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Abstract

Increasingly, the Andean region security problematic reflects the security paradigm of the post-Cold War order: it is intermestic and transborder in nature, and it involves a wide variety of local, national and global actors.  The primary threats to security are rarely contained within national borders, and in many cases spill out of the region entirely.   This paper develops a transregional interpretative framework for tracing the ubiquitous nature of security dynamics in the Andes.  Following a discussion of the concept of security in the current world order, we explore the relevance of regional units of analysis for thinking about security in the Andean region.  Finally, the paper analyzes four of the most latent transregional threats, the Colombian conflict, U.S. role and policies, illicit flows and networks, and environmentally-based disputes.
Introduction

The current security situation in the Andes increasingly reflects the post-Cold War security paradigm: it is intermestic, transborder, and involves a wide array of global actors.  The primary threats to regional security involve processes that transcend individual states, and in some cases spill out of the region altogether.  We propose a transregional framework to map out the borderless nature of regional security dynamics (Tickner and Mason 2003).  Transregionalism stresses the deterritorialized nature of those factors that most threaten to destabilize the Andean region.  Transborder processes that diffuse the entire region thus constitute the defining characteristic of our approach to Andean security.  The most salient transregional threats present in the region are the effects of the Colombian conflict, U.S. role and policies, illicit flows and networks, and environmentally-based disputes.  

These new security processes defy existing approaches to regional security: they not only fail to conform to political boundaries, but they also involve state, sub-state, transnational, and global actors, many of whom are not considered to be Andean.  As we discuss in subsequent pages, actors as unlikely as the U.S. military and Brazilian drug lords are increasingly becoming key players in the Andean security game according to a transregional perspective.  Some of the most pressing security issues in the region not only incorporate actors from outside the region, but indeed spill out into other non-Andean spaces.  

This paper will examine Andean security dynamics by discussing what we mean when we talk about security and looking at regional units of analysis, and then analyzing how relevant such approaches may be as a way of conceptualizing transregional security in the Andean region.  The paper continues with our transregional approach to security in the Andes, in which we examine various baskets of risks or threats that are operational within the region.  Finally, we conclude with some exploratory ideas on the importance of cartographic imaging for a more thorough understanding of the Andean security predicament. 

The Concept of Security
The concept of security has been virtually rewritten since the end of the Cold War.
  There 

is wide agreement that the national security model that focused almost exclusively on protection of the state from external military threats is obsolete.  Reflecting the global transformations that have marked world order in recent decades, the security construct has been modified in a number of ways.  First, security has been broadened to include multiple referents.  The new security paradigm no longer privileges state security over the safety or welfare of non-state actors, but rather acknowledges the validity of asking “security for whom?”  Not only states, but also individuals, societies, sub-national actors, and transnational groups value security and experience threats to their security.  In practice, employing multiple levels of security necessarily results in competing security interests and agendas.  

The human security model that places individual and community values and interests at the center of global order has emerged as one of the most vigorous alternatives to the conventional state-centered security framework (Gurtov 1999).  Since the end of the Cold War, significant juridical precedents have emerged that highlight a shift towards international recognition of individuals and human communities as legitimate subjects of international law and regulation.  In addition to the emergence of the idea of humanitarian intervention within the United Nations system, the increasing institutionalization of universal human rights standards, the creation of the International Criminal Court, and expanding direct links between individuals and small social groups with international organizations, among others, attest to the ascendance of human security frameworks within global practices.  Human security also emphasizes the issues of “the positive dimension of security and security policy” (McSweeney 1999: 92).  Placing individuals and human communities at the epicenter of security discussions “…automatically enlarges the question of what is to be secured against, for individuals are jeopardized by a much wider range of issues than are the state or society” (Terriff, Croft, James and Morgan 1999: 179).   


The expansion of security values and threats to include a non-military dimension is another key feature of the new security paradigm.  Security is perceived as going beyond physical protection, encompassing values equally important to quality of life such as political, economic, environmental, and societal security (Buzan 1991).  The notion of democratic security that links security guarantees to the institutions related to the rule of law illustrates how new security principles transcend conventional categories.  Democratic institutions designed to enhance participation, tolerance, and the common good all contribute to the creation of a secure society.  Security analyses for any security referent, then, involve distinguishing among different types of insecurity and threats.  Even states now adopt measures to respond to a much broader agenda of legitimate security threats that can include drugs, AIDS, and environmental degradation.  



The new security concept also eliminates the internal-external security dichotomy that defined previous security studies.  Domestic and international domains are enmeshed: security risks can be wholly contained at the local level, internal factors may become regional, transnational or even global security threats, and global processes may in turn cause insecurity for certain regions, states, or subnational groups.  The effects of changes in the global economy, nuclear accidents, terrorism, contagious diseases, massive human rights violations, drug-trafficking, and the military policies of individual countries are transnational and highly uneven, affecting various levels of security units simultaneously. 

Finally, the provision of security has been globalized.  The post-Cold War period has witnessed a clear shift in responsibility for providing security from the domestic to the global level.  Along with the blurring of the lines between internal and external security, and between human security and national security, has also come new thinking on the role of the international community in protecting civilian populations and establishing order within state jurisdictions (Walter and Snyder 1999).  As security conditions within sovereign states are increasingly considered legitimate concerns of a broader global polity, governments have lost exclusive authority over internal problems.  Regionalized security organizations and multilateral U.N. peacekeeping increasingly provide the global security function, with or without the consent of governments (Falk 1999: 64-69). 

This expanded interpretation of security has produced a concept that is more meaningful, but also more complex (Matthews 1989; Buzan 1991; Job 1992; Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde 1998; Klare and Chandrani 1998).  If previous usages were too narrow, the current conceptualization of security can be so broad as to risk losing analytical precision and utility (Morgan 1997).  While we recognize the dangers inherent in labeling too many things as security-related, we nevertheless argue that in the global South the traditional conception of security simply misses many of the important security dynamics at play.  Morgan’s (1997: 22) physical safety criterion for determining what constitutes a threat to security helps to refine the definition of security.  However, it is important to bear in mind that, in peripheral contexts, those issues that can affect physical security, directly or indirectly, are many more than in the developed world.  We would suggest that justifiable concerns over adopting a broad security framework do not preclude its utility in complex security situations such as that of the Andes.  It merely underscores the contested nature of the concept.

Regional Units of Analysis

As contemporary notions of security clearly indicate, global relations take place in multiple layers and spaces.  The state, in fact, can be viewed as just one among many on the multi-centric world stage (Rosenau 1997).  Others are found not only above the state unit, in the form of international organizations, multilateral regimes and supranational structures, but also across and below state jurisdictions.  Advocacy and service NGO’s, transnational corporations, representatives of global civil society or the “third sector”, as well as both legal and criminal sub-national and transnational groups all share a growing influence and involvement within the domestic domain and along the “domestic-foreign frontier” (Rosenau 1997).  The activities of many of these groups and the processes they put in motion are effectively border-blind, reflecting the transnationalization of global issues such as security, the drug trade, social and political resistance, and environmental contamination.   

An exclusively state-centered vision of world politics appears to be increasingly at odds with today’s global realities, obviating important dynamics that are found within these other spheres.  Indeed, in many cases the state may not even be the most appropriate unit with which to analyze increasingly complex social, economic, and security relations.  We propose going beyond the state to explore (in)security in the Andean region, for which disaggregated, uncoordinated solutions are inevitably destined to fall short.   Two regional-based categories that lend themselves to a discussion of how post-cold War global security processes are operational within the northern portion of South America include region and regional security complex.

Region
The region has a relatively long history in international relations thinking as a distinct level of analysis, related primarily to integration and security.  The region constitutes the point of departure for Karl Deutsch´s (1957) analysis of European security in the late 1950’s.  Neofunctionalist discussions of political and economic integration, as presented by authors such as Ernst Haas (1958), Leon Lindberg (1963) and Joseph Nye (1971), also highlight the region as a primary unit in the international system.  Although the particular nature of the Cold War tended to overshadow the importance of regional processes, the end of the bipolar conflict has led to renewed interest in regions as fundamental arenas for cooperation and conflict (Lake and Morgan 1997; Adler and Barnett 1998; Lemke 2002).  

Like security itself, the concept of the region is a fuzzy one.  However, a working definition would conceivably include the following factors:  (1) geographical proximity; (2) awareness by members that they form part of a region; (3) recognition by outsiders that the region exists; (4) autonomy and/or distinctiveness from the global system; (5) regular, dense interaction and interdependence; (6) political, economic and cultural affinity; and (7) the existence of externalities that affect the specific group of countries pertaining to the region (Buzan 1991: 219; Lake 1997: 49; Morgan 1997: 2).   

Among the multiple forms of transborder reconfigurations emerging in the contemporary world, regional schemes are one of the most prevalent.  Regional governance projects have been undertaken in virtually every major area of the globe, promoting economic integration, legal and political multilateral mechanisms, and shared socio-cultural identities that incorporate varying degrees of supra-nationalism.  Regional groupings of societies and states can be seen as a quasi post-sovereign alternative to the Westphalian order, or even as an intermediate level between state and global structures.  Either way, such trans-state orders are not the exclusive outcome of regional integration arrangements. Regionalization also occurs when peoples and societies become informally interconnected by those very global technological, economic, and social processes that do not conform to state boundaries (Hurrell 1995: 39).  In this sense, regions are created “from above” through the intentional actions of states, as well as being socially constructed entities emerging “from below” as a result of commonly shared “we-feelings”.

Security Complex

Barry Buzan’s (1991) concept of regional security complex is another analytical device that permits an interdependent and relational approach to security by giving shape to the region as the unit of analysis.  The regional security complex is defined as a group of states with geographic proximity: (1) whose primary security concerns are shared; (2) whose individual conceptions of national interests, security and fear cannot be understood apart from those of the other states; and (3) whose local security patterns may be subordinated to the security imperatives of external actors.  
The idea of the security complex recognizes that the security of many states is defined principally in regional terms.  In addition to the evident importance of direct security relations among states that share borders, global challenges tend to be interpreted, and responded to, according to the regional context.  Externalities, which may or may not be threatening, are central to the formation of regional security complexes (Lake 1997: 48-49).  Great power Cold War security interests in Europe, for example, illustrate how the role of outside actors can be definitive in the construction of a security complex (Lemke 2002: 50-53).  In other contexts, the “[…] direct presence of outside powers in a region is strong enough to suppress the normal operation of security dynamics among the local states” (Buzan 1991: 198).  This situation, described as “overlay,” refers to the superimposition of external political and strategic considerations over regional security interests.  

The security complex framework makes progress toward overcoming some of the empirical and conceptual limitations of traditional approaches to security studies.  In particular it is well suited to reflect the changing parameters of security away from a largely territorial, national-based issue to an “intermestic” matter.  According to this model, the anarchy imperative that affects all states with a security dilemma is powerfully mediated by the effects of geography that tend to create regional clusters of security interdependence.  The patterns within a security complex can be both competitive and cooperative, reflecting relationships of enmity and amity.  The security complex becomes, then, an intermediate unit of analysis between the state and the international system.

The Andean Region

Elements of each regional unit of analysis are useful for purposes of considering the Andes, or certain sub-areas, as a unit, and for studying problems and processes common to the security crisis that affects the zone.  The northern part of South America exhibits many of the traits identified by such models.  

At a minimum, the Andean subsystem meets the criteria of geographical contiguity that defines a region, and the security interdependence of a regional security complex.  Not only do the region’s states share many of the same security concerns (drug trafficking and illegal arms flows, increasing criminality, privatization of violence, U.S. military policies toward the region, and growing ingovernability), but understandings of national security are also highly relational.  Venezuela and Ecuador’s security agendas, for example, necessarily take into account Colombia’s internal situation.  Certain of the region’s domestic economies are also highly intertwined.  Security interdependencies within the region tend to manifest more amity then enmity.  Even in the face of continuing territorial tensions in the region, such as those between Venezuela and Colombia, and Peru and Ecuador, governments generally cooperate to manage disputes and avoid war.  

The pattern of security relations among the Andean states is also deeply entangled with the security policies of the United States in the region, having evolved from the Cold War anti-communist posture to the present course of coercive diplomacy toward the drug issue.  Indeed, as we discuss in a later section, a fundamental dimension of the current regional security dynamic is the “overlay” of U.S. security imperatives.  Washington’s definition of the illegal narcotics trade as a threat to national security has led to the imposition of a set of policy initiatives in the Andes that inhibits the articulation of local security concerns.  This configuration in terms of U.S. strategic goals is strongly suggestive of an Andean security complex. 

In spite of failed Bolivarian schemes of political unity, the idea of Latin America as a regional society with a common consciousness and identity based on a shared history, culture and sense of political solidarity, in part derived from the external threat posed first by the European powers and later by the United States, remains relevant to an understanding of widespread political cooperation today.   In seminal documents such as the Carta de Jamaica (1815) and the Discurso de Angostura (1819), Simón Bolívar emphasized not only the distinctiveness of American culture and traditions, but also the importance of forging American solidarity in the form of a federation of nations, as a means of resolving regional conflicts and strengthening joint resistance to interventionist forces (República de Venezuela 1970).   Bolivar´s notions of unity, common heritage and collective action have been invoked to advance myriad schemes of economic and political integration in Latin America.   However, although not restricted to the Andean region, Bolivarian ideals have played a particularly important role in subregional processes of interaction and identity formation, given Bolívar´s protagonism in the liberation of Colombia, Venezuela, Perú, Ecuador and Bolivia.

A Transregional Security Approach

The security situation in the Andes increasingly reflects the post-Cold War security paradigm.  The possibility of direct interstate warfare is remote, the perceived primary threats encompass both military and nonmilitary dimensions, security risks affect the region’s states as well as subnational communities, and these security problems now figure prominently on the global security agenda.  What most stands out about the current security climate in the Andean region, however, is its intermestic and transborder nature.  The primary threats to regional security directly or indirectly involve processes that transcend the individual states in the area, and indeed in some cases spill out of the region altogether. 


We propose a transregional framework to conceptualize the borderless nature of security dynamics in the Andean region.  The interconnectedness that has necessitated transworld aproaches to global security also calls for placing transnational flows and processes at the center of our Andean security analysis.  Transregionalism complements the regional units of analysis previously discussed in the Andean context by stressing the deterritorialized nature of those factors that most threaten to destablize the region. While concepts such as region and regional security complex provide important building blocks for starting to the think at the level of the region in the Andean context.  both privilege the state as the central player in regional security dynamics, even while positing the region as the primary unit of analysis. 


Transregional security dynamics involve processes that represent risks throughout the region  Four of the most salient transregional security threats currently present in the Andean region are the Colombian conflict, U.S. role and policies, illicit flows and networks, and environmentally-based disputes.

The Colombian Conflict

The intensification of nearly all facets of Colombia´s security crisis and their displacement into adjacent countries illustrates the regional nature of what is normally assumed to be an exclusively “Colombian” problem. Guerrilla and paramilitary operations in border regions, new strategic alliances between Colombian armed actors and organized crime in neighboring countries, the growing number of displaced Colombians, and the effects of fumigation of illicit crops are some of the most notable examples of the regional character of the conflict.  These externalities also put in motion other security dynamics to the extent that the borders with all neighboring countries have become militarized, with important consequences for human security and civil-military relations.  

The intensification of the Colombian armed conflict since the mid-1990’s has led to increasing concern in neighboring countries, as well as in the United States, over its potential spillover effects (Marcella and Shultz 1999).  Following United States approval of the Colombian aid package in mid-2000, the militarization of country borders in Venezuela, Peru, Ecuador, Brazil, and to a lesser degree, Panama, increased dramatically.  The goal has been to stem the flow of guerrilla and paramilitary incursions, the displacement of drug cultivations, and refugees fleeing violence and the effects of massive drug fumigation.  Clearly, concerns that the Colombian situation will contaminate neighboring nations have not been unfounded.  The unhampered movement of guerrillas and paramilitaries across all of Colombia’s international borders highlights anxiety over the regionalization of the Colombian armed conflict.  Crossfire between neighboring countries’ armed forces and Colombian illegal armed actors has been documented in the cases of Brazil and Ecuador (Reuters 2001; Reuters 2002).  In both Ecuador and Venezuela, kidnapping and extortion by Colombian armed actors, and growing numbers of displaced persons accentuate the permeable nature of the region’s national territories.  Following the withdrawal of the United States from the Panama Canal Zone, the presence of armed actors in the Darien region, as well as the flow of drugs and arms, has produced increasing alarm, in particular given the incapacity of the Panamanian National Guard to confront such threats (Rabasa and Chalk 2001: 35).   These brief examples illustrate the increasingly transnational nature of the Colombian crisis, as well as the involvement of non-state referents such as migrant populations and armed groups.
U.S Role and Policies

Since 1986, when drugs were declared a lethal threat to U.S. national security, American anti-narcotics policies have been based upon repressive, prohibitionist, and hard-line strategies and language.  Given the centrality of coercive diplomatic strategies to the “war on drugs”, the ways in which this problem has been addressed in countries such as Colombia, Peru and Bolivia derives substantially from the United States approach, with which the interests and needs of drug-producing countries frequently acquire a secondary, if not irrelevant status (Friman 1993: 104).  The implications of this type of antinarcotics strategy in the Andean region are multifaceted.  To begin with, the definition of the drug traffic as a matter of U.S. national security implies that other long-term objectives, including the strengthening of democratic institutions, the defense of human rights, the reduction of poverty and the preservation of the environment, tend to take a back seat to narcotics.   In addition, the U.S. “drug war” logic fails to establish a clear distinction between peasant coca growers and drug-trafficking organizations, to the extent that both are equally targeted as criminals.  As a result, the crucial issue of economic, cultural and social subsistence faced by those marginalized social actors involved in the cultivation of coca is at best a secondary goal of the national drug control strategies in these countries.   Although alternative development efforts have been implemented throughout the region, viable, sustainable substitutes for coca cultivation have not been forthcoming, as recurrent social protests in the coca-growing regions of both Bolivia and Colombia well indicate.  Finally, U.S. counternarcotics strategies in the Andean countries that emphasize crop erradication have failed miserably in reducing the supply of illicit drugs in the United States market.  Rather, illicit crops have simply changed locale (from country to country, or among national regions).  

Increased U.S. military presence in Colombia (and Ecuador, following an agreement facilitating the use of the Manta airforce base as a forward operating location (FOL) for anti-drug reconnaissance missions), has had the effect of subordinating local security patterns to the security imperatives of the United States.   The repercussions of what we previously referred to as “overlay” are multifaceted (Buzan 1991: 198-208): (1) in addition to aggravating local tensions, the imposition of U.S. national security imperatives over local concerns supresses the identification of shared regional interests, with which collective action becomes difficult; (2) the high levels of interdependence that underly the drug issue as a common problem faced by the Andean region have given way to the increasing identification of Colombia as the sole depository of this problem; (3) “zero-sum” competition is encouraged, in the sense that Colombia´s neighbors perceive the “relative gains” accrued by this country in terms of U.S. aid and the fight against drugs as a potential loss for themselves; and (4) costs are generated in terms of the entanglement of the regional security complex in a larger security dynamic, created primarily by the U.S. “drug war” logic.


Two developments have tended to aggravate the negative effects of overlay as outlined above.  First, he U.S. war on drugs in Colombia has been broadened into an Andean strategy with region-wide consequences.  In 2002, the Bush administration jettisoned Plan Colombia in favor of the “Andean Regional Initiative”, through which Colombia’s neighbors began to receive substantially more aid than in previous periods, primarily for drug interdiction. Washington’s interest in assuaging the spillover of its Colombian strategy has had the effect of drawing all of the region’s states and societies into a regional drug war dynamic.     


Second, the events of September 11, in combination with the termination of the peace process with the FARC in Colombia in early 2002, have had significant implications for U.S. strategies in the region.   In particular, the Colombian crisis is increasingly viewed through the lens of counter-terrorism, given the State Department’s classification of all of three of the country´s armed actors as terrorists.  Both the regionalization of U.S. strategies and the eventual insertion of regional security arrangements into the global “war on terrorism” have led to new forms of anomie between the Andean countries.
Illicit Flows and Networks

A major portion of the cultivation, processing and trafficking of illicit drugs are 

concentrated in the Andean countries (and Mexico), while illegal arms flows traverse the region.  The effects of both black markets in terms of their capacity for increasing corruption, privatizing security and undermining governmental authority are well-known.   Although the illicit arms trade in Latin America has been fueled primarily by drug and insurgent-related activities, it also furnishes weapons to common criminal organizations, creating extremely complex dynamics that enmesh a wide variety of transnational actors in highly interdependent, multi-dimensional relations.  The explosion of transnational criminal activity in the region in the last decade has been facilitated by the transformations normally associated with globalization, among them an increasingly fluid, global economy, revolutions in communications and transportation, and reduced state sovereignty.  Transnational criminal operations span borders and permeate national territories as if they did not exist, while exhibiting a tremendous capacity for mobilizing resources in response to perceived earnings opportunities  (Serrano 2000: 90-91).  As mentioned previously, such organizations or networks are drawn to weak state and/or illegitimate governmental settings that provide favorable conditions for their illegal activities, given high levels of corruptibility as well as the incapacity to exercise traditional functions such as the administration of security.     


Increasingly, arms for drugs transactions involving an array of state and non-state actors have become commonplace in the Andean region.  Several examples suffice to illustrate the challenges posed by this situation for traditional understandings of both of these illicit markets as somehow distinctive in nature, as well as their implications for regional security dynamics.  In the Colombian case, the dismantling of the Medellin and Cali cartels in the mid-1990’s created a void that was filled in part by increasing involvement by the FARC and the paramilitaries in diverse aspects of the drug trade between 1994 and 1998.  Since this time, drug revenues have become a significant source of financing for the armed activities of both groups (Rangel 2000).  In the case of the FARC, in addition to suspected links with international drug and terrorist organizations such as the Arellano Félix cartel of Mexico, and the Irish Republican Army (IRA), there is mounting evidence that links this organization with the Russian mafia, which has become increasingly involved in global operations involving arms, drugs and money laundering (Bagley 2001: 3).  One smuggling ring operating between 1999 and 2000 involved large shipments of arms originating from the Russian black market in exchange for cocaine provided by the FARC for sale in Europe.  In Jordan, used for refueling on both routes, corrupt governmental officials were normally bribed with cocaine.  Brazilian drug lord Luiz Fernando Da Costa (alias Fernandinho), who was captured in Colombia in early 2001, was also discovered to have played an important intermediary role in these transactions (Bagley 2001: 11-12).   The now infamous Peruvian-Jordanian arms scandal of mid-2000, in which National Intelligence Director Vladimiro Montesinos was also found to be involved in arms sales to the FARC, clouds this picture even further.


Perhaps more than other issue areas, the drug and arms trades challenge conventional notions of the Andean region as a discrete unit.  Brazil is a case in point.  Beginning in the mid-1980’s, this country became a major cocaine distribution and transhipment area for drugs sent to Europe.  The virtual absence of state presence in the Amazon region has converted this part of Brazil into a haven for criminal activites.  The availability of inexpensive drugs in cities such as Rio de Janeiro and Sao Paulo led to the phenomenal growth of drug gangs in the marginal favelas (Leeds 1996; Bagley 2001).   From the mid-1990’s onward, these criminal organizations also became more actively involved in drug smuggling activities.  The transposing of drug and arms-related transactions in this case has allowed favela-based groups to increase both the scope of their operations, as well as their relative power (Leeds 1996: 56).  In addition to aggravating existing levels of violence in the favelas, drug-related corruption in Brazil has skyrocketed in recent years, while parallel power and security relations have emerged in the zones in which these criminal organizations operate.  As in the Brazilian case, it is widely speculated that the transit route used to ship cocaine through the Panamanian Darien is increasingly being utilized to channel arms into Colombia as well (Rabasa and Chalk 2001: 35-37).  

Environmentally-based Disputes


More than any other issue, the environment epitomizes the transnational, interdependent, borderless nature of global relations today.   Beginning in 1972, with the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, the environment became an integral part of the global political agenda.  Growing international concern with this topic has been reflected in the proliferation of treaties and agreements since then.  


In general terms, the environment as a security problem entails a wide array of overlapping issues:  (1) disruption of ecosystems (depletion of biodiversity, deforestation, pollution); (2) energy problems; (3) population problems; (4) food problems; (5) economic problems; and (6) civil strife (Buzan, Waever, de Wilde 1998: 74-75).  The securitization of specific topics related to the environment has been promoted by a diverse series of actors, ranging from the national state to local communities and transnational actors.  


The mapping of security interdependencies based upon shared environmental problems in the Andean region is a complex, daunting task that will not be undertaken here.  However, such an effort would clearly need to consider a large variety of issues.  To begin with, all of the countries of the Andes (Colombia, Peru, Bolivia and Ecuador) share with Brazil, Guyana, French Guiana and Suriname, the Amazon Basin, where one-half of the world´s biota, 33% of its tropical forests, 15-20% of its freshwater in rivers, as well as a large percentage of rare hardwoods and minerals are concentrated.  Although Brazil is the most biologically diverse country among these, as well as in the world, the tremendous diversity of all of the Amazonian nations make them natural arenas for dispute concerning the use of natural resources between logging and mining interests, transnational pharmaceutical corporations, local and international environmental organizations, indigenous groups and other local communities, among others.  In 1978, the eight countries mentioned signed the Amazonian Cooperation Treaty, with the goal of coordinating the development of communication and transportation systems, the exploitation of natural resources and the protection of the environment.  Although indicative of formal state attempts to institutionalize a feeling of community in the Amazonian Basin, persisting border disputes, as well as the economic problems characterizing the member countries, have created obstacles to the strengthening of the Treaty (Mujica and Pardo 1997: 105).  


In addition to mineral resources, significant quantities of oil are concentrated in the Andean region itself, specifically in Venezuela, Colombia and Ecuador.  Oil leases in these areas have led to growing opposition by local groups, in particular indigenous communities, as well as local and international human rights and environmental NGOs.  The highly publicized conflict between the Colombian U’wa indians and Occidental Petroleum Corporation constitutes just one example of dispute between indigenous communities and transnational corporations over land and exploration rights.
   As highlighted by Buzan, Waever and de Wilde (1998: 88), local opposition to state environmental security policy can produce effects in other security realms.  


In the case of oil extraction in Colombia and Ecuador, the environmental impact of such activities combine with political, social and cultural tensions, as well as the proliferation of violence (Dunning and Wirpsa 2002; Richani 2002).   In Colombia, natural resources, in particular oil and the country´s hydroelectric infrastructure, have become an integral part of the dynamics of the armed conflict.  In 2001 alone, the Caño Limón oil pipeline was bombed 170 times by armed guerrilla groups (El Tiempo 2002: 1-4).   Additionally, in Colombia´s bilateral relations with Venezuela and Ecuador, environmental damage produced by terrorist attacks on the country´s oil infrastructure, combined with the fumigation of illicit crops, has become a central factor of conflict.
Conclusions


The accumulation and convergence of processes linking up distinct actors and spaces in relational, interdependent and transregional relations suggest that conventional notions of the Andes are inadequate to capture the complex security dynamics at play both within and at the edges of the region.  Factors such as the Colombian armed crisis, the U.S. role and policies, illicit flows and networks, and environmentally-based disputes persistently contradict national-based conceptions of security in that they are transborder in nature.
  These four security risks suggest that there are multiple regional orders that encompass distinct geographic spaces and actors.  Oil and other strategic resource conflicts span certain territories, for instance, while the effects of the Colombian conflict, and illicit operations encompass quite different ones.   In other words, the notion of the region itself is not a fixed one, but rather varies according to the issue at stake as well as the primary actors involved.  

A systematic mapping of the region’s security crisis would allow for new ways of thinking about the Andean problematic, and hopefully lead to alternative policy proposals that take the region, not individual states, as the level of analysis.  Such a cartography would facilitate subsequent efforts to refine current academic understandings of security broadly understood and in the specific regional context.  Idea building, in turn, constitutes a critical first step toward innovative policy approaches.  The deepening of the Andean security crisis and the inability to pose effective solutions may in part be explained by the conceptual blinders within the policy world (states, multilateral institutions, and NGO’s) that lead to the persistent misinterpretation of transregional processes and threats as strictly local problems.  The approach outlined here, on the other hand, underscores the urgency of collaborative solutions among the diverse stakeholders in the region’s crisis.
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� This article is a revised version of Tickner and Mason (2003).


�  Among the most important conceptual statements on the topic of post Cold War security are Matthews (1989), Buzan (1991), Lipschutz (1995), and Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde (1998). 


� Many of the ideas expressed in this section are derived from Tickner (2003).


� See the European Working Group on Amazonia, � HYPERLINK "http://www.amazonia.net/Topics/Indigenous_Peoples-30/index.html" ��http://www.amazonia.net/Topics/Indigenous_Peoples-30/index.html�, for extensive information on this case.
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