of Chapultepec, which called 

for the creation of a regional organization responsible for 

maintaining peace and security in the hemisphere to the 

partial exclusion of the U.N. Its provisions included placing 

the primary responsibility for conflict resolution and crisis 

management with the regional entity by allowing for the 

"maintenance of regional systems within the global network."51 

Living up to its promise to ensure a decentralized 

universalist organization, the U.S. joined Latin America in 

1945 in San Fransisco to formalize, amend and approve the 

Charter of the United Nations. 

Concerned primarily with regionalism as opposed to 

universal ism, the Act of Chapultepec also proposed the 

creation of a collective security agreement. Due to problems 

between Argentine President Juan Peron and the U.S., further 

meetings were postponed until August 1947 when the U.S. and 

the States of Latin America met in Rio de Janeiro. At the 

conference in Rio, the U.S. and Latin America were successful 

in drafting a charter that called for the hemisphere's 

collective security. The result was the Inter-American Treaty 

S1L. Ronald Scheman, The Inter-American Dilemma (New 
York: Praeger, 1988) 3. 
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of Reciprocal Assistance, commonly referred to as the Rio 

Treaty. With all parties in agreement, the treaty concluded 

that an attack on one was an attack on all and provided the 

mechanism to be used to counter aggression. Before action 

could be taken against a protagonist, two-thirds of the 

signatories had to agree to the action being taken. Being 

democratic in nature, this treaty also provided an escape 

hatch for those States that did not want to use force by not 

requiring its use by any member. Another integral treaty 

displaying the continued democratization of hemispheric 

relations was the Inter-American Treaty on Pacific Settlement, 

which called for the States of the hemisphere to exhaust all 

peaceful methods of resolving regional disputes before 

advancing them before the U.N. for resolution by that 

organization. This coupled with the Rio Treaty and the 

subsequent meeting in Bogota, Colombia in the spring of 1948 

led to the formal creation of what would become the world's 

oldest international organization. 

The creation of the Organization of American 

States(O.A.S.) was one of the most important events the 

hemisphere has witnessed in the twentieth century. Although 

it has been ruled ineffective, the O.A.S. provided the States 

of Latin America with the framework for developing cooperative 

programs, teaching them how to work for their common good and 

how to resolve their problems with minimal external 

interference. This has done more for the advancement of 
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international democracy and regional unity than any single 

organization in or out of existence. Although many have been 

critical of its role in regional affairs, at its conception, 

the organization was the highest and purest form of 

international democracy ever attained. It allowed for all of 

the member States to provide inputs and to participate in the 

outputs as equals. In fact, its very charter made all of its 

signatories juridical equals and was based on the one country-

one vote system. The proposal put forth and enacted for the 

U.N. consolidated all organizational power in the hands of 

five States to the detriment of the many, which was not done 

in the hemisphere. Even if it wanted, the U.S. could not, 

within the bounds of its membership in the O.A.S., lawfully 

veto or override a two-thirds majority decision. By becoming 

an active participant in the drafting of the Charter, the U.S. 

was sending the message that it was committed to the 

maintenance of a free and democratic hemisphere. 

Further testament to the depth of a U.S. conviction and 

commitment to the principles expounded upon in the O.A.S. 

Charter was the fact that many of the Articles were 

antithetical to U.S. regional dominance, and they were 

originally written and added to the Charter with the expressed 

purpose of containing U.S. regional expansion. To this end, 

Article 18 states that: 

No State or group of States has the right to 
intervene, directly or indirectly, for any reason 
whatever, in the internal or external affairs of 
any other State. The foregoing principle prohibits 
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not only armed force but also any other form of 
intervention or attempted threat against the 
personality of the State or against its political, 
economic and cultural elements.52 

As if this Article was not clear enough. Article 19 was added 

to ensure that there could be no misinterpretation. In so 

doing, it stated that "No State may use or encourage the use 

of coercive measures of an economic or political character in 

order to force the sovereign will of another State and obtain 

advantages of any kind."53 By signing the O.A.S. Charter, the 

U.S. was affirming it as the document that would guide Inter-

American relations in the future, which was a renouncement of 

its self imposed right to police and intervene in the 

hemisphere whenever it saw fit. 

As international democracy preceded apace, another 

important aspect of the U.S. commitment to the multilateral 

resolution of international issues was shown by the U.S. 

resolve to institute the General Agreement on Tariffs and 

Trade(GATT) initially negotiated in 1948. This international 

agreement was designed to gradually reduce import tariffs on 

industrial products and eliminate import licenses and 

quantitative import restrictions. Although this agreement was 

imperfect and did not please all participants or claim 

universality, it was an important first step towards the 

52Tom J. Farer, The Grand. Strategy of the United .States 
in_Latin America (New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1988) 
2 6 .  

53qtd. in Farer 26. 
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liberalization and democratization of world trade. 

Unfortunately, the end of World War II was also accompanied by 

forces that would slowly work to extinguish the flame of 

regional democracy that began in earnest in the 1940s. 

Mr. Hyde: Reverting to Conflict through the Cold War 

As the title to this section illustrates, the U.S. was 

about to lead the hemisphere down a path far different from 

the one chosen earlier, stunting temporarily the growth and 

spread of regional democracy. The reason for the divergent 

paths followed by U.S. foreign policy following World War II 

can be found in the increasing hostility between the leaders 

of the Western World, ie., the U.S., Great Britain and France, 

and Soviet leaders. Ironically, the Cold War was a product of 

U.S. President Harry S. Truman's support for international 

democracy in his negotiations with the Soviets. Like 

President Monroe's speech in 1823, a March 12, 1947 speech to 

an emergency joint session of Congress by President Truman 

laid the groundwork for future U.S. policy. This speech 

became known as the Truman Doctrine, and like the Monroe 

Doctrine, its impact on Latin America was great. 

As Truman elaborated on the differences between the U.S. 

or the Western World and the Soviet Union, he was carving the 

world into ideological spheres. In an essay discussing 

geopolitics and American security interests, Simon Dalby 

summed up this policy as "The metaphysical structuring of the 
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world into 'Them' and 'Us, 1 with the 'Us' as superior, and 

'Them' as a permanent threat to that superiority."54 Having 

divided the world in such a way, the Truman Doctrine served as 

the basis for the polarization of all international relations 

into two camps, the free loving 'Us' and the totalitarian 

imposing 'Them.' The call to arms in defense of liberty and 

democracy brought to the fore the old Roman maxim, si vides pa can, 

para beiium55, which would be used throughout the duration of the 

Cold War to justify the continued militarization of 

international relations as well as the ordering of relations 

between the people and their governments. 

By 1950, the U.S. had sufficient contact with the Soviet 

Union to know that its goals and ideals were antithetical to 

those pursued and held by the U.S. Concluding that the 

existing gulf between the States of the Western World and the 

Soviet Union was wide enough to incite conflict, the U.S. 

began to prepare for war, claiming that it was in defense of 

peace. By April, National Security Council document 68 (NSC 

68) was forwarded to President Truman who immediately accepted 

it as the guiding principle of U.S. foreign policy. The 

foreign policy agenda advanced by NSC 68 was simple. It was 

54Simon Dalby, American Security Discourse: The 
Persistence of Geopolitics, Political„Geography_Quarterly 
9.2 (April 1990): 182. 

5SThis statement means "if you care for peace, prepare 
for war" and was attributed to the Roman Vegetius. 

qtd. in Nunn 71. 
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created to meet Soviet military buildup and strength with U.S. 

military buildup and strength, and its aim was two-fold. The 

first was the containment of communism while the second was to 

destroy it and its influence wherever possible.56 Partially 

driving the calls for increased levels of militarization was 

the fact that U.S. officials believed that they could increase 

U.S. military spending by four times without having a 

significant impact on the U.S. economy.57 

Another example of the U.S. being diverted from its 

democratic path was the introduction of policies that 

regulated East-West Trade. The expressed goal of those 

policies was to limit Western exports to the Soviet Union that 

could benefit it militarily. The policies also attempted to 

regulate trade with the States that were in the Soviet sphere 

of influence or States that traded with that power block.56 

Shortly after the inception of East-West Trade policies, the 

U.S. added what became known as list IB, prohibiting the 

export of natural resources of beneficial military value to 

56See the Report by the National Security Council on 
U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security. 

United States Dept. of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States.1950 Vol 1 (Washington: GPO, 1976) 468. 

57Walter LaFeber, The American Age: United States 
Foreign Policy at Home and Abroad Since 1750 (New York: W.W. 
Norton & Company, Inc., 1989) 481. 

58United States Dept. of State, F.ore.ign...Relations_ of 
the United States 1948 Vol. IV (Washington: GPO, 1976) 489. 
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these States as well.59 The polarization that occurred in the 

area of international trade and commerce as a result of East-

West Trade policies subverted the democratic nature of the 

GATT. 

At this stage in its development as a dominant power, it 

cannot be argued that there were any States in the hemisphere 

that possessed like military resources or the same ability to 

project its force. This does not mean, however, that the U.S. 

exercised a sphere of influence over the States of the 

hemisphere because all it shows is that the U.S. was dominant 

within what can be called a sphere of activity. As was put 

forth in the theoretical section of this paper, true influence 

requires more than the ability to act by one State against or 

over another. The definition also requires that the dominant 

State possess sufficient control as to be able to bring about 

behavior on the part of the States in its sphere that supports 

the dominant power's agenda. As Appendix 1 maps 1951 through 

1955 indicate, this was not the case with respect to many of 

the States studied. In fact, there were many States such as 

Mexico that attempted to maintain a neutral foreign policy 

relationship with regards to the U.S. agenda. These States 

did not buy wholly into the U.S. Cold War, and they attempted 

to use the democratic institutions to maintain their 

sovereignty. By 1953, the U.S. had virtually rid the 

59United States Dept. of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States 1949 Vol. V (Washington: GPO, 1976) 66. 
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hemisphere of dissension with regards to its agenda, but in 

1955, there was a big change with respect to the position of 

the Latin American States as far as U.S. ideals were 

concerned. 

There are many possible explanations for this, and one is 

the fact that this was the end of the era begun by President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt's Good Neighbor Policy. During this 

time, U.S. intervention in the hemisphere was minimal. The 

biggest single event to occur was in 1948 when the U.S. 

assisted Costa Rican politician Jose Figueres defeat Costa 

Rican President Picado by mobilizing its troops in the Panama 

Canal Zone, sending war ships to patrol the Caribbean, and 

interdicting arms destined for Picado. Although the peaceful 

period characterized by Roosevelt's Good Neighbor Policy was 

good for Latin American independence, in truth, it was 

probably more a matter of U.S. preoccupation with extra-

hemispheric events. 

There were many distractions during that period, and they 

were all in one way or another related to the termination of 

World War II and the U.S. quest to establish an international 

system that would help prevent such wars from occurring in the 

future. Also during this time, the U.S. was beginning to 

witness the final results of the Marshal Plan. Another extra-

hemispheric event drawing U.S. interventionist tendencies from 

the region was the Korean War, which began in 1950 and lasted 

until 1953. By early 1950, however, the focus of U.S. 
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attention would once again turn to the western hemisphere. 

After George Kennan toured Latin America, he determined that 

the greatest regional threat and therefore its most pressing 

problem was international communism. Shortly thereafter, U.S. 

policy makers began to formulate policy designed to keep its 

southern neighbors free of the Red Menace. 

As put forth in a memorandum from the Secretary of State 

to the U.S. Embassy in Chile in September of 1950, U.S. 

objectives with respect to Latin America were fairly 

democratic and egalitarian in nature. Section B Paragraph 43 

listed these as being: 

a)To secure the political independence and economic 
viability of the other American states on the 
strongest possible basis; 
b)To promote the self-reliance of the other 
American states; 
c)To demonstrate the benefits of cooperation with 
the United States for the preservation of freedom.60 

Although well intentioned, b and c are incompatible, and due 

to the Cold War, c would take precedence. Paragraph 47 of the 

same document clarifies this by putting forth the more 

immediate goals of the U.S. with respect to Latin America. 

Sub Section C lists these goals as: 

1)Maximizing the output of strategic and other 
essential materials required to meet expanded 
consumption requirements in the U.S., plus the 
attainment of stock pile objectives; and 
2)Developing production that will minimize Latin 
America's dependence on the U.S. as a source of 
food and other essential supplies in case of 

60United States Dept. of State, Foreign Relations of 
the United States 1950 Vol. II (Washington: GPO, 1976) 630. 
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emergency.61 

These goals were important with respect to Latin America 

because they laid the foundation for U.S. dominance during the 

initial period of the Cold War. 

As Appendix 1 map 1956-1959 illustrates, the U.S. did in 

fact exercise a sphere of influence over Latin America during 

the latter half of the decade. By early 1953, the Cold War 

had been accelerated once again by the National Security 

Councils approval of NSC 144 entitled "U.S. Objectives and 

Courses of Action With Respect to Latin America." As Robert 

Pastor wrote with respect to this document, "it reeked of the 

Cold War and lacked any reference to democracy. 1,62 This 

document, of course, was representative of U.S. Cold War 

thinking at the time and reflects the debate within the U.S. 

concerning whether or not to support dictators over democrats. 

Both sides were represented in Eisenhower's cabinet, but that 

supported by George Humphry won out over the democratic 

leanings of Nelson Rockefeller. 

To defeat the totalitarian menace and keep Latin America 

"free" of communism, the dictators came to the fore as the 

only men with sufficient resources to defeat any communist 

challenge in the hemisphere. Eisenhower issued an award to 

P£rez Jimenez, Venezuela's dictator, while Vice President 

Richard Nixon publicly adulated the dictators Rafael Trujillo 

61United States, Foreign Relations 1950 Vol. II 631. 

"Pastor 192. 
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and Fulgencio Batista, urging both to defend their nations 

against communism.63 The U.S. followed these questionable acts 

by securing passage of a resolution at the 10th Inter-American 

Conference that gutted the 18th an 19th Articles to the O.A.S. 

Charter.6'' This resolution was entitled the "Declaration of 

Solidarity for the Preservation of the Political Integrity of 

the American States Against International Communist 

Intervention, " and its passage led to the overthrow of the 

democratically elected government of Guatemala. The overthrow 

of the Arbenz' government was an implicit threat to all States 

in the hemisphere that sought to leave or not enter the U.S. 

sphere of influence. 

The initial response to the U.S. supported coup in 

Guatemala was outrage, and every State studied with the 

exception of Brazil and Nicaragua took offense. This resulted 

in Latin America's temporary move from the U.S. position. The 

graphs in Appendix 2 illustrate this fact nicely, but they 

also show that this would not last long. The longer term 

effect of this was a consolidation of support behind the U.S. 

once the Cold War fully picked up steam. This, of course, was 

also influenced by the fact that the ideals transmitted from 

Germany to the Latin American military leaders had firmly 

taken hold, which is another possible explanation for the U.S. 

"Pastor 193. 

MFarer 31. 
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enjoying such complete levels of support. The fascist 

thinkers of both Germany and Latin America were far more anti-

communist than the U.S., pulling the military leaders into the 

U.S. sphere to temporarily fight their common enemy. 

Once its sphere had been established, the period became 

one in which the U.S. did not have to act overtly to maintain 

control. Just prior to this time, the U.S. switched from a de 

jure to a de facto method of recognizing the legitimacy of 

foreign governments, ensuring that regardless of how State 

power was attained, the figure holding and weilding it would 

be recognized as its leader. This was one probable reason for 

the low levels of U.S. intervention because, as Hector Perez-

Brignoli wrote about Latin American dictators such as Trujillo 

and Batista, the "dictators...were better guarantors of a pax 

Americana than the U.S. Marines themselves."65 Of course, if 

every action has an opposite reaction, many of the reasons 

given for the firm establishment of a U.S. sphere of influence 

would be the very factors pushing Latin America from the U.S. 

sphere. 

"Perez-Brignoli 125. 
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VII: SLOW DECLINE: 
LATIN AMERICA LEAVES THE U.S. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

Following the four year period of virtual unanimous 

support, the U.S. appears to have lost its ability to control 

the behavior of the Latin American States in its sphere, 

beginning with the successful Cuban Revolution in 1959. The 

initial period of decline is represented by Appendix 1 map 

1960-1966. During this period, Cuba was the only country to 

leave the U.S. sphere, and it only retreated to the median 

position, indicating that it was following a more neutral 

foreign policy agenda. As establishing a sphere generally 

requires conflict, so too does leaving a sphere as happened 

when the U.S. left the British realm and Latin America left 

the Spanish realm. For this reason, it is no surprise that 

the conflictual relationship between Cuba and the U.S. 

following the Cuban Revolution almost brought the world to the 

brink of war. For such a small country to make such a rapid 

break from the U.S. sphere almost required some form of 

conflictual response. This manifest itself in the 1961 Bay of 

Pigs incident in which the U.S., attempting to relive its 

Guatemalan experience, supported a Cuban invasion by a group 

of exiles who apposed Castro's ascendence to the throne. This 

encounter led to the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis in which the 

U.S. and the Soviet Union teetered on the brink of nuclear war 

over the issue of Soviet offensive weapons in Cuba. 

The violent Cuban experience (to include its nationalist 

revolution) was the first of many nationalistic attempts to 
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leave the U.S. sphere of influence. This one was successful 

partly because the U.S. was not prepared for or did not know 

how to prevent Castro's success. All of the methods it used 

failed, including support for a moderate interim government 

and a last minute arms embargo against Batista, which proved 

to be a learning experience for future U.S. counter-insurgency 

use. Had U.S. policy makers truly understood the nature of 

their Cold War actions and the Latin American context in which 

they were couched, they would have discovered that they were 

adding the push factors that would drive Latin America from 

the U.S. sphere. These coupled with the pull factor of 

regional democracy, ie., the U.N. and the juridical equality 

evinced in the O.A.S., would bring Latin America into its own 

sphere of influence for the first time since the Spanish 

dominated the Mexica and the Inca. 

T he. Co 1 d _War__Push 

Before examining the slow degradation of the U.S. sphere, 

we must first have a better understanding of the factors that 

pushed Latin America away from the U.S. One of these was the 

mere fact that the States of the hemisphere, other than the 

Anglophone States, had very little in common with the U.S., 

and a relationship based simply on one issue, the Cold War, 

could not endure without the use of high levels of conflict to 

continually force support. The other reason was the Cold War 

effect both before and after the Cuban Revolution. The 
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primary effect of the Cold War in Latin America was the 

imposition of something similar to what the U.S. was fighting 

to expel from the hemisphere. This form of totalitarianism 

became known as total war, which was the result of the strong 

anti-communist fervor found in the U.S. mixing with the pro-

Fascist leanings of the Latin American militaries. Although 

some have claimed that the U.S. was responsible for the 

imposition of anti communist ideas in Latin America, this is 

simply an untenable proposition. Their fascist associations 

made them possibly second in depth of hatred for communism 

only to Nazi Germany. 

The concept of total war was itself a product of German 

thinking, which again illustrates the depth of German 

penetration in the hemisphere. German military thinker Erick 

Von Ludendorff was one of the men responsible for this 

concept. He believed war was the business of the whole 

Nation, not just the Armed Forces, because it touched the 

immediate life and soul of all citizens of the warring 

Nations. Victory, he believed, could only be attained when 

the entire population was willing to devote all of its energy 

and spirit to the cause of war, meaning that all resources and 

forms of commerce had to be directed at that one goal.66 One 

of the better descriptions of this phenomena from the Latin 

American perspective was given by Brazilian General Golbery do 

b6Alberto Rocha, La militarizacion del Estado (Lima: 
CONCYTEC, 1988) 49. 
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Couto e Silva in a book written about Brazilian geopolitics. 

In it, he put forth the proposition that as the world moved 

from strictly armed forms of warfare to total war, it moved 

into a realm of constant warfare exercised not only on the 

battlefield but also in the economic, social and political 

realms of National interaction. In discussing this 

transition, he stated that he could no longer "distinguish 

where peace ends and where war begins."67 This type of 

thinking has been prevalent in military circles since the Cold 

War initially began to assume its hostile character. Pablo 

Corlazzoli expanded on Couto e Silvas ideas when he expanded 

on the realms into which total war had moved. For this 

student of Civil-Military relations, the conflict of the Cold 

War was all pervasive due to its presence in all realms of 

life including religious, ideological an cultural.68 It was 

precisely this environment that the U.S. advanced after Cuba's 

fall and Castro's warm embrace of the Soviet Union. 

U.S. concern over the Cuban situation further solidified 

the dictator vs. democrat debate firmly in favor of the 

dictator. In writing about the "theology of global 

containment," Tom J. Farer concluded that it meant "an enemy 

67Golbery do Couto e Silva, Conjuntura Politica 
Nacionalo.Poder Executivo & Geopolitica do Brasil. 3ed. 
(Rio de Janeiro: Jose Olympio, 1981) 24. 

bBPablo Corlazzoli, Los Regimenes Militares en America 
Latina: Estructuracion Ideologica (Uruguay: Talleres 
Graficos, 1987) 36. 
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of Moscow must be a friend of Washington, and violence 

practiced by opponents of left wing states is, by definition, 

defensive.1169 The military leaders of Latin America were 

serious about their anti-communism and sought U.S. military 

training and support. The following quotation is lengthy, but 

it shows the depth of conviction held by many Latin Generals 

and is fairly representative of their way of thinking. 

The world is at war, though the war is undeclared. 
Ferocious battles erupt, often unexpectedly, now in 
one country, now in another, often in several at 
once. Battles are won; others are lost. The war 
goes on. There are grounds neither for compromise 
nor pity. The stakes are too high for pity. Pity 
makes you weak. And there cannot be compromise 
because the antagonists hold utterly incompatible 
views about the ends of life and the organization 
of society. 
We are defending a social order that has evolved 

over two millennia. We are defending the 
fundamental institutions of our civilization: the 
family, religion, private property, and the whole 
system of ordered liberty which they support and in 
turn supports them. The enemy, Marxists of one 
liturgy or another, are bent on destroying those 
institutions and abolishing liberty.70 

This quote is just a small portion of a letter written by 

General Roberto Menendez who was attempting to defend the 

repressive nature of Latin American military rule by placing 

it in the context of defense of Western Civilization. 

During the early 1960s, the U.S. actively began to expand 

its military entrenchment in Latin America, primarily in the 

inner peripheral area, which was due in large part to the 

69Farer 11. 

70Farer 100. 
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strategic nature of the Panama Canal and a doctrinal shift in 

military thinking brought on by President John F. Kennedy's 

Administration. Throughout the Middle American region, the 

U.S. began to construct military training bases and formally 

began its counter-insurgency program for the region. This was 

part of Kennedy's Doctrine of Flexible Response, which called 

for enhancing the U.S. military command structure so that it 

could meet aggression on three levels. These were nuclear, 

conventional and guerrilla forms of warfare, and the first two 

were reserved primarily for the European Theater of Operations 

while the latter was used throughout the world in an attempt 

to quell the spread of communism. Vietnam was the first true 

test bed of U.S. counter-insurgency programs, but Latin 

America was also an active region for such warfare. 

Another important change that accompanied the doctrinal 

shift was initially put forth in a paper prepared by the State 

Department entitled "A New Concept for Hemispheric Defense and 

Development." The result of this for Latin America was the 

further entrenchment of the military in politics as it was an 

invitation for them to seize power. The basic premise in the 

paper was the refutation of the myth of collective hemispheric 

defense. The writers proposed a new military division of 

labor in the hemisphere that would allow the U.S. to "assume 

primary responsibility for defense against external aggression 

while the Latin military would be given a greater role in 

internal development and the maintenance of intra-hemispheric 
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peace. "7i 

The success of the U.S. doctrinal shift and structural 

changes within the Inter-American military system began to 

emerge in the late 1960s. The highlight of U.S. success came 

when members of the U.S. Special Forces and their Bolivian 

counterparts, the Rangers, captured and killed revolutionary 

leader Che Guevara as he attempted to start yet another fire 

in the international communist movement's struggle. Another 

major success was the U.S. led invasion and occupation of the 

Dominican Republic to restore order to the beleaguered 

country. This was a large success because it was the first 

time the use of force was condoned and called for by the 

O.A.S., making this the first successful multilateral use of 

force in the hemisphere by its organized members. 

Another important contribution made to the Cold War 

debate by the Kennedy Administration was the advancement of 

the poverty vs. institutional strength debate that tried to 

get at the root cause of social upheaval. This debate 

resulted in the Alliance for Progress, which was an attempt by 

Kennedy to meet both sides of the equation. In order to 

reduce the adverse effects of poverty, the Alliance provided 

substantial levels of aid to many of the hemisphere's 

countries. Of course, that was the official line. In truth, 

71John Child, Unequal Alliance: The Inter-American 
Military System, 1938-1978 (Boulder: Westview Press, 1980) 
147. 



92 

aid appears to have been very limited as the only six 

countries that received a visible benefit according to Figure 

3 were Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 

Paraguay, and Venezuela. The other countries either received 

no increased levels of support or had already been receiving 

large sums, resulting in the continuation of the status quo. 

The other side of the coin was where the impact had its 

greatest effect, which was the strengthening of the weak State 

institutions in Latin America. This problem was resolved by 

the changes put in place that have already been discussed, 

ie., the use of the military in Latin America as an internal 

stabilizing force. The success of Kennedy's initiatives have 

been measured by many analysts by the fact that by the end of 

the decade, only Colombia, Costa Rica and Mexico had not been 

toppled by military coups and were the only three quasi 

democracies in Latin America, indicating that the dictators 

won out over the democrats once again. 

The Turning Tide 

By 1968, the U.S. position had changed little, but the 

debate over the issues had began to change shape, indicating 

that there would soon be a measurable change in the direction 

of U.S. foreign policy. In this year, only five countries, 

Bolivia, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, Nicaragua and 

Paraguay, fell to levels of support indicating that they had 

begun to follow neutral foreign policy agendas. By 1971, 
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every country studied fell back into the U.S. sphere of 

influence as all States with the exception of Cuba provided 

over 67% levels of support for the U.S. This thesis takes the 

position that the increased levels of support were due to the 

fact that the United States temporarily began to alter its 

Cold War policy with public calls for the de-escalation of the 

Vietnam War and the demilitarization of relations with respect 

to Cold War policy in general. Of course, the fact that 

Kennedy's legacy, the resurgence of military regimes 

throughout Latin America, once again allowed the U.S. to 

dominate through surrogates is another very plausible 

explanation, showing that the military rulers had a greater 

propensity to support U.S. initiatives than civilian rulers. 

Although not as many States returned to the U.S. sphere, 

this pattern occurred again in 1977. The majority that did 

were in the northern portion of South America and Middle 

America or the inner periphery as it has been called. In this 

instance, the policies of demilitarization brought about by 

President Nixon's Administration are partially responsible for 

the increased support. By this time, the States of Latin 

America were also working in unison to leave the U.S. sphere. 

This meant that continued militarization would only have 

resulted in less support and more conflict, which becomes 

evident as militarization returns to the relationship in the 

late 1970s and 1980s. Continuing the trend toward coopertion 

over conflict, however, continue to be the primary reason for 
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increased levels of support at this time. The Panama Canal 

Treaties negotiated between General Omar Torrijos of Panama 

and President Jimmy Carter became a reality in 1977, showing 

the States of the region that the U.S. had indeed changed its 

attitude and no longer sought to dominate the region. 

Another important policy shift made by Carter was the 

move from de facto methods of government recognition to de jure 

methods. This then brought the U.S. into a confrontational 

position with what it considered illegitimate governments in 

the name of reestablishing the primacy of democracy in the 

U.S. foreign policy agenda. Map 1977 in Appendix 1 shows that 

Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru did not return to the U.S. 

sphere, which for the ABC countries was a result of the change 

in recognition. This is supported by Appendix 2 that shows 

these States were almost completely cut off from the stream of 

U.S. aid. Another important impact made by the Carter 

Administration was the overall reduction in arms sales to 

Latin American States. In 1974, the U.S. was the largest arms 

supplier in South America, but by 1980, it was the fifth.72 

All of the credit for the positive shift in U.S.-Latin 

American relations cannot be solely attributed to U.S. foreign 

policy initiatives and doctrinal shifts. By the early 1970s, 

it was apparent that the States of Latin America were 

72Thomas Carothers, In the Name of Democracy: U.S. 
Policy Toward Latin America In the Reagan Years (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1991) 119. 
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approaching the upper end of a learning curve that enabled 

them to use the international institutions created in the mid 

twentieth century to their benefit. Although working from 

weaker positions with respect to U.S. military and economic 

dominance, the leaders of Latin America began to assert 

themselves in a positive and unified way. One of the better 

examples of this was Panamanian General Omar Torrijos' success 

in negotiating the Panama Canal Treaties with President Jimmy 

Carter in which his objective was to eventually force the U.S. 

to relinquish sovereignty over the Canal Zone. To this end, 

Torrijos worked through the U.N. and other international 

institutions to gain as much international support for his 

endeavor before negotiating with the U.S. In 1973, he even 

entered Panama into the Non-Aligned Movement and invited the 

U.N. Security Council to hold its annual meeting in Panama. 

Other trends indicating the unification of Latin America 

against U.S. dominance abound. An important indicator is the 

fact that in 1950, only two Latin American States had formal 

diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, but by the 1980s, 

almost all had established the formal ties. By reestablishing 

diplomatic relations with Cuba, the States of the hemisphere, 

with the exception of the U.S., attempted to bring Cuba back 

into the fold of Inter-American cooperation. When his 

government reestablished formal ties with Cuba in 1975, 

Colombian Foreign Minister Indalecio Lievaro proclaimed that 

the act was another step towards "dismantling the Cold War in 
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Latin America."73 This trend continued with respect to 

Nicaragua both before and after the defeat of Somoza. In the 

1970s, many of Latin America's States led by Mexico cut 

diplomatic relations with Somoza1s government and 

reestablished them after the successful Sandinista Revolution. 

By 1979, most Latin American States worked overtly or covertly 

for the overthrow of Somoza with Mexico and Venezuela 

supplying arms through the Costa Ricans and Panamanians.74 

Reimposition, of Cold War Standards 

During the period of U.S. dominance and loss, Cuba was 

the first State to rapidly move from the U.S. sphere of 

influence, which brought reprisals that continue to this day. 

In 1973, Chile, under the leadership of President Salvador 

Allenede, began to appear as if it was going to make that same 

radical shift, pulling Chile from the U.S. sphere. This time, 

however, the U.S. was successful in preventing Chile's turn 

toward socialism by supporting a coup led by General Augusto 

Pinochet who continues to be a political force in Chile to 

this day. The third attempt, Nicaragua, was successful but 

again resulted in serious reprisals initiated by President 

Ronald Reagan in the early 1980s. 

Although the U.S. continued to experience declining 

"Del Aguila 127. 

74Scheman 184. 
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levels of support and, hence, the loss of its influence in the 

region, the Reagan Administration once again polarized 

regional relations along bipolar Cold War lines. By this 

time, Latin American experience in the international arena had 

grown vastly, and it had become fairly unified, which is 

evident in its voting patterns in the U.N. and on other 

important public issues. Again, this thesis puts forth the 

proposition that this unification and use of the international 

democratic organizations combined with the intensification of 

Cold War relations pulled and pushed, respectively, Latin 

America completely from the U.S. sphere of influence. The 

loss of some States before the beginning of Reagan's tenure 

can be explained by the fact that by the end of Carter's 

Presidency, democracy and the egalitarian human rights ideals 

brought to the White House by Carter began to take a back seat 

to Cold War initiatives. This made for a heated presidential 

campaign that focused on foreign policy and the loss of U.S. 

influence, which was wholly blamed on Carter's foreign policy 

ineptitude. 

Believing that the loss of the U.S. sphere of influence 

was due to the inability of the U.S. to successfully project 

its force since the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam, President 

Reagan began his Presidency with the goal of establishing U.S. 

credibility in the hemisphere and the world. Reagan's 

campaign rhetoric and its subsequent formulation as the 

guiding light for U.S. foreign policy during his tenure became 



known as the Reagan Doctrine. This doctrine was based on 

several notions, but the dominant theme was the domino theory. 

The Reagan Doctrine was an attempt to change the direction of 

the falling dominoes by ensuring that they fell towards the 

Soviet Union and not the U.S. The importance of Middle 

America to U.S. strategic interests and its close proximity to 

the U.S. made this the ideal location for beginning the role 

back of communism in Nicaragua. Theoretically, the loss of 

influence forced the U.S. to retreat closer to its core in 

order to shore up its defenses and stop or slow the decline, 

making the third State to attempt an immediate and radical 

shift from the U.S. sphere a perfect test case. 

The first domino in the hemisphere to fall had been Cuba 

in 1959, and as a result, the U.S. began to tighten the screws 

of the Cuban embargo even further under Reagan. The 

militarized response, however, did not manifest there. It 

came to the fore in Nicaragua, which was more important in 

terms of the domino theory due to its continental location. 

Unlike Cuba, Nicaragua could not be surrounded and forcibly 

isolated unless the U.S. could ensure that all of Nicaragua's 

neighbors were in the U.S. camp. Of course, this could not be 

accomplished completely as the geography of Central America 

facilitated the ease at which guerrilla organizations and 

their supporters could move and receive or send supplies. 

When the Reagan Administration released a White Paper in 

February 1981 detailing evidence of Cuban and Soviet covert 
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support for Central American revolutionary movements, the 

Administration was attempting to heighten the feeling of 

urgency with respect to the Central American question and 

increase the importance of Nicaragua in the Cold War struggle. 

By the end of the year, Reagan had achieved his short 

term goals of obtaining Congressional support and the 

operationalization of his rhetoric, which came about in the 

form of National Security Directive 17. This directive gave 

birth to the anti-Sandinista movement whose members became 

known as the contras. The contras were, in effect, a U.S. 

military force designed to expel the Sandinistas from power, 

but it was also the formulation of what may have been the 

correct formula for achieving Nicaragua's friendship and 

liberation had it been tried at an earlier time. Within the 

Latin American context it was put forth, the U.S. was doing 

nothing more than polarizing and militarizing its relations 

with the hemisphere, which is evident in Appendix 1 maps 1982-

1983, 1984-1985, 1986 and 1987. The levels of militarization 

that occurred as a result of Reagan's application of realist 

foreign policy conceptions attained levels never before 

reached in the hemisphere. Honduras was so militarized that 

it became known as a "land-based aircraft carrier."75 Another 

facet showing the intense levels of militarization was the 

75Donald E. Schultz and Deborah Sundloff Schultz, The 
United States, Honduras, and the Crisis in Central America 
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1994) 53. 
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fact that the U.S. provided more military aid to Costa Rica 

during the 1980s than it did to Argentina, Brazil, Chile, 

Mexico and Venezuela, and Costa Rica did not even have a 

mi 1 itary.76 

Figure 2 represents the mapping of U.S. foreign aid to 

Latin America, and the countries represented by black received 

large increases (positive 

levels) in U.S. foreign aid 

during this period of 

militarization. Those 

represented by gray received | 

mixed levels of aid which is j 

deigned to show that the j 

U.S. was using aid with 
i 

these States as a tool to 1 j 
! | 
i . 

induce them into behaving 
Figure 2: This map shows that 

properly. Those indicated the U.S. did use economic 
measures in an attempt to elicit 

by white received negative positive behavior on behalf of 
the States studies. 

(decreasing) levels of aid. It is interesting to note that 

Figure 2 shows the U.S. acted as it should have according to 

sphere of influence conceptions by retreating closer to the 

core when its authority was challenged on the periphery. 

Again, this follows sphere of influence theories if we reverse 

Positive 

Mixed 

Negative 

76J. Samuel Fitch, "The Decline of U.S. Military 
Influence in Latin America," Journal of Interamerican 
Studies and World Affairs V.35 No.2 (Summer 1993) 9. 
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them to show what happens when a State is in decline.77 

As was stated previously, this thesis posits that the 

Reagan Doctrine was the wrong doctrine for the times and the 

Latin American context. This proposition is supported by the 

fact that even with extensive amounts of U.S. aid being 

provided and the complete militarization of Central America by 

the U.S., Latin America continued to work for peace internally 

and radically departed from the U.S. sphere of influence, 

which is represented by levels of voting support averaging 

20%. It is also visible in the peaceful endeavors put forth 

by Latin American leaders within a consentual context. In 

1983, the Contadora Group comprised of Colombia, Mexico, 

Panama and Venezuela, issued its proposal for attaining peace 

in the hemisphere. This called for the reduction of U.S. 

dominance, the removal of an East-West context to regional or 

local conflicts and the call for negotiated peace agreements 

to put an end to all conflicts in the region. The strength of 

this group was bolstered in 1986 when Argentina, Brazil, Peru 

and Uruguay joined. 

Also in 1986, Guatemalan President Vinicio Cerezo invited 

his Central American counterparts to Esquipulas, Guatemala to 

discuss regional peace initiatives and the possibility of 

77Rather than projecting its power outward, a declining 
State should defend its diminishing power by retreating 
inward. As the relative balance of power continues to 
change in favor of the periphery, the core State should 
continue to withdrawal until the core has reached parity 
with the periphery. 
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establishing a Central American Parliament to guard against 

the outbreak of future conflicts.78 In 1987, Esquipulas II was 

held, and at this historic meeting, the leaders of Central 

America signed the Arias Peace Plan, calling for an end to the 

external support of insurgencies and for democracy through 

national reconciliation. As is evident by this process, Latin 

America was leaving the U.S. sphere of influence whether the 

U.S. approved or not. The peace initiatives proved more 

fruitful than did the conflictual methods tried by Cuba, Chile 

and Nicaragua because they placed the U.S. between a rock and 

a hard place. It could not risk armed aggression against 

nations pursuing peace simply to bring them back into the U.S. 

fold. 

78Pastor 74. 
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VIII: CONCLUSION 

Spanning the relatively short period of time since their 

revolutionary births thrust them into a common existence in 

the western hemisphere, the U.S.-Latin American relationship 

has been dominated by U.S. initiatives and wrought with 

conflict from its inception. Mexico, being the weakest U.S. 

neighbor after its independence, was the first target. It was 

unfortunate for Mexico that the geographical location of its 

northern region and its lack of population cost it over half 

of its sovereign territory. The feelings of anger haunt the 

U.S.-Mexican relationship to this day as Mexico still has not 

learned to trust its northern neighbor. In fact, as Sidney 

Weintraub pointed out, "The border industrialization program 

of the 1960s, which gave birth to the maquiiadora, has as one of 

its motivations to populate the northern region against 

further U.S. encroachment."79 

Before even consolidating its core, the U.S. had begun to 

formulate its policy with respect to this region and the 

hemisphere in general. Although Mexico lost much of its 

territory to the U.S., the U.S. relationship with the 

countries of Central American and the Caribbean has been just 

as conflictual, if not more. The numerous interventions and 

occupations in the area, including the U.S. occupation and 

V9Sidney Weintraub, A..Marriage„of Convenience:. 
Relations Between Mexico and the United States (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1990) 55. 
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control over the Panama Canal Zone and the status of Puerto 

Rico, are not the same as direct military conquest, but by 

tightening U.S. control over the behavior of the State 

occupied, it was in effect the same thing. By the time the 

U.S. fully initiated the Cold War in the hemisphere, it had 

achieved this through surrogate dictators who threw all of 

their weight behind the U.S. 

As the data illustrates, the U.S. sphere of influence was 

short lived. Before attaining complete control, the U.S. 

first had to expel extra-hemispheric powers from the region. 

Once it had achieved this with the end of World War II, the 

U.S. had its short reign of power. The democratic opening 

following the war provided the framework for Latin America's 

emergence as an important and active region of States, 

interacting positively in the international system. Most of 

the region relied on peaceful means of transition from the 

U.S. sphere, which was reliance on democratic international 

institutions and collective unity, while only two States 

succeeded in making rapid and radical breaks with the U.S. 

following the revolutionary model. The data indicate that the 

fact Latin America left the U.S. sphere of influence cannot be 

disputed. The peak year for U.S. support was in 1956 when 

nine of the nineteen States studied voted with the U.S. 100% 

of the time and the average level of support was 97.7%. By 

1984, a span of only 28 years, the U.S. found itself with few 

friends as only two States provided 25% or more levels of 
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support. These were Guatemala with 25% and Paraguay with 29%. 

The average level of support provided to the U.S. that year 

was 19.4%. 

Although the U.S. had the opportunity to demilitarize 

relations after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, it chose 

to simply alter its paradigm, believing that if militarization 

won the Cold War, so to could it win the Drug War. With this 

new shift, the U.S. continued its militant foreign policy 

posture. In December of 1989, the U.S. invaded Panama marking 

the first use of force to consolidate the paradigm shift. Of 

course, before and after this operation, the U.S. was sending 

troops to Bolivia, the Drug Enforcement Agency to Mexico and 

elsewhere and aircraft carriers to the coast of Colombia. In 

Peru's Huallaga Valley, the U.S. had established special base 

camps. Returning to Figure 2, we find that the only other 

countries to receive mixed or increasing levels of funding 

were the primary drug growing, processing and transit points. 

The Colombianization80 of Mexico is sure to escalate the U.S. 

militarization of its border region, indicating its continued 

withdrawal to the core. 

If those shaping and guiding foreign policy now and in 

the future do not learn that the military or its tactics 

80This term refers to the high levels of penetration 
the drug lords have made into the Mexican government and 
political system. It includes penetration of the Executive, 
Judicial and Legislative branches of government as well as 
the political parties. 
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cannot win all of the battles and cannot sustain total control 

without legitimacy, then force will remain the method of first 

resort. Had we continued with the democratic path after World 

War II, levels of support provided to the U.S. now might be 

much higher than they in fact are. Of course, between then 

and now, the U.S. probably never would have occupied a sphere 

of influence over Latin America as their levels of support 

more than likely would have fallen consistently in the neutral 

range. Had we taken President Franklin Delano Roosevelt to 

heart when he said "Enduring peace cannot be bought at the 

cost of other people's freedom,1181 we may have more support 

from our hemispheric brethren than we do, and if we do not 

change our ways, we may never gain adherents to our cause. 

81Black 59. 
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Appendix 1: These maps were created with the U.N. voting 
data and are intended to show the extent of the U.S. sphere 
of influence, the progression of its loss, and the depth of 
that loss. Those countries voting with the U.S. 67% to 100% 
of the time are considered to be in the U.S. sphere while 
those with support levels of 0% to 33% are considered to be 
outside of the U.S. sphere and hostile towards U.S. 
initiatives. The countries with voting records from 34% to 
66% are considered to be following a neutral foreign policy 
position, neither supporting nor opposing the U.S. in 
particular. 
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Appendix 2: These graphs show the % level of support for the 
U.S. as calculated with the U.N. data and the economic 
assistance provided by the U.S. in millions of dollars. The 
voting data was obtained from the Yearbook of the United 
Nations published by Columbia University Press and ends in 
1987. The economic aid was taken from U....S_,„Ovexsje_as_Loans 
and_Grants„.and Assistance f rom Inter nation a10rgani z at i ons 
published by the U.S. Aid for International Development. 
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Peruvian-U.S. Relations 
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Venezuelan-U.S. Relations 
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Appendix 3: The voting data was obtained from the Yearbook 
of. the ..United. Nations. The aid figures were obtained from 
the U.S._„Overseas Loans and Grants and.Assistance and 
includes military and all other forms of aid. The aid is in 
millions of dollars, and values under $50,000 are counted as 
zero. 
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Appendix 3: 

Countiy/Y ear 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 

Argentina % 75 71 50 77 40 100 97 
Aid 5 - - - 62.3 16.1 100 

Bolivia % 73 64 50 75 50 100 90 
Aid .5 1.7 1.3 15.8 31.7 28.1 27.3 

Brazil % 96 64 75 86 100 100 100 
Aid 27.3 59.3 388.8 4.5 52.4 94.8 325.9 

Chile % 62 71 63 73 40 100 93 
Aid 2.2 12.3 !,3 1.4 6.2 29.4 48.3 

Colombia % 68 79 79 86 80 100 100 
Aid 2.4 3.3 5.5 1.4 5.1 11.5 16.3 

Costa Rica % 96 73 79 86 50 96 100 
Aid .7 2.2 2.5 1.9 5.3 20.7 11.3 

Cuba % 65 75 63 86 60 89 96 
Aid 12.1 .1 .2 8.2 .5 1.7 .6 

Dom. Republic % 69 71 75 73 60 93 97 
Aid .1 .2 .3 2 ,3 .3 .2 

Ecuador % 65 65 81 73 30 98 93 
Aid .7 2.4 1 7.2 4.3 5.3 7.7 

El Salvador % 85 65 75 81 30 93 97 
Aid 2 .5 .7 .6 .8 1.1 1.7 

Guatemala % 58 50 50 80 30 98 80 
Aid .7 1.1 .2 .2 10.1 34.4 19.1 

Honduras % 88 65 71 83 50 100 100 
Aid .2 .8 .7 1.1 2 2.7 8.2 

Mexico % 62 65 50 73 40 98 90 
Aid 8,2 9.3 7 7.6 2.2 52.6 26.3 

Nicaragua % 88 75 75 79 90 98 100 
Aid 1.3 .8 .9 1.2 3.6 2.6 6.2 

Panama % 78 77 75 88 50 98 93 
Aid .9 3 1.5 1.6 2.9 9.8 26.6 

Paraguay % 88 79 75 67 30 96 100 
Aid .7 1.6 .8 1.2 9.7 4.1 2.8 

Peru % 88 75 89 75 60 100 89 
Aid 22.1 2.4 1.7 2.6 109.9 11.5 16.2 

Uruguay % 81 75 50 64 33 100 97 
Aid 2.8 .4 .2 2 .4 .2 .3 

Venezuela % 88 68 50 68 50 100 100 
Aid .2 3.1 .1 .1 .2 .2 3.6 
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Country/Y ear 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 

Argentina % 100 96 91 88 79 93 **** 

Aid .1 170,9 .9 79.5 60.5 135.6 20.6 

Bolivia % 94 88 77 85 75 100 **** 

Aid 22.4 24.9 15 30 40 66.7 79.9 

Brazil % 100 96 89 88 83 96 * • * *  

Aid 26.3 145.2 42.3 327.8 255.1 159.3 378.1 

Chile % 92 88 81 88 79 100 + ** + 

Aid 42.8 49.7 47.2 128.7 187.6 115.9 136.1 

Colombia % 100 92 85 90 86 89 
Aid 95.5 8.3 56.3 103.3 86.5 137 137.5 

Costa Rica % 96 92 82 85 86 93 * * * •  

Aid 2.7 8.2 10.5 10.1 10.6 15.1 16.7 

Cuba % 96 85 53 40 40 43 
Aid 16.8 .8 1.1 .1 0 0 0 

Dom. Republic % 92 85 78 83 86 96 *++*  

Aid .2 1 .5 .1 36.3 53.3 16.5 

Ecuador % 100 92 81 84 100 100 * * * *  

Aid 5.5 11.3 11.6 23.5 41.7 42.5 32.4 

El Salvador % 95 91 79 88 100 92 * * * *  

Aid t . l  I . E  1 6.8 23 23.8 15.8 

Guatemala % 96 88 80 88 86 93 + * * *  

Aid 17.5 11.9 12.1 32.2 11.6 16.8 15.4 

Honduras % 92 96 73 86 83 100 •••• 

Aid 8.9 4.6 4 5.7 5.1 13.7 1 1 9  

Mcxico % 88 88 75 83 79 100 **** 

Aid 60.3 111.3 51 31.8 142.4 46.1 106,5 

Nicaragua % 100 100 91 93 94 100 **** 

Aid 3.5 4.4 12.5 12.4 15 9.4 7,1 

Panama % 96 88 88 88 77 86 * * * *  

Aid 5.5 2 2 16.1 25.5 10.6 25.2 

Paraguay % 100 92 91 90 89 92 
Aid 6.5 5.6 4.3 10.9 8.7 10,9 9.3 

Peru % 100 88 84 86 83 82 •  * * *  

Aid 20.5 63.1 28.8 81.7 97.5 37.4 91.6 

Uruguay % 96 96 81 88 83 100 **** 

Aid 2 19.7 24.8 5.7 11.2 21.1 9.7 

Venezuela % 92 88 74 88 75 93 
Aid .2 14 24.7 127.8 72.3 61.9 60.7 
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Appendix 3: 

CountryA' ear 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 

Argentina % 78 76 71 58 64 65 81 
Aid 42.1 62.9 17 55.1 71.2 24.1 55.7 

Bolivia % 94 86 68 75 64 73 88 
Aid 20.7 39.9 32.7 20.7 34.6 8.5 13.3 

Brazil % 85 92 71 66 67 69 83 
Aid 288 374.8 302.1 368.1 58.1 219.9 209.1 

Chile % 73 76 69 56 61 52 68 
Aid 140.3 122 264.5 104.9 91.8 30.4 13.4 

Colombia % 79 81 61 59 69 62 74 
Aid 42.1 116.7 145.5 110.4 133.6 153.7 110.1 

Costa Rica % 73 87 94 58 65 68 83 
Aid 15.8 15 15 11.5 18.1 20.7 8.5 

Cuba % 43 53 29 27 45 31 58 
Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dom. Republic % 74 79 71 67 55 61 81 
Aid 77.2 111.6 61.5 67.5 32 22.5 29.7 

Ecuador % 69 91 62 46 61 62 74 
Aid 27.2 32 14.8 16 15.1 30.7 25.1 

El Salvador % 84 86 61 66 68 85 79 
Aid 19.4 9.7 4.8 9.8 14.3 13.2 6.1 

Guatemala % 85 71 58 58 69 61 78 
Aid 14.5 10.3 18 18.5 81.4 33.4 26.2 

Honduras % 84 86 65 72 69 57 77 
Aid 5.4 15 11.1 15.1 5.1 9.6 8.3 

Mexico % 82 79 68 58 61 63 74 
Aid 98.2 33.1 100.4 79.6 16.5 39.4 45,6 

Nicaragua % 94 80 73 69 82 63 80 
Aid 24.8 21.6 13.3 31.6 3.2 4 16.2 

Panama % 81 84 67 64 66 65 76 
Aid 24.4 15 37 21 17.7 16.8 15.4 

Paraguay % 88 86 68 75 73 77 85 
Aid I I . 7  16.3 6 7.3 17.7 9.1 13.7 

Peru % 80 72 73 66 55 46 72 
Aid 47.6 52.4 38 19.9 24.5 17.4 20.1 

Uruguay % 76 83 68 62 75 68 79 
Aid 4.9 11.8 4.9 38.2 5.4 20.8 11.5 

Venezuela % 80 82 61 58 61 59 77 
Aid 52.6 21.1 34.5 67.1 5.3 19.5 29.6 
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Appendix 3: 

Country/Y ear 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Argentina % 72 59 48 45 45 63 59 
Aid 20.2 12.1 23 30.2 34.4 .8 0 

Bolivia % 81 80 74 61 46 67 66 
Aid 64.5 31.4 54.9 33.2 34 48.7 54 

Brazil % 77 78 60 51 44 62 62 
Aid 41.8 71.5 69.9 80.1 48.7 4.4 2.1 

Chile % 70 65 69 64 48 72 67 
Aid 19.7 18.8 25.7 96.2 78.3 33.2 7.1 

Colombia % 82 67 58 60 41 67 65 
Aid 124.6 107.2 54.1 29.2 49.2 9.8 59.5 

Costa Rica % 83 69 69 79 56 73 63 
Aid 3.8 2.6 10.6 3.7 9.3 16.6 9.1 

Cuba % 51 48 42 36 28 50 45 
Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dom. Republic % 88 86 61 64 51 72 73 
Aid 28.9 17.8 18.1 13.3 29 15.4 6.8 

Ecuador % 73 62 63 50 44 67 64 
Aid 9.6 17.2 7.6 8.4 14.9 19.3 16.2 

El Salvador % 83 70 64 65 51 75 66 
Aid 8.8 3.9 11.5 9.4 7 7.3 10.9 

Guatemala % 80 69 66 71 61 77 72 
Aid 18.4 15.4 7.1 17 45.7 21.3 10.6 

Honduras % 76 67 61 71 55 74 71 
Aid 6.3 7.7 27.6 39.8 25.5 15.3 20.3 

Mexico % 75 65 56 50 40 72 64 
Aid 2.5 0 .4 .3 .7 1.2 20.6 

Nicaragua % 91 76 78 88 62 76 77 
Aid 5.6 28.3 17.6 46.5 22.5 6.4 14.4 

Panama % 74 67 54 50 38 70 65 
Aid 34.3 16.1 28.8 21.8 25.6 19.4 23.6 

Paraguay % 85 71 64 69 59 78 70 
Aid 6.2 8.1 8.2 9.6 8.1 3.9 4.1 

Peru % 69 59 48 49 41 65 62 
Aid 45.1 9.8 33.2 37.5 22.9 33.8 63.6 

Uruguay % 80 76 69 69 62 73 72 
Aid 14.3 9.8 6.4 22.2 1.7 .6 .2 

Venezuela % 71 65 52 54 43 67 62 
Aid 16.5 12 11 2.3 11.3 .2 .1 
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Appendix 3: 

CountryA' ear 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 

Argentina % 42 36 31 23 26 15 22 
Aid .1 0 0 .1 0 .1 0 

Bolivia % 43 41 38 22 24 18 21 
Aid 57.8 30.4 12.8 19.7 63 78.1 54 

Brazil % 41 35 30 25 27 21 22 
Aid 2.1 2.4 1.1 .7 .4 0 .8 

Chile % 53 48 40 36 35 24 31 
Aid 13.5 10.2 12.1 6.7 2.8 1.7 1.3 

Colombia % 45 44 35 25 28 19 28 
Aid 21.9 23.4 6 13.5 4.6 33.5 12.1 

Cosla Rica % 46 42 36 29 36 22 27 
Aid 17.9 16 15.3 53.8 218.7 179 231,2 

Cuba % 28 19 16 13 14 7 10 
Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dom. Republic % 46 45 38 26 29 22 26 
Aid 49.4 59.3 41.9 87.9 69.7 104.6 179.3 

Ecuador % 45 38 28 22 26 19 25 
Aid 6.6 15.1 22.8 27.9 31.2 35.6 58.6 

El Salvador % 49 37 31 29 29 23 28 
Aid 11.4 64.2 149.5 264.2 326,9 412.5 570.2 

Guatemala % 57 58 51 47 44 25 26 
Aid 24.7 13 19 15.5 29.7 20.3 107.4 

Honduras % 55 46 38 32 35 24 28 
Aid 31.4 57 45.3 1 1 2  154.3 172,5 296.4 

Mexico % 44 39 24 20 24 12 20 
Aid 13.6 7.5 9.9 8.8 8.3 8,6 11.3 

Nicaragua % 32 24 19 15 19 11 14 
Aid 18.5 38.7 59.9 6.3 0 .1 0 

Panama % 45 41 26 21 27 19 25 
Aid 22.6 2.3 11 18.4 12.9 25.5 85.1 

Paraguay % 47 46 48 42 42 29 33 
Aid 10.3 3.6 6.2 3.8 3.3 2.8 3.6 

Peru % 45 37 29 24 26 18 23 
Aid 76.2 56.6 84.5 59.6 98.1 175,3 87.8 

Uruguay % 52 40 34 32 32 24 23 
Aid .2 0 .1 .8 .8 .7 .1 

Venezuela % 44 37 29 23 26 17 24 
Aid 0 0 .1 .2 .2 .4 .9 
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Country/Y ear 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 

Argentina % 20 17 **** **** **** **** *44* 

Aid 0 2.4 .1 .7 .9 5.5 3.2 

Bolivia % 22 17 **** **** 4444 

Aid 76.1 79.2 92 85.8 148.7 191.1 208.7 

Brazil % 23 18 **** **** *444 ***• *44* 

Aid .7 5.4 3 2.3 3.2 4.6 3.1 

Chile % 33 27 **** + *** 4*44 4**4 4 4 4 4  

Aid 1.1 1.1 1.4 5.4 2.2 18.7 5.8 

Colombia % 26 20 *4** *444 *444 4444 

Aid 15.8 17.1 14.3 19.2 94.2 70.3 73.3 

Cosla Rica % 37 30 **44 »*+* *44* •  4 4 4  4 4 4 4  

Aid 165.4 183 120.6 122,2 95.5 45.3 26.9 

Cuba % 13 10 **** **** *44* **44 *44* 

Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dom. Republic % 28 22 **** **** 44** 4*44 *** + 

Aid 106,3 41 60 81.9 27.8 23.7 24.2 

Ecuador % 22 18 **** **** **4* + *** 

Aid 64.9 50,1 21.6 45.3 25.1 27.3 30.7 

El Salvador % 34 27 **** **** **** *44* 4 4 4 4  

Aid 444.4 574.4 395.6 388.4 327.7 294.7 291.5 

Guatemala % 25 23 **** *444 44*4 *4** 4444 

Aid 122.1 193.3 141.6 156.6 118 92.7 62 

Honduras % 30 26 **** * * + •  * •+ •  4 4 4  +  f t * *  

Aid 197.7 259 198.1 129.2 213.9 157.3 95,7 

Mexico % 21 16 **** * • * *  444* *44* **** 

Aid 12,1 17.8 18.5 70 41.7 58.2 40,9 

Nicaragua % 14 13 ¥+ + * **** 4**4 4*4* ****  

Aid 0 0 .4 3.9 223.3 218.7 74.9 

Panama % 25 19 **** **** **** **** **** 

Aid 41.6 15.6 1.2 1 397 40 21.1 

Paraguay % 31 21 44** 4**4 **** **** 

Aid 3.4 3.2 4.2 4.8 3,4 4.2 5.5 

Peru % 22 18 HI*#* * * * •  4444 *44* *44* 

Aid 59 63.8 71.1 67.5 94.9 198.5 123.1 

Uruguay % 27 23 *444 +++* 4*4* 

Aid 14.5 12,9 .1 .7 2.7 2.1 3.5 

Venezuela % 23 16 **** **** **** **** **** 

Aid .2 .2 .1 .8 1,2 1.4 2.3 
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