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Abstract 

In mainstream theoretical debates on development in Southern parts of the globe U.S. 
hegemony has been either outright neglected (e.g. Modernisation theories) or singled 
out as the central structural factor to account for the continuation of underdevelopment 
(Dependencia theories; some strands of World System theory). These assumptions, 
incompatible as they are, are at odds with one central claim of the debate on 
Hegemonic Stability theory, namely, that U.S. global hegemony is largely responsible 
for the accelerating economic development of Western European and East Asian 
countries (above all: Japan) after World War II.  

In this paper the authors combine insights from International Relations theory and 
Comparative Politics analysis by using an analytical definition of international 
hegemony circumscribing interstate, transnational and domestic/societal factors. 
Hereby they develop hypotheses on the diverse effects of U.S. hegemony on Latin 
American development. The basic claim of Hegemonic Stability theory, namely, that 
the existence of a Hegemonic power plays a crucial part in the development of states 
and societies in its sphere of influence, is confronted with broad empirical data of 
Latin American development.  

Our findings are that U.S. hegemony in the Western hemisphere both coincides with 
relative peacefulness of interstate relations as well as societal upheaval within states in 
Latin America. Our hypothesis is that U.S. hegemony in Latin America provides both 
for interstate stability and inner state/societal instability. The latter deviation – 
compared to Western Europe in the second half of the 20th century – can be explained 
by the different character of U.S. hegemony in the Western hemisphere, which 
generally encompasses the consent of elites but not that of the broad public in Latin 
American societies. Given that the absence of interstate wars in itself promotes 
development and the presence of domestic instability hinders development, our final 
hypothesis is that U.S. hegemony has at best an ambivalent impact on development in 
the region. 

 





 

Contents 

1. Introduction .............................................................................................................. 1 

2. International Hegemony and International Relations: Towards a Systemic 
Analysis? ................................................................................................................. 2 

 2.1. The “Theory” of Hegemonic Stability .............................................................. 4 

 2.2. Central Deficits of Systemic Theories of Hegemony ....................................... 6 

3. The Case of Latin America: Characteristics of a Region ......................................... 8 

4. Towards a Society-oriented Model of International Hegemony ............................ 10 

 4.1. Definition and Different Spheres of Influence of Hegemony......................... 11 

 4.2. Core Components of a Society-oriented Analysis of International     

Hegemony .............................................................................................................. 14 

5. Application of the New Hegemonic Model to the Case of Latin America ............ 16 

6. Consequences of U.S. Hegemony in Latin America .............................................. 19 

7. Conclusion: U.S. Hegemony and Development in Latin America: Ambivalence 
and Ambiguousness ............................................................................................... 22 

Bibliography .............................................................................................................. 24 

Appendices.................................................................................................................. 33 

 
 



 



A Tale of Two Worlds? U.S. Hegemony and Regional Development:  
The Case of Latin America* 
 
Jakob Lempp and Stefan Robel 

 
 

The whole hemisphere will be ours in fact as (...) it already is ours morally.1

The absence of interstate conflict in the region, due in part to U.S. hegemony (…) made 
Latin America relatively peaceful.2

Latin America is a graveyard for failed development theories.3   

 

 
1. Introduction 

 
A spectre is haunting Latin America – the spectre of leftist governments! Luiz 

“Lula” da Silva in Brazil, Néstor Kirchner in Argentina, Tabaré Vásquez in Uruguay, 
Evo Morales in Bolivia, Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, Michelle Bachelet in Chile, 
Rafael Correa Delgado in Ecuador, Daniel Ortega in Nicaragua; and almost Otón Solís 
in Costa Rica, Violeta Menjívar in El Salvador and Andrés Manuel López Obrador in 
Mexico. Latin America is increasingly governed by left-wing governments and 
presidents, who explicitly reject any notion of U.S. hegemony in the region. Their 
popular claim sharply contradicts the normative base line of the Theory of Hegemonic 
Stability (THS): Hegemony is not seen as a boon to Latin America, granting security 
and stability to the region, but a method of exploitation.4  

                                                 
*  Revised and updated version of a paper prepared for the 47th Annual International Studies 

Association Convention “The North-South Divide and International Studies”, San Diego/Ca., 
March 22-25, 2006. This paper is a work of collaboration. However, the theoretical model of 
society-oriented hegemony referred to here has been developed by Stefan Robel. The authors wish 
to thank Charlotte Daub, Janko Altenschmidt and Sunshine Moore for their valuable support in 
translating the text from German into English language. Almut Meyer zu Schwabedissen and 
Daniel Ristau read the manuscript and freed it of many flaws. The remaining errors are ours alone. 

1  U.S. President Taft, 1912, cited in Lemoine 2003. 
2  Poitras 1990, 21. 
3  Boeckh 2002, 515, own translation. 
4  Most of these candidates have campaigned on an explicitly anti-American platform and it can be 

argued that this was in most cases instrumental in bringing them into government. 
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In any case, it is not only an academic truism that U.S. hegemony has played a 
major role in Latin America in general and in Latin American development in 
particular. However, the effect of U.S. hegemony on development in Latin America 
has yet escaped any thorough, systematic analysis. Some grand theories of 
development, particularly Dependencia theory and World-Systems-Analysis, 
dominated the theoretical debate for some time positing that the U.S.-American 
hegemony was central in inhibiting development in Latin America. This hypothesis 
radically contradicts a central argument of THS, namely that U.S. hegemony enables 
or promotes development Along these lines THS identified U.S. hegemony as the 
major cause for the catching-up process of economic growth and development in 
Western Europe and Japan after World War II.  

In this paper we do not attempt to describe historiographically the emergence and 
evolution of the debate in development studies. We rather try to adjust at least some 
basic elements of classical THS to fit the current situation in Latin America. Therefore 
we will first give a brief overview of classical THS, then apply this model to Latin 
America and identify necessary theoretical modifications. Finally, drawing upon the 
modified theoretical framework of THS we will argue that U.S. hegemony has had an 
ambivalent effect on development in Latin America, on the one hand fostering inter-
state stability while, at the same time, contributing to intra-state instability. 

 

2. International Hegemony and International Relations: Towards a 
Systemic Analysis? 

 

The war on Iraq, the crisis of transatlantic relations, the arrival of the “conservative 
revolution” of the 1990s in the American executive with the election of George W. 
Bush, the change in U.S. security policy since 9/11: All these developments have 
brought the global dominance of the United States of America back into the focus of 
the media as well as of academic discussion. American hegemony has again become a 
catchword all around the globe. American hegemony? Not exactly so! Terms such as 
“last remaining superpower”, “hyper power” or “American empire” compete for 
semantic authority over the special status of the USA within the international system. 
This phenomenon, although being debated on and off since the end of World War II, 
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has been interpreted quite differently over time. As the ideological-intellectual veil of 
the Cold War is being lifted in the field of foreign policy analysis,5 international 
relations theories still fail to deliver a sophisticated theoretical concept of international 
hegemony, even more so a concept that can be applied successfully in empirical 
analysis. Even a theoretical debate on this subject is still in a somewhat nascent state.6 
Increasingly criticism is voiced pointing to this desideratum: Pressurised by the current 
development of world politics, political scientists must fill the analytical blank and 
provide analytical substance to the concept of hegemony. 

It is remarkable that the at times highly fashionable term “hegemony” had 
temporarily almost eluded the mainstream discussion on Latin American (under-) 
development. “Imperialism” and “Dependency” were dominant explanatory concepts 
until the end of the 1970s. From the 1980s onwards these terms were substituted by a 
discourse that more or less entirely avoided the concept of power. It negated external 
factors of underdevelopment and thus focused almost exclusively on internal variables 
to explain development or, moreover, the lack of it. As it is the discipline of IR which 
claims to deliver the theoretical basic research of international relations, who, if not 
international relations theorists, should redress the aforementioned shortcomings? 

Furthermore: We should take U.S. hegemony as what the concept implies to be, 
namely: A global phenomenon. If so, approaches that are merely concerned with its 
effects on certain regions of the world are highly questionable. Conversely, systemic 
neo-Marxian theories must necessarily overlook regional and national differences and 
have encountered severe criticism on this issue.7

As the study of international relations certainly comprises development research, it 
is this angle, from which we want to approach the role of U.S.-American hegemony. 
More specifically, in this paper we aim at taking a first thorough step towards uniting 
the so far strangely divided worlds of development studies and hegemonic theories of 
IR. We shall try to do so in a comprehensive, but still differentiated approach. It will 
combine the central hypothesis of hegemonic stability theory with its application on 

 
5  The concept of hegemony started re-emerging in the second half of the 1990s in foreign policy 

analysis, see Czempiel 1996. On the at times striking differences in analytical treatment of the role 
of the United States within foreign policy analysis on the one hand and IR theory on the other, see 
Robel 1999.  

6  This conclusion might be debatable. From the point of view of seeing a theoretical debate on the 
concept of hegemony as a desideratum, this verdict is hardly contestable. 

7  Cf. Menzel 1991; see also the reply by Lothar Brock (1992a). 
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and confrontation with some empirical data of broad macroeconomic, political and 
social developments in Latin America. 

 
 
2.1 The “Theory” of Hegemonic Stability 

 
Which instruments have been used in the discipline of International Relations to 

systematically analyse international hegemonic relations? Arguably, the debate on the 
“Theory of Hegemonic Stability” (THS) of the 1980s delivered the major tool box for 
a comprehensive theoretical understanding of international hegemony within 
mainstream IR theory. In what follows we will sketch out the basic lines of argument, 
results and deficits of the debate.8  

Within the THS the U.S.-American IR community analysed the conditions for the 
emersion and continuity of interstate, economic cooperation. THS theorists agreed on 
the assumption that institutionalised cooperation among states, portrayed as rational 
egoists, can only occur in the presence of a dominant, leading state. 

In the early 1970s, the economist Charles P. Kindleberger laid the foundations for 
the “theory” with his economic-historical treatise “The World in Depression, 1929 – 
1939”.9 Kindleberger argued that the economic downturn of the 1920s could only 
develop into a worldwide economic crisis, because Great Britain had ceased to be able 
and the USA was not yet willing to guarantee the stability of the international 
economic system. Kindleberger writes: “For the world economy to be stabilized there 
must be a stabilizer, one stabilizer.”10 The main thesis is: Without a hegemon, a 
dominant state that is able and willing to exert leadership, order in the international 
system cannot be maintained. “Public goods” such as the gradual reduction of barriers 
to trade would not be provided. 

The following three basic theses of Kindleberger already comprise fundamental 
components of the THS: 

 
8  For a concise summary of this multifarious debate, see Robel 2001, for a more detailed overview, 

see Robel 1994. 
9  Kindleberger 1986. For this common assessment of Kindleberger’s role see, for instance, 

O’Brien/Pigman 1992, 89. 
10  Kindleberger 1986, 304. 
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(1) the conception of international order as a public good; 

(2) the direct connection between the decrease of international order and the 
decline of the hegemon; 

(3) the inference that hegemonic systems can easily dissolve into instability. 

 

In contrast to what its name suggests, the Theory of Hegemonic Stability has rather 
been a theoretical debate than a genuine theory. Representatives of different schools 
of thought made sense of Kindleberger’s general assumptions within their theoretical 
paradigms, thereby devising different variants of THS.11 It has been Robert Gilpin, 
among others, who posited that “enlightened self interest” motivated the hegemon’s 
“willingness to maintain order”,12 not altruism as Kindleberger had seemed to 
assume.13 The fact that hegemonic order temporarily benefits all is thus secondary to 
the hegemon. Redefining the motivation of the hegemonic state opens the way for a 
more differentiated assessment of hegemonic actions. The Realist Stephen Krasner 
furthered the argument when he advocated a distinction between “benign” and 
“predatory hegemony”.14

Robert Keohane made an important contribution from the perspective of Neoliberal 
Institutionalism, when positing that order after hegemony could be maintained without 
a dominant state. He argued that a hegemon was necessary for the creation of 
functioning global and regional institutions, but international regimes and institutions, 
once in place, could perpetuate and even further develop cooperation independent of a 
hegemon.15

The contribution of the American sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein breaks with the 
mainstream strands of THS in several ways: Firstly, he identifies the current form of 
the world system with the world market rather than a system of states and therefore 
takes the market as his central analytical category. Secondly, in contrast to the OECD-
centred perspective of most participants in the debate, he poses different, no less 
important questions: What are the reasons for “underdevelopment” in most parts of the 

 
11  Cf. Robel 2001 and 1994, 60-115. 
12  Cf. Gilpin 1981. 
13  Gilpin 1987. 
14  See Krasner 1991a+b. 
15  Cf. Keohane 1984. 
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world? What part does hegemonic relations play in general and U.S. hegemony in 
particular?16  

Still, Wallerstein’s highly original contribution, just like the other variants of THS, 
fails to deliver a heuristically abstract and at the same time empirically applicable 
conceptualisation of the role of the hegemonic state, the United States of America, in 
current international relations. This comes as no surprise, as Wallerstein – other than 
his more mainstream contenders – did not intend to do this. In that respect, “The 
World System version of THS” is much closer to the mainstream and its deficits. This 
holds especially true if we look at the fact that Wallerstein, albeit implicitly, agrees 
with IR theorists as Keohane when claiming that the hegemony of the United States 
has ended during the 1970s.17

 
 
2.2. Central Deficits of Systemic Theories of Hegemony 

 
In order to fill this blank, it is necessary to recognise, why it came about in the first 

place. The central deficits of the above sketched theoretical debate of the 1980s can be 
summed up as follows: 

 

(1.) The economisation and trivialisation of the concept of power and the myth of 
U.S.-American hegemonic decline 

THS theorists regarded interstate hegemony as a purely economic phenomenon.18 
Therefore, registering a slackening in GDP growth, analysts announced the hegemonic 
decline of America. But this diagnosis did not even hold well in the economic sphere: 

 
16  Cf. Wallerstein 1991. 
17  For further parallels see the analysis in Robel 1994, 102-116. 
18  Cultural factors were hardly considered in IR reasoning before the so-called “Constructivist turn”, 

but even military factors were largely neglected within the debate on Hegemonic Stability as 
analysts nearly exclusively focussed on economic indicators (THS can be truly seen as the cradle 
of modern IPE in the U.S.). Susan Strange, herself an early critic of THS, on the contrary 
identifies four power structures (security, production, financial and knowledge structures), in 
which the hegemonic state has to dominate (at least in the majority of them) to be rightfully 
dubbed hegemonic. On this basis, qualifying the one sided view point of the THS, she criticises 
the “myth of lost hegemony” (Strange 1987). On the mechanisms of the “rise of American 
decline” see also Harries 1988.  
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Economic indicators of the 1980s and 1990s simply do not validate that claim.19 Thus, 
lacking any substance the diagnosis of a hegemonic decline disappeared during the 
1990s as intuitively as it had come about in the first place.20 What remained was the 
dominance of the very systemic grand theories that had caused the misconception of 
the “rise of the American decline” in the first place (see also 3.).  

 

(2.) The absence of a conceptualised and differentiated notion of hegemony 

Even the early critics of the hegemonic decline thesis questioned the concept of 
hegemony underlying the THS and pointed out that the debate lacked a clear definition 
of hegemony.21 Thus, different connotations and meanings proliferated in different 
academic schools (which would not have been that much of a problem if each 
proponent would have made explicit which one (s)he preferred when using the term). 
It was exactly this conceptual arbitrariness that persuaded some political scientists to 
take what was a qualitative change in American hegemony for its (premature) ending. 
So-called “revisionists”22 rightly claimed that the so dubbed “declinists” 
misinterpreted the actual development, because they analysed exclusively the 
international system (in fact: some narrow factors of it), separating it from necessary 
relations to subsystemic elements within “national” societies or regional groups of 
states. 

 

(3) The subsystemic blindness of systemic grand theories  

Where preferences of states and their foreign policies are directly derived from the 
structure of the international system societal conditions are simply dismissed. The 
diagnosis of hegemonic decline, provoked by the one-sided approach of THS scholars, 

 
19  Back then, this conclusion was only made by outsiders and critics of the mainstream debate at the 

time; see e.g. Russett 1985; Strange 1988. For empirical findings to support strong disagreement 
with the then popular notion of “hegemonic decline” in the economic realm as well, see Maddison 
1991. 

20  For the economic basis of the “great reversal” of the 1990s, when the relative economic power of 
the USA was suddenly assessed completely different (again), cf. Samuelson 1997/1998. 

21  Cf. Russett 1985; Strange 1987. 
22  Cf. Nye 1990. In sharp contrast to the concomitant silence or complete turnaround of most of the 

“declinists”, former “revisionist” Joseph Nye did not have to neglect his former arguments (cf. 
Nye 2002). 
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entailed the “failure of the THS”.23 In the end, the debate about the empirical 
refutation of the decline thesis, replaced any systematic discussion about the 
theoretical conception of hegemony. As Stefan Robel has argued elsewhere, this 
neglect is only a symptom of a general shortcoming of the systemic approach of most 
THS protagonists: As they do not endogenise subsystemic explanatory variables, the 
concept of hegemony must remain hollow and vague.24

On this basis we will devise a model of international hegemony that provides 
analytical space for the development perspective by being sensitive to structures 
within the societies concerned. In order to provide for the different impact of U.S.-
American hegemony on subregions of Latin America, we will first present the 
fundamental characteristics of this region and the current state of development. 

 
 
3. The Case of Latin America: Characteristics of a Region25

 
(S)he who searches for regional specifics in Latin America will quickly encounter 

numerous difficulties, because “there is no single Latin America.”26 Nevertheless, it is 
possible to identify some features that are shared by all 33 independent states of the 
region: Each has inherited a colonial past, most won their independence in the 
nineteenth century, and, in all states, state-building preceded nation-building.27 In 
addition, the continent is characterised by artificial borders, strong personalisation of 
politics (Caudillismo), social inequality, and relatively peaceful relations between 
neighbouring states. However, within Latin American states a comparatively high 
level of violence and instability exists.28 Since both inter-state stability and intra-state 

 
23  Robel 2001. 
24  Cf. ibid. and Robel 1999. 
25  For an overview of U.S. policy towards Latin America in the 20th century, see Lowenthal 1991; 

for the U.S. policy towards Latin America in the 1990s, see Lowenthal 1990. See also Schoultz 
1998; Holden/Zolov 2000; Becker/Bartholo 1999; Boeckh 1996; Brock 1998; Brock 1992b; 
Carlsen/Barry 2006; Falcoff 2003; Nolte/Oettler 2003; Puhle 1990; Rangel 1987; Smith 1996. For 
the supposed “Decline of U.S. hegemony” in Latin America and the world, see Bitar 1986. See for 
an analysis of actors in U.S. policy towards Latin America Wilson 1999. 

26  Cf. Krakau 1992; see also Krakau 2002. 
27  Cf. Puhle 1994, 27. 
28  Throughout history, Latin America contrasts with Europe in this respect: While Europe suffered 

from a relatively high amount of interstate conflict, at least until 1945, Latin America enjoyed 
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instability have presumably affected development in the region, it makes sense to 
analyze the ways in which U.S. hegemony has affected these two factors. There is a 
strong asymmetry in the relationships both between the United States and any single 
Latin American state and between the United States and Latin America as a whole. For 
example, the economic power of the U.S. is five times larger than that of all of Latin 
America.29 The military sector in particular represents an even stronger asymmetry.30  

The question now is whether the U.S.-Latin-American relationship can accurately 
be described as hegemonic. If we take the notion of hegemony as used in THS, 
important criteria are certainly met: The absence of interstate wars between Latin 
American countries themselves, the asymmetry in power, and the U.S. interventions31 
could all adequately be explained with classical THS. Nonetheless, there is room for 
doubt: For, while Western Europe and Japan strongly profited from U.S. hegemony 
after World War II and on the whole prospered at an amazing pace in the second half 
of the 20th century,32 this has quite obviously not been the case for Latin America. 
Why has the regional stability, guaranteed by the hegemonic power, not led to a 
developmental leap forward as it did in Europe? Why have Latin American states not 
been able to take advantage of the hegemonic peace dividend?  

 
stability. Conversely Latin America’s societies are highly heterogeneous and unstable, while the 
traditional nation states of Europe show comparatively strong homogeneity and stability. 

29  The World Bank Development Indicators database shows for April 2003 the following figures: 
BIP USA: 10 Billion U.S. $, Latin America: 2 Billion U.S. $. See for the (history of) economic 
relations between the United States and Latin America (including NAFTA and the prospect of the 
American Freetrade Area) e.g. Altenburg/von Haldenwang 2002; Bulmer-Thomas 2001; Bulmer-
Thomas/Dunkerley 1999; Cameron/Tomlin 2000; Fatemi 1993; Gratius 2003b; Lauth 1994; Matz 
2005/2006; Phillips 2003; Schirm 1997; Skonieczny 2001; Vaghefi 1993; Wainwright 1993; 
Kingsolver 2001.  

30  In spite of the mentioned similarities, specialists on Latin America, as well as US-American 
politicians usually divide Latin America into four regions: Mexico, Central America, Caribbean 
und South America (cf. Junker/Nohlen/Sangmeister 1994; Black 1984). South America, as the 
biggest and most heterogeneous region, is often subdivided into the region of the Andes 
(Venezuela, Columbia, Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia), the Southern Cone (Chile, Argentina, Uruguay, 
Paraguay) and Brazil (cf. ibid.). For a geographical derivation of the sub-regions see Gonzalez 
1984. The United States has had and still has different hegemonic interests in these regions, 
therefore a differentiation of Latin American regions is of utmost importance to do justice to this 
fact. 

31  For a selection of major U.S. interventions in Latin America, see Table 1 (Appendices); also see 
Petras 2002. 

32  For empirical data on selected OECD countries concerning developments in growth and 
productivity in this period, cf. Maddison 1991. 



 
 

10

 

                                                

While the development aspect of the Theory of Hegemonic Stability clearly holds 
some truth for Western Europe, it is not at all convincing with respect to Latin 
America. Indeed, looking at the sub-regional level, it is those Latin American sub-
regions with the lowest level of development, namely Central America and the 
Caribbean Basin, that most directly fall under the hegemonic influence of their 
powerful northern neighbour. By contrast, the South American subcontinent has a 
higher GNI per capita than both sub-regions mentioned above. It follows that it is 
impossible to design a mono-causal model with U.S. hegemony as the independent 
variable and Latin American (or sub-regional) levels of development as the dependent 
one.33 Hegemony matters, but only as an intervening variable. The classical model of 
THS has to be adapted to Latin America if it is to be used as an explanatory model for 
development studies.  

 
 
4. Towards a Society-oriented Model of International Hegemony  

 
As we have outlined earlier, the main structural deficits of the THS were the lack of 

theoretical conceptualisation of hegemony and the holistic state-centric approach of 
systemic analyses. We now argue that it is exactly these two defects that prevent(ed) 
an analysis of underdevelopment within THS given its main premise that a hegemonic 
state provides/structures order. While the argument concerning the first deficit is quite 
obvious, the last deficit, state-centrism, deserves more attention: THS scholars either 
conceive states as unitary, utilitarian actors (Neo-Realism and Neo-Liberal 
Institutionalism) or omit all subjective capacities of states (World-Systems-Analysis). 
These approaches therefore cannot deal with the issue of (under-)development 

 
33  Relative to other developing regions, Latin America at first sight shows a positive record of 

development: In spite of the setback caused by the Argentinean crisis, Latin America has the 
highest per-capita income, the highest life expectancy and the smallest defence budget of all 
regions of development (1.3 % of the GDP) (Cf. ibid ). However, Latin American countries differ 
highly in stages of development: In Haiti one person earns 480 U.S. $ on the average and the 
World Bank classifies it as an LIC (Low Income Country), coming in on 146th place of the UN 
Human Development Index (HDI). On the Bahamas, on the contrary, the GNI per person amounts 
to almost 15,000 U.S. $ a year and Argentina ranked 34th on the HDI before the crisis. In this 
respect, Latin America differs from the “inner circle” of the OECD world, where interstate 
heterogeneity goes along with comparatively high inner state homogeneity.  
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adequately, as the state and its internal differentiation are structural conditions for the 
development of national economies and societies. 

To make U.S. hegemony an analytical factor applicable to the developing world, we 
will therefore try to remedy the mentioned defects, starting with the first one, the 
lacking theoretical grasp of hegemony. 

 
 
4.1 Definition and Different Spheres of Influence of Hegemony 

 
Broadening the concept of Heinrich Triepel,34 we define international hegemony as 

“a specific form of leadership in which the existence and continuity of the relation 
depends on the one hand on the power resources of the hegemon, its will and strategic 
competence and, on the other hand, on the basically voluntary allegiance of a group of 
states which are homogeneous in terms of government (the present special case is the 
hegemony of the USA within the ‘OECD world’).”35 The establishment and 
persistence of such a hegemonic leadership is conditioned by the “self-restraint of 
power”36 as well as strategic competence of the hegemon and the perception of 
legitimacy of the leadership among the followers. The leadership can only endure, if a 
stable long lasting consensus is reached in and between the political systems of all 
states concerned. This requires from the hegemonic state that political and societal 
stability persist within its borders while at the same time it maintains its capacity of 
adaptation to changes in the international system.37 On the international level 
international institutions play a decisive role in creating and maintaining the 
consensus. This conceptualisation of hegemony necessitates a broadening of the 
classical understanding of hegemony in two respects: Transnational aspects have to be 
included38 and hegemony has to be differentiated in terms of its reach and quality.  

 
34  Triepel 1974. For a detailed overview on Triepel’s theory of hegemony see Robel 1994, 3-23. 
35  This definition is to be found in Robel 2001, 21. 
36  Triepel 1974, 34. 
37  Robel 2001, 22. 
38  This will be considered further in chapter 4.2. 
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Thus the above mentioned definition is only generally applicable to the relation of 
the hegemon to a core group of states, usually referred to as the “OECD world”.39 
Although the THS implicitly supposed a global hegemony of the United States, its 
analytical grasp – as well as its implicit normative component – were always related to 
the developed industrial nations, the so called “First world” exclusively. The question 
not raised was what the blessings of the “benevolent” hegemon meant for the rest of 
the world (the Second and the Third).40

In order to illustrate the sub-global differentiation of spheres of influence of U.S. 
hegemony, we want to employ a simple heuristic device (Figure 1): The hegemonic 
state is located in the centre of the model. Its decisions determine, to a certain (but 
never irrelevant) extent, the existence and chances of success/room for manoeuvre of 
all other states in the system. At the same time all states, especially those in the inner 
circle of hegemony, condition to some extent which foreign policy decisions can be 
taken within the political system and society of the hegemonic state.41

What we have called the “inner circle of hegemony” comprises the rather 
homogeneous group of “OECD democracies”. In the context of development these 
countries are ordinarily called “developed industrial nations”. Looked at from the 
angle of hegemony, the states in this group have in common that hegemonic leadership 
is in principle accepted by the overwhelming majority of the country’s elites in and 
outside of the government, as well as by the “partially official” representatives of the 
population on the whole (the media and the general public). Here, “self restraint of 
power”, which Triepel identified as a necessary condition of hegemony,42 is 
comparatively high; not only do military interventions by the hegemon not occur, they 
seem to be unthinkable. 

 
39  Czempiel’s notion of the “Gesellschaftswelt” (“societal world”) describes this section of the 

international system quite accurately. For the substantiation of this concept, see Czempiel 1993, 
105-132. The notion of societal world should be understood as an analytical metaphor for the 
situation of the developed countries in the “North” (the OECD). In these countries democratical 
structures ensure a degree of participation of the societies which is unknown to autocratic systems 

40  For European literature hinting at this question, see Poitras 1990. A more moderate picture, 
particularly of the relations between USA and Columbia, is drawn by Randall 1992. 

41  It should be obvious that bilateral relations between the hegemon and other nations are influenced 
just as decisively by bi- or multilateral relations among the other nations. In this model, which is 
very simplified in order to suit our purpose, these aspects (as e.g. supranational policy making at 
the level of the European Union) are not depicted and therefore neglected. 

42  The notion of “Selbstbändigung der Macht” (self restraint of power) is a crucial component in 
Triepel’s concept of hegemony (cf. Triepel 1974, 41f.); see also Robel 1994, 15f. 



 
 

13

Figure 1:  Circles of Hegemony 
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The sphere of influence of the outer circle of hegemony comprises an extremely 
heterogeneous group of states, reaching from the classical developing (or 
underdeveloped) countries and the states succeeding the former “Second World” (the 
“Eastern Bloc”) to regional superpowers such as India, the People’s Republic of China 
and Brazil. In most of the states of the “outer circle of hegemony” significant parts of 
the elite on whose support the government depends secretly if not overtly accept U.S. 
hegemonic dominance, while the public or significant parts of it (including the local 
media) are overtly anti-American and oppose collaboration.43  

The outcasts oppose the hegemonic U.S. claim to leadership, be it out of choice or 
by definition of the hegemon (“axis of evil”, “rogue states”44), temporarily or 
                                                 
43  Apart from this, there are cases of transformation and even special cases. In this model, for the 

sake of simplicity, these cases are usually comprised in the “outer circle”, even though these states 
have a special status within their region and/or in their relations with the hegemon: The group of 
oil exporting countries (the members of OPEC); Israel is of course an additional special case in the 
Middle Eastern region; accepted regional grand powers as the PR of China, India, Russia, South 
Africa; some transformation states like Poland and the Czech Republic, which have already 
acceded to EU and NATO and can thus be seen on their way into (or being already within) the 
inner circle. 

sake of simplicity, these cases are usually comprised in the “outer circle”, even though these states 
have a special status within their region and/or in their relations with the hegemon: The group of 
oil exporting countries (the members of OPEC); Israel is of course an additional special case in the 
Middle Eastern region; accepted regional grand powers as the PR of China, India, Russia, South 
Africa; some transformation states like Poland and the Czech Republic, which have already 
acceded to EU and NATO and can thus be seen on their way into (or being already within) the 
inner circle. 

 

44  Ideology and aspects of “Realpolitik” mix, as the hegemon (at least temporarily) possesses 
semantic authority. In other words, the intransigent behaviour of the USA creates and strengthens 
“facts”. For a good example, the background of the “rogue state” rhetoric from Clinton to Bush, 

44  Ideology and aspects of “Realpolitik” mix, as the hegemon (at least temporarily) possesses 
semantic authority. In other words, the intransigent behaviour of the USA creates and strengthens 
“facts”. For a good example, the background of the “rogue state” rhetoric from Clinton to Bush, 
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permanently. Currently, these states are Cuba, North Korea, Iran and Syria. Certainly 
Iraq belonged to this group of outcasts before the occupation by American and British 
troops in 2003. It is less heterogeneous than the bigger group of the outer circle. With 
regard to the sphere of government, the states share a formal or merely symbolic 
democratic model of government while they enjoy highly different but, compared to 
the inner circle, less than average levels of development.  

The following should be obvious: The outlined differentiations only make sense, if 
we analyse not merely on the level of the system of states but also dwell on the 
relationship of the political system and society. Drawing from the approaches of newer 
Liberal theories and Neo-Gramscian Political Economy we will continue to deepen our 
analytical grasp of international hegemony in the following paragraph.  

 
 
4.2. Core Components of a Society-oriented Analysis of International Hegemony  

 
There are theories of international relations which include societies in their 

ontology in two respects: Participation or non-participation in political decision-
making processes (the active or participatory component) and the extent to which 
societies are affected by decisions of the political system or the international 
environment (the passive or component of affectedness).45 An analysis which is 
sensitive to societal structures46 must be able to grasp a situation where at least 
relevant parts of a society are most negatively affected by the decisions made, 
precisely because they cannot participate in the decision-making process. Two theories 
seem to be especially well suited to meet these requirements: The Liberal theoretical 

 
see Rüb 2003. That “membership” of this group can range from either long-lasting to quite short-
lived, is rather obvious in view of this nature of their association. 

45  Here we are referring to the adaption of Easton’s model of politics to the international realm as it 
has been presented by Ernst-Otto Czempiel. In this model, politics is conceived as the result of a 
process of transformation of demands from the societal and international environments by the 
political system, cf. Czempiel 1998. A subsystemic analysis often only addresses the participatory 
component. We strongly reject this attitude. 

46  This approach is not to be confounded with a theory centrally concerned exclusively with 
societies. Our approach does subscribe to the concept of international relations being primarily 
relations among states. We rather consider, in addition to the system of states, the societal 
conditions and effects of state politics. Furthermore transnational politics are analysed, which are 
based within states and which influence their development, particularly through the reaction to 
state (non-)action. 
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tradition in IR and the Neo-Gramscian analysis of the International Political Economy. 
Drawing from Liberal theories Andrew Moravscik outlines the three core components 
of an ontological alternative to the systemic theories of Neorealism and Neoliberal 
Institutionalism: 

(1) the analytical precedence of societal actors; 

(2) the connection between representation and national preferences; 

(3) the connection between interdependence, the structure of the system and state 
behaviour.47 

 

A contemporary conceptualisation of international hegemony must supply a 
transnational perspective to the traditional international perspective common in IR 
theory.48 Studying U.S.-American hegemony, Neo-Gramscian approaches seem to 
complement Liberal theories of international relations in an astonishingly compatible 
manner:49 They analyse the effect of hegemonic ideas to account for aspects of 
hegemonic power hitherto neglected (e.g. Neo-Institutionalism tends to underestimate 
the relevance of power). Not only in transnational relations, but also and especially so 
in international organisations – the traditional subject matter of THS-inspired analyses 
– fights over discursive supremacy occur. Despite its neo-Marxist background, Cox’ 
Neo-Gramscianism rejects economic determinism and is thus contradicting classical 
THS: International organisations are seen primarily as instruments of hegemonic world 
politics,50 rather than the neutral providers of pre-existent “public goods” (as 
conceived in the THS). This supposition radically revises the argument of hegemonic 
stability: It is not so much that international institutions need a hegemon but the 

 
47  Cf. Moravcsik 1997. 
48  An early piece to conceptually address this omission is Strange 1989. 
49  “World Hegemony is describable as a social structure, an economic structure, and a political 

structure; … it cannot be simply one of these things but must be all three. World hegemony, 
furthermore, is expressed in universal norms, institutions and mechanisms which lay down general 
rules of behaviour for states and for those forces of civil society that act across national 
boundaries” (Cox 1993).  

50  In this sense they have an ideological function. Cox uses the stance of the OECD for monetarism 
as an example, which created a dominant consensus on economic policies between “central 
states”. This consensus, he claims, has strengthened the position of those who champion the fight 
against inflation rather than the fight against unemployment (cf. Cox 1993, 62ff.). 
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hegemon uses international institutions to legitimise and preserve the status quo by 
including national and transnational elites in a consensus over ideas.51  

This argument can be useful for understanding why state preferences change or 
remain unchanged – a question, Liberal theories are mainly concerned with. Neo-
Gramscian scholars ask: How do ideas, ideologies and hegemonic projects emerge and 
assert themselves within one society and how do they come to set the tone in 
international politics? This ambitious approach thus overcomes the three shortcomings 
of systemic theories, namely the narrow economic definition, explanatory vagueness 
and lacking subsystemic differentiation of hegemony. With its twofold orientation 
towards societal aspects of hegemony (participatory component and degree of 
affectedness) we can on the one hand analyze the origins and fundamentals of 
hegemony within the hegemonic state/society and search for its ideological means; on 
the other hand, societal groups come into focus as the addressees of the advantages as 
well as the costs of hegemony. 

 
 
5. Application of the New Hegemonic Model to the Case of Latin America 

 
In any application of such a modified concept of hegemony in political and 

economic relations between the U.S. and Latin America, analysis must be based on 
both the will of the hegemonic state to exercise hegemonic power and the acceptance 
of its hegemony by those states on which the hegemon projects its power and/or exerts 
“leadership”. In the case of Latin America, U.S.-hegemonic power primarily rests 
upon acceptance by political, economic and military elites and much less upon 
acceptance by large shares of the populations. Given the widespread anti-Americanism 
in many Latin American societies, regardless of their Arielistic or Bolivarian origin,52 
the region clearly falls into the category of “outer circle”. But how exactly does U.S. 
hegemony influence stability, peace, and development in the region it neighbours?  

The “motives and justifications of U.S. policy towards Latin America … are of 
astonishing continuity”.53 This is because they are based on three relatively stable 

 
51  This might be called the Hegemonic Stability reversed argument (cf. Robel 2005). 
52  See for these concepts page 20. 
53  Cf. Junker 1994, 53.  
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topoi, namely the strategic, economic, and ethical interests of the United States in 
Latin America. 54 Basically, Latin America was of relatively little strategic interest to 
the U.S. in the first half of the 20th century. It was only when Vice President Nixon’s 
“Good Will Tour” in the 1950s caused dramatic anti-US reactions throughout the 
region and when Fidel Castro came to power in Cuba in 1959 that Latin America 
really moved to the center of U.S. foreign policy. During the whole Cold War, 
strategic and security interests dominated U.S. policy towards the South. 55 With the 
end of the Cold War, the strategic aspects lost relative importance for the benefit of 
other aspects (debt, drugs, immigration etc.). Especially economic interests rose in 
rank. After 9/11, security interests again moved to the center of U.S. foreign policy, 
but because the Global War on Terrorism has not been fought in Latin America, the 
region again lost importance.56  

During the climax of the Cold War, U.S. strategic interest in Latin America was to 
prevent Soviet influence on the continent (the “No-Second-Cuba-Policy”). This 
containment policy was clearly stronger in Mexico, the Caribbean Basin, and Central 
America than it was in South America.  

U.S. economic interests in Latin America have always included access to raw 
materials (oil, bauxite, copper) and agrarian products, access to Latin American 
markets for U.S. products, and the safeguarding of trade routes (especially the Panama 
Canal). Due to the above mentioned asymmetric economic structure, Latin American 
economic interests in the U.S. are much stronger than U.S. economic interests in Latin 
America.57  

At least rhetorically (but not exclusively so), all U.S. Presidents emphasised that 
their major interest concerning the South was not strategic or economic but moral –
namely, the democratisation of the continent.58 However, there was little active or 
enduring support for democratisation. On the contrary, from 1964 on, the so-called 

 
54  According to Junker these main three interests of the USA coincide with central themes of US-

American policy, such as the “Manifest Destiny”, “the Chosen People”, isolationism and 
interventionism (cf. Junker 1995, 53). 

55  Cf. Krakau 2002, 116. 
56  Poitras investigates why hegemonic intervention did not occur as frequently in the 1990s (Poitras 

1990, 31; Poitras 2002). His main thesis that the will of the hegemon to intervene has diminished 
since 9/11 (“the Loss-of-Will-Thesis”) has proved true until now. 

57  For a comprehensive overview of U.S.-Latin American Trade Policy today, see Feinberg 2002.  
58  Cf. Lowenthal 1991; for a more critical perspective cf. Robinson 1996a; Robinson 1996b, 322f.; 

Cox/Ikenberry/Inoguchi 2000. 
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“Mann-Doctrine” said that the United States would no longer push for democratic 
transitions in the hemisphere. 

Which instruments does the hegemon use to pursue its interests? Knud Krakau 
distinguishes two dimensions of exercise of hegemony in Latin America: The 
unilateral approach, which was formulated in the Monroe-Doctrine, and the 
multilateral, cooperative strategy, which was institutionalised through the Inter-
American System and the Organization of American States (Pan-Americanism).59 Pan-
Americanism stands for the idea of intergovernmental cooperation throughout 
America, lead by the hegemonic United States. This concept is implicit in the project 
of the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA).60 De facto Pan-Americanism often 
goes along with attempts to obstruct genuine Latin American multilateralism. 

Within the context of the unilateral exercise of hegemonic power, the U.S. uses a 
range of instruments to achieve its objectives, starting with political and diplomatic 
pressure, followed by economic sanctions and the non-recognition of governments, 
and finally covert action61 and/or military invasion.62 According to Larman Wilson, 
U.S. policy towards Latin America is characterised by ambivalence and intolerance 
about diplomacy63, and indeed, covert action and military invasion are typically used 
in the outer circle of the hegemonic system or in relation to outcasts. Here the 
threshold to use force is much lower than in the hegemonic inner circle (where it 
occurs very rarely). In contrast to inner-circle-regions like Western Europe, hegemonic 

 
59  Cf. Krakau 1992, 182. 
60  Pan-Americanism goes back to the first Inter-American Conference that was held in 1889 in 

Washington. It is the basis for the “Inter-American System”, which was inaugurated in 1948 with 
the foundation of the intergovernmental Organisation of American States (OAS). This institution 
has a secretariat in Washington D.C. See for FTAA and the role of the U.S. in promoting FTAA 
e.g. Calcagnotto/Nolte 2002; Gratius 2003b. 

61  Drawing from a paper known as “NSC 68” published by the U.S. National Security Council on 14 
April 1950, we can state that most Covert Actions ranged from financial aid for conservative 
parties, support of mass media that took a pro-American stance, promotion of conservative 
elements within the labour unions, espionage against socialist parties to the toleration and 
direction of attacks on prominent left politicians. 

62  This unilateral “Realpolitik” is highly controversial within the USA: The stances of Wilson (self 
restraint), Franklin D. Roosevelt (Good-Neighbour-Policy) and Kennedy (Alliance for Progress) 
exemplify multilateral convictions. 

63  Cf. Wilson 1999. 
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influence in outer-circle-regions sometimes resembles traditional imperialistic 
settings.64  

The majority of U.S. interventions in Latin America took place in the Caribbean 
Basin, Central America, and Mexico, rather than South America.65 US-Undersecretary 
of State Robert Olds justified this empirical fact with an ideological argument when he 
said in 1927, “we do control the destinies of Central America and we do so for the 
simple reason that the national interest absolutely dictates such a course… Until now, 
Central America has always understood that governments which we recognize and 
support stay in power while those we do not recognize and support fall.”66 It is 
especially interesting to notice that military invasions – the most explicit hegemonic 
instrument – have never occurred in South America, where diplomatic and economic 
pressure, as well as covert action, dominated. In most cases, there was logistical, 
financial, and military support for legally or illegally operating groups that were 
considered to act in favor of U.S. interests or who were assumed to act to the detriment 
of regimes with a real or supposed ideological proximity to the Soviet Union (e.g. 
Brazil in 1964, Chile in 1973). The U.S. pushed forward its hegemonic interests in a 
particularly active way in Nicaragua, Haiti, Panama, Grenada, Honduras, and El 
Salvador. Apart from Panama, these countries are particularly poor in comparison with 
other Latin American states. Beyond the tight frame of the Cold War, the United States 
intervened in South America only in the context of its “War on Drugs”, mainly in 
Columbia and Bolivia.67  

 
 
6. Consequences of U.S. Hegemony in Latin America 

 
(1) Reactions within Latin-American societies and Latin-American Regionalism 

There is a substantial and long tradition of criticizing U.S. policies towards Latin 
America within Latin America itself. U.S. interventionism has always been met with 

 
64  For this perspective see in particular Chomsky 1999.  
65  Cf. Krämer/Kuhn 2005; for the role of the military in different Central and Southern American 

countries, see the special focus of WeltTrends 49; see also Table 1 (Appendices). 
66  Olds 1927, 2; also cf. Leogrande 1998. In the cases of Nicaragua and El Salvador the peace 

initiative of the Contadora Group is especially important.  
67  Cf. Lessmann 2000. See also Galen 2003. 
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strong reactions. Indeed, “intervention is considered a worse evil than communism, 
especially since intervention is never applied to foster a democratic cause.”68 The 
widespread anti-Americanism is often combined with rejection and criticism of the 
proposed free-trade area (FTAA) and IMF policies, which are perceived as instruments 
of U.S. hegemony.69 Anti-Americanism in Latin America manifests itself in many 
different forms and is especially strong in Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador and the “Cono 
Sur”. The most recent example is Bolivia, where Evo Morales was recently elected 
President on a distinctly anti-U.S./anti-FTAA platform. The common intellectual basis 
for these parties and political and social movements is the association with a specific 
Latin-American identity, one which is sometimes defined by the dissociation from a 
North American or even all-American identity (“Arielism”).70 Arielism – in contrast to 
Bolivarianism71 – does not strive for a federal union in Latin America but rather aims 
at cultural and social networking within the region and independence of Latin 
American culture from U.S. influences.72

 

(2) Inter-state stability 

The validity of the hypothesis that the hegemonic position of the U.S. lowers the 
risk of inter-state war in Latin America is quite obvious, and there are many arguments 
supporting it. First, there is the classic argument of THS: Latin American states do not 
go to war with neighbouring states because they anticipate sanctions from the 
hegemonic power (anticipatory obedience). Secondly, the Monroe-Doctrine ruled out 
rivalries between European colonial powers in Latin America in the nineteenth 

 
68  Cardoso 1991, 66. See also Cardoso 1976 and Suárez 1997. 
69  See Sangmeister 2003, 30-37. 
70  The concept of “Arielism” dates back to an essay by the Argentinean author Rodó, who stated in 

1900 that there was an insurmountable difference between North American “utilitarianism” and 
Latin American “spiritual” culture (Rodó 1994 [1900]). 

71  Bolivarianism is – and has long been – the Latin American federal vision.  
72  The situation in South Asia is not fundamentally different, even though at a different level of 

development: The “new regionalism” (APEC, AFTA) which was at the focus of attention when 
the Cold War ended, did not materialise as expected: Inter-state institutions in which the USA 
participates dominate the scene, while integration did not reach a substantial and qualitatively 
different degree. Institutions from which the USA is absent remain on the level of “historic 
visions” or fall into oblivion. How difficult it is, even in the inner circle, to achieve substantial 
multilateral cooperation independent of U.S. dominance shows the European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP) of the European Union. The decisive connection between multilateral 
rhetoric and bilateral practice has not yet been theoretically analysed; cf. Robel 1999.  
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century.73 Indeed, there have been extremely few interstate conflicts in Latin America 
– it “possesses the priceless good of peace because there are no wars between states”.74 
This noiselessness of international relations allows Latin American states to have 
comparably low defense budgets and thereby has positive effects on development. At 
the same time, the relative peacefulness makes intergovernmental cooperation easier, 
and intergovernmental cooperation in different policy areas facilitates economic 
development. All in all, Poitras’ statement from 1990 that “the absence of interstate 
conflict in the region, due in part to U.S. hegemony, [has] made Latin America 
relatively peaceful” still holds true.75

 

(3) Intra-state instability 

The inter-state peacefulness of Latin America stands opposite the relatively unstable 
situation within many countries in the region. Almost every country in Latin America 
has experienced both authoritarian and democratic regimes within the last 60 years, 
and in many countries there have been guerrilla movements, which control large 
shares of the territory.76 William Robinson counts almost 20 violent uprisings in 
selected Latin American Countries between 1980 and 1994.77  

Of course, it would be wrong to explain this situation mono-causally, taking U.S. 
hegemony for the culprit. There are many reasons for the status quo of development. 
However, it would be surprising if U.S. hegemony had no influence at all on 
development in Latin America, especially since it is persistently claimed that the U.S. 
has “systematically provoked instability and disorder” in Latin America.78 The 
hypothesis that U.S. hegemony leads to an intensification of intra-state instability in 
Latin America is supported by the following argument: U.S. American hegemony in 
Latin America, as an outer-circle region, is upheld by elites and not by broad social 
consensus. In such a situation, Latin American elites serve hegemonic interests, which 
coincide with their own, but contradict general public opinion. Friction seems to be 

 
73  However the Monroe-Doctrine did not contain any explicit guarantee by the U.S. 
74  Hurtado 1999, 36. From 1942 to 1981, there has not been any military conflict between two Latin 

American states, cf. Poitras 1990, 21. 
75  Poitras 1990, 21. 
76  The most dramatic examples are certainly Columbia, Bolivia, Peru and to a lesser extend Mexico. 
77  Robinson 1996a and 1996b. 
78  Krakau 2002, 108. 
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inevitable. With democratisation forging ahead,79 pressure grows on Latin American 
political elites to bear in mind and, at least symbolically, respect Arielistic tendencies 
and demands. Moreover, direct or indirect U.S. American interventions (often in the 
context of the fight for ideological dominance in the region) in Latin America occurred 
regularly during the Cold War. Often, these interventions caused prolonged resistance 
and enduring civil wars – Central America during the 1980s –, thereby destabilizing 
not only the countries directly involved but also the region as a whole. As Poitras 
pointed out at the end of the decade of the 1980s: “Latin America is confronted by the 
problem of how to counteract hegemonic intervention.”80 After 1989 most U.S. 
interventions were indirect, mainly in the context of the so-called War on Drugs in 
Bolivia and Columbia.81 The explicit cooperation of a large number of Latin American 
elites with the U.S., which was more often than not detrimental to the interests of the 
Latin American populations (e.g. strict measures against coca farmers in Eastern 
Bolivia in the context of the U.S.-lead War on Drugs or the case of Nicaragua) also 
had destabilizing consequences.82

 
 
7. Conclusion: U.S. Hegemony and Development in Latin America: 
Ambivalence and Ambiguousness83  

 
Apart from direct influences of the U.S. on development in Latin America by means 

of aid programs, there are two major ways how U.S. hegemony affects development in 
the southern part of the hemisphere.  

On the one hand, U.S. hegemony probably supports peaceful interstate relations. In 
general, peace and international stability facilitate development. On the other hand, 
according to Black, “the United States, as a result of its efforts to maintain the status 
quo in Latin America as part of its general policy of preserving the Western 
Hemisphere as a U.S. sphere of influence, [is] a major obstacle to economic, social, 

 
79  For the level of democratisation in different Latin American countries, see Table 2 (Appendices). 
80  Poitras 1990, 170. 
81  Cf. Lessmann 2000; Lessmann 1996. 
82  See especially Robinson 1996a and 1996b.  
83  For a graphic overview of our main argument, see Figure 2 (Appendices). 
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and political progress in Latin America”.84 Intrastate instability, which is a common 
phenomenon in Latin America, is partly supported by U.S. hegemony and – due to the 
often disastrous consequences – constitutes a major obstacle for development.85 
Indeed, the only two countries in the Western Hemisphere which are classified as Low 
Income Countries (LIC; World Bank) – Haiti and Nicaragua – both look back on a 
history of frequent and violent interventions.  

All in all, U.S. hegemony has had (and continues to have) ambivalent effects on 
development in Latin America as a region. The overall net effects clearly seem to 
make development in Latin America under U.S. hegemonic influence structurally 
much less likely than development in Europe after World War II, where U.S. 
American hegemony was one of the most important formative external conditions for 
the catching-up process of West European economies and the concomitant 
development of their democratic societies.86 These findings suggest a revision of 
traditional models of hegemonic stability and the application of the revised and 
differentiated model of global hegemony. If we chose to apply the society-oriented 
model suggested here, U.S. hegemony has had and continues to have quite different 
implications in the inner and the outer circle of hegemonic influence, as IR’s 
traditional argument of hegemonic stability might suggest.87 In both its preconditions 
and its consequences U.S. hegemony depends on and affects actors and structures of 
society and the state, not just the latter. 

  
 

 
84  Slater/Black 1984, 238. 
85  On the motivation, their self-image and assessment of the effects of U.S. American influence on 

Nicaragua’s inner state and societal development, see Kagan 1996. 
86  Cf. Boeckh 2002, 522; for a detailed comparison between the U.S. and the European approach 

towards development in Latin America, see Carranza 2004.  
87  In this sphere the net effect is clearly more differentiated, despite of some similarities in 

constitutional aspects of the hegemonic leadership. 



 
 

24

 

Bibliography 
 
 
Altenburg, Tilman, and Christian von Haldenwang, 2002: Wirtschaftliche 

Entwicklung auf breiter gesellschaftlicher Basis – eine Reformagenda für 
Lateinamerika, Working Paper, Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik, Bonn 
[http://www.die-gdi.de/die_homepage.nsf/6f3fa777ba64bd9ec12569cb00547f1b/ 
2afbf571e27d95f3c1256e6e0059095e/$FILE/Reformagenda%20f%C3%BCr%20 
Lateinamerika.pdf; reference date: 17 March 2006]. 

Becker, Berta K., and Roberto S. Bartholo, Jr., 1999: US Influence in the Making of 
the Contemporary Amazon Heartland, in: David Slater und Peter J. Taylor (eds.): 
The American Century. Consensus and Coercion in the Projection of American 
Power, Oxford and Malden: Blackwell, 181-194. 

Bitar, Sergio, 1986: Economics and Security: Contradictions in U.S.-Latin Amercian 
Relations, in: Kevin J. Middlebrook and Carlos Rico (eds.): The United States and 
Latin America in the 1980s, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 142-151.  

Black, Jan Knippers (ed.), 1984: Latin America – Its Problems and Its Promise: A 
Multidisciplinary Introduction, Boulder: Westview Press. 

Boeckh, Andreas, 2002: Die Ursachen der Entwicklungsblockaden in Lateinamerika – 
einige entwicklungstheoretische Mutmaßungen, in: Leviathan 30, 4, 509-529. 

Boeckh, Andreas, 1996: Wie lässt sich heute lateinamerikanische Außenabhängigkeit 
diskutieren?, in: WeltTrends, 13, 146-162. 

Brock, Lothar, 1998: Grasping the Undemocratic Peace – The Case of Latin America, 
Paper presented for the International Workshop “Failed States and International 
Security”, Purdue University, West Lafayette, 25-27 February 1998 
[http://web.uni-frankfurt.de/fb3/brock/mat/GraspingUndemoPeaceLA.pdf; referen-
ce date: 16 March 2006]. 

Brock, Lothar, 1992a: Die Dritte Welt in ihrem fünften Jahrzehnt, in: Aus Politik und 
Zeitgeschichte, B 50, 13-23. 

Brock, Lothar, 1992b: Von der Welthegemonie zu defensivem Regionalismus? Neuere 
Entwicklungstendenzen in der Lateinamerika-Politik der USA, in: Wolfgang 
Reinhard (ed.): Nord und Süd in Amerika, Vol. 2, Freiburg i.B.: Rombach, 1074-
1087. 

http://web.uni-frankfurt.de/fb3/brock/mat/GraspingUndemoPeaceLA.pdf


 
 

25

 

Bulmer-Thomas, Victor (ed.), 2001: Regional Integration in Latin America and the 
Caribbean – The Political Economy of Open Regionalism, London: Edward Elgar. 

Bulmer-Thomas, Victor, and James Dunkerley (ed.), 1999: The Untied States and 
Latin America – The New Agenda, Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Calcagnotto, Gilberto, and Detlef Nolte (eds.), 2002: Südamerika zwischen US-
amerikanischer Hegemonie und brasilianischem Führungsanspruch: Konkurrenz 
und Kongruenz der Integrationsprozesse in den Amerikas, Frankfurt/M.: Vervuert. 

Cameron, Maxwell, and Brian Tomlin, 2000: The Making of NAFTA – How the Deal 
Was Done, Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press. 

Cardoso, Ciro, 1991: The Liberal Era 1870 – 1930, in: Leslie Bethell (ed.): Central 
America Since Independence, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 37-68. 

Cardoso, Fernando Henrique, and Enzo Faletto, 1976: Abhängigkeit und Entwicklung 
in Lateinamerika, Frankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp. 

Carlsen, Laura, and Tom Barry, 2006: U.S.-Latin American Relations at Crossroads – 
U.S. Hegemony or Global Good Neighbor Policy?, IRC Americas Program Special 
Report, International Relations Center, Silver City [http://americas.irc-online.org/ 
pdf/reports/0602ggn.latam1.pdf; reference date: 17 March 2006]. 

Carranza, Mario, 2004: Leaving the Backyard. Latin America’s European Option, in: 
Internationale Politik und Gesellschaft, 2, 54-79. 

Chomsky, Noam, 1999: Latin America – From Colonization to Globalization, New 
York: Ocean Press. 

Corrales, Javier, and Richard E. Feinberg, 1999: Regimes of Cooperation in the 
Western Hemisphere: Power, Interests, and Intellectual Traditions, in: International 
Studies Quarterly 43, 1, 1-36. 

Cox, Michael, G. John Ikenberry and Takashi Inoguchi, 2000: American Democracy 
Promotion. Impulses, Strategies, and Impacts, New York: Oxford University Press.  

Cox, Robert, 1993: Gramsci, Hegemony and International Relations: An Essay in 
Method, in: Stephen Gill (ed.): Gramsci, Historical Materialism and International 
Relations, New York/London: Cambridge University Press, 49-66. 

Czempiel, Ernst-Otto, 1998: Friedensstrategien. Eine systematische Darstellung 
außenpolitischer Theorien von Machiavelli bis Madariaga, 2nd ed., Opladen: 
Westdeutscher Verlag. 



 
 

26

 

Czempiel, Ernst-Otto, 1996: Rückkehr in die Hegemonie. Zur Weltpolitik der USA 
unter Präsident Clinton, in: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B 43, 25-33. 

Czempiel, Ernst-Otto, 1993: Weltpolitik im Umbruch. Das internationale System nach 
dem Ende des Ost-West Konflikts, 2nd rev. ed., München: Beck.  

Falcoff, Mark, 2003: The Return of the U.S. Attention Deficit toward Latin America, 
in: Latin America Outlook, AEI Online [http://www.aei.org/publications/ 
pubID.16796/pub_detail.asp, reference date: 4 December 2006]. 

Fatemi, Khosrow (ed.), 1993: North American Free Trade Agreement. Opportunities 
and Challenges, New York: St. Martin’s Press. 

Feinberg, Richard, 2002: Regionalism and Domestic Policy in the Bush Era, in: Latin 
America Politics & Society 44, 4, 127-151. 

Flassbeck, Heiner, 2002: Lateinamerika in der Falle, in: Blätter für deutsche und 
internationale Politik, 10, 1169-1172. 

Galen, Ted, 2003: Bad Neighbor Policy – Washington’s Futile War on Drugs in Latin 
America, New York: Palgrave. 

Gilpin, Robert, 1987: The Political Economy of International Relations, Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press. 

Gilpin, Robert, 1981: War and Change in World Politics, Cambridge/New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Gonzalez, Alfonso, 1984: Physical Landscape and Settlement Patterns, in: Jan 
Knippers Black (ed.): Latin America – Its Problems and Its Promise: A 
Multidisciplinary Introduction, Boulder: Westview Press, 19-38. 

Grabendorff, Wolf, 2003: Lateinamerikas unsichere Zukunft, in: Aus Politik und 
Zeitgeschichte, B 38-39, 3-5. 

Gratius, Susanne, 2003a: Annäherung der amerikanischen und europäischen Kuba-
Politik, in: SWP-Aktuell 42, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin. 

Gratius, Susanne, 2003b: Sackgasse ALCA? Das amerikanische Freihandelsprojekt 
zwischen Bilateralismus und Monroe-Doktrin, SWP-Studie S33, Stiftung 
Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin. 

Harries, Owen, 1988: The Rise of American Decline, in: Commentary 85, 5, 32-36. 



 
 

27

 

Higgott, Richard, and Nicola Phillips, 2000: Challenging Triumphalism and 
Convergence – The Limits of Global Liberalization in Asia and Latin America, in: 
Review of International Studies 26, 3, 359-379. 

Holden, Robert H., and Eric Zolov (eds.), 2000: Latin America and the United States, 
New York: Oxford University Press. 

Hurtado, Osvaldo, 1999: Lateinamerika im 21. Jahrhundert – Probleme und 
Herausforderungen, in: KAS-Auslandsinformationen, 12, 4-37.  

Junker, Detlef, 1994: Gottes eigener Hinterhof: Die US-lateinamerikanischen 
Beziehungen, in: Detlef Junker, Dieter Nohlen and Hartmut Sangmeister (eds.): 
Lateinamerika am Ende des 20. Jahrhunderts, München: Beck, 49-74. 

Junker, Detlef, Dieter Nohlen and Hartmut Sangmeister (eds.), 1994: Lateinamerika 
am Ende des 20. Jahrhunderts, München: Beck. 

Kagan, Robert, 1996: A Twilight Struggle – American Power and Nicaragua, 1977-
1990, New York: Free Press. 

Keohane, Robert O., 1984: After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World 
Political Economy, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Kindleberger, Charles P., 1986 [1973]: The World in Depression, 1929-1939, rev. and  
enlarged ed., Berkeley /Los Angeles: University of California Press. 

Kingsolver, Ann, 2001: NAFTA Stories – Fears and Hopes in Mexico and the United 
States, Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

Krasner, Stephen D., 1991a: Global Communications and National Power: Life on the 
Pareto Frontier, in: World Politics 43, 3, 336-366. 

Krasner, Stephen D., 1991b: Declining American Leadership in the World Economy, 
in: The International Spectator 26, 3, 49-74. 

Krämer, Raimund, and Armin Kuhn, 2005: Militär und Politik in Süd- und 
Mittelamerika, in: WeltTrends, 49, 11-23. 

Krakau, Knud, 2002: „The American Century“ in der westlichen Hemisphäre, in: Jörg 
Nagler (ed.): Nationale und internationale Perspektiven amerikanischer Geschichte, 
Festschrift für Peter Schäfer zum 70. Geburtstag, Frankfurt/M. et al.: Lang, 107-
134. 

Krakau, Knud, 1992: Die Politischen Beziehungen zwischen Nord- und Südamerika. 
Von der Monroe-Doktrin zum Interamerikanischen System, in: Knud Krakau (ed.): 



 
 

28

 

Lateinamerika und Nordamerika – Gesellschaft, Politik und Wirtschaft im 
historischen Vergleich, Frankfurt/M.: Campus, 182-198. 

Krennerich, Michael, 2003: Demokratie in Lateinamerika. Eine Bestandsaufnahme 
nach der Wiedergeburt vor 25 Jahren, in: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B 38-39, 
6-13. 

Krumwiede, Heinrich, 2003: Armut in Lateinamerika als soziales und politisches 
Problem, in: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B 38-39, 14-19. 

Krumwiede, Heinrich, 2002: Soziale Ungleichheit und Massenarmut in Lateinamerika, 
SWP-Studie S18, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin. 

Lauth, Hans-Joachim, 1994: Das Nordamerikanische Freihandelsabkommen NAFTA: 
Ausdruck einer neuen Phase der Zusammenarbeit zwischen Nord und Süd. 
Bestandsaufnahme, Auswirkungen und Perspektiven, in: Lateinamerika. Analysen 
– Daten – Dokumentation, 14, 3-27. 

Lemoine, Maurice 2003: Uncle Sam’s Manifest Destiny, in: Le Monde diplomatique, 
3 May 2003 [http://mondediplo.com/2003/05/03lemoine, reference date: 13 
February 2006]. 

Lempp, Jakob, and Stefan Robel, 2004: Regionale Entwicklung und US-amerikanische 
Hegemonie – Der Fall Lateinamerika, in: Alexander Brand and Nicolaus von der 
Goltz (eds.): Herausforderung Entwicklung, Münster: LIT, 39-64. 

Leogrande, William, 1998: Our Own Backyard – The United States in Central 
America, 1977-1992, Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press. 

Lessmann, Robert, 2000: Amerikanisierung und Militarisierung – die auswärtige 
Drogenpolitik der USA, in: Peter Rudolf and Jürgen Wilzewski (eds.): Weltmacht 
ohne Gegner – Amerikanische Außenpolitik zu Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts, 
Baden-Baden: Nomos, 235-362. 

Lessmann, Robert, 1996: Drogenökonomie und internationale Politik. Die 
Auswirkungen der Antidrogen-Politik der USA auf Bolivien und Kolumbien, 
Frankfurt/M.: Vervuert. 

Lowenthal, Abraham F. (ed.), 1991: Exporting Democracy, Baltimore: John Hopkins 
University Press. 

Lowenthal, Abraham F., 1990: Partners in Conflict: The United States and Latin 
America in the 1990’s, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 



 
 

29

 

Maddison, Angus, 1991: Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development. A Long-Run 
Comparative View, Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press. 

Matz, Oliver, 2005/2006: Größere NAFTA und erweiterter Mercosur? Der 
Amerikagipfel von Mar del Plata bedeutet wohl das Ende des Projekts ALCA, in: 
Afrika und Lateinamerika / ila, 291 [http://www.ila-bonn.de/artikel/ila291/ 
naftamercosur.htm, reference date: 11 December 2006]. 

Menzel, Ulrich, 1991: Das Ende der „Dritten Welt“ und das Scheitern der großen 
Theorie. Zur Soziologie einer Disziplin in auch selbstkritischer Absicht, in: 
Politische Vierteljahresschrift 32, 1, 4-33.  

Moravcsik, Andrew, 1997: Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of 
International Politics, in: International Organization 51, 4, 513-553. 

Nolte, Detlef, and Anika Oettler, 2003: Lateinamerika – Der vergessene Hinterhof der 
USA, in: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, B 38-39, 20-29. 

Nye, Joseph S., 2002: The Paradox of American Power: Why the World’s Only 
Superpower Can’t Go It Alone, Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press. 

Nye, Joseph S., 1990: Bound To Lead: The Changing Nature of American Power, 
New York: Basic Books. 

O’Brien, Patrick K., and Geoffrey Allen Pigman, 1992: Free Trade, British Hegemony 
and the International Economic Order in the Nineteenth Century, in: Review of 
International Studies 18, 2, 89-113. 

Olds, Robert, 1927: Confidential Memorandum on the Nicaragua Situation, Archives, 
Record Group 59, Document 817.00/4456. 

Petras, James, 2002: U.S. Offensive in Latin America: Coups, Retreats, and 
Radicalization, in: Monthly Review 54, 1 [http://www.monthlyreview.org/ 
0502petras.htm; reference date: 17 March 2006]. 

Phillips, Nicola, 2003: Hemispheric Integration and Subregionalism in the Americas, 
in: International Affairs 79, 2, 327-350. 

Poitras, Guy, 2002: Inventing North America – Canada – United States, Boulder: 
Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

Poitras, Guy, 1990: The Ordeal of Hegemony: the United States and Latin America, 
Boulder: Westview Press. 



 
 

30

 

Puhle, Hans-Jürgen, 1994: Unabhängigkeit, Staatenbildung und gesellschaftliche 
Entwicklung in Nord- und Südamerika, in: Detlef Junker, Dieter Nohlen and 
Hartmut Sangmeister (eds.): Lateinamerika am Ende des 20. Jahrhunderts, 
München: Beck, 27-48. 

Puhle, Hans-Jürgen (ed.), 1990: Lateinamerika zwischen altem und neuem 
Imperialismus, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.  

Randall, Stephen J., 1992: Columbia and the United States – Hegemony and 
Interdependence, Athens/London: University of Georgia Press. 

Rangel, Carlos, 1987: The Latin Americans – Their Love Hate Relationship with the 
United States, New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books. 

Robel, Stefan, 2005: “Hegemony, Not Empire – Towards a New Theory of U.S. 
Hegemony: Capabilities, Preferences, and Leadership”, Paper presented at the 46th 
Annual Convention of the International Studies Association (ISA), Honolulu, 
Hawaii, USA, 1-5 March 2005. 

Robel, Stefan, 2001: Hegemonie in den Internationalen Beziehungen: Lehren aus dem 
Scheitern der „Theorie der Hegemonialen Stabilität“, Dresdner Arbeitspapiere 
Internationale Beziehungen (DAP), Nr. 2, Lehrstuhl für Internationale Politik, 
Technische Universität Dresden.  

Robel, Stefan, 1999: „Bringing Society Back In – Gesellschaftsorientierte Theorien 
internationaler Hegemonie als missing link zwischen Außenpolitikforschung und 
Theorien Internationaler Beziehungen“, Paper presented at the Workshop 
„Außenpolitikforschung“, Section „Internationale Politik“ of the Deutsche 
Vereinigung für Politische Wissenschaft (DVPW), Evangelische Akademie 
Arnoldshain, 11-13 February 1999. 

Robel, Stefan, 1994: Die „Theorie der Hegemonialen Stabilität” und amerikanische 
Außenpolitik nach dem Ende des Ost-West-Konflikts, Diploma Thesis, Johann-
Wolfgang-Goethe Universität, Frankfurt/M. 

Robinson, William I., 1996a: Globalization, the World System, and “Democracy 
Promotion” in US Foreign Policy, in: Theory and Society 25, 5, 616-665. 

Robinson, William I., 1996b: Promoting Polyarchy: Globalization, US Intervention, 
and Hegemony, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Rodó, José Enrique, 1994 [1900]: Ariel, Mainz: Dieterich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung. 



 
 

31

 

Rüb, Katja, 2003: Old Enemies – New Strategies? Die US-Politik gegenüber den 
Schurkenstaaten seit den Terroranschlägen vom 11. September, in: Werner Kremp 
and Jürgen Wilzewski (eds.): Weltmacht vor neuer Bedrohung – Die Bush-
Administration und die US-Außenpolitik nach dem Angriff auf Amerika, Trier: 
Wissenschaftlicher Verlag Trier, 95-124. 

Rudolf, Peter, and Jürgen Wilzewski (eds.), 2000: Weltmacht ohne Gegner – 
Amerikanische Außenpolitik zu Beginn des 21. Jahrhunderts, Baden-Baden: 
Nomos. 

Russett, Bruce, 1985: The Mysterious Case of Vanishing Hegemony; or, Is Mark 
Twain Really Dead?, in: International Organization 39, 2, 207-231.  

Sader, Emir, 2005: Die hegemoniale Krise und die Krise der Linken in Lateinamerika, 
in: Prokla 35, 141, 541-549. 

Samuelson, Robert J., 1997/1998: The Great Reversal, in: Newsweek, 29 December 
1997 – 5 January 1998, 63.  

Sangmeister, Hartmut, 2003: Ganz Amerika unter dem Sternenbanner, in: Aus Politik 
und Zeitgeschichte, B 38-39, 30-37. 

Schirm, Stefan A., 1997: Kooperation in den Amerikas. NAFTA, MERCOSUR und 
die neue Dynamik regionaler Zusammenarbeit, Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

Schoultz, Lars, 1998: Beneath the United States – A History of U.S. Policy toward 
Latin America, London: Harvard University Press.  

Schulz, Donald E., 2004: The Growing Threat to Democracy in Latin America, in: 
Brian Loveman (ed.): Strategy for Empire. U.S. Regional Security Policy in the 
Post-Cold War Era, Lanham: SR Books, 121-134. 

Skonieczny, Amy, 2001: Constructing NAFTA: Myth, Representation, and the 
Discursive Construction of U.S. Foreign Policy, in: International Studies Quarterly 
45, 3, 433-454. 

Slater, Jerome, and Jan Knippers Black, 1984: United States Policy in Latin America, 
in: Jan Knippers Black (ed.): Latin America, Its Problems and Its Promise. A 
Multidisciplinary Introduction, Boulder: Westview Press, 221-242. 

Smith, Peter, 1996: Talons of the Eagle – Dynamics of U.S.-Latin American Relations, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 



 
 

32

 

Strange, Susan, 1989: Towards a Theory of Transnational Empire, in: Ernst-Otto 
Czempiel and James Rosenau (eds.): Global Changes and Theoretical Challenges: 
Approaches to World Politics for the 1990s, Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 
161-176.  

Strange, Susan, 1988: States and Markets – An Introduction to International Political 
Economy, London: Printers Publishers. 

Strange, Susan, 1987: The Persistent Myth of Lost Hegemony, in: International 
Organization 41, 4, 551-574.  

Suárez, Carlos O., 1997 : Globalización y mafias en América Latina, Buenos Aires: 
Dirple ediciones. 

Triepel, Heinrich, 1974: Die Hegemonie. Ein Buch von führenden Staaten, 2nd print of 
the edition Stuttgart 1943, Aalen: Scientia Verlag.  

Vaghefi, M. Reza, 1993: The Linking Giant: An Analysis and Policy Implications of 
the Canada-Mexico-U.S. Free Trade Area, in: Khosrow Fatemi (ed.): North 
American Free Trade Agreement. Opportunities and Challenges, New York: St. 
Martin’s Press, 62-83. 

Wainwright, Nancy A., 1993: Trade Relations between the United States and Mexico, 
in: Khosrow Fatemi (ed.): North American Free Trade Agreement. Opportunities 
and Challenges, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 222-230. 

Wallerstein, Immanuel, 1991: The Three Instances of Hegemony in the History of the 
Capitalist World Economy, in: George T. Crane and Abla Amawi (eds.): The 
Theoretical Evolution of International Political Economy. A Reader, Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 236-244.  

Wilson, Larman, 1999: United States Decision-Making in Relations with Latin 
America and the Caribbean – Organization, Personnel, and Politics, in: Manfred 
Berg et al. (eds.): Macht und Moral. Beiträge zur Ideologie und Praxis 
amerikanischer Außenpolitik im 20. Jahrhundert. Festschrift für Knud Krakau zu 
seinem 65. Geburtstag, Münster: LIT, 234-251. 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

33

 

Appendices 
 
 
 
Table 1:  Important U.S. interventions in Latin America (1913-1991)  
  (Selection) 
 
 

Year Country Type of hegemonic intervention 
1913 Mexico Support for rebels 
1914 Mexico Invasion 
1915 Haiti Invasion 
1916 Dominican Republic Invasion 
1924 Honduras Invasion 
1926 Nicaragua Invasion 
1950 Puerto Rico Covert Action 
1954 Guatemala Invasion  
1961 Cuba Invasion 
1964 Brazil Covert Action (coup d’etat) 
1965 Dominican Republic Invasion 
1967 Bolivia Covert Action 
1972-80 Honduras Covert Actions  
1973 Chile Covert Action (coup d’etat) 
1976 Argentina Covert Action (coup d’etat) 
1981-85 Nicaragua Covert Action 
1983 Grenada Invasion 
1986 Haiti Covert Action  
1986 Bolivia “War on Drugs” 
1989 Panama Invasion 
1991 Haiti Covert Action (coup d’etat) 
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Table 2:  Democracy and Development Indices  
(selected Latin American countries) 

 
 

Country 

BTI  
(status-index; 
ranking of 119 

countries)88

BTI 
(management-index;

ranking of 119 
countries)89

GNI (PPP) in 
thousand U.S. $90

USA --- --- 39,710 
Mexico 27 30 9,590 
Guatemala 70 57 4,140 
El Salvador 30 27 4,980 
Honduras 53 54 2,710 
Nicaragua 57 5 3,300 
Costa Rica 12 19 9,530 
Panama 28 39 6,870 
Cuba 96 108 --- 
Haiti 107 105 1,680 
Dominican Republic 42 50 6,750 
Columbia 48 52 6,820 
Venezuela 65 103 5,760 
Ecuador 63 89 3,690 
Peru 39 51 5,370 
Bolivia 51 49 2,590 
Chile 10 2 10,500 
Argentina 24 44 12,460 
Brazil 20 13 8,020 
Paraguay 58 58 4,870 
Uruguay 13 14 9,070 
 
 

                                                 
88  Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTI). The Status Index’s overall result represents the mean 

value of the scores for the dimensions “Political Transformation” and “Economic 
Transformation”. The mean value was calculated using the exact, not rounded values for both 
these dimensions, which, in turn, were derived from the ratings for the five political criteria (based 
on 18 indicators) and the seven economic criteria (based on 14 indicators). The table shows 
rounded scores for political and economic transformation as well as for the Status Index’s overall 
result. In some cases, therefore, the overall result differs slightly from the mean value.  

89  Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTI; management index). This index evaluates management 
by political decision-makers while taking into consideration the level of difficulty. The 
Management Index’s overall result is calculated by multiplying the intermediate result with a 
factor derived from the level of difficulty evaluation. 

90  Gross National Income; Purchasing Power Parities; statistics collected from the World Bank; 
[http://web.worldbank.org; reference date: 17 March 2006]. 
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Figure 2:  Impact of U.S. Hegemony on Development in Latin America91
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91  “+” indicates positive influence, “-” indicates negative influence. 
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