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South American Re-armament: From Balancing
to Symbolizing Power

RAFAEL A. DUARTE VILLA AND BRIGITTE WEIFFEN

Abstract: Since the year 2000, several South American countries strongly invested in arma-
ments. At the same time, they increasingly resorted to diplomacy and cooperative institutions
to maintain peace. This paper establishes a nexus between motivations for re-armament and
recent debates on regional security governance and the emergence of regional powers. Most
traditional theories have considered armament to be a function of either the perception of exter-
nal threat or the availability of economic means. In contrast, this article contends that the rise in
arms spending cannot be understood without taking into consideration: (a) the coexistence of a
stable power balance, security community thinking and practices in regional security govern-
ance; and (b) the desire of emerging states to increase their regional or global roles. This analy-
sis emphasizes non-conflict-driven external motives for military procurement as a new and
vital determinant, largely neglected in previous research on the region’s military spending.
Case studies of three major South American spenders, Brazil, Chile and Venezuela, underscore
the significance of non-conflict-driven external factors in military procurement. Their experi-
ence shows how emergence of regional powers has the potential to offset the contradictions
between conventional security logics, as the tendency of states to purchase arms for non-con-
flict-related reasons equally supports balance of power and security community thinking.

Introduction

In recent years, several South American countries have notably increased their mili-

tary spending. While total military expenditure in South America averaged US$ 36.3

billion between 1991 and 2000, it already averaged US$46.1 billion between 2001

and 2005, and increased steadily from 2005 onwards, reaching US$67.7 billion in

2012.1 Key regional actors such as Brazil, Colombia and Venezuela are engaging

in armament and strategic partnerships with external powers, namely France, the

United States, and Russia. These developments could potentially militarize already

existing historical, ideological and resource conflicts between neighbour states.2

At the same time, the region is witnessing a new wave of regional integration and

cooperation, even in the field of security and defence. A variety of bilateral and multi-

lateral security initiatives – most prominently, the establishment of the South Amer-

ican Defence Council (Consejo de Defensa Sudamericano) under the umbrella of the

Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) – reflect patterns of a nascent security

community.

This article seeks to explain the heightened military expenditure and arms pro-

curement in South America since the turn of the millennium. Most traditional theories

have considered military spending to be a function of either external threat or econ-

omic capacity. Additionally, the literature on the role of the military in Latin America
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has emphasized internal political motives such as countering domestic security

challenges, national development goals, or the necessity to buy the armed forces’

support for a civilian government by generous defence spending. In turn, this paper

emphasizes the increasing importance of external non-conflict-related motives,

where armament is used to bolster a country’s international profile – a factor so far

virtually absent from the debate on the determinants of defence spending.

Two conditions foster the emergence of those motives in South America. First,

security governance in the region is aptly described as a combination of balance of

power and security community discourses and practices. States still see military

force as a legitimate tool to influence their relations with other states in the region,

while at the same time using diplomacy and cooperative institutions to maintain

peace. Second, Latin America is a region in transformation from a taker of global

influence towards increasing international insertion. Latin American states liberate

themselves from traditional North American and European interference and reinforce

their Latin American or South American identity. Brazil as one of the BRICS

countries is a regional power with global aspirations, while states like Argentina,

Chile, Colombia and Venezuela become ‘secondary regional powers’. The regional

transformation entails both the renegotiation of power relationships, in accordance

with balance of power thinking, and efforts to enhance regional integration and a

regional security community.

Given those countervailing logics influencing South American foreign policies

and international relations, re-armament in the region is not exclusively attributable

to conflict. Regional and global political aspirations have surfaced as external motive

in their own right, in particular for emerging powers that seek to expand their influ-

ence in the region and beyond. As a consequence of non-conflict-related external con-

siderations armament is employed by South American countries as a symbol of status

and a tool for insertion into the regional or global context.

To substantiate this claim, we will examine armament in Brazil, Chile, and

Venezuela. While countries like Argentina and Peru are important actors in the

region, their spending in absolute terms and their increase in spending is compara-

tively modest. In contrast, Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela, together with Colombia,

stand out as those major South American countries that have experienced an extra-

ordinary rise of military spending since the early 2000s. They are the main investors

in direct arms purchases with ambitious projects that involve sophisticated military

equipment. In the Colombian case a high amount and increase of military spending

is easily explicable due to its internal armed conflict and the military cooperation

with the United States, in particular through the Colombia Plan, which resulted in

expansive military aid to support Colombia’s war on drugs. We concentrate our

analysis on Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela, where the factors driving the increase in

military spending are less obvious and warrant a closer exploration.

The article starts with an empirical assessment of defence expenditure and arms

procurement in Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela. We then develop an analytical frame-

work that differentiates between means and motives driving armament and pays

particular attention to non-conflict-driven external motives. Subsequently, the frame-

work is applied to Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela to explore to what extent
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non-conflict-driven external motives have gained ground as determinants of re-arma-

ment in the three South American countries.

Re-armament in Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela

The coexistence of the logics of balance of power and security community is not a

new phenomenon in the South American context. On the one hand, violence is preva-

lent in the region due to long periods of authoritarian rule and frequent military coups,

intra-state conflict and a high incidence of criminal violence. Additionally, South

America features a high number of rivalries resulting from disputed terrestrial and

maritime border lines, from political-ideological divergence, from conflicts about

resources, or from border-penetrating security threats.3 On the other hand, over the

past century, there were only a handful of wars in the region and South Americans

for the most part do not fear aggressions from their neighbours. Inter-state wars

have seldom occurred, and there is a long-standing normative consensus on peaceful

conflict management.4 Thus, phases of heightened tensions and increased military

armament alternated or even overlapped with phases of peace, cooperation, and

trust building.

During the 1970s and 1980s, when they were military regimes, the South Amer-

ican governments made heavy investments in military equipment. But in the course of

the transition to democracy and economic adjustment processes military budgets

decreased and reached the lowest level in the 1990s.5 According to the Stockholm

Peace Research Institute’s (SIPRI) Yearbooks, Latin America nowadays stands out

as the region that spends less on defence than any other world region except

Africa. However, a number of developments once again indicate a growing militar-

ization of the region.

In 1997 US President Bill Clinton derogated the Presidential Directive 13 (PD–

13), which had been issued by the Carter administration in 1977 to prohibit the sale of

advanced weaponry to the military dictatorships that then ruled most of Latin

America. In reaction to pressure from the American defence industry, Clinton’s

PD-34 once again authorized the sale of weapons to the region. The abolishment

of the PD-13 was subject to criticism from politicians and arms control advocates

in the United States who considered Latin American democracies unstable and

feared that ‘an influx of advanced weapons could set off an arms race in the region

and rekindle traditional rivalries’.6

The SIPRI Yearbook 2011 states that South American military spending in 2010

was 5.8 per cent higher in real terms than in 2009, and 42 per cent higher than in 2000.

Spending increased in seven of the ten South American countries for which data is

available. As shown in Table 1, Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela significantly increased

their defence budgets in absolute terms since the turn of the millennium.7 The total

volume of arms transfers to South America during the 2006–2010 period rose by

150 per cent compared to the 2001–2005 period.8 Especially the arms procurements

of Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela have caught the attention of specialists. In 2008,

SIPRI for the first time in the history of the SIPRI Yearbook devoted a separate
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section to an analysis of arms transfers to South America where the cases of Brazil,

Chile, and Venezuela took central stage.9

Brazil temporarily reduced its international impact as an importer of conventional

weapons in 2003, when President Lula da Silva cut the military budget by 20 per cent

in order to divert funds to social spending. From 2004 onwards, military expenditure

rose again at an annual average of 6.9 per cent between 2004 and 2010.10 Brazil

initially bought second-hand arms, such as 12 Mirage 2000C fighter planes from

France, which were delivered on three lots of four aircraft in 2006, 2007 and

2008, and nine F-5E/F from Saudi Arabia.11 But in 2007, Brazil decided to modernize

and upgrade its armed forces, backed by a strategic relationship with France. Most

important was the agreement with France signed in September 2009 for the pro-

duction of four diesel-powered submarines as well as the country’s first nuclear-

powered submarine. From 2007 onwards, the Brazilian Air Force pursued the FX2

project, a programme of modernizing its fleet of combat aircraft by the acquisition

of 36 fighter jets to replace outmoded Mirages.12 In 2008 the Air Force announced

the three finalist companies,13 and in December 2013, the Brazilian government con-

cluded a protected decision-making process with an agreement to buy 36 Gripen–NG

aircraft from the Swedish company Saab, with delivery expected to start in 2018. This

purchase will boost Brazilian military investment over the next 15 years.14 In a

special section on regional powers, the SIPRI Yearbook 2011 pointed out that the

bulk of the regional military build-up resulted from the increase in Brazil’s spend-

ing.15 The country’s military expenditure accounts for around 55 per cent of the

regional total. Brazil now features among the world’s 15 major military spenders,

ranking tenth in 2011 and eleventh in 2012.16

During the first half of the 2000s, Chile called attention when it decided to pur-

chase 10 F-16 combat aircraft from the United States and bought several frigates

from the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Subsequently, the Chilean military

ordered 12 Super Tucano planes from Brazil, 18 additional F-16 planes from the

Netherlands, numerous German tanks, and 200 American Humvees from General

Motors.17 Observers worried how the Chilean military investments would affect its

bilateral relations with Bolivia and Peru, with whom Chile is still involved in territor-

ial disputes. The sustained dynamism of Chilean armament was reflected in the fact

that it was the largest importer of conventional weapons in South America in 2006–

2010 and the twelfth largest in the world. Between the periods 2001–2005 and 2006–

2010, its arms imports increased by 67 per cent. However, Venezuela and Brazil

experienced even steeper rises over the same time period: Venezuela’s arms

imports increased by 359 per cent, and Brazilian imports by 436 per cent.18

The country whose military build-up attracted the highest level of attention was

Venezuela under President Hugo Chávez. Between 2002 and 2007, Venezuela’s mili-

tary budget almost doubled. The country entered into a strategic partnership with

Russia which included purchases worth US$4 billion, such as Sukhoi fighter

planes, tanks, short-range missiles, dozens of helicopters, and 100,000 AK-103

rifles, as well as a contract for a Kalashnikov rifle factory. Venezuela also acquired

equipment from Spain and China.19 As Table 1 illustrates, Venezuela’s military

expenditure rose rather in absolute terms than in relation to its GDP. According to
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the most recent SIPRI estimates, Venezuela spent only 1.6 per cent of its GDP on

defence at the peak of its military build-up in 2006, figures lower than Chile (2.4

per cent) or Colombia (3.3 per cent). However, SIPRI notes that the figures for Vene-

zuela exclude an unknown amount of extra-budgetary funding from the National

Development Fund FONDEN, created in 2005 and funded by contributions from

the Central Bank and the state oil company PDVSA. According to Colgan,20 official

figures also fail to account for the costs of the Territorial Guard, created in 2004,

which is a militia focusing on ‘asymmetrical warfare’ and guerrilla tactics, and osten-

sibly designed as a defence force against a major invader such as the United States.

His research on the size of extra-budgetary arms purchases in Venezuela under Pre-

sident Chávez suggests that military expenditures were typically at least 20 to 70 per

cent higher than the estimates provided by SIPRI and the International Institute of

Strategic Studies (IISS).21

In 2005, the US Defence Department criticized Venezuelan plans to buy Russian

Kalashnikov rifles and expressed concerns that Chávez was becoming a destabilizing

factor in South America.22 Repeatedly, Venezuela was certified by the American

government, through the Section 40A of the Arms Export and Control Act

(AECA), as a country that is ‘not fully cooperative’ in the fight against terrorism. Pur-

suant to the certification, defence-related products and services coming from the

United States may not be sold or licensed for export to Venezuela. Concerns contin-

ued under the Obama administration. In 2009 US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton

stated that Venezuela’s recent arms acquisitions outpaced those of any other country

in South America and raised questions about whether an arms race was looming in the

region.23

The increase in South American military budgets also did not go unnoticed

among think-tanks and research centres. The IISS pointed to the fact that the high

military spending in the region was comparable only to the period of military

TABLE 1

MILITARY EXPENDITURE IN BRAZIL, CHILE, AND VENEZUELA

1996–2000
(mean)

2001–2005
(mean) 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Absolute (local currency calendar year)∗

Brazil 16895.8 28284.6 35686 39887 44841 51283 59819 61788 64795
Chile 964.2 1378.2 1978 2068 2375 2109 2402 2631 2668
Venezuela 784.6 2249.4 6436 6377 9286 8631 8683 10229 17200
Absolute (US$ million at constant 2011 prices)
Brazil 22692.4 26655.4 27441 29595 31488 34334 38127 36932 36751
Chile 3050.4 3712.6 4937 4944 5222 4569 5131 5440 5357
Venezuela 2541.0 2643.2 4940 4124 4569 3302 2574 2385 3316
Relative (percentage of gross domestic product)
Brazil 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5
Chile 2.7 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1
Venezuela 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.0

Source: SIPRI Military Expenditure Database 1988-2012, www.sipri.org/databases/milex.
Note: ∗Brazil: million reais; Chile: billion pesos; Venezuela: million bolivares fuertes.
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dictatorships. The Spanish Real Instituto Elcano worried about the potentially desta-

bilizing effects of re-armament against the background of persistent rivalries: ‘The

famous arms race in Latin America, led by Venezuela, is no longer just talk’.24 In

turn, SIPRI experts, albeit confirming the exceptional increases in military spending

in some countries of the region, mitigated the fears about an arms race in the sense of

an action-reaction pattern and argued that the countries were simply replacing obso-

lete equipment.25

Theorizing the Determinants of Re-armament

Our theoretical framework establishes a nexus between states’ motivations for arms

purchases and new thinking on regional security governance and rising powers. First,

Adler and Greve have conceptualized ‘balance of power’ and ‘security community’

as different security systems of governance characterized by different mechanisms of

conflict resolution and different ways of conceiving power.26 These systems of rule

might overlap or coexist in political discourse and practice. This applies to South

America: While most military institutions in the region still adhere to balance of

power thinking and practices, other parts of the policy-making bureaucracy, such

as the diplomatic corps, have deeply internalized security community discourses

and practices.27 Second, recent research on rising powers focuses on contested leader-

ship in the face of emerging regional and secondary powers. The onset of regional and

global aspirations, such as Brazil’s desire to increase its global role, Brazil’s and

Venezuela’s competition for regional leadership, and Chile’s wish to fortify its

regional status, is a new situation for a region like South America where countries

were always rule takers and are now emerging as international powers.28 Third, the

literature on determinants of defence spending has long accounted for the fact that

armament is not only the result of external threats. Most studies focus on a range

of economic, political and strategic reasons, and many scholars additionally divide

the determinants of military expenditure into internal and external causes.29 Yet,

surprisingly few scholars explicitly tackle Latin American military spending.30 An

exception is Jorge Battaglino whose recent article identifies three main determinants

of arms spending in South America: the expansive or non-expansive nature of the

strategic assessment of defence, the availability of economic resources allocated by

the defence budget; and the level of political attention to defence issues.31

The framework we employ to structure our case studies combines the three

strands of literature. The emergence of new external motives, conditioned by the

coexistence of different mechanisms of security governance and the rise of regional

and secondary powers, is the linchpin of our analysis. Yet, we will also take into

account more conventional explanations of military spending. An overview of the

potential determinants is presented in Figure 1.

The wealth of a country, resource revenues, or the availability of specific funds

are facilitating conditions for investments in armament. Often enough, those means

are more stable over time than the ups and downs of economic cycles might

suggest, thanks to the existence of established practices or laws earmarking certain
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resource revenues, a certain minimum amount or fraction of the budget for defence

purposes.32

Internal motives can be subdivided into national development goals, national pol-

itical goals, and bureaucratic politics goals.33 National development goals include the

objective need to modernize technologically obsolescent arms stocks, and the desire

to develop, maintain and strengthen a domestic arms industry in order to secure

employment, achieve independence from major suppliers, become immune to arms

boycotts, become an arms exporter or foster science spinoffs to non-defence

sectors. In countries affected by natural disasters such as hurricanes or volcanic erup-

tions, the armed forces are involved in disaster management and emergency aid. They

might also have an important role in technology transfer, regional development and

the creation of employment perspectives for young people.34

For the sake of national political goals, the military might be employed to secure

internal order. Throughout the 20th century, Latin American armed forces devoted

their attention to internal affairs and counterinsurgency rather than to external

defence: ‘The military function has become introverted in the Latin American repub-

lics; with few opportunities to fight for their countries, the soldiers remained preoc-

cupied with internal politics and the search for personal and collective advantage’.35

In countries facing internal conflict and guerrilla warfare, the military still plays a role

in combating rebel groups, and it might also be deployed to fight organized crime.

Armament might also be influenced by (changes in) political regime type.

Although democracies do not necessarily spend less on the military than autocracies,

most autocratic regimes rely on repression to retain their grip on power, which is why

transitions to democracy are commonly followed by a reduction in military influence

FIGURE 1

DETERMINANTS OF ARMAMENT IN CONTEMPORARY LATIN AMERICA
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and expenditure. In the Latin American context, military budget cuts signal the estab-

lishment of civilian supremacy over the military.36 After the transition from author-

itarianism, those armed forces that enjoyed a higher standing at the time of the

transition are more likely to possess reserved domains of authority and policy-

making.37 Often enough, the result is a ‘protected democracy’ where the armed

forces act as guardians or tutelary powers and protect ‘national security’ against

external as well as internal enemies.38 Under these conditions, the persistence of a

high level of military expenditure after democratization reflects the bureaucratic poli-

tics goal to appease and satisfy the military.

The principal external explanation of why nations arm is conflict. This, almost by

definition, is what defence efforts are for: upholding national purposes against actual

or potential aggression from other countries. Balance of power thinking is predicated

on the notion of the international system as being composed of competing centres of

power that are locked into the security dilemma, which might generate dynamics of

arms races and wars.39 An arms race exists if two or more parties perceive each other

as adversaries, these parties are building up their arsenals at a fast pace, exceeding a

certain quantitative threshold, and each party structures its respective military stance

on the basis of its counterpart’s past, present and potential behaviour so that there is a

discernible action-reaction pattern.40

External motives in accordance with the balance of power logic were of utmost

importance in South America under military dictatorship, when geopolitics went

hand in hand with considerations of defensive strategy and power projection.

Today, geopolitics still plays a role in the security thinking of the military sector

and the political right. Especially in those countries with a record of militarized dis-

putes around contested frontiers, the modernization of the armed forces might be

motivated by these rivalries.41 Traditional concepts of the enemy are easily

invoked to legitimize armament, even if the alleged escalatory dynamics are confined

to rhetoric and countries do not seriously consider resorting to violent means.

But conflict-driven conventional military armament may coexist with discourses

and practices characteristic of the security community logic, such as the use of dip-

lomatic initiatives and confidence-building measures as tools of rivalry mitigation,

and a factual abstention from the use of force.42 Building on the seminal work of

Karl Deutsch, Adler and Barnett conceptualize security communities as transnational

regions comprised of sovereign states whose people maintain the expectation that the

members of the community will not fight each other physically and will resolve any

conflictive issues by peaceful means.43 The majority of civilian elites in South Amer-

ica’s policy-making bureaucracies and diplomatic corps adhere to the logic of secur-

ity community and rely on diplomacy and international law to resolve interstate

disputes.44

The overlap of factors driving and constraining militarization does not only result

from divergent elite preferences, but also from regional transformation. While the

external objective of gaining influence in the world has been a traditional foreign

policy goal for most of world history, the current emergence of regional and global

aspirations is a new situation for South America. Rising powers seek to bolster

their international profile by traditional hard power such as the size of population,
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economic resources and the military, but also by soft power such as international

institution-building, agenda-setting, and the mobilization of coalitions. Hence, the

rise of regional powers reinforces the coexistence of balance of power and security

community discourses and practices.

Non-conflict-driven armament has the potential to reconcile the divergent logics

of balance of power and security community as well as the divergent implications of

rising powers’ aspirations. Just like a large territory and population, economic wealth,

or the access to natural resources, military capacity is a manifestation of power and

status. The relationship between military power and political impact on the inter-

national environment is well-established when analysing the ascension and decline

of the two superpowers during and after the cold war,45 but has not yet been

applied to emerging regional powers. Military strength boosts a country’s inter-

national profile even in circumstances where there seems to be no immediate

danger of militarized conflict. It symbolizes status and the political leverage of a

state in the regional or global context. The use of the military for extra-territorial

tasks such as the participation in peacekeeping or peace enforcement operations is

a typical manifestation of this orientation since it often functions as a catalyst for

greater international exposure for countries with externally oriented doctrines and

as an opportunity for smaller states to project themselves on a global stage.46

From the point of view of balance of power thinking, the strategy of using the

military externally for political purposes concurs with strategies of hard balancing

and geopolitical aspirations. At the same time, from the point of view of the represen-

tatives of a rising power eager to influence their regional environment but adhering to

the security community repertoire of practices, the new external strategy satisfies the

strive for status and international insertion. In that sense, under the conditions of a

region in transformation from takers towards makers of global influence, non-con-

flict-driven armament is a synthesis of the logics of balance of power and security

community that accommodates the proponents of both logics.

The Determinants of Re-armament in Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela

The following analysis explores the place of external non-conflict-driven motives in

relation to other determinants and constraints of armament. Our approach differs

from Battaglino’s recent study in its aim and research design. He combines three vari-

ables that are usually considered independently in the traditional literature in order to

explain different levels of arms purchases across South America. In turn, we seek to

find evidence supporting our claim that non-conflict-driven motives are an influential

factor previous studies on determinants of military spending have missed, and which

is particularly relevant for rising regional or secondary powers. We thus focus on

countries characterized by high arms purchases and rising power aspirations.47 Meth-

odologically speaking, we submit our candidate-theory of an increasing relevance of

non-conflict-driven motives to a plausibility probe by looking at their importance as a

determinant of re-armament in Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela.48

Figure 1 depicts our analytical framework that structures the case studies. They

start with a review of economic means as a facilitating condition and internal
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motives in order to make sure that none of those factors disproportionately influences

armament in any of the cases.49 The section on external motives looks at traditional

balance of power issues, such as tensions and disputes with neighbour states, as well

as ‘new’ aspects related to regional dynamics, such as the prevention of interference

by external powers and the protection of natural resources as the base of ascending

economic power. These are weighed against non-conflict-driven motives, such as

attempts to mitigate rivalries by bilateral and multilateral mechanisms of conflict res-

olution and attempts to satisfy rising power aspirations by agenda setting on the inter-

national level and international institution-building.

Means

The jump in military spending in South American countries in the first decade of the

new millennium resulted from resource revenues and economic growth. A rise in

commodity prices – especially copper, soya and oil – equally benefited Brazil,

Chile, and Venezuela. This was reflected in steady economic growth in the region,

which averaged 5.25 per cent for the years 2004–2006, the highest rate recorded

since the 1970s.50 Growth remained on the same level in 2007, where Brazil,

Chile, and Venezuela achieved growth rates of 6.1, 5.2 and 8.8 per cent, respect-

ively.51 Almost all major countries of the region saw a simultaneous improvement

in macroeconomic indicators such as inflation, fiscal adjustment and reduction of

public debt.

Brazil’s economic performance in the past decade, with an average annual growth

of 4.7 per cent in the years 2004–2007, has turned the country into the world’s

seventh largest economy today.52 Brazil owes its current economic strength in part

to a global boom in commodity prices in agriculture and natural resources. The

country recovered quickly from the economic crisis, exceeding the pre-crisis rates

with a GDP growth of 7.5 per cent in 2010, and is expected to become a major oil

producer and exporter after the discovery of offshore oil fields. Recent growth

rates have been lower, with 2.7 per cent in 2011 and 0.9 per cent in 2012.

Chile’s consistently high level of military expenditure was enabled by the coun-

try’s good economic performance, with an average annual growth rate of 5.2 per cent

between 2004 and 2007, and its status as the world’s leading exporter of copper. Due

to the Copper Reserve Law, copper revenues grant the Chilean armed forces a steady

source of funding for military equipment. Initially imposed in 1958, the law deter-

mines that the Chilean armed forces automatically receive 10 per cent of copper rev-

enues. SIPRI reports that the state-run National Copper Corporation (CODELCO)

transferred US$7.4 billion to the military between 1990 and 2007, amounting to 21

per cent of the country’s military budget.53 According to IISS calculations, the

Copper Law was responsible for a contribution to the military of almost US$1

billion only in 2008.54 Under this regulation, arms may be acquired simply

because of the availability of funds rather than for clear security needs. The law

has long been a bone of contention and a bill reforming military spending and remov-

ing the Copper Reserve Law was passed by the Chilean Congress in June 2012 and, as

of December 2013, is under revision by the Senate.
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In Venezuela, rising oil prices for several years contributed to an increase of the

military budget. During the first four years of the Chávez presidency, the economy

initially grew (1999–2001) and then contracted (2002–2003) mainly because of

the turmoil caused by a coup attempt of 2002 and the general strike of 2002–

2003. With a calmer political situation in 2004, annual GDP growth averaged 11.8

per cent between 2004 and 2007, and Venezuela started to benefit from rising pet-

roleum prices. Revenues from petroleum exports in that time period accounted for

about 37 per cent of the country’s GDP and 88 per cent of total merchandize

exports.55 However, in 2009 and 2010 the Venezuelan economy shrank, and recent

growth rates have been more moderate than during the 2000s.

Internal Motives

This section explores to what extent internal considerations such as the political will

to modernize equipment, the aim to develop a domestic arms industry, and the need to

appease a politically influential military determine armament in the three countries.

In the case of Brazil, one reason for buying new weapons was the need to reverse

a series of defence budget cuts, most recently in 2003, and to upgrade the out-

dated technology of most of the armed forces’, especially the air force’s, equipment.

In comparison to other South American countries, Brazil is better positioned to start a

steady arms build-up supported by its own national defence industry.56 Brazil’s aim

to restructure its domestic arms industry was articulated in its National Defence Strat-

egy, published in 2008, as well as in its recent National Defence White Book.57

Decisions on arms procurement are increasingly made with a view to the effects

on the domestic industry. For example, a key rationale for the December 2013

decision to buy fighter airplanes from the Swedish company Saab is the expected

technology transfer from Saab to the Brazilian manufacturer Embraer, given that

the latter will take part in the assembling of the aircraft.58 Led by companies like

Embraer, which has recently re-entered the Top 100 arms producing and military ser-

vices companies,59 Brazil is becoming a global arms trader in its own right.

In addition to national development goals, the political influence of the military

determines arms procurement. For most of the 20th century, military industrializers

concerned with national defence capabilities created a military-industrial develop-

mentalist coalition on behalf of the state.60 As a consequence, Brazil’s military

was exceptionally well positioned to remain influential after the transfer of power

to civilians in 1985. It retained numerous political prerogatives, including six

cabinet positions. A civilian-led Ministry of Defence was established in 1999 only.

Article 142 of the Brazilian Constitution guarantees the central role of the military

as the ‘guardians’ of the constitutional powers and of law and order.

In Chile it has also been argued that most of its acquisitions replace ageing

systems. For example, the F-16 aircraft replaced Mirage combat aircraft, and recently

purchased submarines replaced old equipment commissioned in 1976. Especially in

the early phase after the transition, with Pinochet still in place as head of the army,

military investment was strongly related to the concessions that the Chilean political

class was willing (or compelled) to make to a very powerful and autonomous military

that continued to be the ultimate guarantor of the political system. With military
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prerogatives on the wane since the 2005 constitutional reform, significant sectors of

Chilean armed forces now invoke internationalist motives such as the participation in

multilateral operations to justify the need for a technologically modern, professional

force.61

Comparable to the two other countries, the Venezuelan government pointed to the

obsolescence of equipment when it justified the purchase of Russian weapons as a

way to restore and modernize the inventory of the armed forces. One has to differen-

tiate according to the type of acquisition, though. The submarines Venezuela had

were indeed very old, and the modernization of aircraft and helicopters had suffered

from the United States’ refusal to sell spare parts. In contrast, Venezuela’s motivation

for installing a weapons factory to produce Russian Kalashnikov rifles in the country

appears much more dubious. Arms purchases by Venezuela are also related to the

political role of the military. The base of Chávez’s political support was formed by

a civil coalition of nationalist and leftist politicians and a strong military sector,

which has been involved in central functions of civilian administration.62 The

armed forces have a strong lobby due to their role as heads of local governments,

state enterprises and ministries. Arms purchases show that Chávez was sensitive to

the military sector’s demands for modernization and the replacement of out-dated

weapons.63

External Motives

This section explores to what extent non-conflict-related external objectives moder-

ate, complement or replace traditional conflict-related concerns in the three South

American countries.

Brazil. Although Brazil does not have open territorial issues with any of its neigh-

bour states, Brazilian plans to modernize its military capabilities are not devoid of

conflict-driven motives. During the first decade of the new millennium, observers

pointed to the competition between Brazil and Venezuela for regional leadership

and suggested that Brazil tried to modernize the inventory of its armed forces

‘with an eye on developments in Venezuela’.64 Following Venezuela’s support for

Bolivia’s nationalization of its hydrocarbon industry in May 2006, some sectors in

Venezuela pictured a hypothetical war scenario of Brazil seeking control of Bolivian

gas fields, in which case Venezuela would be committed to defend the government of

Evo Morales. In turn, Brazilian press outlets have called attention to the ‘Venezuelan

threat’ due to the modernization of its air force. The purchase of sophisticated

weapons by Venezuela provided the Brazilian high command with a justification

to lobby for bigger budgets. They argued that in comparative perspective, the oper-

ational capabilities of the Brazilian Air Force were below those of Chile, Venezuela

and even Peru.65

The Brazilian government denied that the modernization of its armed forces was

related to concerns about the balance of power in the region and initiated confidence-

building measures (CBM) in order to mitigate suspicions. Military exchanges with

Andean neighbour countries have included joint operations and air exercises, such

as COLBRA (Colombia/Brazil), VENBRA (Venezuela/Brazil), and PERBRA
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(Peru/Brazil), which improved the knowledge exchange between the air forces of the

Andean countries and Brazil and helped to standardize procedures between Andean

and Brazilian militaries.66

In any case, the project of modernization of the Brazilian armed forces is much

more than a reaction to the military investments of neighbouring countries. In line

with the geopolitical concerns of a new regional power, Brazil is conducting a

process of securitization of its natural resources—such as energy, water resources,

the Amazonian rainforest, agricultural land, and the hydrocarbon resources in the

pre-salt maritime zones in the South Atlantic. Brasilia considers defence investments

vital to strengthen Brazil’s borders and to protect the recently discovered offshore oil

and gas reserves estimated to hold 10 billion barrels of oil. These reserves will report-

edly take Brazil from the eleventh in the global oil-producer rankings to the world’s

fifth-largest producer or higher by 2020.67 The turn to a very strong emphasis on the

South Atlantic, both as a means of securitizing the pre-salt oilfields and of gaining

international profile, pervades the National Defence White Book released in 2012.68

Brazilian defence policy has to be understood in the context of the country’s

broader foreign policy goals as a regional power with a significant role in global

affairs. The White Book, rather than identifying concrete threats and enemies, out-

lines Brazil’s new priorities in the 21st century and conceptualizes them in terms

of capabilities. It examines the challenges in key strategic areas such as space, cyber-

netics, nuclear energy, and the defence of the Amazon region and offshore oil fields in

the South Atlantic. The White Book supports Brazil’s aspiration for great power

status and argues that, despite its location in a peaceful region, the country has to

be prepared to defend itself against potential conflicts.69

Yet, the very existence of a White Book is a crucial element in a confidence-

building strategy clearly aligned with security community thinking and non-con-

flict motivations.70 The projection of Brazil within the concert of nations and its

participation in international decision-making is the main non-conflict-driven

objective of Brazilian foreign and defence policy. For a long time, Brazil por-

trayed itself as the dynamic ‘country of the future’, but this rhetoric was not

taken seriously by other major players. Only recently, in the face of Brazil’s econ-

omic success and more assertive diplomacy, the country is perceived as an emer-

ging nation in the new international scenery.71 During President Lula da Silva’s

mandate (2002–2010) Brazil’s foreign policy changed significantly towards a

proactive role in its own neighbourhood and beyond, based on two goals: regional

integration and multilateralism.72

While South America from a Brazilian perspective had for a long time been

merely regarded as a locus for economic exchange, Lula’s administration approached

the region differently by putting an emphasis on security. The most important step

was Brazil’s proposal to create a Community of South American Nations, turned

into the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) in 2008, and to equip this

organization with the South American Defence Council.73 The objectives of this

entity are to promote the cooperation between UNASUR members in security

issues, the coordination of defence policies, the exchange of military personnel,

and the joint participation in UN peace operations.74
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The focus on South American unity represents a significant shift in relation to the

established security architecture in the Western Hemisphere. The inter-American

security system, with the Organization of American States (OAS) as its centrepiece,

was for a long time perceived as dominated by the United States.75 Brazil views the

continuing presence of the United States in some South American countries as an

undue interference in the region. The South American Defence Council is therefore

based on the idea that the region should develop a more autonomous agenda on secur-

ity. Moreover, the Council’s institutional deepening could help to defend the region

against potential external interventions. Hence, Brazil’s aim is to take over the

leading position in the region from the United States.

Brazil has sought to expand its global presence by participating in UN peace oper-

ations. Already during the Cardoso administrations (1994–2002) Brazil joined UN

peace missions in East Timor and Angola. The fact that Brazil took a leading role

in the UN Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) is particularly significant,

considering that Brazil refused to send troops to Haiti in the early 1990s. Not only

does its activism in the Haitian case underline Brazil’s position as key actor in hemi-

spheric security issues, but its participation also substantiates its long-standing claim

for a permanent seat in the UN Security Council.76 Brazil has taken a number of

further steps to establish itself as an actor on the global stage, such as its initiatives

to found the G-20 and to strengthen South-South relations by the establishment of

the IBSA (India, Brazil, South Africa) Dialogue Forum and the BRICS (Brazil,

Russia, India, China, South Africa) association.

Chile. The coexistence of balance of power and security community discourse and

repertoires of practices is clearly visible in the Chilean case. While the long-standing

rivalry between Chile and Argentina concerning the Beagle Channel and more than

20 other unresolved border issues was mitigated in the 1990s, Chile’s relations with

both Bolivia and Peru are still tense. Landlocked Bolivia has for 130 years made

claims to Chilean territory that would enable sovereign access to the Pacific Ocean.

Bolivians regard this territorial claim as compensation for their mineral-rich littoral

department that was annexed by the Chilean military at the end of the 19th century.

The Chilean-Peruvian maritime dispute over the sovereignty of an area at sea in the

Pacific Ocean dates back to the late 19th century as well. While Chile insists that

the sea border was demarcated by two treaties in the 1950s, Peru interprets those trea-

ties as fishing pacts only and contends that the border issue remains unresolved. Mutual

distrust persists in official documents issued by both states, and non-official conflict

hypotheses can be traced in political and academic debates.77

Consequently, Chile’s purchase of modern military equipment feeds suspicion

and alarm in the neighbourhood. Political and academic sectors in Bolivia and

Peru argued that the modernization of the Chilean armed forces widened the gap

in terms of quality, sophistication and technology.78 In reaction to the Chilean acqui-

sition of fighter aircraft F-16 in the early 2000s, the Peruvian Defence Ministry

warned that Chile was about to disrupt the military balance in the region and start

an arms race, while the Chilean Air Force stated that the purchases were a regular

replacement of outdated equipment.
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In recent years, Chile, Bolivia and Peru oscillated between the resurgence of ten-

sions and efforts to improve bilateral relations. Following the security community

logic, Chilean diplomats and politicians engaged in appeasement and tried to

relieve mutual suspicions by agreements on CBM. Bolivian-Chilean relations

started to improve when the administration of Chilean President Michelle Bachelet

(2006–2010) promised an outlet to the sea to the Bolivian government of Evo

Morales (2006–present). A series of CBM was announced, including the destruction

of landmines that Chile had spread along the Bolivian border during the Pinochet dic-

tatorship and the participation of Bolivian soldiers in anti-mine trainings at Chilean

military academies. Besides that, the CBM embraced mechanisms for bilateral con-

sultation and cooperation in anti-drug efforts.79 Relations became more strained

again under the Chilean administration of President Sebastian Piñera (2010–2014).

While Bolivia intensified its request for an outlet to the sea by bringing the issue

to the OAS General Assembly and by instituting proceedings against Chile at the

International Court of Justice (ICJ), the Piñera administration refused to elevate dis-

cussions on any pending issues with Bolivia to international organizations.80

In the case of Chile and Peru, tensions reignited during the governments of

Ricardo Lagos in Chile (2000–2006) and Alejandro Toledo in Peru (2002–2006)

when in 2005 the Peruvian Congress approved a law that extended the stated sea

border in the contested waters. In contrast, under the governments of the Peruvian

President Alan Garcia (2007–2011) and Chilean President Bachelet, both countries

tried to revive a mechanism called ‘2+2 meeting’, an instrument of consultation,

policy coordination and information exchange between the Ministries of Defence

and Foreign Affairs whose activities had been suspended since the time of the gov-

ernments of Lagos and Toledo.81 In 2008, Peru brought the maritime dispute to the

ICJ; the verdict, rendered on 27 January 2014, is considered a compromise

between the demands of both countries.

Chilean armament is not only influenced by the trajectory of its rivalries, but also

by its aspirations to be an important player in the region and beyond. Chilean govern-

ments in accordance with the military high command intend to transform Chile into a

regional military power and to allow the Chilean military to become what is techni-

cally known as ‘NATO-standard’ forces,82 a status that has not been achieved by any

South American country until today. Additionally, Chile’s participation in UN peace

operations is singled out as important motive for the modernization of the armed

forces and investment in military equipment. Chile, which until 1990 had only

participated in three peacekeeping missions, increased its participation to 15 by the

end of the first decade of this century and is the only South American country to

count, since 1996, with a national policy regulating its participation in peacekeeping

operations.83

Concomitantly, Chile uses non-military means to bolster its international profile.

Re-democratized Chile broke with the isolationist tendencies of the Pinochet dictator-

ship when it put renewed emphasis on international conflict management and spear-

headed initiatives to form or reform multilateral institutions. At the OAS General

Assembly meeting in Santiago in 1991, Chile promoted the renewal of the inter-

American system and continued to be an agenda-setter in the adoption of a
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democracy clause and the debate on confidence-building measures in the OAS frame-

work. The country also has expanded its influence beyond the region, for example as

a protagonist in the Community of Democracies and by the establishment of special

links to Asia with its membership in the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC).

Venezuela. Venezuela invokes a traditional defensive motive when the government

relates the build-up to the strengthening of the security on its borders. Of particular

concern are its borders with Colombia, with which Venezuela shares 2,000 km,

and with Brazil, with which it has 2,219 km in common. The traditional source of ten-

sions with Colombia is the maritime border in the Gulf of Venezuela, which has been

disputed by Bogotá and Caracas since the 1830s. The discovery of oil reserves in the

contested waters intensified the conflict during the 20th century.

Along the Colombian land border, there is a problem of infiltration by guerrilla

groups, paramilitaries and criminal gangs. Some of the equipment purchased, such

as 600 armoured vehicles from Russia, gave Venezuela the operational capacity to

respond to the border transgressions by these groups.84 Those purchases made

Colombia feel uneasy. Due to the suspected ‘revolutionary solidarity’ of the Vene-

zuelan government with the FARC guerrillas, Colombia feared that light weapons

purchased by Venezuela, such as Kalashnikov fusils, might end up in the hands of

Colombian insurgent groups.85

From the Colombian perspective, the Venezuelan purchase of the aircraft Sukhoi-

30 from Russia shifted the regional military balance, and Colombian plans to replace

its Israeli Kfir fighter jets might be related to the fact that the country does not yet

have anything compared to the Sukhoi-30 in its stock. But although the increases

in arms purchases in Colombia and Venezuela may point to an action-reaction-

pattern, the bulk of Colombia’s armament is attributable far more to its struggle

with drug-funded leftist guerrilla groups than to any scenario of conflict with its

neighbours, and even its disagreements with Venezuela are partly rooted in its

internal conflict.86

In reaction to the increase in arms purchases by Venezuela in 2006 there were

some efforts to reduce suspicions between Colombia and Venezuela, such as the

formation of a high-level bilateral committee to strengthen security in the border

region. However, due to recurrent tensions during the first decade of this century,

Colombia and Venezuela have refrained from establishing permanent CBM, and

the non-existence or fragility of international institutions repeatedly led to misunder-

standings concerning reciprocal actions and intentions.87

Under the Chávez government, its strategic resources allowed Venezuela to grow

into a regional power and to attempt to overturn international power relations through

a new form of South-South cooperation.88 Venezuela believes that its political leader-

ship in South America is not only based on oil as a means to secure international

loyalties, but also linked to the modernization of its military arsenal in order to

improve its position in comparison with regional competitors such as Brazil. To

this end, Venezuela entered into military and defence cooperation with Russia, a

strategic partnership that is uncomfortable not only for Brazil, but also displeases

the United States.
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In line with its declared resistance to American imperialism in Latin America, the

justification of armament most often referred to by the Venezuelan government was

the need for defensive action against the danger of a US invasion. President Chávez

was convinced that an ‘asymmetrical war’ may eventually happen if the United States

decided to invade Venezuela using Colombia as military bridgehead. Chávez drama-

tized this scenario in 2007 when he announced the arrival of 5,000 Dragunov rifles

with night vision telescope from Russia, intended to equip snipers that would come

into action in a ‘guerrilla war’ if Venezuela was invaded by the United States.89 State-

ments from the United States considering Venezuelan arms purchases a threat to

Latin American regional stability and the Pentagon’s decision to reactivate the US

Navy’s Fourth Fleet to patrol the waters of South America and the Caribbean indicate

the militarization of American-Venezuelan relations.90

At the same time, Chávez expanded his political base in the region through ‘pet-

rodiplomacy’ and economic cooperation.91 He established a number of new regional

agreements and institutions, such as the PetroAmérica initiative to promote energy

integration, the Bank of the South (Banco del Sur), or the television station

TeleSUR. The most politically visible project is ALBA (Alternativa Bolivariana

para los pueblos de Nuestra América), founded in 2004, which sees itself as the soli-

darity-based integration alternative to the Free Trade Agreement of the Americas

(FTAA).92

Conclusion: Reconsidering Re-armament in South America

As the above analysis has shown, an explanatory framework of armament in South

America misses part of the picture when it concentrates on external threat or pol-

itical and economic factors. Building on a theoretical heritage influenced by geo-

politics and balance of power logics, conventional wisdom establishes a positive

correlation between the increase of military capabilities and conflict-driven

motives. However, a higher intensity of armament is not necessarily driven by

external threat, but might reflect a complex set of conflict-related and non-con-

flict-related motives.

First, the availability of means resulting from economic growth and abundant

resource revenues has facilitated investments in defence in all three countries.

Second, internal political motives matter. Acquisitions were motivated by efforts

to replace or upgrade military inventories in order to maintain existing capabilities

or support the domestic arms industries. Brazil stands out as the only country in

South America that has a substantial military industry, such as the aeronautics

company Embraer, so that its armament is partly driven by the desire to boost its dom-

estic arms industries. Moreover, although this factor has arguably become less impor-

tant in Chile, the purpose of placating the military lies behind the arms purchases.

Almost everywhere in the region, civilian control of the military remains far from

complete. Where the military gave up power with its political standing more or

less intact, where it is entrusted with development tasks, or where leftist leaders

rule uneasily over a conservative officer corps, elected governments are willing to

yield to the armed forces on questions like pay raises and arms procurement.
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Armament can thus be a response to domestic demands independent of the existence

of external threats.

Third, looking at the external motives, traditional concerns such territorial dis-

putes are still relevant, as exemplified by Chile’s strained relations with Peru and

Bolivia and the Venezuelan-Colombian rivalry.93 While confidence-building

measures have played a positive role in offsetting the negative impact of arms acqui-

sitions on inter-state relations in the past 20 years, levels of adoption and application

remain uneven, with participation in CBM stronger in the Southern Cone than the

Andean region.

Especially in Brazil and Venezuela, armament is also driven by ‘new’ geopoliti-

cal concerns closely related to their role as emerging regional powers. Both countries

are affected by transnational threats originating from non-state actors, such as border

transgressions of Colombian guerrilla groups, drug traffic, arms trade and other

forms of organized crime. In its military purchases, Brazil has concentrated on

combat and transport equipment, which reflects a doctrine oriented at securing

control of its border regions and resources. Venezuela is the only country that expli-

citly voices the necessity to defend against external threats, namely the scenario of an

American invasion. Apart from buying sophisticated equipment like the Sukhoi-30

aircraft, Venezuela followed its asymmetric warfare doctrine and focused on the

equipment of civilian militias. However, the fear of American invasion blended

Chávez’s provocative foreign policy rhetoric with the goal of modernizing the

military.

Fourth, our candidate-theory suggesting the increasing relevance of non-conflict-

driven external motives, in particular the use of armament as an expression of rising

power aspirations, receives support. Scholars have paid little attention to the defence

policies of emerging countries. In the past, developing countries acted as of ‘revisio-

nist states’ that expressed a general dissatisfaction with their position in the system. It

was assumed that at some point they would attempt to alter their position in the

international system through organized violence.94 Contemporaneously, emerging

powers on the regional or global level seem to play the role of ‘soft revisionists’.

Instead of using the military for traditional revisionist purposes, they employ military

means along with economic and political means to pursue regional or global political

goals.

This applies to Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela where armament is one more way to

justify their ascension to a regional leadership position or to leverage their position in

regional or global decision-making processes. Albeit to a different extent, all three

states share the aim to establish themselves as important players on the regional or

global level. For that purpose, they use military power as a representation of political

importance and – with the exception of Venezuela – the participation in multilateral

peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations as a strategy of global insertion.

Chile with its tradition of middle-power diplomacy has tried to reassert itself as an

agenda-setter in multilateral institutions after its return to democracy. Brazil and

Venezuela seek regional leadership in South America by the mobilization of

coalitions and international institution building, with UNASUR and ALBA as the

most politically visible projects. Both countries have also made an appearance on
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the global level – Venezuela mainly by means of political provocation, whereas

Brazil could bring to fruition several of its proposals to strengthen South-South

cooperation. Due to its weight in terms of population, territory, natural resources,

economic size and military forces, Brazil has the potential for great power status.

While there is still balance of power behaviour on the regional level – especially

between Chile and Venezuela and its respective rivals as well as, to a lesser extent,

between Brazil and Venezuela in their competition for regional leadership – the com-

petition is political and not military. In a framework of non-conflict-driven strategic

considerations, the new function of armament is to symbolize the rising power of

emerging states and to foster their political insertion on the regional and global level.

There are a number of implications of the argument for South America and beyond.

With a view to South America, the significance of these dynamics for future regional

relations warrants further exploration. Although the South American regional security

system has entered a new phase in which broader political objectives replace traditional

military concerns, there is a potential danger in the phenomenon of non-conflict-driven

armament. In line with the overlapping of regional mechanisms of security govern-

ance,95 states maintain their ambiguous balancing act between rhetorical trust-building

and conventional military armament. Due to power-driven calculus or remaining

mutual mistrust, regional and global aspirations driving the increases in armament

are not made explicit. Since most military capabilities can be used offensively, any

kind of budget increases and arms purchases can be perceived as signalling aggressive

intentions. Non-conflict-driven armament hence still goes along with classical pro-

blems of asymmetry of information and poor communication between foreign policy

decision-makers, creating conditions for the resurgence of distrust. However, recent

developments such as the establishment of the South American Defence Council indi-

cate that the mixture of political discourses and practices may tilt towards more security

community and less balance of power.

On a general level, this study suggests avenues for further research on the defence

policies of emerging and developing countries. First, the exploration of the South

American regional security context has shown that the correlation between military

power and political impact on the international environment exists not only in devel-

oped countries, but might be replicated by rising powers in developing regions.

Second, of particular interest in the analysis of external conditions motivating or con-

straining arms acquisitions is the argument that both non-conflict related (security

community) and conflict-related (balance of power) logics can reside side-by-side

within a region and even within individual countries. It would be worthwhile to inves-

tigate whether the overlap of modes of security governance is detectable in other

world regions. Third, conventional wisdom expects to see those logics in constant

contestation and, possibly, one of them prevailing over the other at some point.

Yet, the emergence of regional powers has the potential to offset the contradictions

between the two logics, as the resulting tendency of states to purchase arms for

non-conflict-related reasons equally supports balance of power and security commu-

nity thinking. Future research should investigate whether the confluence of those

dynamics is unique to South America or can also be found in other places where lea-

dership is contested in the face of rising regional powers.
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defensa en Iberoamérica [Human security and new defense policies in Ibero-America] (Madrid: Insti-
tuto Universitario ‘General Gutierrez Mellado’, 2007), pp.291–321.

79. ‘Rapprochement with Bolivia’, Latin American Security & Strategic Review, September 2007; also see
Leslie Wehner, ‘From Rivalry to Mutual Trust: The Othering Process between Bolivia and Chile’,
Working Paper No. 135, German Institute of Global and Area Studies, Hamburg, 2010, www.giga-
hamburg.de/dl/download.php?d=/content/publikationen/pdf/wp135_wehner.pdf.

80. Mares, Latin America and the Illusion of Peace (note 2), p.120.
81. ‘Thawing Relations with Peru’, Latin American Security & Strategic Review, September 2007.
82. Holtom et al. 2008, ‘International Arms Transfers’ (note 9), p.305.
83. Juan Ramı́rez M., ‘Comentarios sobre el proyecto que modifica la Lei no. 19.067 y establece normas

para la participación de tropas chilenas en operaciones de paz’ [Comments on the draft amendment to
Law No. 19,067 to establish rules for the participation of Chilean troops in peacekeeping operations],
Aportes al Debate Parlamentario no. 1, Centro de Estudios Estratégicos, Santiago de Chile, 2007,
www.fes-seguridadregional.org/ images/stories/docs/4099-001_g.pdf; Juan Emilio Cheyre, ‘UNPKO
and the Latin American Forces’, in Jorge Heine and Andrew S. Thompson (eds), Fixing Haiti: MIN-
USTAH and beyond (Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 2011), pp.157–72. These actions are
consistent with Mani’s finding that the Chilean political class has managed to turn key sectors of
the armed forces into stakeholders of a cooperative internationalist grand strategy. See Mani, Demo-
cratization and Military Transformation (note 27).

84. IISS, Military Balance 2008 (note 54), p.60.
85. Layla I. Dawood A., ‘Venezuela: a polêmica compra de rifles de assalto russos e o problema do tráfico
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