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ABSTRACT

Brazilian elites as well as foreign policy-makees/é long shared a common
belief that the ideas of democracy and democraizahould serve as some
"road map" to foreign policy-making. In areas suah security, regional
integration, and disarmament, the goal has begeiterate a positive social
capital as well as to build trusting relations wBtazilian neighbors in South
America. Therefore, under the impact of ideas bhowdpout by new world
visions, Brazilian foreign policy has changed a dstit policy feature - the
democratic rearrangement of the political systerimte a condition and
resource for foreign policy-making towards South ékita. The result has
been a fine improvement of Brazilian image and ibiéty in the regional
South American scenario. In other words, there basn a significant
increment in "trust" towards Brazil. This arguméas been developed based
on extracts and transcripts from official diplonsasbeeches from Brazilian
foreign policy-makers as well as a historical restaction of Brazil's
diplomatic relations with two South American colugsr Our study was based
on two cases: Brazilian-Venezuelan and Braziliageftine relations in the
80's and the 90's.

Keywords: Brazilian foreign affairs; Social capital; Argemdi; Venezuela;
Self-interest.

Introduction

Can one really speak of social capital in foreighiqy? It is well known that
the studies that aggregate empirical evidence @éontition of social capital
deal with issues of national policy or comparatpadicy at the very most
(Almond & Verba, 1989; Putham 1993, 1997; LockeQP0Fukuyama,
1995). These works have underscored the conditiorder which it is
possible to generate positive social capital andccvalues whilst also
emphasizing the study of the process by which soc#pital can be
transformed into political capital, that is, wheyebocial capital can be
institutionalized. Along these lines, Putnam hainge social capital as
follows: “characteristics of social organizationych as trust, norms and



systems, that help increase the efficiency of aiespcby facilitating
coordinated action” (1977, p. 177). In Brazil, ttencept of social capital has
been the guiding principle behind a number of stsidamongst which we
could mention Baqueiro (2003), Boschi (1999) ands R2003).

Locke (2001) classifies two lines of literature tite generation of trust
among agents, one sociological in nature and tier dted in with rationalist
economic analyses. In the first camp, key contigimst include the work of
Putnam, who attributes the greater institutiondicieihcy in northern and
central Italy over the southern region to a hightrck of social capital
derived from better developed civic traditions amevels of civic

commitment. The second camp includes theorists MNarth (1990),

Gibbsons (2001) and Hardin (2001), whose primecsig the famous work
of Robert Axelrod (1984)The Evolution of Cooperatioprwhich posits the
following basic premises: trust is based on lomgateself-interest, or
“encapsulated interest”, to use Hardin’s term, #ral positive expectations
derived from cost/benefit calculations among uwtilinaximizing agents.
According to this clearly rationalist line, smaltogps of players find it
advantageous to establish cooperative relatiottgifcooperative interaction
between them is repeated and if knowledge of thgeps’ behavioral track-
record is complete.

For Locke, both strands present three basic flajvthey are static, “because
they assume that patterns of associativism andtalscapital, which many
consider pre-requisites of trust, are fixed in gpaied time” (2001, p. 256); 2)
the majority of the literature is mechanicist “ifmoas it treats the pre-
requisites of trust — whether institutional or sbogical — as binary
homogeneous variables [...] in other words, eitheieti®s have the ‘right’
institutions or they don’t. They either have enogghial capital or too little”
(Idem p. 257); and 3) the literature is “largely pedstin as to the
possibilities of creating trust in contexts were favorable conditions and/or
pre-requisites on which they supposedly dependnategiven” (dem p.
156). Thinking in terms of a domestic context, RichLocke explores the
guestion of generating trust and how this can meddem p.25).

However, can we think in terms of “social capitalid “generation of trust”
when it comes to collective actions involving famipolicy between States?
And if so, how? It is our understanding that iratigin to “cooperation” and
“trust” among player states in international po#ti while there may be no
explicit reference, theories of international rielas do present some points of
intersection with social capital theory.

The Neo-institutionalist line, also based on Axdisowork (1984), finds one
of its chief expressions in Robert Keohane's rauijty theory. For Keohane,
who started from the same logic of self-interesthesprimary motivation for
cooperation, Axelrod “shows that the rationality @foperation not only
depends on the short-term payoff expected by thgep$, but also what he
calls the “shadow of the future” (1993a, pp. 194)19in other words,
uncertainty. Axelrod understands the dilemma inictvhagents opt for
cooperation or not in their strategic relationsaasequential game of what he



calls specific reciprocity. The specific reciprocity strategy is based on- “tit
for-tat”, in which a cooperative first move by péayA will be met with a
similarly cooperative response by player B, whilelefection by player A
will trigger a defection by player B. However, deffiens can make other
players feel or fear being compromised, leadingptessure in favor of
cooperation. For Keohane:

[...] the additional virtue to specific reciprocigan create incentives that
cause interests that would otherwise remain pagsitreeir respective nations
to sit up and oppose the unilateral actions takethéir own governments. In
1984, for example, North-American grangers oppqaegosed steel quotas
for fear of [external] reprisals against their aghural exports (19932. PP.
197-198).

However, the author does not suggest that selfdsteand the perception of
common interests are somehow incompatible. As sointiee institutionalist
literature has shown, the two motivations are cdihfea but the problem
resides in the conformist characteristics of irdional anarchy and the
obstacles it poses to cooperation (Balwin, 1993).

Another perspective within the sphere of internalorelations that comes
close to the category of social capital is thatelieyed by the post-positivist
vein of the constructivist school, especially i tlvork of Alexander Wendt

(1992, 1995). For Wendt, positive or negative idiexst and/or the interests of
the player states are constructions, and “if regzbaiften enough, these
reciprocal operations” generate relatively stabdmcepts of help. Wendt

concludes that “it is this reciprocal interactidrat defines our identities and
interests” (1992, p. 405). However, as these itleattan be constructed and
deconstructed in new interactive instances, theyarfrom static.

In the constructivist camp, “trust” is seen aslasis for the creation of what
are called “pluralist security communities, a cqrtdaspired upon the works
of Karl Deutsch and others (1957). Constructivisas klefined the security
community as “a transnational region composed w&gn states in which
the societies can safely expect peaceful changele(/and Barnet, 1998a, p.
30). It is interesting to note that the idea ofsacurity community” presents
four of the basic characteristics of the notiorecof “social capital”:

1. The agents have common values, identities arzchimgs.

2. Specific reciprocity, a characteristic that implsome degree of long-term
interest, and the generation of a sense of comnemponsibility and
obligation — in other words, values, identities an€anings -, serve as a sine
qua non for national or international securigefm 1998b).

3. The building of mutual trust among the statea given region. This trust
nourishes expectations for conflict solutions ttigpense with power-based
resources. The frontiers of this region may notesearily coincide with its
geographical borders, as the creation of sharedesalidentities and
meanings engenders the notion of cognitive regi@iherwise put, “the



recognition that communities develop around netwpirkteractions and face-
to-face encounters that do not require geographaahabitation re-
conceptualizes the common notion of regiolde(. One clear example of
cognitive boundaries is the western allianego, as argued by authors like
John Gerard Ruggie (1998).

4. Security communities based on trust betweemearstates in a given
geographically contiguous or cognitive region ao¢ incompatible with the
self-interest of the member players. In other wprde concept of the
security community follows the same operationalidogs Putman (1993)
described for social capital, that is, the involesmof individual actions in
collective endeavors that generate networks oprecal trust whose impacts
extend beyond the borders of the community of thents in question, as
such networks enable the construction of civiaugstor a civic culture.

Finally, a third perspective that comes close ttteory of social capital is
one conceived of as a ‘third-way’ between the jpasttc (realist) analyses
and the constructivist approaches. In this categspgcial mention must be
made of the volume organized by Goldstein and KeeHldeas and foreign
policy (1993), a work that envisaged some approximatidmwésen external
conduct driven by or aligned with ideas, and thatved by interests and
power? Drawing up a self-criticism in the name of ratitism in general, and
neoliberal institutionalism and neo-realism in matar, the authors
recognize the limitations of rationalist theorekiparspectives when it comes
to the impact of ideas on governmental policy. Bgusing primarily on the
variations of the exogenous constraints (power @ipa) on the political
units, a common point in both schools, neo-reahsith neo-liberalism end up
committing a dual error — on one hand, they asstime preferences and
beliefs are simply given, or can at least be stoawdy in the black box of
national interests, while, on the other, they rategdeas and beliefs to mere
epiphenomena or to some peripheral role in the radrttee players’ interests.

In the field of empirical studies measuring the eyation of social capital on
the international scene, one of the most strikihipkiers of the North-
American mainstream in international relations ties John lkenberry
(2002), who has been working with a line of argutesry similar to the
seminal studies of AlImond and Verba (1989), in \hiwey argue that one of
the reasons for the durability of North-Americargémony in the post-Cold
War world is that the US managed to construct astrational civic culture
largely based on two sources. Firstly, US powergnaged more palatable to
the rest of the world because its project is coegrwith the deepest-running
forces of modernization. The synchrony between theited State’s
institution as a global, liberal superpower and keader imperatives of
modernization worldwide created a functional cHaik-between this nation
and the rest of the world. The promotion of Fordisimm educated workforce,
information and technology flows, and progressivad aincreasingly
specialized social and industrial systems of omgion are points of
congruence between the model offered by the Uniates and the
modernizing needs of its allies and non-allies ealifhe second source
concerns the existence of a model of North-Amerijoalitical identity based



on a civic and multicultural nationalism that wowddem to be extremely
important. Effectively, US nationalism is civic lnat than ethnic.

In a multicultural society, group identity is predied upon compliance with
the rule of law and a credo of political obligasorin other words, race,
religion, language and ethnicity are irrelevantdefining the rights of the
citizen or his/her inclusion in the North-Americpalitical system. As such,
it is a system that rejects any link between thpliegbility of rights and
ethnicity, and this had two important consequentgshis civic nationalism
projected the United States as a desirable forsookty, even as a model of
organization for the post-State world; 2) this magadily creates bonds of
identity and cooperation with other western staisscommon sense tends to
favor cohesion and cooperation. As civic natiomalis rooted in democratic
ideals and rule of shared and equal rights, iteseas a significant means
toward soft hegemony. The multicultural charactethe North-American
political identity tends to reinforce internatioisah, that is, a liberal
cosmopolitan and pluralist worldview that transtateto an identity that is
conducive to the construction of international rfatéralism on more
pluralist foundations.

Ikenberry's view is very close to that of Thomasd$ei (2002), according to
whom the stable contemporary order and North-Amaericnipolarity are
grounded upon a liberal western security commueityby the United States.
Three characteristics define that order: 1) shagdedtities and values; 2)
politics and economy based on transnationalismcattdral interdependence;
and 3) institutionalized governance.

We do not intend to opt exclusively for one or othef these three
perspectives — the neo-institutionalism of Keoharmstructivism; or ideas
heaped on interests -, but to draw on some of #fégient elements in a bid
to explain and understand the analyzed facts. Tineisato investigate the
effects ofdemocratic ideasand democratizatioon the formation of trust
between South-American nations and Brazil and hbese¢ ideas have
influenced the generation of reciprocally coopematnovements and helped
engender positive images of Brazilian power in agnida South-American
neighbors. We will argue that democratic discounss been a primary
condition for the generation of trust — despite slogial capital deficit left
behind by the military dictatorships that precedee country’'s democratic
re-opening and the “encapsulated interests” intplici Brazilian foreign
policy targets. In order to investigate the effe€tdemocratic ideals and
democratization as a means of generating mutuat twith our South-
American neighbors we will address the followingeficategories:(1) shared
identities; (2) self-interest or encapsulated iges; (3) shared ideals; (4) a
history of positive specific reciprocity; and (F)stitutionalization of self-
governance norms, such as trust, transparency andaring.

This study is divided into four parts: part one mape conditions that have
allowed for the formation of a preference for themdcratic agenda as a
platform for foreign relations. Part two studiesg@ential interactions

between Brazil and Venezuela and the impact derioddeeas and interests



have had as foreign policy instruments for genegasgiocial capital and trust.

Part three repeats these same procedures in ardestthow social capital

and trust can be generated in the sphere of seamid disarmament, set
against the historical backdrop of Brazilian/Argeatreciprocity over the last

thirty years. Finally, part four will provide a patama demonstrating some of
the limitations facing Brazilian foreign policy ithe generation of positive

social capital in South-America.

The formation of the preference for the democrati@agenda

In Brazil there is still a scarcity of works in tlaeea of international politics
that map causal relations between the external vilmhaf states and
democracy as a foreign policy tool. Looking at éxésting bibliography (cf.
Soares de Lima, 2000; Santiso, 2002; Villa, 2008n&ra, 1998), the body of
literature has been oriented toward analyzing itgmbrvariables, such as the
democratic clauses in the inter-American charted #me domestic and
systemic determinants that guide the promotioneshaktracy on the part of
Brazilian foreign affairs. As such, our aim is tgegent some ideas
concerning the causal processes at work in thedtom of the preference for
democracy as a foreign policy resource.

Our point of departure is the presupposition tha¢ formation of a
democratic agenda for South America — as a sofoghat could weaken
other principally power-based alternatives - wag fttondition for the
generation of positive social capital in Brazil aitd South-American
neighbors. But how did this preference for demogras an instrument of
regional foreign policy come about?

The works of Goldstein and Keohane (1993), PeteaasHA992) and Adler
(1992) sustain that ideas can be powerful mapsinrest of political
uncertainty, guiding the search for new forms ¢élinational insertion and of
adjustment to emerging conditions, as well as imiuthe establishment of
new standards of behavior and inter-State relations

Under the polarized system determined by the Ccdd, W

[...] from the angle of institutional thought, theguments concerning Brazil's
institutional presence necessarily started fromind@rnational system that,

being structured along the lines of a global cohfilemanded clear choices:
we either took sides, or sought some form of nétyré~onseca, 1998, p.

285).

As one of the formulators of Brazilian foreign mylihas recognized, as this
system of fixed polarities began to weaken, soneagdbecame instruments
for clarifying new choices in such an uncertain &ithry context of “risks
and possibilities” (Amorim, 1994a). In other worddeas emerged as a
Brazilian foreign policy response to changes ingystemic conditions. From
the epistemological perspective, the introductibthe systemic variable and
its impact on foreign policy behavior and choicesuld indeed configure
precisely that suggested by neo-realist thoughtrexadiberal institutionalism



(Balwin, 1993; Grieco, 1993; Keohane, 1993b). Hosvethe ideas would
seem to be less structure-dependent variablesekpectations endogenous
to the agents.

The formulation of a democratic road map was tlmesfpresented as a
priority for sectors connected with the internatibarena: “it is absolutely
necessary that we have a map of the deep-set fihv@aemould the transition
and that reveal themselves, sometimes implicithmetimes explicitly, in
each specific negotiation, bilateral meeting, orltitaberal summit” (Lafer
and Fonseca, 1994, p. 50). In the light of thigtgpconcern, which betrayed
some uncertainty as to which path to follow, tharfation of a preference
from amongst the array of available ideas becamigrificant problem for
foreign policy-makersé:“in order to understand the formation of prefers)c
we have to first understand the ideas availablesld&ein & Keohane, 1993,
p.13).

It is also necessary to comprehend the conditiongtiich these available
ideas operate. Three systemic conditions helpedilBma foreign policy-
makers identify the range of ideas.

The first is that the end of the Cold War, intrgadly polarized in terms of
ideology, significantly reduced the valorative ops. The hypothesis put
forward by some North-American thinkers - who found-rancis Fukuyama
their chief intellectual mentor - as to the uniadization of the institutional

form of Euro-American representative democracy wadem, in principle,

irrefutable. Politics had also globalized under tlzue of western liberal
democracy. In other words, in an ideologically piaked world, like that of

the Cold War, the basic political relation is pssty that which Carl Schmitt
defined as the friend/enemy dichotomy. However,mfrehe analytical

perspective, with the univocal globalization of ifos as per a universal
belief in western democracy, one side of Schmittetaphorical double (the
enemy) tends to disappear.

Despite the criticism leveled against this linetfidught — some suspected it
was an ideological justification for springing agkeenon on the post-Cold
War world (cf. Amorim, 1994b, pp. 133-134) — thevas no doubt that the
variation of the systemic valorative constraintsi&t from two doctrinarian
alternatives to one) served as a cognitive buowviging the internal
decision-makers with parameters for ascertainirgg ow much room for
maneuver was available to a medium-sized powerBitazil should it try to
take a less internationally standard course obadtiom an ideological point
of view. Thus, the weight of the facts in the edr®90s led to the adoption of
a diplomatic line that asserted the “ample conssm@suto thesuperiority of
representative democratgAmorim, 1994a, p. 24, our italics).

The second condition concerns the preference forodeacy as a foreign
policy tool, likewise influenced by the structurptocesses implemented
within the Inter-American system since the lattadf fof the 1980s and,
particularly, since the drafting of the Inter-Anwm democratic charter of
the OAS — Organization of American Statds. this direction, some studies



have identified the emergence of an internatiomshaktratic regime within
the Inter-American system that guides expectatambscreates incentives for
cooperation between the players (Goldberg, 2001) anconcept of the
collective defense of democralyarer, 1996). The institutionalization of
these two theoretical notions began in the mid-8ben the Protocol of
Cartagena de Indias amended the OAS charter bywgdie obligation to
promote and consolidate representative democraitly,due respect for the
principle of nonintervention. A firm step forwardas/taken in Chile in 1991
with the so-called Santiago Commitment, which pamalithe Declaration of
the Collective Defense of Democracy and Resolutid80, or the
“democratic clause” — normative mechanisms thatuegted the suspension
of the Inter-American system in countries wheradheas been a sudden or
irregular interruption of the democratic political constitutional institutional
process. Resolution 1080 was applied to four mersia¢es during the 1990s:
Haiti (1991), Peru (1992), The Dominican Republl®94) and Paraguay
(1996), plus a request for its application durihg Peruvian elections of
2002, under the Alberto Fujimori regime. A still reradecisive step was the
approval of the Democratic Charter for the continerSeptember 2001.

In addition, the South-American nations reaffirmdéde “democratic

commitment” in the region’s two integrationist exjpeents. In the case of the
Mercosul, a democratic charter was formalized lgy tttshuaia Protocol of
June 1998, while in the Andean Community (CAN)wids the Additional

Protocol to the Cartagena Agreement, entitled “Brelean Community

Commitment to Democracy’.

The third and final systemic condition refers tee thormative idea of
democracy as the “dominant universal value”, whigiped the Brazilian
elites to establish consensus concerning the caumahections between
democratic identity, regional power and developmiefhis perception is
consistent with the hypothesis that causal relatiogtween ideas and facts
“derive their authority from the consensus of ratirgd elites” (Goldstein &
Keohane, 1993). This cognitive map was perceivad facognized) by the
Brazilian elites as more coherent with the natiomadition of autonomy
(whatever qualification happens to be given to thatonomy) and as more
politically viable than that proffered by the adistnation of Collor de Mello
(the so-called paradigm of modernization throughpemelency), which
presupposed a return to the Americanist paradigth acertain degree of
concession of national sovereignty (cf. Soaresid&l.1994).

As such, back in the early 1990s, the selectiotenfiocracy as the road map
of choice already seemed intimately linked with ltledief that it was essential
to recognize the “complex interdependency” betwideas and interests. This
interdependency suggested a re-reading of the 3@poged by the
Ambassador Araujo Castro — originally formulatedttie mid-60s — which
saw the mission of the United Nations, and Brazifigsssion within the
organization, as hinging upon three targets: diaarent, development and
decolonization. In the words of the formulators aafntemporary foreign
policy, the updated version of the 3D thesis se&®sthe concepts of
democracy, development and disarmament “in allr trenifications in the
areas of Human Rights, the Environment and Intenat Security”



(Amorim, 1994a, p. 21). It was this set of valued &eas that provided the
foreign policy-makers with the regulatory coordesmtby which to insert
Brazil on the mapi mundi of undefined polaritieattbmerged with the end of
the Cold War.

These three systemic factors provide an efficierplamation for the
motivations that aggregated around the idea of demsy as a means of
tackling foreign affairs and the courses of actmbe taken. They also served
as illustrative arguments for the choice that hadnbmade. Foreign policy is
one of the few political dimensions in which itaffen necessary to explain
the reasons behind a choice.

In fact, by its very nature, given the importanésymbolic attitudes capable
of giving ideological expression to the globalityr@tional interests, foreign
policy, perhaps more so than any other aspect ate Siolicy, rests upon
explicative procedures (Fonseca, 1998, p. 267).

As such, the idea that there are certamniversal valorative constraints
place that act as the regulatory measures of anmgwnstream in international
relations has served as a way of explaining theriprigiven to this course of
action in the face of the “globality of nationatenests”.

What is the influence of the type of action thatois democratic ideas — in
the sense of achieving other goals, such as earthiagtrust of one'’s

neighbors — and a positive regional image? Forpiity action generates
ambiguous images when it comes to Brazil's regionativations, because
some of the negative identities of the past stibvpil. Nevertheless, the
democratic bedrock that underpins our foreign edfahas proved an
important tool in clawing back the social capitefidit that was staple prior
to the first democratic governments of the 1980swviRky mapped the

conditions in which this preference for a democratjenda was formed, we
need now address how this democratic discoursemmecgerational in the
generation of capital, trust and image improvenétht our South-American

neighbors. Cases of diplomatic relations with Veméa and Argentina (the
latter in relation to security and disarmamentgiefi) will serve to illustrate

this issue.

Brazilian/Venezuelan relations: from negative image to strategic
cooperation

The case of Venezuela is poignant for various meass a demonstration of
how social capital can be generated where nonéqusy existed. Brazil and
Venezuela share 2,199km of border. Some commestdtoervo, 2002;
Visentini, 1995; Ramos, 1995) argue that the sishilateral relationship
Brazil maintains with any of its neighbors todapisbably with this country.
However, during the military regimes, Venezuelge lalmost all of its South-
American counterparts, harbored a negative imag®rafil. It must be
remembered that the geopolitical and military &tare of intellectuals like



Couto e Silva (1967), Terezinha de Castro (1976) @orrea Rocha (1965),
not to mention “the disastrous speech made by RicN&on in Venezuela
in 1971 to the effect that wherever Brazil wereléad, the rest of the
continent was sure to follow” (Shiguenoli, 1999,8%), had such a souring
impact on the image and perception other South-faercountries had of
Brazil that all manner of power-hungry sub-impeésialand expansionist
designs were laid the door of ltamarati. In theegalsVenezuela, one of these
authors (Correa Rocha, 1965) went so far as touoerthe hypothesis of
Brazil re-drawing its northern frontier at the Gdngan Sea, to which end he
suggested that the Guianas be divided equally Wé&hezuela. In fact, far
from pleasing the Venezuelans, this type of propesaved only to instill
more fear than trust in the neighbor’s elites.

Besides the geopolitical distrust, there were plddical issues. Venezuela’s
use of its oil reserves as the platform for itsdidature as regional leader in
areas of Latin America, such as the Andean natiGastral America and the
Caribbean, is nothing new. This pretension wasadleglaring during the
first government of the social democrat Carlos AsdPérez (1974-1979), a
period in which oil prices reached unprecedentetal highs. The so-called
“Brazilian miracle”, along with the pragmatic fogai policy of the Geisel
government of diversifying commercial and politioalations across the
continent regardless of the ideological persuasiofisthe neighboring
countries, also stirred Venezuelan suspicions, hey tbegan to foresee
leadership disputes with Brazil in these regiorinalfy, a further cause for
political unease was that, contrary to Brazil'sns& of political autonomy
toward the United States (autonomy through distarae the guiding
paradigm behind Brazilian foreign policy from tharlg 70s to the late 80s
came to be known), the Venezuelan foreign policategy throughout almost
the entire 20 Century had tended to favor a political partneystith the US.

How, then, was it possible to transform such arummdation of negative
social capital into a relationship of trust in tlpest-re-democratization
period? A reconstruction of the historical procebspecific reciprocity will
enable us to understand how this transpired. Imtiust of this quagmire of
distrust and negative images, Brazil offered atiahgesture of cooperation
by supporting the Venezuelan policy of maintaintrigh oil prices, which
reinforced their diplomatic discourse of valorizinghird World raw
materials. In response to this initial act of caagien, Venezuela signed
cooperation agreements with Brazil in April 1978 time areas of all,
petrochemicals, mining and metallurgy, followeditsyacceptance, that same
year, that the existence of regional economic alsctike the Andean Pact
was not incompatible with political agreements oatumal resource
management, thus clearing the way for the ratificaof the Amazonian
Cooperation Treaty, a Brazilian initiative.

This tit-for-tat of cooperative action continued fine 1980s, with Brazil
responding positively to an old Venezuelan propasainely the creation of a
Latin-American oil multinational, Petrolatina. Thigt-project is thus by no
means exclusive to the Venezuelan diplomacy of yodm 1981, Brazil

joined Venezuela and Mexico in signing a protobalt twas to set the idea in
motion. Though the Petrolatina project was lefthgaing dust in the



respective chancelleries of these nations untitas revived by the Chaves
administration, Brazil's diplomatic gesture was etheless an important step
toward changing the negative view Venezuela harbofean allegedly sub-
imperialist Brazil. In other words, the acts of sifie reciprocity during this
first phase — especially Brazil's support of Versan regional projects
based on its oil power - laid the groundwork fdetance and the stimulation
of regional interests. On the social plane, thipetyof reciprocity also
reinforced the business class, as the approximagbneen the two countries
sought to create conditions for the developmentmterprises capable of
“strengthening the nuclei of the national econoin(€grvo, 2001, p.9).

As Brazilian re-democratization began to figure idgrthe José Sarney
government, a new idea also started to take stthpecompetitive global
insertion would only be possible through South-Aicar regional
integration. This meant that South-American coestivould have to stop
looking at their development models as feasibldhiwitan inward-looking,
national/developmentist vision and start coordimati collective and
cooperative action on a regional level. A mappifithe diplomatic discourse
of foreign policy decision makers since the Sargeyernment reveals one
constant: the perception of South America as Beafokeign policy priority
(cf. Cardoso, 1993, p. 6; Amorim, 1994a, p. 16;etaR001b, p. 2; Silva,
2003, or, in the words of Lafer, the perceptioradfieep power of Brazilian
foreign policy” [2001b, p.2]). The construction thfis layer of meaning led
some authors to affirm that all throughout its drigtBrazil had developed a
dual identity asdeveloping countrnyand South-Americarcountry. “But the
truth is that it was necessary that this dual itgnso obvious today, be
constructed in the discourse and self-image of iBoazr the course of the
20" Century” (Lamazier, 2001, p. 51). Hence the lialeen in contemporary
Brazilian foreign policy, especially since the dgfen of Mexico - once so
close — to the side of NAFTA and the United Stabes, revealed a systematic
effort on behalf of Brazilian governments sinceariga Franco to “redefine
regional cooperation in terms of South America betending to any Latin-
American identity (Hurrel, 1998, p. 257).

From the Sarney government on, Brazil started ivgdieavily in a South-
American integrationist approach, with Venezuelathe northern frontier,
and Argentina, down south, as the two strategiaticeiships that needed to
be cultivated toward that end. Instances of tngstiehavior began to emerge
when Sarney managed to convince his Venezuelans péeat the
integrationist pathway was the best way towardirattg their three shared
goals: national development, the defense of demgcemd competitive
international insertion. In 1986, still during tBarney administration, Brazil
signed Cooperation Protocols with Argentina, untter administration of
Raul Alfonsin (1984-1988), followed a year later the Caracas Protocol
with Venezuela, during the government of the sodemocrat Jaime
Lusinchi (1984-1988). Both bilateral moves soughttrigger integrationist
processes in South America.

The normative support that helped shore up the itegmrmap behind the
Brazilian strategy of approximation with neighbdike Argentina and
Venezuela was the argument posited by the foreddjioypformulators of the



1990s that Brazil was now politically mature enoughgo beyond the
“classic frontiers [toward] the modern frontiers oboperation” (Lafer,
2001b, p.2§ At the core of the concept of “frontiers of coomtean” lay, first

and foremost, a change in the way the meaning ekiBan space was
produced and represented, now repackaged as somethdt only

instrumental, but also substantial in terms of dgional will-to-integration.
Secondly, the concept is consistent with belief.in

[...] the investment the country made in the sofiwer of credibility
throughout the 1990s in its constructive handlingia- participation rather
than absence - of the “global themes” then findimgjr way, in new terms,
onto the post-Cold War international agenda (L&#601b. p. 2).

The point to underscore here is that it was dutinig phase that the country
managed to dismantle the first of the negative tajmns that had stood in
the way of cooperative action between Brazil andézeiela, namely the
suspicion that Brazil was a nation with sub-img&iamotivations. “The
image of an expansionist, hegemonic and domineeBrnagil changed
drastically [allowing] positive expectations todigsh” (Cervo, 2001 p. 9).

Yet there were still two stigma left to topple:stirthe belief that Venezuelan
leadership in the Andean regional integration pojeas incompatible with
the South-American integrationist leadership eseai by Brazil; and,
second, the idea that Venezuelan foreign policysga@re more compatible
with a strategic alliance with the United Stateanthwith Brazil, which
registered only peripherally on the radar of then&aielan elites. Brazilian
foreign policy worked tirelessly on these two olijezs throughout the 90s,
during the government of the Christian democraaRla€aldera and into the
Hugo Chaves administration. Next we shall see Hosvdiplomatic process
unfolded.

It was during the administrations of Itamar FrarinoBrazil and Rafael
Caldera in Venezuela that some of the groundwork \aid that would
ensure compatibility between the Brazilian projait South-American
integration and Venezuela’'s Andean sub-regionatgiration and national
development plans. This was a tripartite actiom @avisaging: border and
energy integration; bilateral trade flows; and istmeent between both
countries as a boost to the business sectors andrdation of a South-
American free trade zone.

The first panel of this triptych — border integosti — began with the
reinforcing of settlement policies in states likendzonas and Roraima, on
the Brazilian side, and Amazonas, Delta AmacuroBoldvar in Venezuela.
On both sides of the border, the countries pradticeciprocal and
complementary policies. For example, to the BraailCalha Norte initiative,
Venezuela responded in the mid-90s with the Pradpsagram. Both had
common goals, such as improving the standard dhdivof the local
populations, environmental protection and the raéibn of the economic
potential of the borderlands. One wide-reachingpeoative endeavor in
physical integration occurred during the second da#a of President



Fernando Henrique Cardoso: the re-inaugurationhef BR-174 highway,

whose Manaus-Santa Helena Uarién stretch (the fsin over the

Venezuelan border) links Brazil to Caracas. Venkzbad already done its
part by inaugurating the BV-8, supplying electsicitom the Rio Caroni

plants in Venezuela to Boa Vista in Brazil. Brazilinterest in such a
mechanism of physical integration is obvious: itisarof Brazilian products

on the Venezuelan market and ready access toiilsb@an ports, such as La
Guaira and Puerto Cabello, both located on theheomtcoast. On the other
side, the development of an energy integrationcgofiroved extremely

assertive in Brazilian/Venezuelan relations. Thetestun electricity

companies — Eletrobras in Brazil and Edelca in Yaet — have profited
greatly from the fact that some of Venezuela’'sdatdiydroelectric plants are
located in the south — near the Brazilian bordevhich has enabled them to
supply many of Brazil's northern states, such asaRwa, Amazonas and
Amapa.

As for the second aspect — bilateral trade flowse-promotion of trade and
investment and the purchase of Venezuelan oil lasteased significantly
since 1995, with Venezuela overtaking ArgentinaBeazil's largest Latin-
American supplier. Between 1988 and 1995, tradevd®st the two nations
grew at a proaverage inter-annual rate of 8.2%yltieg in an inter-annual
positive growth rate of 27.4% for Venezuela, andrefore a very healthy
trade balance (Cisneres al, 1998, p. 9). In return, part of the Venezuelan
strategy was to bring Brazil on-board as an investmpartner in the
Corporacdo Andina de Fomento (Andean Developmenpdtation, the
organ responsible for funding the Community of Asxdéations). In the first
year of the Lula government, Brazil and Venezuefmesdd an umbrella
agreement that included measures to increase fide investments in the
petrochemical sector, the transfer of technology ather transactions.
However,..

[...] the umbrella agreement has other implicatiand derivations. Through
the BNDES (Brazilian Development Bank), Brazil wiikely increase its

share in the Corporacao Andina de Fomento (CAE)development bank of
the Andean nations, thus attaining an overall 2(84res in the largest
investment organ in the southern hemisphere. T®tatilian disbursement
over two years: US$ 400 million. Each member state borrow up to four

times its share for domestic applications; in Breziase, US$ 1.6 billion. If

the project in question is bi-national, the apgima can be multiplied by

eight — or US$ 3.2 billion. For the government, €@&F ensures it can reach
its target of US$25 billion in region-wide investmieover the next four

years” Carta Capital 2003, p. 32).

The third element — the creation of a South-Amerifrae trade zone — has
gathered heavy momentum, particularly since the dHu@haves
administration, resulting in unprecedented levdlgrast between the two
countries and working a substantial change in tiadil Venezuelan foreign
policy strategy. Brazil has become one of the agiatplayers in Venezuelan
foreign affairs; quite a turnaround for a countrjpoge foreign policy had
been treated with unwavering suspicion by Venezsielee the 19 Century.
Indeed, in the 1800s, Brazil did not even featar8dlivar's projects for the



Gran Colémbia and with the onset of the oil boom of the 192bs,political
priority for Venezuela was always the United States

As such, one of the most significant changes inzilaa/Venezuelan
cooperative relations concerns the place Brazil noeupies in its northern
neighbor’s foreign policy: Brazil is now strategic Venezuela's foreign
policy planning. The about-turn is largely owing tise possibilities the
South-American integration projects represented/¢mezuela. Despite its
initial suspicions that closer ties with Mercosulomld undermine its
integrationist attempts in the Andean region, Bramcceeded in attracting
Venezuela to its own South-American projects, esgjimg for itself a
positive redefinition within Venezuelan foreign gl planning in the
process.

Venezuelan commercial diplomacy, following a polafycontinuity since the
second mandate of Rafael Caldera (1994-1998),eshifhe integrationist
focus to the “Amazonian front”, especially whenciime to commercial,
energy and political ties with Brazil and the Megab “It must be registered
that former President Fernando Henrique Cardoseomnetd and furthered
Chavez' wish to divert the gaze of the Venezuelida:dook to the Southern
Cross instead of to the PolestaEafta Capital 2003Y.

Today, the relationship between Brazil and Venezusl favored by the
Chéavez administration’s eagerness to integrate ddefcwith the Andean
Community, as openly recognized in an official estaént issued by the
Venezuelan Chancellery; “especially for Brazil'sagtgic significance and
[Venezuela’'s] national aspirations to join the Mmgl” (Ministério de
Relaciones Exteriores de Venezuela, 2005). Follgwin the footsteps of
Bolivia and Peru, at the July 2004 Summit, Venezustcame the third
member of the Community of Andean Nations (CANb&zome an associate
member of the Mercosul. Venezuela’s preferenceBfazil was summed up
perfectly in a symbolically telling statement byetNWenezuelan President:
“We keep the best business for our friends. AndzBia our friend” Carta
Capital, 2003, p. 30).

Commenting on the numerous overlaps between thectwatries, Amado
Luiz Cervo encapsulated the diplomatic relationfolews:

In effect, when it comes to differences of stylefameign affairs, no other
South-American country, at the beginning of thidlé&finium, has so many
variables in common with Brazil in terms of worldwi and foreign policy as
Venezuela. The points of convergence involve thieidng parameters: a)
the concept of asymmetrical globalization as a e the concept of a
beneficent globalization; b) their political andaségic concept of South
America; c) recognition that a robust national emnit nucleus is the
condition for global interdependency; d) South-Arrem integration as a pre-
condition for hemispheric integration; €) belieftme harm NAFTA would

cause in the absence of the above-mentioned comslitind without genuine
commercial reciprocity; f) reservations about thditany aspect of the

Colombia Plan; g) complete rejection of any US tailf presence in the



Amazon, including flyovers; h) the decision notpnvatize the petroleum
sector (2001, p.19).

Cervo also adds that during the Caldera, Chave£andioso administrations,
from 1994 to the present, “the personal efforthef Heads of State has been
the driving force behind this growing cooperationtlhe spheres of politics
and the economy” (2001, p.21).

One fact that without shadow of doubt did muchrioréase the stock of
social capital between the two countries was Bmztance during the
Venezuelan political crisis, especially its condation of the short-lived
coup that ousted Hugo Chavez from power in Apri02(still during the
government of Fernando Henrique Cardoso).  Thebsyim Friends of
Venezuela group created on the initiative of théalgpovernment sought to
preserve a State policy that had been carefullgtcocted over the course of
twenty years and through which Brazilian governradrad managed to undo
three negative conceptions deeply rooted in thedsiof the Venezuelan
elites (expansionism, distrust of Brazilian intégmaist plans, and a
peripheral stigma attributed to Brazil in Venezuelareign policy) through
positive, concrete actions on all three fronts.

The Venezuelan case is proof that positive so@gital can be generated
between State players where none previously exidteadvever, although
Brazil had been prioritizing the process of intéigrmin the Southern Cone
since the 1990s and that the two countries hadyedjocooperative relations
since the late 80s, their convergence only datek tiathe Rafael Caldera
administration (1994-1998), but really took holdemhHugo Chavez came to
power in 1999. How was it possible to attain sudevel of cooperation in
such a short span of time, when up to the late 49utat prevailed between
them was a relationship of distrust? We aim to yaalhis question with
reference to three key elements: identity; encapsdlinterests; and shared
ideals.

In relation to identity, it must be noted that Blan diplomacy, in its
strategy of approximation with Venezuela, read wedl defining elements of
its neighbor’s foreign policy and the need to makat identity congruent
with its own. It was this that facilitated a serigiscooperative movements
that in no way impinged upon “encapsulated intstestowever, scholars of
Venezuelan foreign policy highlight two elementatthave characterized the
country’s foreign policy identity over the lasttfifyears: insertion in the
international oil world and the defense of demogréRomero, 2002; Villa,
2004).

Brazil deftly conciliated its identities as devdloyp country and South-
American nation with the understanding that theetimould come when
Venezuela would have to defend a policy of highpoites in virtue of its
financial dependence on this resource. This waslitiee taken by Brazil
toward the end of the 1970s, and this was maindauneder the Chévez
government, which has made recuperating internaltioit prices its prime
external target. In return, Brazil obtained impottadvantages in physical



integration, energy, trade and investment. Undeav€h, the Venezuelan
trade balance with Brazil, which had been negaijédo the late 90s, turned
positive, and Brazilian companies, such as brewesied developers, now
have significant investments there. This clearlyndestrates that the trust
generated by specific reciprocity is by no mearengx¢ from the pursuit of
interests that lead to mutual gains.

On the level of encapsulated interests, the ineréasvVenezuelan trust in
Brazil and the Mercosul can be credited to stratetgncapsulated”
behaviors: Venezuela adopted the strategy of diyerg its exports to
different markets in weighted proportions such ithaecame less dependent
on a single market and therefore less vulnerableaatingencies in the
United State®. As Ramos argues, “one could say that two messean be
drawn from the integration between Brazil and Vemda, one manifest and
the other latent” (1995, pp. 103 e 105). In the ifesh message, “the
Venezuelan interest appears to be the possibilftyresolving internal
economic crises and of reducing foreign dependeswog debt” [dem
ibidem). In the latent message, Venezuelan integratioh Biazil “is steeped
in disaggregating potentialities, rekindling vestgof what Brazil has
represented to its neighbors at different pointkadtin-American history: a
nation with hegemonic pretensiondtiém ibidem. In return, according to
one scholar of Brazilian cultural history, Venezuelould respond positively
to “Brazil's legitimate aspirations, given its sheimensions, to occupying a
position of influence on the international scendéedible, 1995).

In terms of shared ideals, the close bilateral tiet developed between
Venezuela and Brazil during the 1990s largely hihggon the synoptic view
that institutional democratic stability was “an esal condition to the

strengthening of regional integration” (Comunicadi® Brasilia”, 2000, p.

128). This vision is compatible with the second rebteristic previously

identified in Venezuelan foreign policy — the deferof democracy. We can
therefore see that interests were accompanied émedhideals, specifically
about the democratization of power. In this setise,idea of strengthening
institutions aimed toward the dual goal of domesdgenocratic institutional

building and regional democratic institutional lolirilg.

One factor that propelled the formation of theseveogences between Brazil
and Venezuela as a foreign policy resource wagdberrent drive toward
democratization in the international system since énd of the military

governments, and which happened to coincide witerial desires for
democracy. Consistent with its identity as a demmbcrcountry, since the
1960s Venezuela has espoused the Betancourt @dtwinnot recognizing

authoritarian governments, but only those electadaccordance with

constitutional norms and the will of the people. @re other hand,

democratization in Brazil was calibrated by forejgolicy decision makers
and the elites as a useful domestic element inriggc@ more positive

identity before its South-American neighbors, anid tvas important in the
case of Venezuela. As Fonseca argues:



Identity is molded historically. Sometimes inteinatl transformations
coincide with internal changes, as is clearly whadppened with
democratization. At the same time as the westestesy was closing its
doors upon authoritarianism, internally, socialcks were contesting the
regime (1998, pp. 275-276).

This convergence of identities was consistent Wiith idea that a set of
universal values, or cognitive map, for conducfareign affairs should be
adopted as a normative regulatory yardstick agaifgth to measure the
achievability of all national development targefthis doctrinarian discourse
was amply divulged in diplomacy throughout the 1995 affirmed by then-
president Cardoso: “The Brazil that enters th& @éntury is a country whose
priority targets for internal transformation, forewklopment, are in
consonance with the values that have diffused amdersalized on the
international plane” (2000, p.6).

In short, experience of the use of the democrdgalias a foreign policy tool
leads to the conclusion that positive social camitan be created between
States when their normative cooperative conceptidrise world are shared
by other agent states. This impact on the extdrehavior of nations can be
summed up in Schumpeter’'s premise (1984) that asisabyf the behaviors
and strategies of political agents shows that deacgcfeatures as a priority
method when the players involved in a conflict wantesolve the problem in
such a manner as the positions of both are tokbeatd a democratic solution
obtained. This would appear to have been the cabeBrazil and Venezuela
during the years of the former’'s re-democratizatidhis Schumpeterian
condition brings to ground the neo-realist noti@Gmi¢co, 1993; Mearsheimer,
2001) that cooperation between states is incomlpatifith self-interest. In
other words, trust and self-interest are compatdse long as they are
mediated by cooperative worldviews.

Next we shall look at how social capital can beeagated between agent
states in the field of armament and security polecysphere understood by
realist theory as the hard core of State targeais.tiie realists, it would be
extremely difficult to establish cooperative arrangents on disarmament,
itself a kind of ‘irresponsible’ behavior on therpaf the statesman, as it
leaves the nation completely at the mercy of tHecigs of competitor states.
However, in reply to those rationalist perceptidhat accentuate distrust
between agents, we can recall the successful esstadgint of a relationship

of trust between Brazil and its South-American hbigys on precisely such
hardcore issues, particularly regional non-prodifem, military cooperation

and security policy.

Brazilian/Argentine relations: social capital in democratization

As demonstrated earlier, Brazil's South-Americarighkbors have long
viewed it as a country of continental dimensionshvdub-imperialistic or
expansionist pretensions. In fact, dismantling tkejsutation and/or negative



social capital on a regional level has not prove@asy task, so deeply rooted
had the image become — to borrow Oliveiros Fersisagument — in the
Foreign Ministries of the neighboring natioi$pn one particular point, it is
important to recognize that the foreign policy ekteryear and that of today
have something in common: the concern that Spawisterica, our
neighbors, might judge the actions of Itamarataasattempt to establish the
nation’s hegemony on the continent” (Ferreira, 2qqil 39-40).

The second noteworthy case we shall study in thigcle is that of
Brazilian/Argentine relations, which also shows hibig possible to generate
positive social capital even between historicalljalr states. This particular
case is significant for various reasons. As sontrangentators have noted,
theirs is the longest-standing rivalry in South Aite (Burr, 1955; Mello,
1996), stretching over the entire™@entury, dragging on into the 20and
reaching virulent heights during the military dicteships of the 60s and 70s.
In fact, Brazil and Argentina have disputed reglantuence since their very
consolidation as autonomous nation states. Theusageyof power prevailed
throughout the land disputes of the period 1825381&2d in their vying for
influence over the nascent state of Uruguay frod01® 1950. Brazil helped
overthrow the Rosas dictatorship in Argentina iB2@nd, during the Baron
of Rio Branco's tenure at the helm of the Ministly Foreign Affairs in
Brazil, there were various moments of tension @rens stockpiling on both
sides. This distrust and rivalry grew during thea€d War (1932-1935), as
Brazil was deeply suspicious of the Argentine rislethis conflict. Still
during the dictatorial period, the imputations et paroxysm over the
construction of the Itaipu Hydroelectrical Planttive late 80%. The result
was an accumulation of vilifying images on bothesid fuelling one’s
undisguised suspicions as to the geopolitical tiaans of the other.

Despite the negative images and misgivings regardrazilian regional

intentions, when we look at the fields in which rthehas been most
convergence over the last twenty years, it is &iny to note that, at the
beginning of this Millennium, the closest coopearatibetween these two
states has been precisely on issues of nuclearndiszent and military

cooperation. The case of Brazilian/Argentine reladion nuclear arms policy
puts paid to the neo-realist assertion that Staiger relinquish their
offensive military capabilities (Mearsheimer, 200lt)is worth remembering
that “the nuclear policy of each nation envisaged tonsolidation of its
power and consequent reinforcement of its secuf¥drgas, 1997, p.45).
How was it possible to take a language and historfirmly predicated upon
regional military power and produce social capaad trust between two
countries on issues so historically sensitive agh with the construction of
negative identities and geopolitical presuppos#ion

As an initial argument, it could be suggested that existence of negative
external images between these regional partnersnbadilways rendered
points of cooperation unviable. In fact, a tenudusst began to emerge
during the twilight stages of the military governme In 1979, Brazil,
Argentina and Paraguay signed an agreement thaarpend to over thirty
years of discord on the construction of the ltafjydroelectric plant. The
previous year, Brazil and Argentina had shown sighscooperation by



deploying their armadas on a joint military exeecodenamed “Fraterno”
(Fraternal). Following from these cooperative wamgs, in May 1980,
General Figueiredo became the first Brazilian piesi to visit Argentina
since 1935. During this state visit, agreementsewsgned on joint arms
production and nuclear cooperation and materialsster. In August of that
year, the Argentine military president Jorge Videdurned Figueiredo’s
diplomatic gesture by visiting Brasilia, where artlfier seven nuclear
agreements and protocols were signed. This codperatas broadened in
1981 with additional accords between the Braziliaoclear agency
(Nuclebras) and its Argentine counterpart (Narchother significant step
was certainly taken during the Falklands War, wiBeazil supported the
Argentine claim and supplied warplanes during thastilities between
Argentina and Britain.

This first phase of approximation was important,tasnabled the decision
makers to discern the limits of the conflict betwele two countries and to
realize that regional competition in the Plata Baghough historically
legitimate, was compatible with cooperation on &amsissues like security
and nuclear weapons development. For the Brazpem, the government
saw that the geopoliticahtelligentziaduring the military regime had been
counterproductive, as it fuelled fears and suspiia@bout the country’s chief
South-American competitor and that these misgivimgsv had to be
dismantled: “Talk of the emergence of Brazil as ajan power and of
Golbery's geopolitics had served to worsen HispaAnwerican fears”
(Hurrel, 1998, p. 237).

Cooperative interaction increased during the reatgatization years and the
governments of Alfonsin and Sarney. In November5]9Be two presidents
signed a nuclear cooperation agreement and opagediations on economic
integration (which, between 1986 and 1989, inclu@ddprotocols on the
Cooperation and Economic Integration Program - )Pit@lowed by the
Cooperation and Integration Program and the Cotiparand Development
Treaty. On the tail of these accords, the two gawvents decided to create
working groups on nuclear bureaucracy. Of the 2% MHrotocols, humbers
11 and 19 deal with the exchange of informatiortha event of nuclear
accidents and the development of joint researchwell as reciprocal
technical visits. Another step that revealed a iB@ant increase in
cooperative strategy was the transformation ofwibeking groups into the
Permanent Commission on Nuclear Issues in 1988.

In this manner, the political and technical comlis were mature enough to
consolidate positive specific reciprocity in thense employed by Axelrod
(1984). One sign were the visits Alfonsin and Sgmmade to the sites of the
nuclear facilities in Brazil and Argentina. "Muchone emphatically, trust
was obtained through Sarney'’s visit [to the nuclestallations] in Argentina
in 1987 and, in 1988, by Alfonsin’s tour of theHatto officially unknown
[Brazilian nuclear facilities] in Aramar” (Hurrel,998, p. 241).

Nevertheless, it is important to note certain dipdic divergences that might
eventually impose important limits upon this co@pise tit-for-tat between



Brazil and Argentina and that clearly illustratee tHiplomatic dynamic of
conflict and cooperation in foreign policy. Fronet8arney government (with
Abreu Sodré) to the Lula administration (with Cefsmorim), the diplomatic
discourse coming from both the presidential cabared the chancellors at
Itamarati has insisted on the need to establishrategic alliance with
Argentina in order to attain the explicit dual alijee of conciliating the
economic goals of integration in pursuit of demdcrastability for the
Mercosul states in particular and South-Americgeneral. Certainly, one of
the latent goals in Brazilian foreign policy hasebeto use regional
cooperation to assuage Argentine doubts about IBtazthis direction, the
most senior spokespeople at ltamarati have betrating the message that
“the strategic partnership between Brazil and Atigenis the cornerstone of
policy for South America” (Amorim, 2004).

However, during the mandates of the former Argentpresident Carlos
Menem (1989-1999), there was a clear asymmetryecdpgectives as to the
place each country occupied in the other’s forgiglicy projects. It must be
remembered that, throughout his ten years in powlnem opted for
“peripheral realism”, which, whilst coinciding witthe economic targets of
integration within Mercosul, also adopted unrestdc political alignment
with the United States. Speaking on Menem'’s forgigticy, Russel and
Tokliatan note:

The place reserved for Brazil in this paradigm ifpieeral realism], as
logically derived from its premises, was one of gieneconomic “partner”
rather than “strategic ally”. As such, to the cdesable advances achieved
on the domestic plane, and which increased thedependency between the
two countries, there was no corresponding increrrecbnvergences in the
external political field (2003, p. 89).

However, it must be borne in mind that social cpéind the generation of
positive identities do not have crystallized megrinAs one of those
responsible for formulating Brazilian foreign pgliduring the 1990s, former
minister Celso Lafer, recognizes (2003, p.118)ustras social capital
[between nations] can either be a renewable asg®ith Social capital can
be generated positively or negatively, as it rasfiibm sequential historical
actions in an arena of power in which it is notsural for territorial neighbors
to view each other through the lenses of their @reconceptions. In this
sense, negative identities engendered over timeesas an obstacle to
cooperation. The position adopted by the Menem mguorwent also shows
that, while shared identities can certainly giveerto security communities,
the depth of divergent (or negative) historical niitees can still pose
significant impediments to cooperation, as frometito time they can be
dusted off and re-used as foreign policy resources.

Nevertheless, with regard to the differences inzBem and Argentine
foreign policy during the Menem era, the idea gigaal integration, with its
democratic presuppositions, may have served asnerfid focal point for
shared cooperative objectives that permitted theirmaity and deepening of
cooperative undertakings in the sensitive areaseofirity and disarmament.



In 1990, during the Collor government (1990-91f ttwo countries signed
the Guadalajara Declaration (or the Declarationtian Exclusively Pacific
Use of Nuclear Energy). This declaration servethasbasis for the creation
of ABACC, the Brazilian/Argentine Agency for Accaaility and Control.
Non-proliferation was further cemented with thengig of a wider-reaching
agreement in December 1991, the Quadripartite Agee¢ between Brazil,
Argentina, the International Atomic Energy Agent&KA) and the ABACC,
for the creation of a nuclear monitoring and safeding system.
Alongside the institutionalization of the Mercosihirough the Assunc¢éo
Treaty of 1991, a further significant step was takg Brazil under the Collar
administration, namely the discontinuation of iteclear arms development
program and the closure of the test site at SeaaCdchimbo. These
agreements laid the groundwork for the total immatation of the Tlatelolco
Treaty on the control of nuclear weapons on the #aaa continent, and for
the Mendonga Accord of September 1991, also sigmedChile, which
prescribed similar controls for chemical and biatatjweapons.

Throughout the 1990s, trust-building endeavors inoetd and deepened
between the two countries, boosting positive samaglital and assuaging the
suspicions one had harbored toward the other ig¢opolitical arena during
the military regimes. In the mid-90s, Brazil witedr whole battalions of
troops from the southern border and re-deployedntts the northern
Amazonian frontier in a clear sign that as farhesBrazilian government and
military were concerned, the threat now lay else@hArgentina replied with
a reciprocal gesture by abandoning the “empty feohtpolicy as a
geopolitical approach, under which the border negjiwith Brazil had been
purposely neglected in terms of settlement, ecoaodgvelopment and
communications infrastructure for fear of Braziliampansionism. In the
interests of the physical integration process dtated by Mercosul, this
Argentine policy has since been revised.

Accentuating the cooperative dynamics set in motigpn the Mercosul
treaties, a further step was the implementationth& Trust Increment
Measures. These measures include symposiums betheanmed forces of
both countries, military exercises involving troofiom all Mercosul
member-states, the implementation of the ArgerBiraZilian Aeronautic
Cooperation and Integration Program and the coidpmeent of the CBA-
1223 airplane by the companies Embraer (Brazil) &adcha (Argentina)
(Giaccone, 1994). In April 1996, the signing of armextensive agreement
on nuclear cooperation and space research andl'Bredtfication of the
Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty in 1998 (Argentihad already signed this
treaty in 1995) were crowning moments in cooperatia security and arms
control.

How can this positive projection be explained inmg of social capital? In

our view, three factors are crucial in this regakfithe role of shared ideas
and self-interest; 2) a positive history of specifeciprocity; and 3) the

creation of norms to ensure transparency and mamitogenerating a system
of self-governance principles and trust institusiimed in confidence

building mechanisms.



The first factor suggests the impact a shared wisfodemocracy as a global
value had on Brazil and Argentina. On this systelenel, the Brazilian and

Argentine visions were consistent with those ofrthaling elites. As one of

the formulators of this vision has said, such amping is perfectly coherent
with “the values that have diffused and univergainn the international

plane” (Cardoso, 2000, p.60) and envisage the legiaient of transnational

civic cultural standards in the sense affirmed kgnberry (2002) in the case
of the United Staté$

The impact the idea of democracy has had on foraffgirs conduct and its
capacity for use as a political tool to attain swgbals as security and
disarmament can be understood not only by the tfat beliefs are like
compasses that guide toward “the achievement d§'gdmut also because, as
Waltz (2000, PP. 106-108) points out, statesmdae, iindividuals, tend to
select internationally socialized ideas and behavithat have proved
successful. The example of the western Europedonsatemphasizing the
interdependence between democracy and social weltae regulation of
nationalisms and issues of regional security, perheerved to warm the
Brazilian and Argentine elites, since the governtseh Alfonsin and Sarney,
respectively, to the objective that, given theimdition as developing
countries, the efficiency of individual actionstiend to seek solutions to the
security problem depend on the assumption of aensabf global democratic
discourse in the form of “qualified liberalism”. i$ clear to the Brazilian
elites that draft foreign policy for South Amerittaat if the negative stigma
of “Brazilian sub-imperialism”, sedimented overang) period of time, but
exacerbated during the post-64 military regimegdpibe undone, the nation
must follow a course of action that privileges #tenuation of these power-
images, substituting them for a repertoire of civitionalism in the spirit of
Ikenberry (2002). In other words, a foreign poliowted in shared ideas of
democracy and rule of law will pave the way towardsofter form of
leadership on the regional level by being lessIed®f power politics.

The combination of ideas and self-interest arouthéroforeign policy goals
is likewise important to explaining the growth oigt between Argentina and
Brazil. We may agree with the statements that “isédfrest is the foundation
of all trustworthy action” (Locke, 2001, p.261) that “the choice of specific
ideas may simply reflect the interests of the agjef@oldstein and Keohane,
1993, p.11), but when combined with ideas, selsedt can sustain
legitimate foreign policy goals. In the Braziliaase, in addition to dispelling
concerns among its neighbors as to the countryegedily expansionist
plans, self-interest also sought to institutioralizgional norms that could
establish causal relations between democracy dret &dreign policy goals.
Chaired by Brazil in 2002, the summit of South-Aiv@n leaders held in
Brasilia looked to justify a causal connection lestw disarmament,
development and democracy.

Recognizing that peace, democracy and integratia@re wessential to
guaranteeing the region’s security and developmehg presidents
underscored the importance of declaring the Mel¢cdaunlivia and Chile a
WMD-free Peace Zone. Signed in Ushuia in July 1988, Andean Peace,
Security and Cooperation Commitment, contained I tGalapagos



Declaration of December 1998, saw the presidentseatp establish the
South-American Peace Zone ("Comunicado de Brasfz00, p. 126).

In relation to the history of positive specific igocity, the combination of
ideas and self-interest of the agents is also itapbrin explaining why
Brazilian foreign policy throughout the 1990s alwaystressed the
incompatibility between democratization and nucledvelopment for
military purposes:

[...] I am quite certain the reasoning behind thilingness to accept the

renunciation of nuclear missile research concetidedseiled conviction that

any greater effort towards this goal would be us®las the economic crisis
was sure to force cuts on military spending — alé agethe other conviction,

as argued by chancellor Lampreia, tteetlemocratization rendered unviable
any proposal to modernize the armed fordEerreira, 2001, p. 27, our
italics).

Certainly, to think about the impact re-democrdiiwahad on the generation
of trust is not incompatible with recognition oktimportance of the systemic
factors or domestic institutional factors that afgessed for approximation
between Brazil and Argentina as a necessary relgiipppmatic initiative.
From a neo-realist perspective, systemic consiaisuch as external
pressures from the International Atomic Energy Agemand the United
States, could suggest that both nations were trigngreate a cooperative
agenda during the Cold War. Or, from an institudlopoint of view, the
decision to abandon the nuclear weapons projectgdlemelop nuclear
technology could perhaps be explained by the doofestt that the powerful
foreign ministries (Itamarati in Brazil and San NKiarin Argentina) had
shared views on sub-regional integration on denticcfaundations and
mutually favorable views on weapons control poli¢fis shared vision of
the policy corps would have wielded huge influermeer the technical
working groups charged with drafting the arms aantaind disarmament
plans during re-democratization (Hurrel, 1998). ldwer, the counter
argument could justifiably be made that the codtsd@veloping nuclear
weaponry were simply too high and the choice wadara redirect these
funds to other functional aspects of the develogragets.

However, without denying the importance of systenviariables, the
influence of the foreign policy corps and the fio@h costs involved, also
important was the reason why re-democratizationdeaterated the political
conditions between Brazil and Argentina that erdhlthe institutionalization
of norms of cooperation on the disarmament agdndather words, the self-
interest of the agents was not incompatible witkirtherception of common
interests. And the re-democratization process énggj cognitive perceptions
between them that allowed each to understand ttezests of the other
despite their foreign policy differences. One fumeatal aspect was that the
democratization process may have provided Argendéind Brazil with a
shared view of interests and identities and, almlyenade them appreciate
the fragility of the re-democratization process #&melimportance of its joint
defense. Hence bilateral cooperation became adfirsthared shield against



internal threats to the process. While these threate graver in Argentina —
where the military “painted faces” movement soughtbreak democratic
institutionality in the late 80s - , the Braziligovernment realized that the
tempering of re-democratization in Brazil greathepdnded on the
consolidation of democracy in neighboring ArgentiriBelieving in re-
democratization was important to the redefinitidrinterests, identities and a
shared sense of purpose” (Hurrel, 1998).

The third factor — self-governance and trust — barexplained by the fact
that it was possible to build trust and positiveiabcapital because of the
institutionalization of a system of self-governancerms of confidence
building on disarmament and security. The creatibrirust came from a
history of positive specific reciprocity that hadedm gradually
institutionalized since the mid-80s. Without thidstory of positive
reciprocity the generation of trust and its institoalization would have been
very unlikely. As a consequence, what emerged wagcaessful system of
norms for self-governance and monitofhgr reciprocal mechanisms for
confidence building between the two countries, Whpermitted the stability
and continuity of cooperative undertakings. The ficemce building
measures aimed to create transparency, monitorexhamisms for military
procedures and operations, and reduce informatiassginmetries between
the States. In addition to the abovementioned svéoin the 1990s, the
institutionalization of the history of reciprociand cooperative tit-for-tat also
included permanent exchanges between the staffeedérgest military states
in the two countries and the continuation of thandtional nuclear working
groups. These norms of confidence building alsoompassed the
institutionalization of communication channels begéw the two presidents
and senior staffs (following the European modelthe second post-Cold
War), consultations on participation in peacekegpiforces and the
establishment of triple frontier cooperation (Artea/Brazil/Paraguay) to
combat drug trafficking, contraband and terrorigmthis manner, Brazil and
Argentina created institutional conditions of sgifivernance through a
normative framework of trust in the areas of ségwnd disarmament. These
conditions allowed for 1) measures of nuclear polomordination and
monitoring; 2) “new communication habits, incentivéor a change of
attitude and perception, and new standards fotegfi@ interaction”; 3) a
consensus of interests to be achieved through catipe even when dealing
with sensitive aspects of national security, suchuclear energy.

Analytically, we can affirm that it was through Heehistorical developments
that Argentina and Brazil established the basesh®formation of a loosely
coupled security community in the sense describheddme theorists when
they say that such societies “can safely expectgieachange” (Adler &
Barnet, 1998a, p. 30). The two countries share mainmim of values,
identities and meanings; practice specific recippypcwhich indicates a
certain degree of long-term interest; have gendrateshared sense of
responsibility and obligation; and, can safely etp@ be able to resolve
conflicts without taking recourse to power-basedrahtives.

However, if the Brazilian procedure for explainiitg foreign policy has
never been particularly elucidative on these mstftéiom a conceptual point



of view, it must be recognized that the choice h& democratic road map
paves the way to resolving the dilemma of how tdhier its aspirations
toward regional leadership without this appearingharbor expansionist
pretensions. As sectors connected with the diplentirps recognize, the
democratic pathway amounts to the soft power dlibility in foreign affairs
(cf. Lafer, 2003), thus dissolving any fears tHa government may some
day opt for a power-based approach. We are nohgakiat democracy and
pacifist doctrinarian declarations are the only wégxplaining these foreign
policy choices, but that they are important in¢batext of the post-Cold War
in terms of explicative procedures for foreign pygli especially for those
agents looking to justify that action or choicethe domestic public. These
explicative procedures become symbolic attitudes #im to legitimize and
facilitate the globality of national interests fran ideological perspective, as
noted by Fonseca (1998).

Among these symbolic attitudes, there is no wageying the bridge that
joins credibility, trust and external image to toption of non-proliferation
regimes. This is even truer in relation to sensithemes, where international
security norms, based as they are on confidencedihgi require
transparency and monitoring; fundamental reasong démocracies are, in
principle, more willing and better able to adhdresummary, in relation to
asymmetries in foreign policy and abiding negatimages constructed over
time, democratization certainly led to a significagvision of the content of
both variables, thus enabling the generation oftipessocial capital between
Argentina and Brazil. By this we mean that theratig and distrust lessened
and that the divergences that exist today conderbést economic means to
take and most suitable alliances to form in purgfitinsertion in the
globalized world.

In fact, the pathway suggested by democracy amthdy which to generate
positive social capital may well help resolve twibeshmas of collective
action that have faced Brazilian foreign policy. Bgsuming that South-
American systems can be organized in various waydemthe banner of
“qualified political liberalism”%, Brazil erected a platform from which to
promote democratic stability as a useful tool fauth-American regional
cooperation without being construed by its neighbas a nation exporting
homogenizing democratic values that ignore natiepecificities. On the
other hand, “qualified political liberalism” ensdrea certain ideological
coherency between western political values and rgimaf autonomy before
the United States, whilst at the same time aleriisg South-American
neighbors to the same possibility of choice, withthere being any rigid
notion of globalized democracy, as the “the enideblogy” theorists would
have us believe. Secondly, it also helped clakfithe Brazilian elites the
political nature of the politico-institutional coitidns in which it is possible
to seek regional political and economic interestsramefficiently whilst
remaining ideologically true to the global liberedrmativity, that is, without
opening lacunas between the liberal economy anamah&e of the domestic
political systert?



Final Considerations

What do the cases studied have in common? Theg sharrecognition that
self-interest is compatible with reciprocal satisifan, which suggests that the
generation of social capital between states is rii@ne a rationalist stalemate,
but actually serves to dismantle negative imagestider common point is a
significant aspect mostly ignored by the internagiorelations mainstream,
namely that the generation of trust between agatgsis possible despite the
anarchic nature of the international system. IRinthe cases analyzed here
also show that there are two pre-conditions togeeeration of trust: 1) a
history of positive specific reciprocity; and 2)ased normative, cooperative
worldviews, without which, in the hypothesis of ifrocally negative views,
the goal of generating trust would be practicaitypossible. As for the shared
normative visions in the two cases, the possibiftg democratic agenda as a
foreign policy resource presents itself as the nadtiernative. On this point,
the democratic discourse of Brazilian foreign pplicas been the most
important tool in transforming distrust into trshong the country’s South-
American neighbors.

Is it viable to think of the democratic agendaeénms of social capital? The
affirmation of advantages in the implementationaoflemocratic agenda in
South America does not mean that we should takeeitigtence of the
conditions for its generation as a given. This woséem to be the most
vulnerable point in Brazilian foreign policy, whicts based upon the
consolidation of institutional democracy in Soutmérica. The fragility of
the implementation of a democratic agenda on tmgireent with a view to
strengthening the project of regional integratiod anutual trust does not so
much stem from its capacity for action and politiceeentive — which truly
does exist, as can be seen in foreign policy flieencoup against Fujimori in
1992 to the Bolivian crises in 2003 and 2005. Ratli®e main limitation
would appear to come from the political conditiamsder which regional
democracies, or delegative democracies, as they Iaen called by sofe
actually develop.  The low level of continuitiydainstitutionalization of the
so-called rules of the game in various countriesuphout the region, but
specifically the Andean nations, scuppers the mimmof congruence
between formal rationality (as expressed judiciatlyconstitutions, charters
and decrees) and the effective practice of demgcrac

The negative identities of the past are anothetachksto the implementation
of a democratic agenda for South America. DespitziBs best efforts to
improve its image, and its obligation to the pniei of non-intervention,
various recent examples, such as events in Bé&ljvséaow that the elites of
these countries continue to be highly sensitivpast discourses and images
of Brazil's allegedly expansionist intentions. Inther words, the
democratization discourse in the region and thieilgtaof the constitutional
rules espoused by Brazilian foreign policy still dot satisfactorily resolve
the problem of the real intentions of Braziliandign policy in the eyes of
some of its neighbors.



It is also true that it is not enough that the deratic path be institutionalized
in each country. An important requisite is that #stablished targets be
couched in “a set of shared beliefs” (Goldstein afeohane, 1993)
concerning the unrivalled quality of the map by ethithey guide their
actiong®. This credo may be emerging, but do we have anpireal
evidence to support that hypothesis? Firstly, &ikdt cooperative relations
with Venezuela, which date to long before Chavewed on the scene, show
that it is possible to build a relationship of trifscontinuity is given to the
cooperative relations in the form of sequentialarete actions.  Secondly,
collective action requires a bare minimum of coeatiion. In this sense, in
relation to Brazil, if the heads do suggest sommfof substantial collective
action, the South-American Presidential Summit heldBrasilia in 2000
underlined representative democracy as the “foumnlatf the legitimacy of
political systems” and an interconnection betwegmate, stability and
development throughout the region” ("Comunicado Btasilia", 2000, p.
128). Though we may recognize that these empipeahmeters are still
insufficiently strong evidence to serve as respotmsethe problem of
collective action based on shared ideas, therelémst one important element
to be drawn from it: “international relations thgosuggests that it is
necessary to have a basic agreement between digemslicy is to be taken
forward, or the existence of some player with efolgyerage to do so”
(Vigevani, 2000, p. 3). Brazil's greatest capadityregional terms is not
merely geographic, but also political. Hence itslitgbto engender a
worldview that can be perceived by the regionalnég@s a public regional
asset in the making, capable of generating trustdsn States on the basis of
reciprocal expectations as to the advantages afmalgdemocratization as a
key element of the diplomatic relationship.

Nevertheless, caution must be urged regarding hgsets that deal with the
democratic pre-condition as the final goal of Bliami foreign policy in the

South-American region. Perhaps the best summattyitaution, and which
best expresses the fragile equilibrium betweensidmad interests, is the
contemporary diplomatic discourse of “non-interi@mt but not indifference

either” being touted by contemporary foreign pat@kers (Amorim, 2004),

an assertion that clearly delineates the possibiés| of principle-based

action.

However, the norm-based explicative methodologfoodign policy plays a
pivotal role in justifying democracy as an instrurhef soft power in South
America, as the region is defined as one of the#fdive elements of Brazil's
external identity. The normative tradition, regasdl of whether “Grocian”
would be the best term to express the doctrinar@etent that buoys external
action, has done exceedingly well in fulfilingighrole. The appeal to
normative tradition or the Grocian doctrine has elarasonably well in
fulfilling the function of satisfying the internglublic whenever the latter fails
to understand how the action underway serves thienad interest, as often
occurs with principle-based external agendas. Likeythe reasons presented
from a normative template serve to satisfy the regepublic, which shows
less resistance to the idea of exported demoathility as a regional public
asset than it would to the perceived Brazilian inrglsm so deep-set in the
minds of its South-American neighbors during thétary regime.



One considerable advantage to the formulators afiBan foreign policy in

consolidating the democratic agenda is the suadedsimocratic transition
that occurred here, the crowning moment of whicls wee passing of the
mantle from Fernando Henrique Cardoso to Luis mdgcila da Silva. This
smooth transition can be drawn upon as a toolrieida policy, that is, as a
benchmark for the region, and will certainly helgdacredence to the
beneficent rather than predatory intentions of Beazforeign policy.
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Notes

1 Specific reciprocity is distinguished from diffuseciprocity. In the latter,
one of the parties may not receive direct payofft Wwill profit from the
“general, satisfactory results for the group ofethit is a part [...] [such that]
a model of diffuse reciprocity can only be maingirthrough an ample sense
of obligation” (Keohane, 1993, p.209)

2 Goldstein and Keohane explain that: “when we rdterideas in this
volume, we mean beliefs — shared by a large nurobeeople — about the
nature of the world and the implications this has liuman action. These
beliefs encompass everything from general moralcfpies to agreements on
the application of specific scientific knowledgd’©03, p.7)

3 In this context, we may recall the meeting helRio de Janeiro in April
1992 entitled “Agenda for the Conference on the Neternational Order”,
organized by the National Institute for Superiondis/National Forum and
coordinated by Luciano Martins and Jodo Paulo Reltoso. Participants at
the meetings included Helmut Schmidt (former Gern@mrancellor) and
Robert McNamara, former US Defense Secretary, aé age countless
distinguished intellectuals from the academic railend the International
Relations world, such as Robert Gilpin (Martins92

4 One note of discord on this consensus came ifotie of an official note
from the Venezuelan government of Hugo Chavez: si@emt Chavez’
reservations concern the two paragraphs of thedtakted by the government
representatives that include the term “represemtadiemocracy”, to which
the Head of State is openly opposed, as it thicafled representative
democracy is a trap that led the Venezuelan petplesiolence. The
Venezuelan Mandatary believes in the concept dfigigative democracy,
which complements, reinforces and broadens reptasen democracy on
the basis of political pluralism; in the alternagtiaxercise of sovereignty by
the people; in a regime of party political pluraiisin respect for human
rights and the fundamental freedoms” Ministerio Rielaciones Exteriores
[Caracas], "Insercién protagonica de Venezuela'gudwent available at:
http://www.mre.gov.ve as of 30/6/2005). However, the OAS not only
rejected the notion of participative democracy boequivocally embraced
the concept of representative democracy.

5 The "Comunicado de Brasilia" issued at the SunohiSouth-American
leaders expressed this concern by asserting agviiss to “make political



consultations in the hypothesis of a threateneturapf the democratic order
in South America”.

6 According to a survey by the University of S&o IBau International
Relations Research Centre (NUPRI) on the perceptidthe Brazilian elites
in relation to Mercosul and Brazilian foreign pglianore than 57% of those
interviewed said they believed that “Brazilian effoin foreign affairs
[especially in South America] aimed to ensure imbér prosperity”
(Albuquerque, 1997).

7 The Chavez administration has resurrected the ideter the name of
Petrosul.

8 Celso Lafer attibutes the “frontiers of coopematioconcept to the
ambassador Luiz Felipe de Seixas Correia.

9 According to the source, up to 2002, Venezuelaesgnted US$1.5 billion
(or 6% of Brazilian trade), very little comparedthviArgentina, which
accounted for US$9 billiorQarta Capital 2003, p. 30).

10 On the other hand, the possibility of such anrggkegoes some way to
explaining the intense diplomatic activity in rédei to China that has been
underway since 2001, including reciprocal visitsGhavez and Jian Zeming
and the signing of the “China-Venezuela Strategiergy Plan, 2001-2011",
which envisages the supply of energy to this cqurtnd an eventual
incursion into the rest of the Asian market.” (Ministerio de Relaciones
Exteriores, 2002).

11 Thus named after its formulator, Rbmulo Betancahs first president of
the Venezuelan democratic era, which began in 1959.

12 This image of Brazil is utterly incompatible withe thinking of the
Brazilian elites. According to a survey conducted the International
Relations Research Center at USP, 91% of thosevieweed disagreed with
the statement that “Brazil was aiming for hegemoiny’South America
(Albuquerque, 1997).

13 In the conspiracy-tainted vision of the Argentimglitary, it was not
unusual to hear that the Brazilians were only ngdhe dam so they could
use it in the future as a water bomb (cf. Shiglieh©899).

14 See the first pages of this article.

15 The concept of self-governance and monitoring frem Locke (2003,
p. 261).

16 In our view, Oliveiros Ferreira was right when bkaid that “this

[relationship between leadership and hegemony] nwyeven be academic.
Diplomatically, it puts neighboring governmentsaim embarrassing situation,
as they have to summon their PhDs to have thenaiexpbw a country is to



consider itself a leader without appearing to hhegemonic pretensions.
Gramsci may be useful as a theme for academicghbaeabsolutely not for
cementing diplomatic actions” (2001, p. 39).

17 The perspective of qualified liberalism adoptedblies that both the
values and institutional organization of democraticieties do not need to
readjust to suit the US or western European modehere are possible
variations of institutional organization that exggegrades of functioning of
liberal democracy in accordance with national gioeal specificities.

18 According to a survey by the University of S&o IBauInternational
Relations Research Centre (NUPRI), the attitudbe®klites consulted is that
Brazilian regional leadership is perfectly congituemith peaceful co-
existence with its South-American neighbors. WBife3% of the elites see
Brazil as the regional leader, almost the sameep¢age (91.6%) believes
that the country “is looking to cooperate towargeaceful co-existence”
(Albuquerque, 1997).

19 Guillermo O'Donnell defined “delegative democracgs that which
corresponds to a more realist model of democramy: levels of definition
and institutionalization of democratic processes litle transparency in the
exercising of the rules of the electoral game. Aronotable element in this
democratic arrangement is the myth that the prasidmce elected by the
majority, can act as he pleases on the weight t&-sbare alone. Also part of
this more realist model are the absence of a rtand horizontal
mechanism of accountability (among public powers) tihe unilateral setting
of the agenda by the President of the Republictasidey advisors without
due consideration of the voice of stakeholder gsoapd other political
segments, such as the political parties and Cosghesaddition to this, we
also have the constant exchange of accusationsebptihe president and
Congress as to who is responsible for this ordhais. Taken together, what
these political elements amount to is an immenditude of power on the
part of the President of the Republic, which coumldeed become a power
void, stripping the figure of legitimacy sometimesly half-way through a
mandate. “How does one institutionalize a democtéiey does the exact
opposite of what it promised?” (O’'Donnell, 1991).

20 Echoes of a sub-imperialist Brazil began to resg@meamong more
nationalist segments in Bolivia as a result of lyeand aggressive
investments made in gas and oil by the Braziliatestun oil company,
Petrobras.

21 With the exception of the Venezuela of Hugo Chavbe rest of the
South-American nations, and all the member statehe Organization of
American States (OAS), officially uphold the conceyd “representative
democracy”.
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