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Abstract. The present article reviews the current set of interests of the United States of
America in respect of Latin American countries. The author believes that the key groups of in-
terests pursued by the US in Latin America are as follows: political and security interests, eco-
nomic interests, and combined interests, the most important of the latter being the interests
relating to combating drug trafficking.

The author believes that the economic interest, albeit being a secondary one in terms of for-
mal hierarchy of interests, is in fact one of the core US interests in the region at present. The US
is interested to preserve its influence upon the Latin American market, and further engage the
Latin American workforce and industrial capacities to the benefit of the US economy. The US
pursues its interests in Latin America, inter alia, through various integration projects, includ-
ing NAFTA, CAFTA-DR, FTAA, and a range of free trade areas.

The article also addresses the interest of the US in the field of prevention of drug traffick-
ing, which constitutes an important area of cooperation between the US and the Latin Ameri-
can countries concerned. The author argues that, despite the fact that the current outcomes of
the ongoing war on drugs may be perceived as controversial, the issue in question serves as a
strong factor contributing to the growth of the US influence over, and its presence within, the re-
gion.

The article also reviews key methods used by the US to further its interests in Latin Amer-
ica, including the classical methods and those relating to soft power.

Key words: US, LAC, interests, methodologies, politics, economy, NAFTA, FTAA, soft
power.

AHoOTaUis. Y cmammi posenadaemovca cyuacnuu komniekc kaovosux inmepecie CIIA y
pezioni Jlamuncvroi Amepuxu. Buoinsaiomuscsa maxi 0CHO8HI 2pynu iHmepecis, AK nonimuKko-oes-
neKo6i, eKOHOMIUHI Ma KOMOIHOBAHI, 3 AKUX HAUOLIbWL 3HAUYWUMU € IHmMepecu Y cghepi npomu-
0ii Hapkompaixy.

Koncmamyemucs, wo exonomiunuii inmepec, nonpu 1020 opmaibHy 6MOPUHHICMb, €
OOHUM 3 OCHOBHUX O0ns 3068HiwHb0i nonimuku CLLA y Jlamuncokiti Amepuyi na cyvyacnomy
emani. CLLIA 3ayikaeneni y 30epexceHni c6020 @NaUSY HA GeNUUEIHUL IAMUHOAMEPUKAHCOKULL
PUHOK Ma NOOAILULOMY 3ATYYUEHHI TH0OCLKUX MA BUPOOHUYUX NOMYHCHOCMEU Pe2ioHy 00 npo-
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yecy pozeumky ekonomiku Cnonyuenux Lllmamis. Exonomiuni inmepecu CLLIA npocysarombcs
Ha Mii WUpoKo2o KOMNJIEKCy inmezpayitinux npoexmis, cepeo akux HADPTA, /[P-KADPTA, DTAA
ma nuzka 06ocmoponnix 3BT.

Hocnioocyemoca inmepec CLIA y eanysi 6opomvou 3 mopeienero Hapkomukamu, wo ooy-
MOBIIOE p030Y008Y 1 pO36UMOK 8adHCIUB020 ceemenmy dianoey CLIA ma JIAKE. Busnaueno, wo,
NONpuU HeOOHO3ZHAUHICMb NPOMINCHUX NIOCYMKIG GilIHU 3 HAPKOMUKAMU, NPodIeMa HapKompa-
Qixy cmanoeumsv 6axcIUBUL YUHHUK 30inbuenHs enaugy ma npucymuocmi CLLIA y pecioHi.

Pozensioaromuca memoou peanizayii inmepecie CILLA y kpainax JIAKE. 3oxkpema, 6uoi-
JIAIOMbCA KIACUYHT MemoOU ma CyuacHi Memoou M saKoi CUu.

Kurouosi cinoBa: CIIIA, JIAKD, inmepecu, memooonocii, nonimuxa, exonomixa, HADTA,
DTAA, m’aka cuna.

AHHOTAUMA. B cmamve paccmampugaemcs coO8peMeHHblll KOMNAEKC KAI0UeblX uHmepe-
cos CIIIA 6 pecuone Jlamunckou Amepuku. Bvioenaiomes maxkue ocHOGHble epYynNbl UHmMepe-
€08, KaK NOIUMUKO-0OOPOHHbBLE, IKOHOMUYECKUE U KOMOUHUPOBAHHbLE, U3 KOMOPbIX Haubonee
SHAUUMBIMU ABTIAIOMCA UHMEPECHL 8 cdhepe NPomueodeticmsus HapKompagpuxy.

Koncmamupyemcs, umo skonomuueckuil unmepec, HeCMOmMps Ha €20 POPMATbHYIO 8MO-
PUYHOCMb, A8/15emCsl OOHUM U3 OCHOBHBIX 05 eHewnel nonumuxu CLIA 6 Jlamunckou Ame-
puxe Ha cogpemennom smane. CLLA 3aunmepecosanvl 6 COXpaneHuu c60e20 6AUAHUAL HA KPYN-
HbLU TAMUHOAMEPUKAHCKUL PLIHOK U OdlbHeliueM 8081eYeHUU Yel08e4eCKUX U Npou3soo-
CMBEHHBIX MOWHOCIeEl pe2UoHa 6 npoyecc pazsumus skonomuxu Coedunennvix [[Imamos. Jxo-
Homuueckue unmepecwvl CIIIA npoosucaiomcs 6 KoHmeKkcme WupoKo2o0 KOMNIeKca uHmeepa-
yuonHwlx npoekmos, 8 uacmuocmu, HADPTA, J{P-KADPTA, PTAA u paoa osycmoponnux 3CT.

Hccnedyemcsa unmepec CLLIA 6 obnacmu 60pvbbi ¢ Hapkomop2o6ietl, Komopwlil 00ycias-
ausaem gopmuposanue u pazgumue axcnoeo ceemernma ouanoza CIIA u JIAKD. Onpedeneno,
Ymo, HeCMOMpPs HA HEOOHOZHAYHOCb NPOMENCYIMOUHBIX UMO208 BOUHbL C HAPKOMUKAMU, NPO-
brema naprompaguxa aensiem coool 8aiCHblli Pakmop yeeruueHus AUAHUL U NPUCYIMCNBUS
CLIIA 6 pecuone.

Paccmampusaromes memoow: peanuzayuu unmepecos CILIA 6 cmpanax JIAKDB. B uacmno-
cmu, 8blOENAIOMCA KIACCUYecKue Memoobl U CO8peMeHHble Memoobl MALKOU CUIbL.

KuawoueBsbie ciaoBa: CIIIA, JIAKB, unmepecwvl, memooono2uu, NOIUMUKA, IKOHOMUKA,
HADTA, PTAA, mackas cuna.

Problem description. Contemporary studies of the American influence in Latin America
and the Caribbean (LAC) are of significant scientific and practical interest. Having preserved for
a long historical period the status of a key military, political and economic player in the region,
the US nevertheless more and more frequently encounters challenges to its influence on the
LAC states. The aforementioned status of the US in Latin America is undermined by both in-
ternal and external regional factors — in the first place, the growing impact of other global power
centers such as the EU, China, and the RF. Therefore, attempts become relevant to understand
how the US is trying to respond to the modern challenges and preserve representation of its in-
terests in the LAC.

The aim of the article is to explore the principal contemporary interests of the US in Latin
America, and to identify the methods used by Washington to promote these interests in the re-
gion.

Analysis of the latest publications. The US policy in the LAC is one of the traditional
spheres of academic interest both for North American and for Latin American researchers, which
fact is explained by high practical relevance of this subject for the politics and economics of all
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participants of inter-American relations. The specific nature of US involvement in the LAC af-
fairs, the place and role of this superpower in the development of the Latin American sub-sys-
tem of international relations became the topic of studies by such scientists as P. Meyer, J. Bagley,
J. Livingston. The US economic interests in the LAC are furthermore discussed by S. Khan, N.
Soroka, and others. B. Bagley, ] Hornbeck, and others put a special focus on studying the prob-
lem of combating trans-border drug-related crimes and drug trafficking, which is a serious as-
pect of inter-American relations and at the same time one of the spheres of promotion of US
interests in the region.

At the same time, it should be acknowledged that researchers’ interest in the problems of
inter-American dialog is currently lower in Ukraine than in the West. However, respective works
of such Ukrainian scientists as N. M. Vesela, O. 1. Kovaliova, Yu. P. Palii, and A.V. Bredikhin,
should be mentioned.

Presentation of the key material of the study. The end of the Cold War and development
of new realities in Latin America led to a new agenda for the US in the region. The issue of
defining and protecting the principal US interests in Latin America became more relevant.

In a researcher’s opinion, at the current stage the following key interests of the US in the
LAC can be identified: political, security, economic, and specific interests placed at the junction
of these main issues.

Based on the results of analysis of the US strategic thinking heritage, the formal priority
focus of Washington in Latin America is a set of interests in the political and security sphere.
First, the US is interested in the stability of friendly political systems and governments. Second,
it is interested, as in the times of bipolar world, in preventing political forces, which the United
States considers hostile, from coming to the region. During the Cold War, this force was repre-
sented by the Communist ideology and its supporters. At present, the key problems the US is try-
ing to overcome within the framework of protection of its political interests in the region also
include international terrorism, trans-border crime, and other challenges for the US national se-
curity, which in one way or another are manifested in the LAC. However, despite a significant
formal status of this interest in the hierarchy of foreign political priorities of the US in the LAC,
it should be mentioned that, in fact, the political interests of Washington in the region are focused
mostly on the area of maintaining a regular dialog with Latin American states, and they are not
related to any form of political struggle in the spirit of the Cold War times.

Another key interest of the US in Latin America that can be named as the second in terms
of its formal status and the leading in terms of its significance, is the economic interest. More
specifically, the US is interested in cooperation with Latin American states that brings profits and
facilitates development of the US economy. This being said, one can assume that the Latin Amer-
ican region performs three functions: it is a large market for sales of products made in the US,
a large investment object, and an important link of American economy being a supplier of raw
materials and labor force as well as a kind of an “assembling station” for American corpora-
tions.

Trade takes the leading place in the context of economic cooperation between the US and
Latin America and is one of its main driving forces. It is estimated that its volume reaches ap-
proximately one trillion dollars a year. At present, Latin American countries account for ap-
proximately a quarter of the overall American exports. According to the results of 2015, the US
exported to Latin America nearly $422 billion worth of goods and services [31]. It should also
be mentioned that according to the US government experts, every billion received from export
creates workplaces for approximately 5,600 Americans [29]; hence, the Latin American market
alone makes it possible to maintain approximately 2.4 million workplaces in the US.
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In its turn, in 2015, Latin American countries exported to the US almost 43% of all its prod-
ucts in the amount totaling 412 billion dollars [24]. This fact makes it possible to state that for
every country in the region but Cuba, the US is a trade partner number one or number two in
terms of significance. It can also be claimed that the majority of countries in this region have crit-
ical dependence on the American market whereas trade between the United States and Latin
America is an important aspect of cooperation and a large factor of economic development for
both sides.

In addition to trade, investment cooperation is developing dynamically. One should mention
that American investors actively invest money in Latin America. Today, the US is one of the lead-
ers in terms of direct investments in the region, although it does not take the first place (losing
ground to the EU). For instance, approximately 30% of direct foreign investments to Mexico are
of “American” origin, the same is true about approximately 15% — to Columbia, and nearly 33%
—to Central American countries [21]. In the author’s opinion, these figures fail to show the com-
plete picture of the US penetration in Latin American economy. It should also be mentioned that
the US brings its production and other facilities to Latin America, which makes it possible to save
on labor force and transaction costs [27]. According to the data for 2015, out of 25 largest
transnational corporations working in Latin America, 10 were US-owned companies [17]. At the
same time, D. Trump’s coming to power in the US and his initiatives concerning the transfer of
production facilities back to the United States will hardly change the aforementioned realities
since the economic advantages of investing in the LAC and using it as one of the links in the US
economy form a strong objective factor that will continue to dictate the logics of behavior of the
American entrepreneurship community.

These realities give us grounds to state that the economy in the US and Latin America is
characterized by a high degree of mutual penetration. This results in a trend toward integration
of the US economy and economy of Latin American states. The author believes that economic
integration is becoming one of the important formats of representation of American interests,
which is used by the US to ensure connection of the LAC to its national economy and to
strengthen its presence in the region.

In this vein, Washington offered a number of projects to Latin American countries in the in-
tegration sphere; the key projects included the initiative for creation of the NAFTA and FTAA
(or Free Trade Area of the Americas).

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) became an important explicit step
toward strengthening the economic and political influence of the US in the southern hemisphere
by means of integration. NAFTA, which includes the US, Canada, and Mexico, is the key free
trade zone in North America. The organization has a clear regional protectorate nature; stimu-
lating commodity exchange inside the block by eliminating the barriers for free trade and flow
of capital, it discriminates external manufacturers and suppliers.

NAFTA became a powerful instrument of the US influence on Latin America. Involvement
into this association of such a leading country in the region as Mexico, enabled the US to insti-
tutionally strengthen its influence on this state and — indirectly — on the entire LAC region.

At the same time, one should mention the controversial nature of Mexico’s participation in
NAFTA both for this country and for the further dynamics of the US influence on Latin Amer-
ica. On the one hand, large manufacturers of industrial products (e.g. automobiles, pharmaceu-
ticals, technical equipment) came to the country and brought certain elements of their production
cycle. The US was able to receive a large number of labor migrants, and mutual trade increased
significantly. On the other hand, the most polluting production facilities were moved to Mexico,
which significantly deteriorated the environmental situation. Negative consequences for the en-
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vironment were furthermore strengthened by the fact that, in view of the growing competition
in the agricultural sector caused by the appearance in the Mexican market of subsidized Amer-
ican products, local agricultural producers were forced to actively use more environmentally
aggressive technologies of growth stimulation. According to the Carnegie Fund’s estimates,
Mexico’s direct losses alone from the deteriorated ecological situation amount to approximately
36 billion dollars per year whereas adding new lands to the turnover results in the annual loss
of 630,000 hectares of forests. In terms of labor resources, the most mobile and educated peo-
ple began to leave the country in the first place, which could not have a positive impact on Mex-
ico’s economic development. In financial terms, having become an attractive place for short-term
investments, Mexico went through a brief investment boom in the mid-1990s, yet this boom
was replaced with a serious financial crisis whose consequences continued to be seen through-
out the following decade. Having opened its market for the NAFTA partners, Mexico faced com-
petition from their subsidized agriculture, which resulted in a loss of 1.3 million jobs in the
agricultural sector [3, p. 23-27]. The mixed effects became visible also in the trade and eco-
nomic sphere. After signing the NAFTA agreement, Mexico ended up with a significant surplus
in trade with the USA. Whereas in 1994 Mexico had a surplus in trade with its northern neigh-
bor totaling 1.3 billion dollars, in 1995 the surplus reached 16 billion dollars; as of 2015, the pos-
itive balance of Mexican-American trade fluctuated at the level of around $58 billion. However,
this surplus does not create the desired positive effect for Mexican economy since, in fact, it is
formed by the tax-free added value received from the processing of American semi-finished
products and raw materials by the American companies located in Mexico. In general, partici-
pation in NAFTA rendered Mexico dependent on the US economy, which had a destructive im-
pact on the less protected, structurally balanced, and technologically intensive Mexican economy.
Therefore, this projection of trade and economic interests of the USA in the Latin American re-
gion had a controversial effect in Mexico.

In the international politics dimension, the obvious US hegemony in this structure had a
mixed impact on Mexico’s status in the context of its relations with the rest of the Latin Amer-
ican countries. Powerful LAC countries, first of all, Brazil, Argentina, and Venezuela, which
are moving towards the establishment of a common free trade market in South America (Mer-
cosur), are forced to increasingly distance themselves from Mexico. The Mexican example (as
a negative one) is actively used in the Latin American scientific, social, and political discourse.
In general, Mexico’s participation in this integrational organization distanced this country from
the rest of the countries in the region in the foreign political sense, and led to its partial isola-
tion.

Nonetheless, one can say that NAFTA has been implemented as an ideology and a form of
integration as well as a specific regional trade group. NAFTA enabled the USA to tie Mexico to
the US economy and solidify its political and administrative influence on one of the largest and
most influential Latin American countries. At the same time, NAFTA helped to actually exclude
Mexico from the integrational processes in Latin America on which the USA has no impact. It
was done regardless of the displeasure of a certain part of the population, enterprises and man-
agerial elites of all participants of the bloc, the most influential part of which support NAFTA.
This, combined with the deep mutual penetration of economies of the member states, ensures the
further prospects for the existence of this structure. The author believes that this all is in line with
the American interests, and objectively facilitates strengthening of the USA’s impact in the re-
gion.

At the same time, the significance of NAFTA experience for the US politics concerning pro-
motion of its interests in Latin American countries is not limited to the foregoing. For instance,
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after the introduction and beginning of activities under NAFTA, the American administration ini-
tiated expansion of its effect on the entire Latin American region. It was suggested that the Free
Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA, or ALKA in Spanish transcription) should be estab-
lished. In other words, NAFTA became a kind of a prototype for the Pan-American free trade
area project.

It should be mentioned that the US foreign political department for the first time presented
the idea to develop a region-wide organization of not only political but also of economic nature
(the idea to create a union “from Arctic to Antarctic”) in the 1960s. However, at that time it was
not supported by Latin American countries. As a result, for a long time the US focused on bi-
lateral relations with the countries in this region by developing and using special approaches to
each individual partner. Such a position looked even more logical from the viewpoint of the
American foreign policy effective at the time, which made it possible to separate Latin Ameri-
can countries, differentiate them, and in this way strengthen the USA’s presence in the region.
The attitude of Washington to economic integration strengthened against the background of a
gradual growth of Latin America’s own integrational projects. Seeing the threat presented by
Latin American integration to its position of a leader and an arbiter in the region, the USA placed
its stake on directing these integrational processes so as to make them controlled by Washing-
ton.

Another important motive that forced the USA to do this was the historical aspiration of the
US leadership to consolidate the economic potential of this hemisphere under its own patronage,
to develop the Pan-American economic system on the basis of preferential relations in the trade
and investment sphere. The model for a new integrational group was supposed to be based on
NAFTA.

The first top-level meeting at which the specific task related to the FTAA (ALKA) estab-
lishment was discussed took place in 1994. Thirty-four countries of North and South Americas
(except Cuba) supported the idea of gradual elimination of trade and investment barriers in order
to create all necessary conditions for the FTAA launch by 2005. The FTAA was supposed to be-
come a half-planetary financial and economic zone with the population of over 800 million peo-
ple and the total GDP exceeding 13 trillion dollars [1, p. 26].

However, they did not succeed in achieving this ambitious goal at once. On the one hand,
at the beginning of the XXI century, economic conditions for the USA were not favorable for
implantation of this unprecedentedly large-scale project. On the other hand, differences in the
participants’ goals were rather deep. For instance, not all Latin American countries and integra-
tional associations assessed the prospect of the FTAA as positive from the point of view of their
interests. Later on, the global economic crisis became an additional powerful factor having a neg-
ative impact on promotion of this integrational initiative. Not only did it force the participants
of the process to transfer the focus of their active attention to their own domestic affairs having
moved the integration agenda lower in the list of priorities and tasks, but it also narrowed the in-
tegration resource base.

At the same time, the USA had to deal with the consolidated opposition from a number of
Latin American countries and the existing groups. For instance, there was an opposition to the
FTAA from the South American common market, Mercosur. One of the main disagreements be-
tween the USA and the Mercosur association (as well as with other Latin American regional as-
sociations) referred to the US governmental subsidies for domestic farmers. In the opinion of
Latin American states, it significantly harms the South American export of agricultural products
and runs contrary to the principles of market relations. Furthermore, representatives of Latin
American countries had a concern that a gap between the competitive power of their goods and
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products and that of goods and products manufactured in the US economy is too large, and this
can potentially lead to the local business losing its positions [2, p. 31].

A consistent position of several Latin American countries became another factor that had a
significant negative impact on perception of the prospect of this association in Latin America.
These countries were afraid that the USA would place the leading role in the free trade zone. The
example of NAFTA, the introduction of which as described above had a mixed effect in Mex-
ico, was also taken into consideration. Among the countries that actively opposed the estab-
lishment of ALKA within the timelines identified at the end of XX century were such big Latin
American players as Brazil, Argentina, and Chile. The concerns of Latin American partners of
the USA were not only of economic but also of political nature. For instance, the then president
of Venezuela, Hugo Chavez (and later also his political followers in the LAC region) strongly
opposed the establishment of ALKA since, in his opinion, this structure could enable the USA
to officially control its southern neighbors [10].

In view of these circumstances, the implementation of the ALKA idea came to a dead end.
It became obvious, among other things, during the “meeting of two Americas” that took place
in November 2005 in the Argentinian town of Mar del Plata. The meeting was attended by lead-
ers of 34 countries (except for Cuba), who had to discuss the problems related to the FTAA
(ALKA) establishment. At the very beginning of the meeting, participants split themselves into
two diplomatic camps. One included the US President and heads of the supporting countries,
where the majority was formed by small Central American and Caribbean countries (the main
group being members of NAFTA and CAFTA-DR), and the second included the leaders of
Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Paraguay and Venezuela (the main group being the Mercosur mem-
bers). The meeting was held in the environment of deep controversies, tension, and massive
anti-American demonstrations. In general, the summit ended in a failure: it demonstrated that at
this stage, the way to the continental free trade zone could not be continued, and its participants
had diverse interests and, as a result, belonged to different camps. A group of 26 states partici-
pating in the process agreed on the feasibility of holding a similar summit one year later, but it
was never organized [2, p. 34]. One can say that, regardless of the efforts of American diplomacy,
the idea of development of the Pan-American free trade zone was temporarily frozen.

However, it seems that despite the aforementioned factors, the creation of such structure as
the FTA/ALKA, i.e. a kind of its “own” international market, remained an important task for the
USA for the future. The establishment of the trade and investment zone that would cover the
Western hemisphere would significantly help the USA to strengthen its regional “rear area” by
consolidating economic, military and political assets of the countries in this region under the con-
trol of Washington, which would enable the latter to secure its role of the economic and politi-
cal “super-leader” of XXI century. These considerations became particularly important against
the backdrop of such adverse circumstances for the United States as the global economic crisis,
the EU strengthening with its own currency, which became a significant rival for the US dollar
over the recent several years, growth of China’s importance as well as development of other in-
tegrational structures in the increasingly globalized world. Furthermore, the existence of the
inter-American military and political system created after World War II, which functions under
the “umbrella” of the Organization of American States (OAS), still enables the USA to keep
Latin American countries within the orbit of its influence, and this is an additional tool of the
“vertical” integration. Hence, it can be concluded that the USA will continue, in one form or an-
other, to implement the idea of establishment of ALKA (or a similar association) in the practi-
cal sphere in the upcoming decades.
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As discussed above, simultaneously with the work on creating a large regional economic
community, the USA was promoting its own local integration project in the LAC, which had the
same goal — to secure the US economic interests and political influence in the region.

First, the USA continued to work on changing its economic positions in the Caribbean and
Central America. This region traditionally depends on the USA politically, and therefore the US
integrational projects here were progressing much more efficiently compared to the rest of Latin
America. As of today, a multilateral integrational association has been created in the region
known as DR-CAFTA (Dominican Republic-Central America Free Trade Area). This free trade
area was introduced in 2003 under the name of CAFTA and initially encompassed the USA,
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Honduras. In 2004, they were joined by the Domini-
can Republic. In general, the free trade area conditions were similar to those under NAFTA and
envisaged a gradual mutual decrease of the trade tariffs, creation of the most favorable condi-
tions for the participating states’ enterprises, and liberalization of investment laws [18].

Second, work continued on developing bilateral free trade areas. For instance, in 2004, the
USA signed a free trade agreement with Chile. Since 2009, the free trade regime has been im-
plemented in relations between the USA and Peru. Similar agreements were signed with Co-
lumbia and Panama; both agreements came into effect in 2012 [22].

The introduction of free trade areas in all cases significantly revived trade between the USA
and Latin American countries that signed respective agreements. More specifically, during the
first five years after implementing a free trade agreement with Chile, the commodity turnover
between these two countries increased by more than 140% [19]. In general, at the beginning of
the current century, the total trade volume between the USA and its partners under free trade
agreements reached approximately half a trillion dollars. This facilitates the economic devel-
opment of the USA and Latin American countries, and strengthens the American positions in the
economic and political life of these countries. At the same time, local integrational projects — bi-
lateral and multilateral — are leading step by step to the general regional integration with the
United States. Even if the FTAA project is never resumed, it can gradually happen so that all
Latin American countries or a majority of them will find themselves in free trade relations with
the US.

Therefore, trade, investments and international integration are important elements of the
methodology of promotion of the US interests (primarily, economic) in the LAC region.

Specific US interest in Latin America is placed at the intersection of politics, security and
economy. It refers to such a sensitive sphere as combating drug trafficking.

The drug trafficking problem has an objective nature. The United States, the population of
which has high living standards and incomes, is a large consumer of drugs, whereas compara-
tively poor Latin American countries act as producers. The USA is the world leader in terms of
drugs consumption. According to experts, the amount of drugs sold in the USA every year to-
tals $150 billion. The Americans spend approximately 40 billion dollars per year on cocaine
alone [5, p. 18]. The main drugs consumed in the United States are heroin, cocaine, and mari-
huana. According to the economic logics, demand stimulates respective supply whereas the huge
profit margin makes drug trafficking extremely attractive for criminals both in Latin America and
in the USA.

The principal suppliers of heroin to the US market are Mexico, which produces 9% of all
heroin on the planet, and Columbia, which is responsible for 1% of global production thereof.
Cocaine is produced by three leading countries, where the coca crop is traditional, and where
mountainous conditions make its growth possible: Columbia (45% of the American market),
Peru (35-40%), and Bolivia (15-20%). Marihuana for the US consumers is grown mostly in



60 Actual problems of international relations. Release 132. 2017

Mexico, whose criminals annually “supply” to the United States around 1,100 tons of this plant;
Mexico also accounts for the production of 80% of methamphetamine sold in the USA. The
countries for cocaine and heroin transit are the Caribbean and Central American countries. In all
of them, growth, processing, transportation and sale of drugs are a highly profitable business con-
trolled by mafia groups, drug cartels (such as Mexican Los Zetas and Sinaloa) as well as rebel
armed groups functioning in Columbia (first of all, FARC — the Revolutionary Armed Forces of
Colombia) and Peru (the Shining Path group). Mexican drug cartels alone earn on drug traf-
ficking from 18-20 to 39-50 billion dollars per year [13, p. 10-12]. Access to financial and
armed resources at this scale turns the respective criminal groups into a serious trans-border
player at the regional level, struggle with which requires significant systemic and closely coor-
dinated international effort.

Drug trafficking has a considerable negative impact on the USA. It is estimated that the
number of drug addicts in the United States at present exceeds 20 million [26]. Every year, 30
to 50 thousand people die in the USA because of drug consumption; in total, from 2004 to 2014,
drug overdose resulted in the deaths of almost half a million US citizens [32, p. 101]. Tens of
billions of dollars that could go to economy and the state budget are spent on drugs and crime
financing.

Consequently, drug trafficking presents a significant challenge to security of the United
States; combating drug trafficking took a serious place in the context of foreign political activ-
ities aimed at promoting the interests of Washington in Latin America.

It is only natural that the US government is consistently working on overcoming this acute
problem. Since 1971, the USA has been officially waging the “war on drugs”, that is, imple-
menting a set of political measures aimed at decreasing the demand for drugs and reducing their
accessibility. The latter aspect of these activities is directly related to the tasks of the US foreign
policy in Latin America. Within the framework of the war against drugs, the US actively coop-
erates with the governments of producing and transit states to reduce the areas under drug crops,
destroy production, disorganize transportation and sales networks, fight mafia cartels as well as
military-political groups involved in drug trafficking. The United States provides financial and
military support to local governments for combating drugs. For instance, within the framework
of the Dignity Plan supported by the United States, in the early 2000s Bolivia was able to sig-
nificantly reduce the area sown with coca. Thanks to the Columbia Plan of the US, which was
adopted in 2000, this country began to receive a large-scale support from the US for organiza-
tion of efficient armed forces and conducting military operations against drug cartels and FARC.
Within the framework of the Merida Initiative approved in 2007, Mexico received $2.5 billion
for provision of training and technical equipment to the armed structures involved in the “war
on drugs” [8].

However, despite the huge financial expenses, results of the “war on drugs” are ambiguous.
Destruction of plantations in the most “problematic” districts results in the growth of raw ma-
terials for drugs in other places, which leads to geographic “spread” of the drug business and its
expansion to the previously safe places (such as individual regions in Argentina and Brazil).
Elimination of large cartels in the 2000s resulted in fragmentation of the drug business, its ac-
quiring a “network” character, and upgrade of criminal actions against the law.

When talking about this aspect of ensuring the US interests in the LAC, one should men-
tion that drug trafficking and fight against it have serious negative consequences for Latin Amer-
ica. One of the main consequences is lower security and higher physical violence in the
producing and transit countries. For instance, in Mexico since 2006, when this country started
the official war against drug trafficking, more than 100,000 people were killed in the armed
clashes between the competing drug gangs and law enforcement officers [20]. Over a period of
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20 years, from the mid—1990s to the mid—2010s, more than 15,000 people were killed in the
course of special anti-drug trafficking operations of governmental and the US forces in Colum-
bia [9]. With the growth of drug traffic in all producing and transit countries, crime and murder
rates have significantly deteriorated. As of the beginning of the 2010s, an average murder rate
in Latin America was the worst among all regions worldwide and totaled 33 persons per 100,000
[15] (for comparison, an average murder rate in the world is 6.2 persons per 100,000 a year). It
should be noted that the highest indicators are reported for the producing and transit states. In
2014, the sad “leadership” was held by Honduras with 85 murders per 100,000 people [23], and
in 2015 it was outdone by El Salvador with 103 murders per 100,000 people. They are followed
by such transit states as Jamaica (45 murders per 100,000), Belize (34 murders per 100,000 peo-
ple) and Guatemala (30 murders per 100,000 people) as well as the producing country Colum-
bia (27 murders per 100,000 people) [7]. These figures are related to production, transportation,
and sales of drugs as well as the fight of criminal groups for control of the drug flows.

Furthermore, the society in respective countries finds itself under the deforming impact of
drug trafficking. Immense amounts of money circulating in the drug trade and belonging to
criminal cartels criminalize the economy and society in these countries, corrupt their politics, and
disrupt the psychological and business climate. All this does not facilitate democratic reforms
and normal economic development of Latin American counties.

At the same time, it should be mentioned that vulnerability of a number of countries (first
of all, Columbia, Peru, Mexico and Central American countries) to drug trafficking creates el-
ements of objective dependence of Latin American countries on the USA and its politics. Para-
doxically, the drug trafficking challenge is one of the factors that strengthens the United States’
impact on the region. The USA objectively has to interfere in order to solve this problem on the
ground, which necessitates the increase of its military and political presence in the LAC, which
respectively strengthens the efficiency of the tools the US uses to promote and protect its own
interests. In general, it can be said that the problem with drug trafficking and combating will re-
main one of the relevant problems in the dialog between the US and Latin America in the future,
and at the same time — one of the important spheres of their cooperation.

The US protects these basic interests in the region using a wide range of methods and means
that include the classic “tough” and the modern “soft” methods of influence. The “tough meth-
ods” include bilateral and multilateral diplomacy, the military power factor, and economic pol-
icy. The “soft” methods of influence, so-called “soft power”, include active public and media
diplomacy, cultural impact, and information policy.

In terms of politics and diplomacy, the US has accumulated an immense volume of bilateral
relations with Latin American countries. These relations are actively used by the United States
for achieving their own agenda in the region. The scale and intensiveness of inter-state, inter-gov-
ernmental, inter-departmental, inter-party and other contacts existing between the United States
and Latin American countries are very significant. In the author’s opinion, this is natural since
the Western hemisphere is the domain of the US exclusive interests, and the United States is the
leading driving force not only in the region but in the contemporary world as well. In the entire
context, it can be said that relations with the United States are either the key or an important el-
ement of foreign relations of any country in this region even if such country has a critical or hos-
tile attitude to the USA, for instance, modern Cuba or Venezuela under Presidents Chavez and
Maduro. At the same time, a majority of the LAC countries are connected to the USA in one or
another form of “special relations”, “special partnership” and the like.

One of the important elements of the ways of exercising the American influence in the LAC
is multilateral diplomacy. Inter-American conferences are the oldest forum for a political dialog
between the USA and Latin American countries. The first such conferences were organized
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under the auspices of the USA as far back as 1889-1890. Later, in 1948, based on the inter-
American conferences the Organization of American States was created that became the key in-
ternational forum for the Western hemisphere [25].

The US frequently used the Organization of American States and the inter-American dialog
in general to promote its political and security agenda in Latin America. More specifically, it in-
volved the OAS for countering the “Communist expansion” in the Western hemisphere. When
a revolution broke out in Cuba, and Cuba turned toward the Soviet Union and Marxist ideology,
the US mobilized its diplomatic potential in the OAS to demand Cuba’s exclusion from the Or-
ganization, which was done in 1962. In 1964, the USA managed to persuade all OAS members
except Mexico to sever diplomatic relations with Cuba. The purpose of it was to block Cuba and
place it in isolation, thus decreasing the probability of shaking the region and leading to its “com-
munization” as a result of its destabilizing politics and the role as the Soviet Union’s outpost. In
another situation, when a threat of the leftist revolution emerged in the Dominican Republic in
1965, the OAS was used for provision of political support for the American intervention pre-
sented as the OAS peacekeepers.

Using a similar scheme, with the help of this organization the US diplomats ensured legit-
imization of international intervention aimed at preventing instability and undemocratic trans-
formations in the member states. In accordance with the amendments introduced to the OAS
mandate in 1991, the Organization is officially authorized to interfere in domestic affairs of
American countries where democracy is under threat. This OAS mandate was used for respec-
tive interventions during political crises and revolutions in Haiti (1991), Peru (1992), Guatemala
(1993), Paraguay (1996), Ecuador (2004), Honduras (2009) etc. [6].

The USA also used the inter-American dialog to support its economic integration projects
mentioned above. For instance, the FTAA (ALKA) idea was announced in 1994 in Miami dur-
ing the summit of the Organization of American States.

It should be mentioned that it would not be correct to see the OAS exclusively as a US in-
strument. In practice, the inter-American dialog became a “two-way road” where every side re-
ceived some benefit. It was not only the US that promoted its interests using this format, but also
Latin American countries were able to present their opinion on the issues relevant for them and
to achieve better understanding among themselves and with the United States.

More specifically, within the framework of the Organization of American States, principles
of peaceful co-existence were formulated for supporting international stability. More specifi-
cally, under the auspices of the inter-American dialog, such international documents were de-
veloped as the Treaty to Avoid or Prevent Conflicts between the American States, the Convention
on Duties and Rights of States in the Event of Civil Strife, and others. Within the context of
inter-American conferences and the OAS is the development of numerous international legal
norms that are applied in the Western hemisphere, as well as their codification. Within the frame-
work of this format, Convention on Private International Law (1928), Pan-American Conven-
tion of Air Navigation (1928), American Convention on Human Rights (1969), Inter-American
Convention on International Commercial Arbitration (1975) and dozens of other key interna-
tional legal documents were developed.

Despite the change of epochs and official rhetoric, military force remains one of the main
“trumps” of the United States in a dialog with Latin America, one of the main means of protec-
tion of the USA’s interests in the region. The USA is objectively the strongest country in the re-
gion, and no country in the Western hemisphere can ignore this fact. Furthermore, elites in a
number of Latin American countries at present see the US as a defender and a guarantor of their
independence that not only safeguards foreign security, but also supports internal stability. For
instance, the US provides consistent military assistance to Columbia and Mexico in their fight
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against rebel groups that for a long time have been fighting against the central governments.
Such assistance includes both financial support, provision of weapons and equipment, training
of local military personnel, and direct participation of Americans in military operations.

In this context, the USA exercises wide-scale military presence in Latin America. US mili-
tary bases are one of the main forms of such presence. In the early 2010s, there were 22 mili-
tary bases and similar objects present in the region [30]. The United States preserves one of its
oldest overseas bases — Guantanamo base in Cuba. Large US military bases are present in Hon-
duras (Soto Cano), on the islands of Aruba and Curacao, and in Colombia. At the same time, it
should be mentioned that the USA is gradually moving away from the “classic”” model of using
military bases as its influence outposts. Responding, on the one hand, to public and political re-
sistance of part of the Latin American society to the US military bases, and on the other hand,
reducing the expenses, in the early 2000s, the USA started the process of “dispersal” of its mil-
itary presence in the region. Pentagon’s new approach reflects the principles of the “networking
centrism” concept, and envisages creation of a well-coordinated network of military facilities,
posts, and mini-bases scattered over the territory of Central America and the northern part of
South America. This network is used for performing intelligence functions (including technical),
communication, military and police cooperation with Latin American countries, and for creat-
ing an infrastructure for prompt deployment of mobile forces. The key link of this network are
the so-called “cooperative security locations” (CSL) — military bases and facilities that are jointly
used by the USA, its private military subcontractors, and the hosting partner states. Within the
framework of this change of concept, the USA has closed its large military bases in Panama
(1999) and Ecuador (2009), instead having opened a number of “cooperative security locations”
in other countries of the region, namely in Columbia, El Salvador, and Peru [4]. Other US mil-
itary facilities in Latin America within this network include approximately 20 radar stations
[28], big military training centers located in Peru and Chile, a military Center for humanitarian
assistance in the province of Chaco in Argentina [30] and others. It stands to reason that all or
the majority of the US military facilities in Latin America are used not only by the military, but
also by the intelligence community of the United States.

Furthermore, the “network centrism” of military presence and the cost saving are supported
by a package of agreements on military cooperation and access of the US armed forces signed
with the majority of Caribbean and Central American countries. Among other things, within the
format of military access, the US military personnel have a right to use Panamanian airports, Sal-
vadoran ports and other infrastructure in the region, suitable for military operations [11].

In general, it can be said that the USA retains considerable military presence in Latin Amer-
ica. In the context of representation of the US interests, such presence plays a dual political role.
First, it safeguards the special status of the USA as the most powerful country in military terms
in the region, and creates a huge potential for exercising political influence on all Latin Ameri-
can countries. Second, it is actively used as a current tool in the US politics — more specifically,
for supporting friendly democratic regimes and combating terrorism, rebel movements, and drug
trafficking.

The economic methodology of promoting US interests consists of a vast spectrum of lever-
ages. One should mention such specific feature of this methodology as the US granting prefer-
ential regimes of trade and economic cooperation to those partners that it wants to support for
political or economic reasons. For instance, in order to support friendly governments in Co-
lumbia, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia, and in order to reduce their economic losses from fighting
drug trafficking, the United States unilaterally granted significant commercial preferences to
these countries. In 1991, within the framework of the Law on Trade Preferences for Andean
Countries, the USA lifted its import tariffs first for 5,600 commodity groups from these coun-
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tries, and in 2002 — for 6,300 commodity items. As a result of introduction of such unilateral pref-
erences, exports from these countries to the USA increased several times within just a few years.
During the period of implementation of the Law, the Andean states achieved a huge surplus in
their trade with the USA, which exceeded 10 billion dollars a year.

Moreover, the United States widely provides economic assistance to Latin American coun-
tries. Annual expenses of the US budget on assistance to Latin America fluctuate at the level of
$1-2 billion (for instance, in 2011 it totaled nearly $1.9 billion, and in 2015 it exceeded $1.3 bil-
lion). According to the estimations, from 1946 to 2014, the USA spent a huge amount of money
on supporting Latin American countries totaling $160 billion [12]. Economic methods of influ-
ence have an effective impact on Latin American governments that are interested in US assis-
tance coming to their countries as well as proceeds from trade. These methods strengthen
pro-American orientation of the US partners, enhance its political stability and economic po-
tential, and facilitate advancement of American interests.

An important instrument of promoting the US interests in Latin America is the “soft power”
means. The US actively works in the region using the methods of “public diplomacy” and in-
formation influence to solve a number of political tasks. More specifically, it is trying to improve
its own image in the eyes of the Latin American population, propagate American values, and ex-
plain the goals of the US policy in the region. An important task of the US “public diplomacy”
is countering anti-American attitudes and stereotypes that are deeply rooted in perception and
the political discourse in Latin America. Within the framework of this policy, the US govern-
mental structures, and the Department of State in the first place, work in conjunction with non-
governmental organizations and private-public partnerships allocating money for numerous
projects that are implemented in Latin America.

Simultaneously, the USA is transforming itself into an even more influential source of in-
formation for Latin American countries. All large American media holdings and channels (CNN,
ABC, NBC, FOX, etc.) regularly broadcast in Spanish and Portuguese paying significant atten-
tion to local developments and their interpretation from the point of view of the United States
[16]. All these steps facilitate the increase of the USA’s role in Latin America, and the growth
of its capacity to influence the countries in this region in terms of “human dimension”.

Conclusions. The USA is the key player in Latin America in geopolitical, military, strate-
gic, and economic terms. The United States exercises significant impact on the region’s devel-
opment, its economic and political life. The principal US interests represented in the region are
political, economic, and security. The USA is interested in stability of political regimes in Latin
America and their democratic orientation. The United States actively promotes the ideology of
market liberalism and free trade at the level of the Western hemisphere. To achieve this goal, the
USA works to create the Pan-American Free Trade Area and simultaneously develops bilateral
and multilateral formats of free trade and economic integration with Latin American countries.
An important interest of the USA in the region that is placed at the intersection of political, eco-
nomic, and security interests is combating drug trafficking and the system of drugs delivery to
the illegal market in the US. To fulfil its interests in Latin America, the USA uses a wide range
of classic and soft methodologies, which include political, diplomatic, power-based, economic,
and information means.
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