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both conservatives and communists attempted to foment insurrections against demo- ¥

cratic regimes in Latin America. ‘
4. In 1989, to honor the service of the foreign debt, the country was required to i

pay more than half of the total income in foreign exchange from exports (Guerén

1993: 2-5). .

5. Franklin Tagwell (1977: 216) presents an extensive inventory of irritating Vene- . 9
zuelan initiatives, including the promotion of the Latin American Economic System :
(SELA) as an autonomous forum, support for Andean restrictions on private capital,

the sponsorship of the move.to reassimilate Cuba in the Inter-American System, the ¥ - .
hostility to the Chilean military regime, and the special condemnation of the U.S. ' COlombla

1975 Trade Act.

6. “[Tlhe assumption that we are inheritors of Bolfvar has been an important fac-
tor in Venezuela’s foreign policy. But we must distinguish.between Bolfvar the
dreamer of 1810 from the Bolfvar who during the foundation of Bolivia then under-
stood the forces of disintegration and anarchy” (Consalvi 1997: 143—45).
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perfectly into these neat categories. Rather, the search for gene‘ral principles
is largely defied by the conjunctural, incongruous, and changing nature of
the country’s foreign relations. This chapter provides a general explanation
and analysis of this scenario.

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
COLOMBIAN FOREIGN POLICY

Many of the central features of Colombia’s foreign policy exhibit a strong
correlation with two distinct dynamics: the particular nature of t'he Colom-
bian political system and the country’s relations w%th t}}e United States.
These features include (1) the presidentialist and bipartisan character of

Colombian foreign relations; (2) their personalized nature; (3) signiﬁcapt :
degrees of fragmentation in the formulation of foreign policy; (4) the exis-

tence of “parallel” diplomacies; (5) the centrality of international law; (6)

closeness to the United States, combined with a low international profile; |

and (7) lack of input/interest on the part of public opinion (Drekonja 1983; o

Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 83—86; Cepeda and Pardo 1989: 9-11).
As in the case of most Latin American countries, the presidentialist char-
acter of Colombia’s political regime, the absence of a true division of powers,

and the marginal role played by the legislature in international matters has |
historically granted the executive a significant degree of autonomy in the. for- -
mulation of foreign policy. In addition to the Ministry of Foreign Rcf.latlons, £
formally charged with the planning and execution of the country’s interna- |
tional relations, the Colombian president has an additional consultation -
mechanism, the Foreign Relations Advisory Committee (CARE), composed

of all former elected presidents and several other members appointed by

congress and the president. This committee is charged with advising the .

executive on diverse international issues of strategic importance. The original

purpose behind the creation of the CARE was to forge an agreement;’

between the Liberal and Conservative parties concerning Colombia’s negoti-
ations with the United States following the independence of Panama (Ardila
1991: 51). Since its creation in 1914, the‘ CARE has thus constituted‘an
important mechanism for nurturing bipartisan consensus concerning
Colombian foreign policy that has remained intact throughout most of the
country’s history. '

e+ A e g e TR e

The extreme petsonalization of the Colombian political system, along '

with its presidentialist nature, has allowed for a marked distinction between ;.
the formal structure of the country’s foreign policy apparatus and the actual

execution of Colombia’s external affairs, which has tended to revol've aroupd
an extremely personalized network of individuals directl}{ assoc'latf:d W'lth
the president of the republic (Drekonja 1983: 206). In practice, this situation
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is reflected in the predominance of varying foreign policy orientations,
depending on the idiosyncracies of specific administrations, resulting in the
absence of consistent, long-term state policies.

Colombian foreign policy has also been characterized by high degrees of

fragmentation, derived from the centrality that economic diplomacy

acquired in the country’s international relations beginning in the early 1900s,
and the perceived inefficacy of the Ministry of Foreign Relations in conduct-
ing the country’s commercial affairs. In 1925, coffee accounted for approxi-
mately 80 percent of the country’s total exports and 25 percent of its gross
national product (GNP) (Randall 1992: 140), which largely explains why
coffee became the central axis of Colombian foreign policy. The National
Federation of Coffee Growers, a business association combining private and
state sector attributes, ‘as created in 1927, and quickly became a “state
within the state” (Drekonja 1983: 201), acquiring a central role in establish-
ing Colombia’s coffee policy, while marginalizing the Ministry of Foreign
Relations completely from coffee negotiations on an international level.
According to Fernando Cepeda and Rodrigo Pardo (1989; 10), Colombian
coffee diplomacy, exercised primarily by the Coffee Federation, contrasted
sharply with those political diplomatic efforts executed by the Ministry of
Foreign Relations: While the first was characterized by its efficiency and
professional nature, the second was inefficient and markedly politicized.
The relative weakness of the Ministry of Foreign Relations has facilitated
the ascendence of distinct actors and institutions to fill this void over time.
Traditionally, this ministry’s activities have been concentrated in two areas:
the resolution of territorial and border disputes, and the conduct of conven-
tional diplomacy in international organizations. As will be discussed subse-
quently, the changing nature of Golombia’s foreign relations has thus led to
the creation of new public posts parallel to the Ministry of Foreign Relations
and the ascendence of distinct state and nonstate actors in the formulation

- and execution of the country’s foreign policy.

The existence of paralle] diplomacies in the Colombian case is the result

of all of the factors highlighted thus far. The inability of the Ministry of For-

< eign Relations to coordinate the country’s foreign affairs has implied that

distinct institutions and actors occupy roles of varying importance, depend-
ing on the issue area in question. As a result, foreign policy is often the result
of diverse, uncoordinated, spontaneous actions taken by different players
(Cardona 1997: 343).

The execution of coventional diplomacy by the Ministry of Foreign Rela-

- tions has been characterized by the consistent application of the basic princi-

ples of international law, more than the satisfaction of specific political goals
(Drekonja 1983: 65; Tokatlisn and Cardona 1991 9). The loss of Panama and
the national humilliation caused by this event led Colombian policymalers

to view international law as the principal means of guaranteeing the coun-
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try’s sovereignty, understood primarily i.n.terms. of‘ its terrxtorla.l mtelgxcﬂllty.
Nevertheless, the strict application of juridical principles has at times led to
political inconsistency. Following the onset of the Fz}lklands/M:alvmas war
in 1982, for instance, Colombia abstained, along with t‘he United ‘States,
from voting on the application of the Inter-American Reciprocal Assistance

Treaty (TTAR) in support of Argentina. This decision, based entirely on legal o

considerations,! marginalized the country from its Latin American neigh- -
s (Palacios 1983: 63). o ‘
bozn(fther central chaz‘actéristic of Colombian foreign policy is _the coun-
try’s alignment with the United States, in both economic and pohtlc’;jl terms. -
Following the independence of Panama, Colombia began to se:ek he tlslag;s— ‘
faction of its foreign policy objectives through a c.lo‘se affiliation viril he '
United States. In addition to becoming a passive recipient of U.S. policy, 21 le
country’s insertion into the international system bec.aime strongly condi-
tioned by its links with Washington (Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 84). .
Finally, the lack of input and interest on the part of the' population a\csi
been notorious in the case of Colombia’s international relations (Pardo an

Tickner 1998: 18-19). During many years subsequent to the lt?ss of Panama, - 3
Colombia adopted an inward-looking, isolated stance in relation to the rest-
of the world. For the vast majority of the population, the nearly continuous

existence of civil conflict since the late 1940s has compounded thls, hlstonca% v
predisposition, given that the challenges inherent to the country’s externa
affairs seem to pale in comparison with the domestic situation. -

CONTENDING DOCTRINES: RESPICE POLUM
AND RESPICE SIMILIA

Respice Polum

As mentioned previously, one of the most permanent charact.emjtlscs of !
Colombia’s international relations has been the impact of the Unite 1tast§sj
on the country’s foreign policy oriengamons. Gerhard Drek’onja f(gs )i
points to the independence of Panama in 1903, the deterloratlofl of "‘-z
Colombian relations, and Bogot4’s subsequent efforts to normalize its ties

with Washington, as the central backdrop through which Colombian foreign

policy evolved. Before the loss of Panama, considered to be one of its 1‘1chest:’
provinces, the country had played an active international role, and was per-
3

ceived as having significant potential on a global level given its strategic loca-:

tion and vast patural resources (Tokatlidn 2000a: 33; Randall 1992: 98).

»? i tharsis that led’ -
Nevertheless, the “Panama syndrome™ produced a national ca

ift i ia’s vi i le in the world:
to a fundamental shift in Colombia’s view of_ its own ro i
(iéapez Michelsen 1989: 157)—namely, the incident highlighted the coun-:

i

T

 United States in recognition of the losses incurred
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try’s impotence alongside the United States. As a result, Colombian foreign
policy became characterized by its introverted, low-profile nature,

Marco Fidel Suirez, in his capacity as a member of the CARE, minister of
foreign relations, and then president of the republic (19181 922), promoted

 the negotiation, signing and ratification of the Urrutia~Thompson Treaty,

through which Colombia received aU.5.$25 million indemnization from the
by Panama’s indepen-
dence. In essence, Suirez’s role in this process reflected the president’s con-
viction that U.S. hegemony in the continent was inevitable and that the
normalization of Colombia’s relations with Washington constituted a sine

qua non of development (Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989; 97). Not surprisingly,
 during the 1920s, both the country’s domestic and international objectives
- revolved around the promotion of economic development and moderniza-
- tion. Policies designed to attract U.S. firms interested in investing in Colom-

bia were consequently promoted, while U.S. experts were invited to
participate directly in national development efforts.2

The tendency to align Colombia’s economic interests with those of Wash-

‘ington became widely known as the respice polum doctrine. This term,

~coined by President Susrez himself, implied that the country should direct
4 its foreign policy toward the “polar star”
- (Drekonja 1983: 70-71). In practice, this

of the North, the United States
principle led the country to adopt
3 pragmatic position of subordination toward the Unjted States, “in explicit
recognition that Colombia was located in the North American sphere of
influence” (Pardo and Tokatlizn 1989: 81). )

The onset of the Cold War led to 2 strong bipartisan consensus® concern-
ing the need to maintain and strengthen Colombia’s “special relationship™
with the United States, mainly due to the fact that both Liberals and Conser-

§  vatives were ideologically committed to fighting communism both at home
and abroad.# As a result, the economic imperatives that had underwritten the

respice polum doctrine during the first half of the twentieth century were
complemented by ideological and political goals related to the communist
threat. The unconditional alignment with the United States that came to
characterize this second phase of respice polum was manifest in specific
actions taken on an international level. Golombia was an eager participant in
the construction of the postwar hemispheric order. Undoubtedly, Alberto
Lleras Camargo, Colombian president between 1945-1946 and 1958-1962,

| best exemplified this role: Lleras was an active participant in the 1945 San
4 - Francisco Conference, was appointed as the first general secretary of the
‘Organization of American States (OAS),

collaborated directly in the crafting
of the original text of the TIAR, and was invited by US. president John E

* Kennedy to participate in the elaboration of the Alliance for Progress. All of

these activities were indicative of Washington’s high degree of confidence in
g & g

the firmness of Bogot#’s alliance with U.S. objectives (Drekonja 1983: 75).
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The cotntry also took part in many multilateral operations prchestr;ftted ‘
by the United States, For example, Colombia Wail the only Lattmdészrﬁ
i in 1951, and it also participated i
nation to send troops to Korea in 1951, : pacec X o
1956. In addition, the cou
cy force deployed to the Suez Cana.l in : n-
:;n e;?flr;“}:ed the lefd of the Unijted States in condemning thfs commumis;
th};eat on a global level. At the 1961 meeting qf Inter—f}menc}:lan :ﬁate; i
Punta del Este, a bipartisan Colombian delegation sustained that the exis-

. . . the
tence of a Marxist-Leninist government in Cuba was incompatible with the

i ' ion of that country from the
ity of the region, and favored the expulsion of that cou m th
z;;:(}l 1(%%1?1(12111 199g2: 270). Colombia supported U.i. military intervention in
ini blic in 1965 on similar grounds. o

th?l D;;{T}E:ga? f};ipl::ls llocyalty, the country received sgbstannal rmhtﬁry }fmd
ecoiomic assistance from the United States. Colqmbm was onedofht et 1:2‘
largest recipients of U.S. military assistance in 'Latl'n America au;4 9c e Ze;c; e
largest recipient, after Brazil, of U.S. economic aid between 1949 an

(Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 86). Nevertheless, several authors maintain that -

. . B e
‘the consistency with which Colombia applied the respice golum.docztsré?andv
its foreign relations, although allowing the country to avoid certain

i i i -ovided an -
risks, in particular in its relations with the United States, also provi
£l

. . . 05 interna.
exaggerated degree of certainty in Washington concerning Bof%gota s }?Ele]i "
tior;gal conduct, with which it failed to derive as many bene ct{s as 3 TOkga N
have from its “special relationship” with the United States (Pardo an |

lidn 1989: 85; Drekonja 1983: 77).

Respice Similia N
Beginning with the presidency of Carlos Lleras Restrepo (1966-1970),

e . : its Latin
however, Colombia began to reorient its foreign policy toward its L :
>

o . . o o . . i_n’ter-v-
American neighbors and other nations with the goal of dlvermf{lmg 1;; inter
national relations. On an economic level, the country adopted an as

ingly independent stance regarding its monetary anglbizo?lmer;llai Igic;l;cn}z_
izi instituti onsible for ec :
ile modernizing the institutional apparatus responsible fo od
Z‘;l’i;lren:icial diplorgnacy. The Lleras Restrepo admn;lstraélor{ Eple?elggii?
1 icy that consisted of (1) gradual liberalization of 3
economic development policy t ‘ , of (1) gractual on !
i i - g ports; port,
i : mbined with efforts to increase t 1€ country : ort
lcﬁii;it;’c:fion and the promotion of nontraditional exports; (3f) the fleptollllz;t .
ization of decision-making processes through ‘the creation o ‘semlmutc') o
cl ous government agencies; and (4) the regulation of muluganona ac 1vé;};
l'?l the gcountry (Judrez 1993: 25-26). In 1966, the Colomblaxl;.governmand
. i—ejected IMF demands for a massive devaluation of t}f‘e Colom 1:n Peosfoéﬁd;"
i i d highly successful crawling peg system yrad- - §
instead it adopted a novel an : cees : em of grad
ual devaluations. The results of this policy in economic terms were ¢ e

* Soviet bloc countries. The argument
 increased trade relations with such nations did not imply Colombia’s accep-

held in 1967. :

- key individuals,

 tional role as a “pawn” in the Cold War
- Consequently, this administration sought to “universalize” Colombia’s dip-

- reduce the country’s traditional dependence
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able. By the end of the 1960s, the per capita growth of the Colombian
economy reached 2 historical 3.8 percent, nontraditional exports grew in
comparison to products such as coffee, and the country’s exports and

- imports increased at simjlar levels, offsetting potential balance of payments

problems (Fishlow 1998: 327-28).

On a political level, Colombia mod;ified its stance regarding diplomatic
relations with socialist countries and resumed commercial relations with the

used to justify this shift was that

tance of their ideology (Randall 1992: 277). The country also began to par-
ticipate in the construction of the Andean Group, whose first meeting was

foreign relations minister under the Lleras Restrepo administration and latey

president of the republic (1974-1978). Literally, the term implied that

Colombian foreign policy should revolve around relations with similar
countries, especially in Latin America, Following this principle, Colombia

_ increased leeway in the International system vis-3-vis the United States. Such
- changes resulted from 2 combination of two factors: the “permissive” sys-
‘temic conditions created first by détente and

afterward, by the apparent
decline of US. hegemony in the mid-1970s; and the personal conviction of

in particular Lépez Michelsen, in terms of the need to create
relative distance between the country’s foreign policy positions and Wash-
- As in the case of the Lleras Restrepo government, the Lépez administra-
tion assigned increasing importance to those economic aspects of Colombian
foreign policy, while challenging the thesis, upheld by the respice polum
doctrine, that a permanent harmony of interests existed between Colombia
and the United States, Tellingly, President Lépez rejected Colombia’s trad;-

(Pardo and Tokatlisn 1989 105-6).

lomatic relations even further through a series of measures designed to

)

in addition to support for Cuba’s reentry into the OAS; and (3) pursuit of
multilateral versus bilateral strategies (Drekonja 1983: 81-82).
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The Hybrid Principle: Ad Libitum Alternare Utrumque
Principium

The implementation of the respice similia doctrine betv'veen 1966 fu}d 1978
led to a moderate diversification of Colombia’s economic and pohmc.al ties
on an international level, as well as a relative degree of autonomy in the
country’s relations with the United States. Nf:verthele.ss, following the
Lépez administration, the use of this foreign policy doctrlr{e, as well as that
of its precursor, respicé polum, became x‘narked.ly transitory al:,ld. inter-
changeable. In other words, Colombian foreign policy began to e)‘{h}b1t al‘ter—
nation between these two principles, depending on the aflmlnlstration,
situation, issue area, and circumstances in question (Tokatliin 29009.: 3‘7).
Additionally, the impact of state-level factors on the country’s for.elgn policy
became stronger, in particular because of (1) the end of the National Front
power-sharing arrangement, in place between 1958 and 1978, and the pro-
gressive deterioration of the bipartisan system; (2) the intensification of the
armed conflict between the late 1970s and early 1980s, as well as growing
political and social unrest; and (3) the ascendence of the drug problem. '

Undoubtedly, the Turbay (1978-1982) and Betancur §‘1982—‘1986) admm;
istrations provide the most poignant examples of this 'hy'bfld apRroach,
which I denominate ad libitum alternare utrumque p7‘mczpzum~hterally,
“alternation between the two principles at will.” The government of Julio
César Turbay Ayala was characterized primarily by the staunch anticommu-
nist stance of the Colombian president. As a result, the growth in the scope
and nature of armed activity in the country, in corr%bination Wl.th unprece-
dented social and political demonstrations, became mterpr_e’ted mcreasmgly
through the lense of the bipolar conflict (Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 139).

In terms of the country’s foreign policy, the Turbay administration not - .:

only returned the country to its traditional status as a us. ""p?lwn” in the
Cold War but also converted Colombia into an active “soldier” in the strug-
gle against communism. Notwithstanding t%ns genera% tren‘d, hoyever,
Colombian foreign policy became visibly amblguou's fiurmg this period. In
the case of Nicaragua, for example, the country’s or1g1}1al stance toward :che
1979 revolution largely contradicted Turbay’s later forggn Pohcy .te.:ndenmes.
The country sided with the Sandinistas in the revolution, in addition to the

other Andean Pact members, and Mexico and Costa Rica, while opposing

any form of external (namely, U.S.) intervention in this situation. The Sz‘.‘n~
dinistas were eventually recognized as a belligerant group by these. countries
in 1979. In 1980, Nicaragua initiated efforts to rec}a}m its sovereignty over
the archipelago of San Andrés and Providencia, orlgu}ally .ced(.:d to Colon}—
bia in 1928 through the Esguerra-Bircenas treaty. iI‘hlS claim, thcr_preted in
Bogotd as both unfounded in terms of international law principles and

unjustifiably aggressive, given Colombia’s earlier support of the Sandinistas
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during the revolution, led to increasingly strained relations between the two
countries. The situation became complicated even further by Nicaragua’s
attempts to distance itself from the United States, and the implantation of
the “socialist” model in that country. _

On the other hand, Colombia’s relations with Cuba during the Turbay
administration were strained from the very beginning. In 1979, the country
actively blocked Cuba’s bid for a seat on the United Nations Security Coun-
cil. In early 1980, the M-19 guerrilla movement seized the Embassy of the
Dominican Republic in Bogoti, holding a number of ambassadors and other
officials captive for a month. The crisis was resolved with the departure of
the guerrilla members to Cuba, which tended to confirm the Colombian
government’s suspicions that Cuba was directly aiding armed actors in the
country. In 1981, Colombia broke diplomatic relations with Cuba.?

The ascendence of Ronald Reagan to the presidency in 1981 provided a
prime opportunity for Colombia to align its foreign policy with that of the
United States even further given the ideolo gical affinities characterizing both
executives. As a result, the country ado pted a high anticommunist profile on
an international level, in consonance with U.S. foreign policy imperatives,
that reached its maximum expression in Central America and the Caribbean
(Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 140). While gaining the favor of the United States,
this posture tended to isolate the country diplomatically from its Latin
American neighbors. Colombia’s decision to abstain from voting on the
application of the TIAR in the Falklands/Malvinas_war (1982) provided a
poignant statement of the distance created by the Turbay administration
between Bogotd and other countries of the region.

The first years of the Betancur administration.(1982-1986) constituted a
staunch contrast with the Turbay period. During his inaugural address, Pres-
ident Betancur boldly expressed his determination to develop an “indepen-
dent” foreign policy. In addition to announcing his decision to make the
country a full member of the Non-Aligned Movement, the Colombian presi-
dent called for a meeting of Latin America’s leaders in order to discuss possi-
ble solutions to the debt crisis (Bagley and Tokatlisn 1987: 178). For some
authors (Cepeda and Pardo 1989: 79), the fact that the debt crisis failed to

- affect the Colombian economy as severely as other Latin American coun-

tries, in combination with Betancur’s own personal disposition, facilitated a
more assertive foreign policy, which allowed Colombia to break with a long
tradition of unrestricted alliance with the United States.

During President Reagan’s visit to Colombia in late 1982, Betancur urged
him to abandon U.S. interventionism in Central America and proposed the
renegotiation of Latin American debt (Bagley and Tokatlidn 1987: 178). The
Colombian president was also critical of U.S. drug policy and consequently
refused to fumigate illicic crops, as well as to enforce the extradition treaty
that the two countries had signed in 1979, Betancur worked to reestablish



174 Arlene B. Tickner

iendly relations with the countries of the region as well. In addition to rec-
ltc)l;flrilzigg Argentina’s sovereignty in the Falklands/Malvinas Is}apds, (.3010m~
bia sought to reverse the hostile posture that the Turbay administration had
adopted toward Nicaragua and Cuba.

Two instruments, the Cartagena Consensus and the Contadora Group,
illustrate the degree to which multilateral political strategies tended to dgn}l—
nate Colombian foreign policy during the first half of the Betancur adminis-
tration, In mid-1984, the Colombian president sponsored a Latin American
debtor’s meeting in Cartagena, with the goal of creating a unified, regional
position toward the debt problem and its possible solutions.® In turn, the
country became a central figure in the Contadora Group, created by Colom-
bia, Mexico, Venezuela, and Panama in January 1983 .wn;h t}‘le. goal of coun-
teracting U.S. interventionism in the Central American crisis thr9ugh the
constitution of an alternative regional conflict resolution mechanism. The
active role that Colombia acquired in the Contadora Group reflected the
perception that the country’s domestic situation was in many ways interre-
lated with the Central American crisis and that the promotion of multilateral
initiatives for resolving the latter could resonate in the assurance of regional
and local support for Betancur’s domestic peace initiatives, which included
. the declaration of a general amnesty (Cepeda 1985: 18). o

By mid-1984, following the enthusiastic application of the principles of
respice similia, both internal and external restrictions Welghedv on Colombian
foreign policy, ultimately forcing the country to resort to a'more sukfdl%ed
international stance. On the domestic level, international reserves dlmm’;—:
ished, and the country’s commercial deficit and external debt both rose, cre-
ating a liquidity problem that was ult‘imately confronted through an
economic monitoring agreement signed with the IMF (Bagley and Tok'athzfn
1987: 197). The assassination of Justice Minister Rodngo Lara Bonilla in
1984, which highlighted the salience of the drug problem‘m the country, led
the Betancur administration to begin extraditing Colombian nationals to the

United States and to harden the government’s antidrug strategy. Such shifts

- : ) -
brought Bogotd, once again, much closer to Washington’s posture toward

this problem. Finally, the M-19 invasion and destruction of the Palace of .

Justice in November 1985, which led to the death of nearly one hundred per-
sons, also created a marked shift in the government’s peace policy that coin-
cided with setbacks in the Contadora process itself. z

COLOMBIAN FOREIGN POLICY IN THE v

POST-COLD WAR PERIOD: ECONOMIC
RELATIONS AND DRUGS

Apertura, Modernization, and Economic Diplomacy ;

The foreign policy of the administration of Virgilio Barco (1986-1990).
- exhibited a relative degree of continuity with that of Betancur’s governmen,vt:g L

* mately 50 percent. B

1 this process included export-
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Barco continued to emphasize the nonideological nature of the country’s
international relations, intensified efforts to diversify them, asserted Colom-
bia’s independence in relation to the United States, and alternated frequently
between the two central foreign policy principles described earlier. However,

~ Colombian foreign policy during this period also differed noticeably from

that of the previous administration on a number of issues,

Colombia’s independence in relation to the United States was asserted pri-
marily through explicit emphasis on foreign economic diplomacy and the
expansion of commercial and diplomatic relations with other regions of the
world, rather than those political measures characteristic of the Betancur
period. The diversification of the country’s external
essentially as a means of increasing its international neg
Colombian president also took measures to modernize the country’s foreign
policy apparatus. A foreign service statute created in 1968 but never applied
was finally passed into law, in an attempt to professionalize the Ministry of
Foreign Relations. In addition, the Presidential Advisory was created with
the goal of enhancing the coordination of strategic aspects of the country’s
domestic and foreign policy. The markedly pragmatic nature of Colombian
foreign policy during the Barco government was derived primarily from the
personal style of the president himself, characterized by the primacy of tech-
nical rather than political considerations in the design of public policy
(Pardo and Tokatlidn 1989: 199).

Colombian economic diplomacy between 1986 and 1990 revolved mainly
around export diversification, the expansion of the country’s economic rela-
tions, and the maintenance of positive relations with international financial
institutions (Cardona 1990: 11-12). In the mid-1980s, coffee continued to
Iepresent a significant percentage of the country’s export earnings, approxi-
¥ 1990, however, coffee’s share in Colombjan exports
had dropped to around 20 percent and was replaced by nontraditional prod-
ucts, such as flowers, as well as petroleum and coal. In effect, by the decade’s
end, no one product represented more than 30 percent of the country’s for-
eign trade (Judrez 1993: 3).

In February 1990, the Barco administration launched jts Program of Mod-
ernization and Internationalization of the Golombian Economy, designed to
promote economic growth, reduce inflation, and reform the country’s com-
mercial structure through a gradual process of apertura (openness) and inter-
nationalization of the Colombjan economy. Two of the primary motors of
oriented growth and economic integration. In
addition to attempts to rescusitate the Andean Group, President Barco,
along with his Venezuelan counterpart, Carlos Andrés Pérez, initiated an
ambitious program of integration in Feburary 1989, designed to expand the
scope of bilateral relations beyond border disputes (the Gulf of Venezuela,
in particular) that had traditionally been prioritized.? The Group of Three

relations was viewed
otiating capacity. The
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(G-3) was also created in the same year, primarily with the goal of increasing
political-diplomatic cooperation among Colombia, Venezuela, and Mexico.

In a number of ways, the election of César Gaviria (1990-1994) marked _
the continuation of those foreign policy strategies implemented during the °

Barco administration. Many former officials of the Barco government were
reappointed by the new Colombian president, while Gaviria also gave prior-
ity to Colombia’s foreign economic relations over the political realm as a
means of asserting greater autonomy and gaining enhanced negotiating
capacity in the international system. Like Barco, Gaviria saw the reform of
the country’s foreign policy establishment as imperative to achieving these
goals. Not only did the Gaviria administration continue to implement the
modernization and internationalization program launched during the previ-
ous government; this process was actually accelerated through the introduc-
tion of swifter tariff reductions and a more extensive liberalization of the
Colombian economy. Economic integration ‘was viewed as a central instru-

ment of the internationalization process. In consequence, the Colombian .

government continued to participate actively in regional integration schemes

such as the ALADI, G-3 and the Andean Group, while signing a number of .

new bilateral trade agreements with neighboring countries.

An integral part of the modernization of the state during this period -

included institutional reforms designed to create greater efficiency and effec-
tiveness in the public sphere. One result of this process was the creation of
the Ministry of Foreign Trade in 1991, charged with the centralization of
Colombian foreign economic policy.!® In comparison to the Ministry of
Foreign Relations, this new ministry was conceived in markedly different
terms: In addition to being smaller and based on a horizontal organizational
structure, the hiring of personnel was largely linked to technical criteria,
rather than those political considerations that traditionally dictated the dis-
tribution of diplomatic posts (Sanz de Santamarfa 1993: 47). The Colombian
president also divided the Presidential Advisory into specific issue areas,

leading to the creation of the Presidential Advisory for International Affairs -

in 1990. Finally, international relations offices were gradually created in the

great majority of the other ministeries. The end result of these changes was

to presidentialize Colombia’s international relations even further, to margin-

alize the Ministry of Foreign Relations from strategic areas of foreign policy -

decision making, such as foreign trade and relations with the United States,
and to impede the effective coordination of Colombia’s foreign affairs.

Notwithstanding efforts undertaken during both the Barco and Gaviria -
administrations to diversify Colombia’s international economic relations, -
these remained concentrated in the United States and, to a lesser degree, -
Europe. For example, by the end of the Gaviria period Colombia continued
to export 35 percent of its products to the United States, while 40 percent of -
its imports originated in that country as well. The approval of the Andean -
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Trade Preference Act (1991) in the United States and the Special Cooperation
Program in Europe (1990), designed to assist drug-producing nations in the
Andean region to diversify their commercial relations, reinforced this ten-
dency (Tokatlidn and Tickner 1996: 109). In macroeconomic terms, although
economic growth remained stable, the acceleration of the apertura process
during the Gaviria administration aggravated the country’s balance of pay-
ments. Between 1992 and 1994, for instance, imports grew at 33,9, 48.7, and
22 percent, respectively, while exports increased at -3, 3.1, and 19.2 percent

(Banco de la Reptiblica 2001). Foreign investment levels were also static until
1996.

The Role of Drugs in' Colombian-U.S. Relations

The salience of the drug issue in Colombian-U.S. relations beginning in
the 1980s reinforced the dependent relations between these two countries.
In the specific issue area of drugs, the Colombian political system became
“penetrated,” in Rosenau’s terms (1996: 185), adding weight to the impact
of US. pressures on Colombian domestic and foreign policy. As mentioned
earlier, one important objective of Colombian foreign policy during the
Barco period was to increase the country’s autonomy on a global level, espe-
cially through economic strategies. On the drug front, the country inaugu-
rated an unprecedented strategy of confrontation that brought Colombia
much closer to U.S. counternarcotics recipes, for which it earned praise from
Washington as a faithful ally in the “war on drugs.” However, on an external
level, the Barco government was firm in identifying the drug traffic as an
international problem that needed to be met with concerted multilateral
efforts.!t Colombia also undertook an extensive advertising campaign in the
United States designed to improve the country’s image, illustrate the costs
associated with the “drug war,” and impress on the U.S. public that drug
consumption was largely responsible for this problem (Cardona 1990: 15).
This active stance was matched on a domestic level when U.S. intromission
was perceived to be overly excessive. For example, when a report leaked in
late 1990, with information that Washington was determined to deploy an
aircraft carrier battle group off the coast of Colombia in order to interdict
drug shipments, the Colombian president adamantly rejected this measure,
and the plan was subsequently abandoned.

In the area of drug diplomacy, Gaviria’s policy orientation differed dra-
matically from the hard-line approach advocated by the Barco administra-
tion. The reasons for this shift lie primarily in the social, political, and
economic costs of the campaign of terror and violence inaugurated by the
Colombian drug cartels in order to impede the extradition of drug traffickers
to the United States.’? The Gaviria administration’s response was to establish
a clear distinction between narcoterrorism and the drug traffic, two related
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but distinct manifestations of the drug problem. Hence, government efforts
became largely concentrated on domestic problems, and foreign policy only
became important to the extent that it satisfied specific domestic objectives
(Tokatlidn and Tickner 1996: 108). The Colombian government enacted a
plea-bargaining system in 1990, in which those individuals accused of drug-
related crimes would receive reduced jail sentences in exchange for their vol-
untary surrender and confession of their crimes. Nearly a year later, the 1991
Constitutional Assembly, under significant pressure from the country’s
drug trafficking organizations, voted to prohibit the extradition of Colom-
bian nationals altogether.

The escape of Medellin cartel leader Pablo Escobar from prison in July
1992 led to increasing U.S. intolerance of the Colombian government’s drug
strategy. Although Escobar was ultimately killed in December 1993 by
Colombian security forces, the permissive conditions surrounding the Med-
ellin cartel leader’s imprisonment, which were brought to light following his
escape, led to growing apprehension in the United States concerning the
effectiveness of the plea-bargaining system. Washington’s uneasiness was
intensified in May 1994, when the Colombian Constitutional Court decided
to legalize the consumption of certain illegal drugs for personal use. This
controversial decision came shortly after a series of public declarations by
the country’s general prosecutor, Gustavo de Greiff, that the war against
drugs had failed miserably and that the consumption and traffic of illicit sub-
stances should be legalized (Tokatlidn 2000b: 68).

The Samper Administration and the Breakdown of
Bilateral Relations®

Although the Gaviria administration’s propensity to stray from U.S.-
inspired counternarcotics dogma led to a steady deterioration in U.S.-
Colombian relations, Colombia continued to be considered a “showcase”
for U.S. efforts in the region (Matthiesen 2000: 261-62). Nonetheless, with
the inauguration of President Ernesto Samper in August 1994, the bilateral
relationship experienced a severe breakdown following revelations that his
presidential campaign had received financial contributions from the Cali car-
tel. A drawn-out series of accusations and denials concerning this allegation,
labeled Proceso 8,000, polarized the country and irrevocably damaged the
legitimacy and credibility of the Samper government o both the domestic
and international fronts. Increasingly, the United States began to refer to
Colombia as a “narcodemocracy” and a “narcostate,” rather than a deter-
mined “ally.” '

At an initial meeting in New York, between officials from both countries

in June 1994, Samper was given a U.S. document with a series of new and S
stricter critetia to be used to evaluate Colombia’s antidrug performance in
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the 1995 certification process.* The implicit message set forth in the docu-
ment was that the Gaviria administration’s performance had not been com-
pletely satisfactory and that the standards for judging compliance toward the
future would be applied more stringently. Colombia was subsequently certi-
fied for reasons of U.S. national interest in 1995. US. pressure led to a series
of developments in Colombia’s counterdrug policies: Rosso José Serrano was
appointed head of the National Police in December 1994 and subsequently
embarked on an aggressive campaign against corruption in this institution,
an intensive antidrug effort was initiated, the main protagonists of the Cali
cartel were successfully jailed, and crop eradication efforts were intensified
dramatically.

The increasing importance of the drug issue in Colombian-U.S. relations,
in combination with Samper’s lack of legitimacy, also led to the ascendence
of a series of new “players” in the foreign policy decision-making process,
most important, the director of the National Police and the General Prosecu-~
tor’s Office. Both actors established close relations with all three branches
of the U.S. government, and often acted independently of the Colombian
executive.”® Given the growing complexity of the bilateral relationship, as
well as the president’s own weakness, Samper convoked a weekly meeting of
presidential advisers, ministers of justice, defense, foreign relations, and for-
eign trade that sought to centralize all information regarding Colombia’s
relations with the United States, as well as to preserve a minimum degree of
coherence in the formulation of foreign policy. Nevertheless, given the
absence of formal policy coordination mechanisms, most notably in the
Ministry of Foreign Relations, each Colombian institution achieved a great
degree of leeway in establishing direct relations with U.S. counterparts.

As speculations in Colombia grew regarding Samper’s level of awareness
and involvement in the campaign scandal, U.S. policy toward the country
became markedly aggressive and intransigent, reducing the country’s mar-
gins for international action even further. Although arguably the U.S. gov-
ernment may not have identified Samper’s removal from power as an explicit
policy objective, the weakening of the Colombian president clearly became
the policy of some, if not many, State Department officials (Franco 1998:
53). In June 1996, Samper’s U.S. visa was revoked, with which direct relations
with the Colombian president were precluded altogether. Notwithstanding
the Samper government’s vigorous compliance with the exigencies of U.S.
antinarcotics policy, Colombia was decertified in 1996 and 1997, although
economic sanctions were not applied.

Undoubtedly, the case of Samper provides a telling example of the extent
to which external pressures can constrain the foreign (and domestic) policy
of a peripheral country. Not only was the Colombian president himseif
ostracized by the United States, both domestically and internationally;
increasingly, Colombia became identified as a pariah state within the global
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community. The political costs of this reduced status for the country’s for-
eign policy were significant. During his entire period, the Colombian presi-
dent received only two official state visits by neighboring heads of state in
Venezuela and Ecuador. Ten of Samper’s twelve international trips were
taken in his capacity as president of the Non-Aligned Movement, not as
president of Colombia, and were designed to counteract the U.S. nonrecog-
nition (Ramfrez 2000: 181~82). In addition to improving Colombia’s inter-
national image, the presidency of the movement sought to increase the
country’s visibility, diversify its political and commercial relations, and
increase its international negotiating power (Ramirez 2000: 161). On all of
these counts, Colombia’s efforts proved insufficient to overcome U.S. oppo-
sition.

The Pastrana Administration From Pariah to Friend

The election of Andrés Pastrana in 1998 was considered a prime opportu-
nity for reestablishing a cooperative tone to the bilateral refationship. Pas-
trana established a clear distinction between Colombia’s domestic priority,
which revolved primarily around seeking a peaceful solution to the armed
conflict, as well as U.S. interests in the country, based essentially on the drug
problem. As in the case of Gaviria before him, the Colombian president pri-
oritized those aspects of the country’s foreign policy deemed crucial to
resolving urgent domestic needs. In consequence, in June 1998 Pastrana pre~
sented a peace plan, in which he maintained that the cultivation of illicit sub-
stances constituted, above all, a social problem that needed to be addressed.
through a type of “Marshall Plan” for Colombia (Pardo and Tickner 1998:
24). In an interview in July, the president-elect also stated that narcotics,
although an important aspect of Colombian-U.S, relations, had monopo-,
lized these for too long, and should be replaced by more important topics
such as trade relations (Farrell 1998: 27). :

Before his inauguration, Pastrana met with U.S. president Bill Clinton in 1

Washington. One of his primary goals was to press for an “opening” of the
bilateral agenda beyond the issue of drugs. During Pastrana’s first official
visit to the White House in late October 1998, Clinton made an explicit
pledge to support the peace process with the FARC and to work with other
international institutions to mobilize resources to support this objective, In

December 1998, Colombian defense minister Rodrigo Lloreda and his U.S.

counterpart, William Cohen, also signed an agreement designed to

strengthen military cooperation between the two countries.” This arrange-
ment paved the way for the training of the first of several special counternar-
cotics battalions of the Colombian Army. Simultaneously, the United States.
stepped up its military assistance to Colombia, which reached U.S.$289 mil-
lion for 1999. (:

>r A

- marily as a means of increasing the country’s
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By September 1999, the changing domestic climate in Colombia, as well
as growing skepticism among key U.S. officials regarding the viability of the
peace process, led to an important shift in the Colombian government’s for-
eign policy strategy. Namely, with the presentation of Pastrana’s “Plan
Colombia” in the United States, the Colombian president no longer
anchored his appeals for U.S. assistance to the peace process but, rather, to
the drug issue and the country’s inability to confront this problem alone
(Office of the President of the Republic 1999). Thus, following initial
attempts to gear Colombia’s foreign policy toward domestic priorities
(peace), rather than U.S. concerns (drugs), President Andrés Pastrana was
forced to resort to a “drug war logic” in order to secure sorely needed U.S.
support.!® In practice, this shift signaled the return to the rationalized subor-
dination characteristic of the respice polum doctrine in Colombian foreign
policy. However, contrary to previous periods, in which Colombia’s subser-
vience was exchanged for relative economic and commercial benefits, the
Pastrana administration’s acquiescence in the “drug war” was conceived pri-
domestic military strength.

In addition to Plan Colombia, the Pastrana administration placed strong
emphasis on a “Diplomacy for Peace” initiative that sought to engage for-
eign support for the peace process with the FARC that was officially ended
on February 20, 2002. However, these two pillars of foreign policy efforts
have worked at cross-purposes. Increasing U.S. military involvement in
Colombia has led to a deterioration in the country’s relations with its Latin
American neighbors, in particular the Andean countries, reducing the possi-
bility that key regional actors might serve as facilitators in future attempts at
peace. In addition, the members of the European Union have shied away
from committing significant resources to Colombia as a direct result of what
is perceived as an excessive U.S. military presence in the country and its
potential for escalating conflict in the region. Finally, the Ministry of For-
eign Relations, which lacks sufficient know-how in those topics highlighted
by Plan Colombia and Diplomacy for Peace, such as the armed conflict,
Colombian drug policy, and economic and social development, has been

largely marginalized from crucial aspects of the country’s international rela-
tions.

CONCLUSION

This brief overview of Colombian foreign policy lends itself to several con-
cluding remarks. Caught between the enticements of reward for good behay-
for and the call for independent action, Colombian foreign policy has
seemingly swayed between full acceptance of U.S. tutelage and the search for
an autonomous place in the international system. However, these two pat-
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terns have not been applied consistently, nor are they mutually exclusive. As
a result, what is commonly referred to as “Colombian foreign policy” is
often the product of partial, uncoordinated actions that vary dramatically
depending on the specific problems, governments, and historical moments
in question.

The causes underlying this ambiguous foreign policy are varied but are
largely related to (1) the centrality of individual-level variables, most notably
the personalized nature of Colombian politics and variation among presi-
dential preferences and those of the executive’s closest advisers; (2) the inca-
pacity of the Ministry of Foreign Relations to coordinate the country’s
foreign relations and the consequent absence of medium.to long-term fo;—
eign policy strategies; (3) the historical role played by the United States in
certain issue areas; and (4) the changing nature of the armed conflict.

The events of September 11 have highlighted two key factors that account
for Colombia’s international relations at present: the U.S.-led global “war
against terrorism” and the domestic armed conflict. Washington’s classifica
tion of all three of the country’s armed actors (FARC, ELN, AUC) as terror-
ists who are also involved in drug-related activities, in combination with the
intensification of the Colombian crisis, have led to a full alignment of
Colonibian foreign and domestic policy with U.S. goals, comparable perhaps
only to the Cold War years. This tendency will most likely continue during
the next several years, irrespective of the specific policy orientations of
incoming president Alvaro Uribe Vélez!®

DISCUSSION. QUESTIONS

1. Given the marked power asymmetry between Colombia and the United.
States, as well as the salience of drugs and counterterrorism on the U.S.'
international agenda, to what extent does Colombian foreign policy sim-:
ply mirror U.S. policy?

2. How can one explain the following “paradox” between Columbian and.
Mexican foreign policy: Historically, both countries lost significant por:
tions of territory to the United States, while drugs figure prominently in:

each of their contemporary agendas with Washington. Yet, Colombia and™

Mexico chose markedly different paths, the first characterized by ration-;
alized subordination and the second, only recently, that of independence.
and autonomy. i

3. To what degree does the personalized nature of politics in Colombia ham-i -
per the achievement of more consistent, coordinated, long-term foreign! -
policy strategies? ih

3
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NOTES

1. However, Colombia was one of the only peripheral countries to vote against
the veto power of the permanent members of the United Nations Security Council,
on international law grounds, when this organization was created in 1945.

2. The Kemmerer Mission (1923) was the first of several groups of economic
experts invited to Colombia for this purpose.

3. Although bipartisan consensus was a nearly permanent feature of Colombian
foreign policy before the Cold War as well, on several occasions the Conservative
party criticized the Liberal governments for their staunch pro-American stance, in
particular during World War II.

4. The Bogotazo of April 9, 1948, which followed the assassination of Liberal
political leader Jorge Eliécer Gaitan, sparked anticommunist fears in the country and
led Colombia to break off its relations with the Soviet Union.

5. Colombia attended its first Non-Aligned meeting in 1970, during the adminis-
tration of Misael Pastrana (1970~1974). In 1974, the country acquired observer
status, and in 1983, it became a full member.

6. The first open presidential elections took place in 1974; parity between Con-
servative and Liberal Party posts in the presidential cabinet and the public sector was
preserved until 1978, Article 120 of the 1886 Colombian constitution, however, man-
dated that the majority party offer adequate representation to the second-place party,
with which power sharing continued until the Barco administration (1986-1990).

7. Diplomatic relations were resumed once again in 1991, during the administra-
tion of César Gaviria.

8. Notwithstanding Betancur’s efforts, a debtor’s cartel was never formed among
the countries of the region. -

9. See Diego Cardona et. al."(1992) for an extensive discussion of Colombo-Vene-
zuelan integration during the Barco and Gaviria administrations.

10. The creation of the Ministry of the Environment one year later attested to the
importance, at least in formal terms, of environmental issues in domestic and foreign
policy as well.

11. In 1990, the presidents of Colombia, Perd, Bolivia, and the United States met
at the Cartagena Drug Summit to discuss joint strategies for addressing this problem.

12. This situation reached its apex on August 18, 1989, when Liberal presidential
candidate Luis Carlos Galdn was assassinated by gunmen supposedly hired by the
Medellin Cartel.

13. A more comprehensive discussion of Colombia’s relations with the United
States during the Samper and Pastrana governments appears in Tickner (2002),

14. Personal interview with Ernesto Samper Pizano, former president of Colom-
bia, Bogot, September 4, 2000,

15. Personal intetview with Rodrigo Pardo Garcia-Pefia, the former Colombian
minister of foreign relations and director of E] Tiempo, Bogotd, August 24, 2001,

16. One aspect of the peace process that was received with a certain degree of
alarm in Washington, however, was the creation of the demilitarized zone the size of
Switzerland in five municipalities located in southern Colombia.

17. Beginning in the mid-1990s, military cooperation was dramatically reduced as

- aresult of the Colombian Army’s participation in human rights violations.
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18. In June 2000, the U.S. Congress approved an aid package corresp9n‘ding to the
period 2000-2001, in which the Colombian Army received U.S.$512 million and the
National Police, U.S.$123 million. o ‘

19. Utibe was elected in the first round of Colombian presidential elections on
May 26, 2002.
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Ecuador
Foreign Policy on the Brink

Jeanne A. K. Hej/

Ecuador’s international reputation has hit rock bottorm.

—General Paco Moncayo (Latin American Research Review
[LARR], May 19, 1998: 3)

General-turned-politician Moncayo uttered this statement during a dispute
between then-president Fabian Alarcon and the Constituent Assembly. He
could hardly have guessed how much lower the political circumstances, and
Ecuador’s international reputation, could go. With the new millennium
came the ouster of Ecuador’s second constitutionally elected president in
four years, the abandonment of the national currency, and regional rumors
about the viability of Ecuador’s democracy.

Ecuador entered the 1990s under President Rodrigo Borja, a center-left
politician who joined most of Latin America’s leaders in moving toward
neoliberal economic reforms (Hey and Klak 1999). The conservative Sixto
Duran Ballen, elected in 1992, found he shared his predecessor’s primary
dilemma: how to placate and serve an increasingly impoverished population
while also servicing the foreign debt and pleasing international creditor insti-
tutions. With the election of populist Abdala Bucaram jn 1996, Ecuador
added political instability to its list of crises. Known as “el loco,” Bucaram
incensed his domestic opponents, alienated his supporters, displayed corrup-
tion and nepotism, and engaged in bizarre behaviors, Citing “mental inca-
pacity,” the legislature ousted Bucaram in early 1997. Vice President Rosalia
Arteaga presided just long enough for the congressional deputies to revise
the constitution so that their own speaker, Alarcon, could assume the presi-
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