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ABSTRACT

THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE AMERICAN SELF IN RELATION TO
VENEZUELAN OTHERS THROUGH U.S. FOREIGN POLICY DISCOURSES
(2001-2019)

DINCER AKAN, Deniz Pelin
Ph.D., The Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zerrin TORUN

February 2024, 347 pages

This thesis focuses on the inherent relation between foreign policy and identity
formation through difference. By adopting the Poststructural international relations
theory and discourse analysis methodology, this thesis aims to provide an alternative
interpretation of U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela during the leftist-populist
administrations of Hugo Chavez and Nicolas Maduro by mainly focusing on the
construction of American identity concerning various Venezuelan Others; Chavez
and Maduro regimes as the dangerous Others, the Venezuelan people, and Juan
Guaido as friendly Others. Through an extensive reading of the foreign policy texts,
the author determined three key events (2008, 2015, and 2019) as three crucial
turning points in the relations between the U.S. and Venezuela. The key events
coincided with the presidencies of George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama, and Donald
J. Trump. The discourse analysis of these three events (based on the hegemonic and
basic discourses) explicitly exposed the symbiotic relation between the employment
of discourses of danger with identity formation (including the constitutions of the
American Self and the Venezuelan Others). It also provided the answer to how these
constitutions enable specific foreign policy actions towards Venezuela while

simultaneously making other actions unthinkable.
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Keywords: U.S. Foreign Policy, Discourse Analysis, Poststructuralism, American
Identity, Venezuelan Politics



0z

AMERIKAN BENLIGININ VENEZUELALI OTEKILERLE ILISKIiSi
UZERINDEN ABD DIS POLITIKASI SOYLEMLERIYLE INSASI
(2001-2019)

DINCER AKAN, Deniz Pelin
Doktora, Uluslararast {liskiler Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Zerrin TORUN

Subat 2024, 347 sayfa

Bu tez, dis politika ve otekilik araciligryla kimlik insas1 arasindaki igkin iligkiye
odaklanmaktadir. Postyapisalct uluslararas1 iligkiler teorisini benimseyerek ve
sOylem analizi metodolojisini kullanarak, bu tez, 6zellikle Hugo Chavez ve Nicolas
Maduro'nun solcu-popiilist iktidarlari doneminde ABD'nin Venezuela'ya yonelik dis
politikasinin alternatif bir yorumunu sunmayi amacglamaktadir. Bu baglamda,
ozellikle Amerikan kimliginin ¢esitli Venezuelali Otekiler ile iliskisine odaklanarak;
ABD dis politikasi sdylemlerinin Chavez ve Maduro rejimlerinin tehlikeli Oteki,
Venezuela halkinin ve Juan Guaidé'nun ise diger dost Otekiler olarak insa etmesini
incelemektedir. Dis politika séylemlerinin ayrintili okunmasi sonucunda yazar {i¢
anahtar olay1 (2008, 2015 ve 2019) belirlemistir. Bu olaylar ABD ile Venezuela
arasindaki iligkilerin ti¢ 6nemli donemeg noktasini olusturmaktadir. Anahtar olaylar,
George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama ve Donald J. Trump'in baskanliklari
donemlerine denk gelmektedir. Bu ii¢ olayin sdylem analizi, hegemonik ve temel
sOylemlere dayanarak, tehlike sdylemlerinin kimlik insasi ile (Amerikan Benligi ve
Venezuelali Digerlerinin ingalarin1 da igeren) olan simbiyotik iliskisini agik¢a ortaya

koymaktadir. Ayrica, bu insalarin Venezuela'ya yonelik belirli dis politika
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eylemlerini nasil miimkiin kildigini, ayn1 anda diger eylemleri diisiinmez kildigin1 da

ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ABD Dis Politikasi, Soylem Analizi, Postyapisalcilik,

Amerikan Kimligi, Venezuela Siyaseti
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

On January 23, 2019, U.S. President Donald Trump officially recognized the
Venezuelan opposition leader, the Speaker of the National Assembly of Venezuela,
Juan Guaid6, as the interim president of Venezuela and outlawed the elected
President Nicolas Maduro from the presidency. Also, U.S. Diplomats lobbied for the
recognition of Juan Guaido6 as the rightful president by other countries such as Brazil,
Canada, Mexico, and many members of the European Union!. The U.S. has been
implementing strict sanctions and embargoes against Venezuela's oil sector (the
country's primary source of income) since 2019, which devastated the Venezuelan

economy?.

The Trump administration claimed to act against President Maduro's "policies, which
are marked by authoritarianism, intolerance for dissent, and violent and systematic
repression of human rights and fundamental freedoms"3. The same administration
announced its intent to entitle “Brazil as a Major Non-NATO Ally” in 2019%
According to the U.S. Department of State’s 2019 and 2020 reports on Human
Rights in Brazil, the Bolsonaro administration did not respect certain human rights,

! Clare Ribando Seelke et al., “Venezuela: Background and U.S. Relations,” 2021, 16.

2 Luis Oliveros, “How U.S. Sanctions Have Directly Aggravated Venezuela’s Economic Crisis,”
WOLA, 2020, https://www.wola.org/2020/10/new-report-us-sanctions-aggravated-venezuelas-
economic-crisis/; Francisco Rodriguez, “U.S. Oil Sanctions Are Hurting Venezuelans. Time for a
New Approach to Pressure Maduro,” Washington Post, 2019,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2019/12/04/us-oil-sanctions-are-hurting-venezuelans-time-
new-approach-pressure-maduro/; Bea Sophia Pielago, “Uncovering the 5 Major Causes of the Food
Crisis in Venezuela,” Glocality 3, no. 1 (June 24, 2020), https://doi.org/10.5334/glo.24.

3 U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Relations with Venezuela,” 2020, https://2017-2021.state.gov/u-s-
relations-with-venezuela/index.html.

4 U.S. Embassy & Consulates in Brazil, “Joint Statement from President Donald J. Trump and
President Jair Bolsonaro,” 2019, https://br.usembassy.gov/joint-statement-from-president-donald-j-
trump-and-president-jair-bolsonaro/.



including freedom of expression, the right to a fair trial, and the right not to be
discriminated against for sexual orientation®. In other words, the U.S. claims that
Brazil and Venezuela repeatedly repressed human rights and freedoms. What caused
such a contrast in the approach of U.S. foreign policy towards the claimed human
rights violations in Brazil and Venezuela? This dissertation is not about U.S. foreign
policy actions or outcomes toward Venezuela. On the contrary, this study's main
objective is the constitution of a particular reality through foreign relations,
discourses of danger, and identity formation through difference. Why did certain
events between Venezuela and the U.S. represent threats but not between Brazil and
the U.S.? It is crucial to note that this argument does not claim that the foreign policy
of Venezuela towards the U.S. has been benevolent, nor does it claim that the U.S.
intentionally created a threat when there was nonapparent. To put it differently, these
specific events had to be interpreted as dangers rather than different events, and how
they are interpreted as dangers operates particular modes of representation, not the
alternative ones. The constitution of the Chavez and Maduro administrations as
dangerous others by the U.S. foreign policy discourses was necessary to reproduce
the American identity. Linking danger to American identity has been a pivotal part of
its constitution since portraying danger through foreign policy helps secure its

national identity's limits®.

Within this framework, it is possible to view the constitution of the Chavez and
Maduro administrations as dangerous Others in a new light, as another instance of
the continuous production and reproduction of American identity through foreign
policy actions rather than solely as a crisis caused by external factors. Furthermore,
to establish American identity (which is represented by individual liberties, liberal
democracy, and an open market economy), it was crucial for exclusionary practices
to convincingly connect dissenting elements to a secure identity on the "inside" by
employing a narrative of danger, where the identified threats were positioned and

% U.S. Department of State, “2019 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices: Brazil,” Bureau of
Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor, 2020, https://www.state.gov/reports/2019-country-reports-on-
human-rights-practices/brazil/; U.S. Department of State, “2020 Country Reports on Human Rights
Practices:  Brazil,” Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor, 2021,
https://www.state.gov/reports/2020-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/brazil/.

¢ David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of ldentity
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1998), 3.
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attributed to the "outside". Traditional International Relations analysis modes cannot
expose such representations of the inside/outside dichotomy. Therefore, an
unconventional mode of analysis is necessary. This type of analysis includes the
Poststructuralist logic of interpretation because this particular logic examines the
political results that arise from employing one mode of representation over others. To
understand and expose these complex modes of representation, this dissertation asks
specific questions, like how outlawing a president of another country became a
possible option for U.S. foreign policy. How does the U.S. constitute itself as a
superior political subject that decides which political subject (especially in Latin
America) could be outlawed from the international community while simultaneously
constituting Venezuelan people as lacking the ability to govern themselves
democratically? How does this discursively constructed reality enable specific U.S.
foreign policy actions toward Venezuela while making other foreign policy options
unthinkable?

To answer these research questions, this study focuses on the construction of U.S.
foreign policy towards Venezuela after the elections of leftist presidents in
Venezuela, Hugo Chavez in 1998 and Nicolas Maduro in 2013, by adopting
Poststructuralist International Relations Theory (especially David Campbell’s
interpretation) and by combining Lene Hansen’s discourse analysis methodology.
This thesis analyzes the official discourses (statements, speeches, interviews,
memoirs, and tweets) of U.S. Presidents like George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama,
and Donald J. Trump and their foreign policymakers concerning Venezuela to
determine the key representations of identity within these texts. These official policy
texts are collected from The American Presidency Project archives, governmental
websites such as the Department of State, the archives of the White House, Public
Papers of the Presidents of the U.S., newspapers (direct quotations from related
foreign policy agents), memoirs, and their official Twitter accounts. Because of the
ontological formation of this Poststructuralist framework, the data collection and data

analysis are processed simultaneously along with the research.
1.1. The Research Puzzle

After 2015, we see an escalation in the deterioration of U.S.-Venezuela relations.
President Obama issued Executive Order 13692 on March 8, 2015, and declared

3



Venezuela as “an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security and
foreign policy of the United States” and sanctioned seven top Venezuelan officials
individually’. In 2017, President Trump implemented more sanctions against
President Maduro himself and his regime's prominent politicians and businesspeople
while declaring President Maduro a dictator®. However, the crux of the matter
emerged when the U.S. implemented an embargo against Venezuela's oil sector (the
country's primary income source) in 2019 after the Trump Administration recognized
the opposition leader Juan Guaido as the interim President of Venezuela®. According
to the former National Security Council Senior Director for Western Hemisphere
Affairs of the Trump administration, Juan Cruz, the U.S. sanctioned anything but the
sun and air in Venezuela and would sanction those too if they could®. In the 2019
Worldwide Threat Assessment report of the U.S. Intelligence Community,

Venezuela represented a more significant threat than Cuba?!,

During his speech on April 17, 2019, President Trump's National Security Advisor,
John Bolton, said, "Today, we proudly proclaim for all to hear: the Monroe Doctrine
is alive and well"?, He also emphasized that Venezuela is in the Western

Hemisphere and that the U.S. has a special responsibility in Venezuela®® (referring to

" U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Issuance of a New Venezuela-Related Executive Order;

Venezuela-Related  Designations ,” 2015,  https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/financial-
sanctions/recent-actions/20150309.

8 U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Treasury Sanctions the President of Venezuela ,” 2017,
https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/sm0137; David Smilde, “Trump and Venezuela,” in
The Future of U.S. Empire in the Americas: The Trump Administration and Beyond (New York:
Routledge, 2020), 37-58, https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429425073-4.

® U.S. Department of State, “U.S. Recognizes Guaidé as Venezuela’s Interim President,” Bureau of
Global Public Affairs, 2019, https://share.america.gov/u-s-recognizes-guaido-as-venezuelas-interim-
president/.

10 Stephania Taladrid, “Can Biden Reverse Trump’s Damage in Latin America?,” The NewYorker,
2021, https://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/can-biden-reverse-trumps-lasting-damage-in-
latin-america.

11 Office of the Director of National Intelligence, “Statement for the Record: 2019 Worldwide Threat
Assessment of the U.S. Intelligence Community,” 2019,
https://www.dni.gov/index.php/newsroom/congressional-testimonies/congressional-testimonies-
2019/item/1947-statement-for-the-record-worldwide-threat-assessment-of-the-us-intelligence-
community.

12 John R. Bolton, “Remarks to the Bay of Pigs Veterans Association,” U.S. Embassy in Cuba, 2019,
https://cu.usembassy.gov/ambassador-bolton-bay-of-pigs-veterans-association-brigade-2506/.

13 |bid. [Emphasis Added].



the Monroe Doctrine!* again). Bolton also criticized President Obama's appeasement
policy toward Latin America, especially towards the "Troika of Tyranny" (as Bolton
calls Cuba, Venezuela, and Nicaragua). In his speech, he promised that Venezuela,
Cuba, and Nicaragua would finally be free from “the communist dictators”®. His
whole speech insinuated an active U.S. involvement in the region. After he resigned
from the position of National Security Advisor in September 2019, John Bolton
wrote a memoir, “The Room Where It Happened: A White House Memoir,” and
reserved a separate chapter just for Venezuela'®. Moreover, in different speeches,
President Trump, Ambassador Bolton, Senator Graham, and U.S. Secretary of State
Pompeo repeatedly stated that all options (including military intervention)
concerning Venezuela are on the table!’. Senator Graham even proposed a military
invasion like Grenada in 1983 for Venezuela, saying, "This is in our backyard"!é.
President Trump repeatedly answered questions about a possible military
intervention with the same answer: “All options are on the table”®. In 2018, he
openly stated, “All options are on the table; strong ones and the less-than-strong
ones. Every option—and you know what | mean by strong. Every option is on the
table with respect to Venezuela. We are going to take care of the people of
Venezuela®®, Interestingly enough, for more than 20 years, despite all the tension,

14 The Monroe Doctrine announced before the U.S. Congress by the U.S. President James Monroe in
1823. The doctrine stated that the U.S. would not tolerate any further European colonization of the
Western Hemisphere. The Monroe Doctrine formed the base of the U.S. Foreign Policy towards Latin
America especially during the Cold War. Mark T. Gilderhus, “The Monroe Doctrine: Meanings and
Implications,”  Presidential ~ Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1 (March 2006): 5-16,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5705.2006.00282.X..

15 Bolton, “Remarks to the Bay of Pigs Veterans Association.”

16 John R. Bolton, The Room Where It Happened: A White House Memoir (New York:
Simon&Schuster, 2020), 229.

17 peter Baker and Edward Wong, “Intervening Against Venezuela’s Strongman, Trump Belies
‘America First,”” The New York Times, 2019,
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/01/24/world/americas/donald-trump-venezuela.html.

18 Eric Kleefeld, “Lindsey Graham Proposes Invading Venezuela,” Vox, 2019,

https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2019/5/26/18640654/lindsey-graham-trump-invade-
venezuela-reagan-grenada.

% Donald J. Trump, “Remarks Prior to a Meeting With President Jair Messias Bolsonaro of Brazil and
an Exchange With Reporters,” 2019, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-prior-
meeting-with-president-jair-messias-bolsonaro-brazil-and-exchange-with.

2 Donald J. Trump, “Remarks in an Exchange With Reporters Upon Arrival at United Nations
Headquarters in New York City,” 2018, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-
exchange-with-reporters-upon-arrival-united-nations-headquarters-new-york-city.
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the U.S. avoided using "the one weapon that would hurt Venezuela the most",
imposing sanctions and an embargo on Venezuelan oil?t. Only the Trump
administration took this step on January 28, 201922, The first question that comes to
mind is why, however, the literature is already filled with studies looking for the
question of why (the literature on why questions is discussed further on section 1.3.).
Even though it is a good question within this context, the subject of this study is not
the question of why. Traditional Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA) generally focuses on
why questions and causations. FPA traditionally asks why certain foreign policy
actors takes certain foreign policy decisions. For instance, one can look for the
domestic sources of foreign policy and, for example, analyze President Trump's
personality characteristics on deploying sanctions against the Venezuelan oil industry
or getting votes of the anti-Castro, anti-Maduro, Cuban, and Venezuelan Americans
in Florida?. One can also assess this decision from a different point of view and look
at the democratic deterioration in Venezuela and the U.S. response to this
deterioration. Stephen Walt, for example, concludes that Venezuela collapsed not
because of foreign intervention or economic sanctions but because of domestic
political reasons in Venezuela?*. This study intends to look beyond the why question
that the current literature overlooks. Asking why only President Trump took such
actions in 2019 towards Venezuela disregards the historical construction of identity
and ignores the Bush and Obama administration’s previous actions towards
Venezuela. “What is explained is not why a particular outcome obtained, but rather

how the subjects, objects, and interpretive dispositions were socially constructed

2L Javier Corrales and Carlos A. Romero, U.S. Venezuela Relations since the 1990s (London:
Routledge, 2013), 7.

22 U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Treasury Sanctions Venezuela’s State-Owned Oil Company
Petroleos de Venezuela, S.A.,” 2019, https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/sm594.

23 When it comes to presidential elections in the U.S., Florida has a very important role. George W.
Bush won the 2000 presidential election with the margin of less than 0.5 per cent in Florida. Donald
Trump, Marco Rubio, John Bolton, and Mike Pompeo continuously visited Cuban and Venezuelan
Americans in Miami-Dade County of Florida (where the most Cuban and Venezuelan Americans live
in the U.S.), made strong speeches against the Castro ad Maduro regimes. In 2020 presidential
elections, President Trump increased his vote 80 per cent in Florida (compared to 2016 elections) and
got 66 per cent of total Cuban American votes. Carmen Sesin, “Trump Cultivated the Latino Vote in
Florida, and It Paid Off,” NBC News, 2020, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/latino/trump-cultivated-
latino-vote-florida-it-paid-n1246226..

24 Stephen M. Walt, “All Great-Power Politics Is Local,” Foreign Policy, 2020,
https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/08/24/all-great-power-politics-is-local/.
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such that certain practices were made possible”?®. Essentially, the focus is not on
why the Trump administration took actions such as outlawing Maduro or imposing
sanctions on the oil industry, but on understanding how these specific foreign policy
actions have become as possible options within U.S. foreign policy discourses since
1998.

Furthermore, the U.S. has lobbied for the recognition of Juan Guaid6 as the interim
president by other countries too (in Canada, the members of the European Union, and
Latin American countries), including extensive diplomatic efforts to exclude
President Maduro from the international community by outlawing him from the
presidency, cutting all the diplomatic, economic, and political ties with his
administration?®, How come the U.S. does not make the same effort for the other
‘authoritarian’ governments? Under President Trump, the U.S. had good relations
with President Putin, President Erdogan, President Bolsonaro, and Prime Minister
Orban. President Donald Trump visited Saudi Arabia in 2017, his first foreign trip as
the president. He said, "America will not impose its way of life on the others," and
that he is not in Saudi Arabia to lecture people, "to tell other people how to live, what

to do, who to be"?’.

Being in danger is not an objective situation. What one constitutes a situation, a
subject, or an event as a threat does not exist out there independently. If
authoritarianism is a danger to U.S. ideals, why does the U.S. choose to constitute
Venezuelan administrations as a threat but no other ‘authoritarian’ administrations?
The main argument of this dissertation is that the ongoing crisis between the U.S.
and Venezuela is not simply a crisis triggered by external factors. It is instead a
necessary incident for the continuous reproduction of American identity through
foreign policy actions. In short, the main question here is not why the Trump

%5 Roxanne Lynn Doty, “Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S.
Counterinsurgency Policy in the Philippines,” International Studies Quarterly 37, no. 3 (1993): 298.

% Timothy M. Gill, “Shifting Imperial Strategies in Contemporary Latin America: The U.S. Empire
and Venezuela under Hugo Chavez,” Journal of Historical Sociology 32, no. 3 (2019): 6,
https://doi.org/10.1111/johs.12216.

27 Jennifer Calfas, “Trump Saudi Arabia Speech,” Time, 2017, https://time.com/4787609/donald-
trump-saudi-arabia-speech-2/.



administration outlawed President Maduro or chose to sanction the oil sector;
instead, the question is how these specific foreign policy actions became possible
options through U.S. foreign policy discourses since the election of Hugo Chavez as
President in 1998. What is the relation between the discourses of danger (constituted
by the U.S. against Venezuela) and the constitution of the U.S. identity? What kind
of reality is constructed via the discourses of danger? What kind of foreign policy
actions became possible, and more importantly, what kind of foreign policy actions
became unthinkable and unfeasible because of these discourses? To answer these
questions and trace the construction of the American Self against Venezuelan
Other(s), one first needs to focus on the history of the relations between these two
countries. Elaborating the historical relations between the two countries, enables a

comprehensive understanding.
1.2. A Historical Look to the U.S. - Venezuela Relations

It is not shocking to trace the roots of the current controversial relations between the
U.S. and Venezuela back to the 1998 Presidential Elections in Venezuela. Between
the late 1950s and 1990s, many scholars labeled Venezuelan democracy as
"exceptional"?®. After long periods of dictatorship in Venezuela, the opposition
parties (both left and right wings), military, businesspeople, and the church created
an alliance called The Patriotic Junta (Junta Patridtica) in 1957%°. They successfully
overthrew the dictator Marcos Pérez Jiménez in January 1958. On January 31, three
prominent political party leaders (AD, COPEI, Democratic-Republican Union, URD)
signed the Punto Fijo Pact and promised to respect the democratic election process.
With the effect of the Cold War, these three political parties excluded the left-wing
political parties from the pact®. This exclusion of the left and the dominance of the

right-wing political parties in the Venezuelan political system for forty years created

28 Daniel Levine, Conflict and Political Change in Venezuela (New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 2016); L. Herman Donald, “Democratic and Authoritarian Traditions,” in Democracy in Latin
America: Colombia and Venezuela, ed. Donald L. Herman (ABC-CLIO Publishing, 1988), 1-15;
Steve Ellner and Miguel Tinker-Salas, Venezuela: Hugo Chavez and the Decline of an “Exceptional
Democracy” (Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 2007).

29 _evine, Conflict and Political Change in Venezuela, 102.

%0 Steve Ellner, Rethinking Venezuelan Politics: Class Conflict and the Chavez Phenomenon (Boulder,
Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2008), 48.



the socio-political base for the election of Hugo Chavez in 1998. They studied this
exceptional state of Venezuelan democracy because while nearly every Latin
American country received its share of military coups, especially during the 1960s
and 1970s, Venezuela did not. Starting from the democratic transition in 1958,
Venezuela became the perfect model for the U.S. to show its democracy as an
example to other Latin American countries. As U.S. President Kennedy's adviser,
Arthur Schlesinger Jr., put it in 1961, "Some of us in Washington saw Venezuela as a

model for Latin America's progressive democracy"L.

After 1958, only the two parties' candidates, Democratic Action (AD) and Christian
Democratic Party (COPEI), became presidents through elections for forty years®.
During these forty years, relations between the U.S. and Venezuela were very stable
because "Venezuela achieved fundamental objectives in relation to American ideals
and goals- its democratic system, the successful integration of Venezuelan oil into
U.S. market, the Pentagon's influence on the National Armed Forces and the

presence of American way of life"®,

Hugo Chavez was the first president with no former affiliations with these two
political parties. During his campaigns, he openly challenged the Punto Fijo system
(the former political establishment), private oil companies, and the U.S. As expected,
his elections led to a clean break from the past forty years. During one of his
campaign speeches in 1998, Hugo Chavez promised to fire the head of PDVSA (the
state-led oil company of Venezuela) and restrict foreign direct investments in the
Venezuelan oil sector®*. After his electoral victory, he claimed that “today, the 6™ of

December, we Venezuelans have written a new page in our history. The national soul

81 Ibid., 51.

32 Rafael Caldera became the president in 1994 and served until 1999, and he got elected from
National Convergence Party in 1994; however, he became the president between 1969 to 1974, he was
the candidate of the Christian Democratic Party (COPEI).

33 Janet Kelly and Carlos A. Romero, United States and Venezuela: Rethinking a Relationship, United
States and  Venezuela: Rethinking a  Relationship (Routledge, 2013), 1,
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315023441.

3 Ellner and Tinker-Salas, Venezuela: Hugo Chavez and the Decline of an “Exceptional
Democracy,” 10.



has been reborn"*®. After the election, President Chavez made fundamental political,
economic, and social changes in Venezuela. These changes include writing up a new
constitution, holding a referendum for the constitution's approval by the people,
channeling the state's oil income to the previously neglected parts of the society, and

introducing a new participatory democracy model and 21% Century Socialism®®.

Consequently, right after he claimed office, he also started to face massive resistance
from the members of the former establishment (especially from the oil industry) and
the U.S.%" Richard N. Haass, a U.S. diplomat, openly stated that "Hugo Chéavez poses
a challenge to U.S. interests in the Americas". These radical changes in Venezuelan
politics, economy, and society created a breakpoint in the foreign relations between
the U.S. and Venezuela. Venezuela, a former U.S. ally in South America, became a
foe. Since then, both parties have been on opposite sides on many different subjects,
including ideology, politics, interests, security, and the economy. Over the years,
they constructed intense hostility against each other®®. Sometimes, this enmity even
became personal between the leaders of these countries*®. The U.S. accuses the

%  Serge F. Kovaleski, “Populist Elected in Venezuela,” Washington Post, 1998,

https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/inatl/daily/dec98/07/venezuelal20798.htm;  Diana Jean
Schemo, “Renegade Officer Favored in Venezuelan Election Today,” The New York Times, 1998,
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/12/06/world/renegade-officer-favored-in-venezuelan-election-
today.html.

3% The concept of 21% Century Socialism coined by Heinz Dieterich in 2000 and then developed by
Michael A. Lebowitz Build It Now: Socialism for the Twenty-First Century (New York: Monthly
Review Press, 2006). specifically for Venezuela during the Chavez era. The aim was creating a new
socialist model for Venezuela. It had different stages, including constitutional, educational, political
and geopolitical reforms. President Chavez tried to implement this model to Venezuela through a
referendum, however his administration lost the Constitutional Referendum in 2007. Chris Carlson,
“What Is Venezuela’s Constitutional Reform Really About?,” VenezuelAnalysis, 2007,
https://venezuelanalysis.com/analysis/2890# ftnl..

37 Ifiaki Sagarzazu and Cameron G. Thies, “The Foreign Policy Rhetoric of Populism: Chéavez, Oil,
and  Anti-Imperialism,”  Political Research Quarterly 72, no. 1 (2019): 205-14,
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912918784212.

3 Richard Lappert, “Living with Hugo: U.S. Policy Toward Hugo Chavez’s Venezuela,” 2006, v.
39 Corrales and Romero, U.S. Venezuela Relations since the 1990s, 46.

40 Presidents of both countries insulted each other during different speeches. In 2006, President
Chavez called President Bush ‘the devil’ during his speech at the United Nations. David Stout,
“Chavez Calls Bush ‘the Devil> in UN. Speech,” The New York Times, 2006,
https://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/20/world/americas/20cnd-chavez.html.. In 2009, as a response to
President Obama’s accusation of exporting terrorism, President Chévez called President Obama, a
poor ignoramus. Michael O’Brien, “Chavez: Obama an ‘Ignoramous,”” The Hill, 2009,
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Venezuelan administration of driving Venezuelan democracy towards
authoritarianism and the Venezuelan people to hunger, migration, and violence*. In
contrast, the Venezuelan government blames the U.S. for repeatedly attempting to
topple the Venezuelan government to control Venezuela's unprecedented oil

reserves*2.

Interestingly, despite the long-term strained foreign relations, up until 2019, the U.S.
and Venezuela had solid trade relations. During the Chavez administration,
Venezuela was the largest oil supplier to the U.S., and the U.S. became Venezuela's
top trading partner*®. This fact did not change even during the crisis periods. For
example, in 2002, there was a failed coup attempt by the opposition against President
Chavez, and the Venezuelan government openly accused the U.S. of funding the
opposition**. During the same year, the U.S. remained Venezuela's top trading
partner, with 30.7% of total imports and 56% of total exports*®. The same happened
when President Chavez introduced his 21% Century Socialism model in 2005, or
Nicolds Maduro became the new Venezuelan president with a minimal vote margin
in 2014. The U.S. was still Venezuela's top trading partner, with billions of dollars in
trade volume. Even in 2018, 52% of Venezuela's total imports were from the U.S.,
which was the highest percentage since 2000%°. Only after the 2019 oil sanctions and

https://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/campaigns/foreign-policy/37640-chavez-obama-
an-ignoramous. More recently, Nicolas Maduro called Donald Trump a racist and supremacist while
President Trump called him a dictator, narco-terrorist, and Cuban puppet. Nahal Toosi, “In Venezuela,
Trump Finds One Dictator He Doesn’t Like,” Politico, 2019,
https://www.politico.com/story/2019/01/24/venezuela-trump-maduro-dictator-1124121.

41 Especially after the U.S. embargo on Venezuelan oil, Venezuelan people has been suffering from
extreme hunger. As of early 2022, six million Venezuelans migrated to other countries. According to
the InSight Crime, since 2016, Venezuela has been one of the top three on the list of the most violent
countries in the world. Jeremy McDermott and Steven Dudley, “GameChangers 2021: Long on
Criminality, Short on Democracy in Year to Come,” InSight Crime, 2021,
https://insightcrime.org/news/gamechangers-2021-criminal-plenty-amid-democratic-shortage-2022/..

42 David Smilde, “Trump’s Bluster Failed Venezuela. Biden Must Use Diplomatic and Economic
Levers to Address the Crisis.,” The Washington Post, 2021,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2021/01/19/venezuela-biden-maduro-guaido-trump-
diplomacy/.

43 OEC, “Venezuela Country Profile,” 2020, https://oec.world/en/profile/country/ven.

4 Eva Golinger, The Chavez Code: Cracking US Intervention in Venezuela (Massachusetts: Olive
Branch Press, 2006).

4 OEC, “Venezuela Country Profile.”
% |bid.
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the embargo implemented by the U.S. did the two countries’ economic relations
become nonexistent for the first time. The disruption of relations between the U.S.
and Venezuela became an exciting academic subject. Relations between the U.S. and
Venezuela had been nearly ordinary and unproblematic for years. Today, it is the

opposite. The following section evaluates the literature on U.S.—Venezuela relations.

1.3. The Study of U.S. Foreign Policy towards Venezuela

The challenges of the Chavez and Maduro administrations towards the U.S. attracted
the attention of many scholars. However, it was interesting to find that two
approaches have dominated this field of study. Many scholars adopt democracy
promotion or a neo-Marxist approach while handling the issue. Most of these ask
why U.S.-Venezuela relations have become controversial. For example, in most of
his works, Gill explores U.S.-Venezuela relations by adopting Michael Mann's
concepts of power*” (ideological, economic, military, and political), the American
empire, and new American imperialism*. He explores how the U.S. dealt with the
anti-American governments of Venezuela since Hugo Chavez and how the U.S.
regime change, and democracy promotion strategies evolved to cope with the new
leftist wave in Latin America, especially in Venezuela. Instead of giving open
military support to pro-American governments as it used to, according to Gill, the
U.S. strategy shifted to support the opposition in every other possible source of
power, including monetary support through different organizations like the National
Endowment for Democracy (NED), the International Republican Institute (IRI), or

the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)*.

47 Michael Mann, Incoherent Empire (New York City: Verso, 2005).

48 Timothy M. Gill, ed., The Future of U.S. Empirein the Americas: The Trump Administration and
Beyond (Routledge, 2020); Timothy M. Gill, “The State and Civil Society in Socialist Venezuela”
(The University of Georgia, 2016); Timothy M. Gill, “From Promoting Political Polyarchy to
Defeating Participatory Democracy: U.S. Foreign Policy towards the Far Left in Latin America,”
Journal of World-Systems Research 24, no. 1 (2018): 72-95, https://doi.org/10.5195/jwsr.2018.750;
Timothy M. Gill, “Politics, Human Rights, and Social Policy under Contemporary Populist Regimes:
The View from Trump-America and Socialist Venezuela,” Irish Journal of Sociology 27, no. 1
(2019): 80-87, https://doi.org/10.1177/0791603519827226; Gill, “Shifting Imperial Strategies in
Contemporary Latin America: The U.S. Empire and Venezuela under Hugo Chavez.”

49 Gill, “Shifting Imperial Strategies in Contemporary Latin America: The U.S. Empire and Venezuela
under Hugo Chavez,” 3.
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Greg Grandin takes a similar stance to Gill. He adds a historical perspective, tracing
the Bush administration's preemptive interventions in Latin America to Ronald
Reagan's in Central America during the 1980s°°. He also outlines how America's
imperial identity evolved and how the U.S. hegemony declined in the region after the
election of leftist governments in Latin America. Biegon also assesses the decline of
the U.S. Hegemony in Latin America after the rise of the 'New Latin Left' (NLL) in
the region, starting with President Chavez and Venezuela®. He uses critical IR
theory, a neo-Gramscian perspective of hegemony, and international political
economy (by emphasizing that hegemony is never only political; it also has to be
economic) to examine how the U.S. tries to reassert its hegemony over the region
after the NLL®2, Petras and Veltmeyer, on the other hand, choose to adopt Lenin's
conceptualization  of  imperialism  (while criticizing the contemporary
conceptualizations of imperialism) to study U.S. imperialism in Latin America by
giving special attention to Venezuela after the election of Chavez>®. They compare
the U.S. foreign policy over Latin America within the coup period (from 1964 to
1983) to the post-Chavez period. They question how the U.S. tries to reassert its
hegemony over the region by giving examples from contemporary U.S.—Venezuela
relations while showing the similarities between the past and the present.

Other scholars adopt the concept of democracy promotion while examining the
relations between the two countries, but they choose different approaches than neo-
Marxism and imperialism. Camilleri questions the recent changes in U.S. foreign
policy towards Venezuela from the Obama to the Trump administrations®.
According to him, the Obama administration chose to promote democracy in
Venezuela and act accordingly. In contrast, the Trump administration tried only to
‘eliminate an ideological foe' instead of promoting democracy in Venezuela. The

0 Greg Grandin, Empire’s Workshop: Latin America, the United States, and the Rise of the New
Imperialism (Holt Paperbacks, 2006).

51 Rubrick Biegon, US Power in Latin America: Renewing Hegemony (Routledge, 2017).
52 1bid., 3.

53 James Petras and Henry Veltmeyer, Power and Resistance: U.S. Imperialism in Latin America
(Brill, 2015), https://doi.org/10.1177/0094306117734868ee.

54 Michael J Camilleri, “Evolution or Revolution ? U.S. Policy on Venezuela from Obama to Trump,”
Pensamiento Propio 47 (2017): 189-206.
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latter chose neo-conservative foreign policy actors like John Bolton, Mike Pompeo,
and Marco Rubio as his leading political team. They heavily affected U.S. foreign
policy actions towards Venezuela®. He concludes that both administrations were

unsuccessful in their efforts.

In his article, Bonfili adopts a constructivist approach to explain how the U.S. and
Venezuela constructed each other as rivals after 1998°¢. He combines the Wendtian
constructivist approach with the Copenhagen School in his paper. He concludes that
economic interdependence (especially in the oil sector) and rivalry/polarization
coexist in U.S.—Venezuela relations. He claims that a rupture in bilateral relations is
unlikely because of this unique coexistence, and he was right until the Trump

administration®’.

Corrales and Romero’s book on U.S.-Venezuela relations since the 1990s combines
various IR theories like structural realism, neoliberal institutionalism, constructivism,
and domestic sources of foreign policy to explain this unusual relationship between
the two countries®®. They claim that no IR theory can explain this unique relation by
itself, which this study disproves. Like Bonfili, they also show that the U.S.
constructed Venezuela as only a mid-level security threat. This construction is why
their bilateral relations are different from any other country. They call this policy
"talk softly, sanction softly"®°. According to their argument, there is always a balance
between them; sometimes tension rises, and sometimes relations become better, but
relations never come to a breaking point. When they wrote this book, Chavez had
cancer but was still in power. They predicted that the U.S. would become less
dependent on Venezuelan oil with the new technological innovations in U.S. oil
production (like hydraulic fracturing). The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February

2022 also disproved this prediction. Since then, Venezuelan oil has become more

% 1bid., 195.

% Christian Bonfili, “The United States and Venezuela: The Social Construction of Interdependent
Rivalry” 41, no. 6 (2010): 669-90, https://doi.org/10.1177/09670106103882009.

57 1bid., 683.
%8 Corrales and Romero, U.S. Venezuela Relations since the 1990s.

% 1bid., 189.
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critical for the U.S. and European countries. They needed to start negotiations with
the Maduro Administration at the highest diplomatic level since 2019,

Unlike other scholars, the two prominent scholars within the field, McCoy and
Smilde, make essential suggestions about the future U.S. foreign policy approach
toward Venezuela®t. McCoy mainly focuses on domestic developments like Obama's
electoral victory, the 2008 financial crisis, and the decrease in oil prices®?. By giving
examples from the recent history of U.S. policies towards Venezuela, she shows how
the U.S. was unable to isolate Venezuela before and the ineffectiveness of the policy
of isolation. She criticizes former U.S. policies towards Venezuela (like not
condemning the 2002 coup attempt against President Chavez or funding the
Venezuelan opposition through organizations like NED or USAID). According to
her, by implementing these policies, the U.S. lost its role in democracy promotion in
Venezuela®®. The U.S. should still provide democratic assistance but not lead it;
instead, the international community, international organizations, and other states in

the region should engage more in this matter.

More than a decade later, Smilde also makes similar suggestions to the Biden
administration®. He criticizes the Trump administration for not being multilateral
and even threatening President Maduro with military intervention. He offers
multilateralism (the involvement of international organizations and other states),
improving communication with the pro-Maduro states like Russia and China,

revoking sanctions against the oil sector (but continuing the personal sanctions

60 Anatoly Kurmanaev, Natalie Kitroeff, and Kenneth P Vogel, “US Officials Travel to Venezuela as
the West Isolates Putin,” The New York Times, 2022,
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/03/05/world/americas/venezuela-russia-usa.html.

61 Jennifer McCoy, “Engaging Venezuela: 2009 and Beyond,” in The Obama Administration and the
Americas: Agenda for Change, ed. Abraham F. Lowenthal, Ted Piccone, and Lauren Whitehead
(Brookings Institution Press, 2009), 145-66; Smilde, “Trump and Venezuela”; Smilde, “Trump’s
Bluster Failed Venezuela. Biden Must Use Diplomatic and Economic Levers to Address the Crisis.”;
David Smilde, “Joe Biden Should Not Try to Out-Hawk Trump on Venezuela,” Responsible
Statecraft, 2020, https://responsiblestatecraft.org/2020/06/25/joe-biden-should-not-try-to-out-hawk-
trump-on-venezuela/.

82 McCoy, “Engaging Venezuela: 2009 and Beyond,” 156.
3 Ibid., 162.

64 Smilde, “Joe Biden Should Not Try to Out-Hawk Trump on Venezuela.”
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against the Maduro administration), encouraging further mediation between the
opposition and Maduro administration in Norway®°.

As mentioned above, the literature on the subject is rich. However, nearly all of these
studies stem from causal claims and theories. Many IR theories (including
neorealism, neoliberalism, and constructivism) are adopted in these studies, but there
is also a certain lack of Poststructuralist approaches in related literature. When the
subject is U.S. foreign policy, scholars tend to ignore this approach. European
scholars show more interest in Poststructuralism, foreign policy discourses, and the
role of foreign policy in identity construction than their American colleagues®®. Of
course, prominent academic works study U.S. foreign policy, discourses of danger,
and American identity. However, they are either former studies®” or not directly

about U.S.—Venezuela relations®®. This study aims to take a step to fill in this void in

6 Smilde, “Trump’s Bluster Failed Venezuela. Biden Must Use Diplomatic and Economic Levers to
Address the Crisis.”

% Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Identity Matters: Exploring the Ambivalence of EU Foreign Policy,”
Global Policy 3 (December 2012): 87-95, https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12019; Bahar Rumelili,
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European Integration 33, no. 2 (March 2011): 235-49,
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2011.543528; Bahar Rumelili, “Constructing Identity and Relating
to Difference: Understanding the EU’s Mode of Differentiation,” Review of International Studies 30,
no. 1 (2004): 27-47, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210504005819; Adrian Hyde-Price, “Interests,
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Foreign Policy (Manchester University Press, 2018), https://doi.org/10.7765/9781526137647.00012;
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the literature, takes a critical stance toward U.S. foreign policy practices, and
analyzes the U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela by adopting a Poststructuralist

approach, Self/Other(s) nexus, and discourse analysis as its methodology.

1.4. The Aim and the Significance of the Thesis

This study intends to contribute to the related literature by assessing U.S. Foreign
Policy toward Venezuela within a Poststructural framework. This framework
includes the construction of the American Self concerning various Venezuelan
Other(s) through discourses of danger and its discourse analysis. Nevertheless, it is
impossible to cover all American national discursive space, read all documents and
interviews, and listen to all the speeches. Research is about choosing subjects, actors,
events, and time frames. These choices always enable different interpretations. There
are always different ways to approach U.S. foreign policy towards Latin America or
Venezuela in particular. For instance, the rise of the leftist-populist movements
across Latin America namely the Pink Tide could be analyzed from a Postcolonialist
point of view in order to assess U.S. foreign policy towards Latin America. A
Postcolonial theorization of identity and discourse could be very useful to understand
this subject from another point of view. This study, on the other hand, will give its
own interpretation from a Poststructuralist lens to the study of U.S. Foreign Policy
towards Venezuela after the elections of left-wing populist governments in
Venezuela. This interpretation is based on the author’s own reading of the official
discourses. The discourse analysis of this study provides a single interpretation of the
subject matter. Accordingly with its theoretical and methodological framework, this

study accepts that many alternative interpretations are always possible.

The main aim here is to understand how the U.S. foreign policy has perceived and
represented threats (Venezuela in particular) and thus ensured the boundaries of the
American identity by depending on modes of differentiation. Difference and

otherness are crucial in constituting the American identity as one of the main actors

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.12.003; Kenneth Christie, United States Foreign Policy and
National Identity in the Twenty-First Century (Routledge, 2008); Michael Patrick Cullinane and
David Ryan, U.S. Foreign Policy and the Other (Berghahn Books, 2015).
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in international relations. This subject positioning, in return, triggers the dichotomy
of international engagement and isolationism. However, confining the debate on U.S.
foreign policy and American identity within this dichotomy simultaneously and
deliberately occludes the understanding of U.S. foreign policy as a crucial political
practice that plays a vital role in the production, reproduction, and preservation of
American political identity®®. Because identity can only be attained through “a
regulated process of repetition,” foreign policy practices play a vital role in this
process’®. Therefore, instead of approaching the U.S.-Venezuela relations from the
U.S. engagement/isolation dichotomy, this dissertation focuses on the performative
constitution of the American Self concerning various Venezuelan Other(s) by
examining official U.S. foreign policy discourses constructing the American and
Venezuelan subjects the discursive structure they encounter, and their role in the
legitimization of specific foreign policy actions towards Venezuela. The latter is vital
because these foreign policy discourses legitimize specific foreign policy actions, but
more importantly (this is the point where the conventional analysis chooses to

overlook) while simultaneously making specific options unthinkable.

For example, if the U.S. positions itself as a superior subject in international
relations, declares itself as the protector of civil liberties and democracy all around
the world, and claims it has a “special responsibility” (especially towards Latin
America), this subject positioning automatically brings specific foreign policy
actions to the fore like military interventions (like Grenada in 1983) or indirect
policies such as funding opposition political parties against ‘authoritarian’ regimes.
When President Reagan claimed that the lives of Americans were in danger and the
U.S. national security was under threat, as the President of the U.S., he “had no
choice but to act strongly and decisively” against Grenada in 1983%. Right after the
invasion, President Reagan stated that the U.S. was committed to promoting the

89 Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, 1998, 8.

0 Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (New York: Routledge,
2011), 133, https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203824979.

"l Ronald Reagan, “Remarks of the President and Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of Dominica
Announcing the Deployment of United States Forces in Grenada,” U.S. Presidential Library &
Museum, 1983, https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/remarks-president-and-prime-
minister-eugenia-charles-dominica-announcing-deployment.
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political, religious, and economic liberty of humanity, and the invasion of Grenada
showed this commitment to the rest of the world once again’. This historical
example clearly shows the deep and complex relations between foreign policy and
national identity. They simultaneously depend on each other to co-exist. American
identity contains specific values, which U.S. foreign policy acts upon to ‘protect’
these values worldwide. These foreign policy actions, in exchange, provide the
repetition process that American identity depends on. In the end, these values also
legitimize similar foreign policy actions in the future. Moreover, debating the
invasion of Grenada from engagement/isolation dichotomy occludes this complex
relation between American identity and U.S. foreign policy.

Most of the literature on U.S. foreign policy is interested in U.S. engagement
strategies and isolation policies’. However, there is a clear gap within the literature
regarding the Poststructural analysis of U.S. Foreign Policy. First and foremost,
Poststructuralism incorporated the neglected concepts into the IR discipline, such as
the politics of identity, exclusion, and historical context. It also exposes this
negligence through post-positivist methodologies. This study has a similar purpose.
There is an abundance of Poststructural analysis of the foreign policies of the
European Union countries, including the identity politics of the EU and the EU’s

discursive  othering  practices  (especially ~ concerning  Turkey  and

2 Ronald Reagan, “Remarks at the Reagan-Bush Campaign Reunion ,” U.S. Presidential Library &
Museum , 1983, https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/remarks-reagan-bush-campaign-
reunion.

8 Michael Shifter, “The United States and Venezuela: Managing a Schizophrenic Relationship,” in
Isolate or Engage: Adversarial States, US Foreign Policy and Public Diplomacy, ed. Geoffrey
Wiseman (California: Stanford University Press, 2020), 259-79,
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780804795555-012; Jirgen Haacke, “Foreign Policy Entrepreneurs, Policy
Windows, and ‘Pragmatic Engagement’: Reconsidering Insights of the Multiple Streams Framework
and the Obama Administration’s 2009 Policy Shift Toward Military-Run Myanmar,” Foreign Policy
Analysis 17, no. 3 (May 28, 2021), https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orab017; Eiki Berg and Scott Pegg,
“Scrutinizing a Policy of ‘Engagement Without Recognition’: US Requests for Diplomatic Actions
With De Facto States,” Foreign Policy Analysis, May 5, 2016, https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orw044;
Stephen G. Brooks, G. John Ikenberry, and William C. Wohlforth, “Lean Forward: In Defense of
American Engagement,” Foreign Affairs 92, no. 130 (2013); Michele Zebich-Knos and Heather N.
Nicol, eds., Foreign Policy Toward Cuba: Isolation Or Engagement? (Oxford: Lexington Books,
2005); Lane Crothers, “The Cultural Roots of Isolationism and Internationalism in American Foreign
Policy,” Journal of Transatlantic Studies 9, no. 1 (March 22, 2011): 21-34,
https://doi.org/10.1080/14794012.2011.550774; David M. McCourt, “Knowledge Communities in US
Foreign Policy Making: The American China Field and the End of Engagement with the PRC,”
Security Studies 31, no. 4 (August 8, 2022): 593-633,
https://doi.org/10.1080/09636412.2022.2133629.
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Russia)’.Interestingly, the same conclusion cannot be reached for the Poststructural
analysis of U.S. foreign policy. There had been essential and prominent studies, but
they were mainly written during the 1990s or early 2000s’. The current literature
lacks this perspective. This study aims to contribute to this gap within the literature,
as mentioned earlier, by focusing on identity politics, the discursive practices of
differentiation, and foreign policy through a Poststructuralist approach. To do so, this
study exposes how the American Self has been written and rewritten via the foreign
policy discourses of danger towards the various Venezuelan Others for the past
twenty years. In the end, the main contribution of this dissertation is providing an
understanding of bilateral relations between the U.S. and Venezuela beyond politics
of oil. When it comes to Venezuela, the literature mainly focuses only on the
Venezuelan oil and misses the relations of power, identity construction, and the
constructed hierarchical position of the U.S. especially in Latin America. This study
provides an alternative understanding on the subject.

7 Justin Gibbins, Britain, Europe and National Identity (London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2014),
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137376343; Henrik Larsen, “Discourse Analysis in the Study of
European Foreign Policy,” in Rethinking European Union Foreign Policy (Manchester University
Press, 2018), 62-80, https://doi.org/10.7765/9781526137647.00010; Andre Pereira Matos, “A
Constructivist Perspective on EU’s Democracy Promotion in Turkey” (2014); Rumelili, “Turkey:
Identity, Foreign Policy, and Socialization in a Post-Enlargement Europe”; Hyde-Price, “Interests,
Institutions and Identities in the Study of European Foreign Policy”; Ruth Wodak and Salomi
Boukala, “European Identities and the Revival of Nationalism in the European Union: A Discourse
Historical Approach,” Journal of Language and Politics 14, no. 1 (January 1, 2015): 87-1009,
https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.14.1.05wod; Senem Aydin-Diizgit, “Critical Discourse Analysis in
Analysing European Union Foreign Policy: Prospects and Challenges,” Cooperation and Conflict 49,
no. 3 (2014): 354-67, https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836713494999.

5 Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, 1992; Doty,
“Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S. Counterinsurgency Policy
in the Philippines”; Jutta Weldes, Constructing National Interests: The United States and the Cuban
Missile Crisis (University of Minnesota Press, 1999); Weldes and Saco, “Making State Action
Possible: The United States and the Discursive Construction of ‘The Cuban Problem’, 1960-1994”;
David Campbell, “Foreign Policy and Identity: The Japanese ‘Other’/American ‘Self,”” in The Global
Economy as Political Space, ed. Stephen J. Rosow, Naeem Inayatullah, and Mark Rupert (Boulder:
Lynne Rienner, 1994), 147-68; James Der Derian, “Decoding The National Security Strategy of the
United States of America,” Boundary 2 30, no. 3 (2003): 19-27, https://doi.org/10.1215/01903659-30-
3-19.
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CHAPTER 2

A POSTSTRUCTURALIST FRAMEWORK FOREIGN POLICY, IDENTITY,
AND THE MUTUAL CONSTITUTION OF THE SELF AND OTHER(S)

“The appropriate ‘place’ of poststructuralism
in the study of global politics is neither
domestic nor international. It is the ‘non-
place’ defined in terms of the ever-
problematical difference between the two *®.

This study explores how the U.S. constructed the Chavez and Maduro
Administrations as enemies/dangers by critically analyzing U.S. Foreign Policy
actors’ discourses, the practices of U.S. Foreign Policy, and the mutual constitution
of the American Self in relation to Venezuelan Others. What are the dominant U.S.
Foreign Policy discourses toward Venezuela since the 2000s? How have the U.S.
presidents and related U.S. foreign policy actors’’ constituted the left-wing populist
Venezuelan administrations as an 'other,’ threatening American identity and ideals
through discursive practices? How have this subject positioning and the practices of
othering Venezuela made specific foreign policy actions (like outlawing a president
of a sovereign state or implementing stringent sanctions in the oil sector) possible for

Venezuela?

These questions are deeply connected with the Poststructuralist theory of
International Relations. As Doty perfectly puts it, "why particular decisions are made

is not our concern. It is only a secondary concern. The primary concern is the

6 Richard K. Ashley, “Living on Border Lines: Man, Poststructuralism, and War,” in
International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern Readings of World Politics, ed. James Der Derian
and Michael J. Shapiro (Lexington: Lexington Books, 1989), 285.

" Like U.S. Senator Marco Rubio and National Security Advisor, John R. Bolton during the Trump
Presidency, U.S. Assistant Secretary for Western Hemisphere Affairs Arturo Valenzuela during the
Obama Presidency, or the Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice during the Bush Presidency. Mainly
because these politicians had vital roles shaping American Foreign Policy towards Venezuela and
made various official public statements on the subject.
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discourse which constructs a particular reality"’®. Unlike “how” questions, “why”
questions are not interested in the intersubjective and discursive constitution of the
subjects’ identities and the role of power within this constitution. The history of
bilateral relations between the two states, previous U.S. administrations' discourses,
and the realities they constructed profoundly affect the Trump Administration's
foreign policy actions against Venezuela. This study intends to interpret relations
between the U.S. and Venezuela from a perspective different from the rationalist and
causation-oriented literature on the subject. It aims to bring Poststructuralist foreign
policy analysis back into the study of U.S. Foreign Policy, therefore primarily asking
how-possible questions.

This chapter is designed to formulate this thesis's theoretical framework. Since the
research questions are inherently connected with Poststructuralist IR Theory, the
theoretical framework of this thesis is built around that particular theory.
Poststructuralism argues that foreign policy relies heavily upon discursive practices
by taking both material and ideal factors into its conceptualization. The complex link
between identity and foreign policy is also central to the Poststructuralist research
agenda because the existence of identities depends on foreign policy practices, and
identities are simultaneously produced and reproduced through these practices’. For
instance, to argue about migration, the rise of far-right movements, and foreign
policy, one must also consider the identity of the Self (the citizens of the host
country) and Others (immigrants). This chapter focuses on this complex relationship
between the representations of identity and foreign policy by adopting
Poststructuralist conceptualization.

2.1. Poststructuralism and the Critical Turn in International Relations

Does the oil dependence of the U.S. affect the U.S. Foreign Policy toward
Venezuela? Why did the Trump Administration choose to sanction the Venezuelan

oil sector in 2019 while any other former U.S. administrations did not? To what

8 Doty, “Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S. Counterinsurgency
Policy in the Philippines,” 304.

" Lene Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War, Routledge (London:
Routledge, 2006), 1.

22



extent are these sanctions effective? Do the developments in Venezuelan domestic
politics affect U.S. Foreign Policy toward Venezuela? All these questions need
causal explanations. The study of IR is derived from searching for answers to such
questions. IR scholars searched for reasons for phenomena like war, predicting their
possible outcomes, compiling feasible policy options for international actors, and
giving further policy recommendations to politicians about survival in the anarchical
international system. These questions are all related (one way or another) to
causation®. After the 1980s, this domination of causation in IR theory became
questionable with the rise of Critical Theory, Poststructuralism, Feminism, and
Constructivism®. Robert Cox criticizes the positivist methodology of mainstream IR
Theories and labels them as problem-solving theories while emphasizing the political
power of these theories®. Constructivists challenged many aspects of mainstream IR
theories, including their rationalist, causation-oriented, and positivist
conceptualizations. They also underlined the importance of identity, history,
intersubjective meanings, norms, cultures, and ideas. According to Constructivism,
states’ interests are not pre-given or fixed. On the contrary, identities substantially
affect state preferences and interests. Social practices mutually constitute agency and

structure while simultaneously producing state identities and interests®,

Poststructuralism challenges mainstream IR Theories’ privileged status and moves
the critiques further by bringing the power-knowledge relationship and identity
politics to the fore34. By taking the works of Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida to

the center, Poststructuralists emphasize the importance of language and its power

8 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry (Princeton University
Press, 1994), https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400821211; Adam R. C. Humphreys, “Causation in
International  Relations,” in International Relations (Oxford University Press, 2020),
https://doi.org/10.1093/0b0/9780199743292-0274.

81 Milja Kurki, Causation in International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008),
124, https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511491481.

82 Robert W. Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory,”
Millennium:  Journal  of International  Studies 10, no. 2  (1981): 126-55,
https://doi.org/10.1177/03058298810100020501.

8 Ted Hopf, “The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory,” International
Security 23, no. 1 (1998): 176, https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.23.1.171.

8 David Campbell and Roland Bleiker, “Poststructuralism,” in International Relations Theories
(Oxford University Press, 2016), 198, https://doi.org/10.1093/hepl/9780198707561.003.0012.
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because meanings, structures, and identities are produced within the language®.
Based on Foucault's studies, they also underline the relation between power and
knowledge within the IR discipline (as well as any other field) and research how the
world is represented as it is®. Knowledge is produced by power and relies on that
power to reproduce existing relations of power. For Poststructuralists, there is no
objective truth out there independent from the power/knowledge nexus. There are
discourses and regimes of truth as the products of power. The relations of power are
hidden within these discourses and make these discourses look like universally
accepted truths. Thus, in order “to discover the prevailing dominance of the practice
of inclusion/exclusion as a process of othering in international relations theory,”
Poststructuralism tries “to reverse the accepted hierarchies and to promote difference
over identity” by exposing the binary dichotomies within the IR discipline and its

restrictive power on the political imagination of the modern state®’.

By adopting a meta-theoretical stance, Poststructuralism first and foremost
problematizes International Relations as a discipline and the dichotomies within this
discipline (such as domestic/foreign, self/other, core/periphery, North/South,
developed/underdeveloped) to show how they dominate the field and thus limit the
contemporary political imagination. For example, Walker studies the inside/outside
distinction of the IR Theory discourse®®. This discourse represents the “inside” by
sovereignty and order. The “outside”, on the other hand, is represented by anarchy
and disorder. These discourses condition the subject for a particular type of thinking
and limit the subject's ability to imagine IR differently. Scholars as subjects are not
immune from this discourse's reproductive and restrictive characteristics. In the end,

subjects cannot separate themselves from the social world that they live in and are

& Doty, “Foreign Policy as Social Construction: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S. Counterinsurgency
Policy in the Philippines,” 310; Lene Hansen, “Poststructuralism,” in The Globalization of World
Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, ed. John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens
(Oxford University Press, 2014), 169.

8 Maja Zehfuss, “Critical Theory, Poststructuralism, and Postcolonialism,” in Handbook of
International Relations, ed. Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Beth A. Simmons (London: SAGE
Publications Ltd, 2012), 151, https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446247587.n6.

87 Fuat E. Keyman, Globalization, State, Identity/Difference: Towards a Critical Social Theory of
International Relations (New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1997), 124; R. B. J. Walker, Inside/Outside:
International Relations as Political Theory (Cambridge University Press, 1993), 5.

8 Walker, Inside/Outside: International Relations as Political Theory.
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continuously produced and reproduced within this social world. According to
Poststructuralism, subjects of IR are not only humans. States are also subjects, not
because of their nature but because discourses of IR produce states as subjects and
entities capable of action®. Poststructuralism tries to interpret "how subjects are
produced by a discourse that simultaneously obscures this production and especially
the role that otherness plays in it". It exposes this complex web of relations,

dichotomies, and representations through post-positivist methodologies®.

Poststructuralists criticize mainstream IR theories because these theories put certain
concepts at the center (such as state, sovereignty, and anarchy) and, by doing so,
exclude and marginalize other images (such as North-South relations, state identity,
and representational practices). Poststructuralists deny many aspects of rationalist
mainstream IR Theories, including positivist methodology, causation, foundationalist
theory, ahistorical approaches, fixed meanings, and the presence of an objective
world®!. Instead, they focus on language, discourse, subjectivity, identity formation
through difference, historically developed representational practices, intersubjective
meanings, interpretation, and the construction of the ideal and material world through
discursive practices®. Poststructuralism and discourse analysis focus much more
than foreign policy, identity, and differentiation. Doty, for instance, focuses on the

immigration®®, national identity and North-South relations® from a Poststructuralist

8 Roxanne Lynn Doty, “Immigration and National Identity: Constructing the Nation,” Review of
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110, https://doi.org/10.1093/hepl/9780198708902.003.0005.
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point of view. Other range of issues analyzed from a Poststructuralist lens varies
from the elite discourses®, humanitarian intervention®, citizenship®’, the crucial role
of the concept of ‘domestic’ plays in understanding European integration studies in

100 refugeest® and conflict resolution®®?,

Turkey®, famine®, environmental security
Instead of trying to reach all-encompassing theoretical explanations,
Poststructuralists rather prefer to examine the intricate processes through which the
world is perceived and conceptualized during specific historical moments. They aim
to explore how specific social practices operate within power dynamics and
contribute to the development or reinforcement of particular modes of thinking.
Similarly, this study aims to explore and understand role of identity construction and

difference in U.S. foreign policy.
2.2. International Relations, Identity, and Foreign Policy

The main concern of the traditional study of foreign policy is how the states
understand, perceive, and react to other subjects within the international realm. There
are many different approaches to studying foreign policy, and they all have different
perspectives on how a foreign policy assessment should be made. While the
traditional and rational approaches focused on subjects like national security, military

power, terrorism, and so-called high security, critical approaches rejected studying

% Canan Balkir and Sedef Eylemer, “Shifting Logics: The Discourses of Turkish Political Elites on
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these fixed foreign policy subjects. Even though the roots of identity-related IR
studies can be traced back to the 1950s, the critical turn within the discipline of IR
brought many previously neglected subjects (culture, religion, minority politics,
language, international migration, ethnic conflicts) to the fore, including identity
after the 1980s!%. After the 1990s, especially with the historical developments
(globalization, migration, and the eruption of ethnic conflicts worldwide), we see an
abundance of literature on identity in IR and its effects on states, foreign policy, and

international relations%.

During the Cold War, the U.S.-dominated discipline of IR (the Hobbesian tradition
of IR, as Campbell identifies) primarily focused on “high politics”, including the
state's survival in the anarchical international system, the balance of power, national
security, military power, and national interests'®®. The focus was on the ‘rational’
actors and how they can make rational decisions (based on positivist scientific
methodologies) in an anarchical international realm. How can states survive in such
an environment? By increasing their military capabilities, as Structural Realists
claimed, or cooperating with other liberal democracies, as Neoliberals argued. Both
rationalist theories have a strict understanding of separating the domestic and
international realms, as previously mentioned. For Structural Realism and
Neoliberalism, the interests and identities of the states are fixed because the
anarchical structure of the international system forces them to act in a certain way.
Regardless of their national identities, states must act similarly in the international
realm to survive. As a result, rationalist theorists try to reach universal scientific
truths by adopting positivist methodologies to get generalizable and predictable

outcomesi%,
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Structural Realism and Neoliberalism claim they have explanatory power regarding
the systemic-level analysis and are interested in the ‘real world’. However, these
rationalist theories are insufficient regarding unit-level or individual-level analysis
and how those units (such as states, policymakers, or ethnic groups) intersubjectively
affect international politics concerning their identities and cultures'®’. The critical IR
theorists criticized the rationalist theories because of their incapability to interpret
post-Cold War world politics. On the other hand, the rationalist theorists criticized
the critical theories of IR because of their critical stances against methodologies.
Alexander Wendt introduced structural constructivism and the agents' and structures'
mutual constitution to find a middle way between these two opposite polesi®, His
approach made it possible to consider different units when it comes to the analysis of
international politics. However, Wendt still believed in systemic analysis because

“states are the dominant form of subjectivity in contemporary world politics™1%,

Wendt’s Constructivism is based on three main principles. First, states are the central
unit of analysis for international politics. Second, states’ identities and interests are
constructed socially in the international realm. Finally, the structure of the
international system is constructed intersubjectively!'®. Based on these three
premises, his theory points out the importance of the subjective nature of the states as
actors and the social formation of their identities and interests. According to Wendt,
actors’ identities are inherently connected with the formation of their interests
because it is impossible for an actor to “know what it wants until it knows who it
is”111, Wendt categorizes the identities of states as corporate and social identities.
Corporate identity is “constituted by the self-organizing, homeostatic structures that

make actors distinct entities”. It comprises the Self, is based on domestic politics,

107 Alexander Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the International State,” American Political
Science Review 88, no. 2 (June 2, 1994): 384-96, https://doi.org/10.2307/2944711.

108 Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge University Press, 1999),
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and is “constitutionally exogenous to Otherness”!2. They are also pre-social; they do

not need social interaction with other states to develop.

On the other hand, states are inherently social and have social identities as subjects.
“Social identities are sets of meanings that an actor attributes to itself while taking
the perspective of others”'!3, They include the answer to who | am or who we are
concerning the Others. In other words, social identities need interaction with other
subjects to develop. Thus, while states’ corporate identities form within the domestic
realm, their social identities can only form within the international realm. States’
social identities are significant because they create a group of “Us” within the
international society and groups of “Them”. In parallel, this collectivity enables
collective action against the Others!!4. That is why states’ social identities are crucial
for Wendt’s theoretical analysis. Structural Constructivism mainly focuses on the
identity of states because the international system is mutually constructed through
social interaction between the states, not within the domestic realm. Therefore, while
arguing against the Structural Realist assumption that all states have fixed identities
and interests, Wendt accepts Waltz’s focus on the international structure, separates
the domestic and international realm, and excludes domestic aspects from his

analysis just like Waltz!*®,

Wendt’s exclusion of the domestic aspects of identity for a systemic approach
brought many counterarguments into the debate. These theorists did not find Wendt’s
state-centric, systemic, structural, and positivist approach compatible with the critical
approaches. They highlighted the importance of domestic aspects such as culture,

identity, norms, and values*'®. Several Constructivist scholars formulated their
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conceptualizations and called Wendt’s constructivism “Conventional” or “Modern”
Constructivism while emphasizing that there are also “Critical” or “Postmodern”

Constructivist approaches'?’.

Conventional Constructivism is the middle way between the mainstream IR theories
and the critical theories; it does not follow the methodological and epistemological
characteristics of the critical theories'*8. Conventional Constructivists mainly focused
on norms, but they accepted these norms as given, they disregarded the discursive
constitution of those norms. They dominated the U.S. academia, adopted positivist
epistemologies primarily using the process tracing methodology, and focused on the
causal mechanism between dependent and independent variables'?®. Still,
Conventional and Critical Constructivism both have common aspects. Both types of
Constructivism emphasize the importance of the social world and the role of identity
in international politics, the mutual constitution of the agent and the structure through
social interaction in the international realm, and the relation between power and

knowledge!?°.

The main divergence appears when it comes to methodology. While Conventional
Constructivism accepts the existence of various social identities in the international
realm, it still claims that positivist methodologies can study these identities. Thus,
according to Conventional Constructivism, positivist methods can help understand
international politics. Hoffman calls this minimal foundationalism'?!. He argues that
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Conventional Constructivists believe in a certain degree of universalism!?2. While
accepting that there are different social identities, they also think those identities

denote specific actions, which can be predicted if the identity can be discovered.

On the other hand, Critical Constructivists deny foundationalism and positivism
altogether. They deny the possibility of universal truths and focus on subjectivity.
They are interested in identities not because they imply specific actions but because
they want to reveal how all the citizens of a particular state “come to believe in a
single version of a naturalized truth”'%3, They are more interested in the formation
and the origins of the identity, the culture, and the myths that form the identity rather
than the identity’s effect on state action. They also emphasize difference and othering
practices on forming the Self more than the Conventional Constructivists. The latter
accepts the existence of several types of identities but claims they can coexist
together. At the same time, the former argues that there is a hierarchical relationship
between these various identities, and they always compete to oppress, subordinate, or
assimilate the Others. Critical Constructivists always emphasize the importance of
power relations between the subjects. These power relations are exercised and
reproduced by the subjects through social interactions. While Conventional
Constructivism accepts the role of power relations, it is not necessarily interested in
where precisely those power relations exist and reveal their role in international

politics®?,

The line between Critical Constructivism and Conventional Constructivism is
noticeably evident. They have common characteristics (such as their ontology and
the social construction of the world) but different epistemologies, methodologies,
and aims. On the other hand, the line between Critical Constructivism and
Poststructuralism seems blurry, but they are still different theoretical approaches. In

the related literature, some of the scholars interchangeably use these two theories in
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their studies'?, others on the other hand, they strictly separate Constructivism from
“non-scientific post-structuralist approaches” or use the term “myth” for the close

relation between Constructivism and Postmodernism2®,

Campbell calls this
“academic xenophobia”?’. Hansen argues that some of the scholars in the field
prefer Constructivism instead of Poststructuralism because the latter is understood as
“some exotic social theory” denying causality, (sometimes) even methodology, and
disengaging from the real world®?® She calls this blurry line between
Poststructuralism and Critical Constructivism ‘misleading’ because the former
heavily depends on the writings of Derrida, Foucault, Laclau, and Mouffe, while the
latter depends on the writings of Fierke and Milliken (inspired by Wittgenstein)'%°,
Therefore, these scholars want to conduct their research (instead of getting into meta-
theoretical debates), which is found acceptable by the mainstream international
scientific community. Just like every other theory, Poststructuralism also has
strengths and weaknesses. No theory can interpret every social phenomenon
perfectly. Therefore, research designs heavily depend upon the research questions.
Poststructuralism makes solid arguments, especially regarding the constitutive role of
representations of identity on foreign policy, the importance of the discursive
practices on the formation of foreign policy, the constitution of the Self concerning
Others, and the inherent relation between knowledge, subject, and power™°,

Poststructuralism constantly underlines the innate relationship between identity,
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discourse, and foreign policy. As Hansen argues, policy representations are
discursively linked with the representations of identity but do not have a causal
relationship®®l. This study combines Poststructuralism with a political discursive
methodology. Doing so proves that a non-causal epistemology does not indicate
divergence from the analysis of the real world and proves that a systematized
evaluation of data through a Poststructuralist framework is always possible. The
author of this dissertation will refer to Poststructuralism as this study's leading
theory, not as Critical Constructivism, and denies the interchangeable use of these

two theories. There are three crucial reasons for this choice.

The main reason comes from the very name of the theory itself. Poststructuralism
comes from Structuralism. It contains a Post but is also inextricably linked to
Structuralism and never denies its structural roots. On the contrary, it embraces the
importance of language, Semiotics, and Sociolinguistics'®2. Poststructuralism is
much more specific than Critical Constructivism regarding its inherent relation with
the language and its role in the discursive construction of reality. Unlike
Poststructuralism, Critical Constructivism does not have this direct and inseparable
relation with Structuralism and language. In parallel to this argument, Checkel, for
example, introduces a new type of Constructivism (in addition to Conventional and
Critical Constructivism) as Interpretative Constructivism to incorporate the
importance of the language and discourse within the study of Constructivism because
Critical Constructivism does not directly serve this purpose of linguistic analysis!33.
One of the central claims of Poststructuralism is the role of differentiation in
constructing every meaning, and this claim directly comes from the father of
Structuralism, Fernand de Saussure**. However, even if the highly structured nature
of the language systems is undeniable for Poststructuralism, it also denies the
absolute fixity of the meaning. It problematizes the unstable nature of the

language'®. Poststructuralism transcends Structuralism and stresses the socially
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constructed natures of the meanings by focusing on the instability of the meaning
(the floating signifiers, for example)**®. Therefore, while acknowledging structural
linguistics’ crucial role, Poststructuralism also incorporates the ever-changing nature
of the meaning into its analysis. It looks beyond the constructed reality, focuses on
the gap between reality and representation, and denies the universal truth (which
Structuralists accept)®®’.

Poststructuralism denies the existence of nondiscursive realms and acknowledges
that there is nothing outside of discourse®®®, It does not mean that Poststructuralism
rejects the presence of the material world but indicates that even the material world is
constituted within the discourses and even the ideal**®. More importantly, humans as
subjects cannot comprehend this material world without discourses, and just like all
objects, subjects are dependent on discourses to exist. A soldier pointing a gun at a
terrorist has a different meaning than a high school student pointing a gun at their
teacher and classmates. The same weapon can have different meanings when
subjects hold it in other locations. The discourses, then, constitute meanings,
identities, and even spaces. This comes from the performative characteristic of the
discourses!. Understanding discourse as performative helps discourses seem
stabilized over time to construct the impression of fixity. It also opens the path to the
deconstruction of identity; so, the denaturalization of identity formation opens the
space for alternative identity formations. On the other hand, Critical Constructivism
does not have this ‘radical logic’ of deconstruction and instead focuses on stabilizing

specific identity characteristics for conducting analysis'*!. Therefore, they distance
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themselves from the conception of subjectivity and performativity. Poststructuralists
concentrate on the performative constitution of identity, adamant questioning of the
performative role on the subject, and inextricable relation between the Self and
Others, which constitute the third reason for opting out of Poststructuralism for this

dissertation.

Another reason for preferring Poststructuralism is its focus on the exclusion of
specific topics from the academic agenda. Poststructuralism intends to expose the
excluded topics from the research agenda and wages “a war on the totality of
metanarratives”%2, Social scientists (like any other scientists) can choose the
research questions and the theoretical and methodological approaches to answer
those questions. Therefore, they can determine what is allowed within the research
agenda and what is not!*3. They are producing the known, but more importantly,
Poststructuralism focuses on the unknown#. So, while many American IR Scholars
use their power to naturalize certain international relations subjects (such as
anarchical international system, the survival of the states, the fixed interests of the
states, and the rational executives of those states), Poststructuralism opened the path
for denaturalization of these subjects and pointed out which subjects deliberately
pushed out from the research agendas (such as human rights, equality, women rights,
minorities, migration, language, culture, religion)*>. The meanings naturalized
within the political discourses are presented as the natural condition of the world.
However, subjects, subjectivity, or constructed social relations cannot exist without

the power mechanisms*4®.

Even though Critical Constructivism has this critical stance and recognizes the

power-knowledge relations, it does not have the same determination as
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Poststructuralism to expose what is excluded from the research agenda. Many
Poststructuralists  problematized these naturalized truths and started the
denaturalization process with their research agendas to create alternative
possibilities'*’. Hence, when social scientists and politicians label the U.S. as the
leader of the democratic world, this discursively constructed role imposes specific
foreign policy actions on the U.S., like interfering in another country’s internal
affairs to preserve that role. This automatically excludes other possible political
actions from the U.S. foreign policy agenda, such as non-intervention. This brings us
to the subject matter of this study (which is inherently linked with the previously
mentioned reasons): How did outlawing the president of another sovereign country
become a possible option for the Trump Administration? Moreover, which other
options become excluded from the U.S. foreign policy agenda? This study heavily
relies upon Poststructuralism to problematize these questions and interpret their

possible answers.

2.3. Poststructuralism, National Identity, and the Constitution of the Self and

Other(s) via Foreign Policy

Poststructuralism conceptualizes identities as relational, social, discursive, and
political**®. Identities cannot exist out there by themselves; they are relational and
social. Identity is relational because it is always constituted through difference. To
exist, identity necessitates difference, and identity transforms this difference to
construct otherness**®. Being a developed, democratic, liberal state simultaneously
indicates the existence of an underdeveloped, undemocratic, and illiberal state. They

are also social because they must be produced and reproduced by the repetitive
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discursive foreign policy practices concerning Others. They are also discursive and
political because they are not fixed and not objective. On the contrary, they are
always open to interpretation. There is not one single objective identity residing in an
extra-discursive territory. They are subjective, changeable, produced, and reproduced
through discursive foreign policy practices. In short, identity has an endless

delineation process against external otherness™®.

It is important to note that Poststructuralists are interested in the relationship between
identity and foreign policy not because they want to understand foreign policy from
the theory of identity but because they want to expose how foreign policy is
associated with the reproduction of identity®*. Identities are the products of foreign
policy, and at the same time, they also create justification for foreign policy
actions'®. Shapiro emphasizes the importance of politics of representation because it
affects foreign policy choices®. How a state represents Others implies how that state
represents itself. For example, the U.S. governments categorize some states as rogue
states. According to the U.S., these states represent many things the U.S. does not.
They are authoritarian; they deny human rights and civil liberties and deliberately
oppress the opposition and their citizens. Thus, the U.S. represents itself by
simultaneously representing these other states as “rogue” states, constituting them as
threats and declaring that the American Self is nothing like them. These
representations put states (as subjects) in different subject positions. Identity is not a
possession but rather a position constructed as a possession’®. The subject
positioning also implies a hierarchical relationship and inherently contains power
relations. Discourses of subject positioning determine who is included or excluded.

While positioning Cuba as a rogue state and inferior, the U.S. simultaneously
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constructs itself as a superior, obtaining the ability to marginalize another subject and
thus the power to exclude Cuba from the international community.

Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA), as a discipline, separates the inside (the domestic
realm where identity formation takes place) from the outside (the international
realm). The latter is where the state encounters the "Others"!®. Campbell
conceptualizes foreign policy as ‘foreign policy' and 'Foreign Policy**®. The former
refers to the practices of othering, while the latter refers to the discourses of danger.
For him, foreign policy refers “to all practices of differentiation or modes of
exclusion that constitute their object as foreign”>’. This is where the exclusion and
difference take place. To know who we are, we have to know who we are not by
differentiating the Self from the Other. The othering practices that enable this and the
resulting relationship between the Self and the Other can be interpreted as ‘foreign
policy’*®®. On the other hand, ‘Foreign Policy’ is just one of the many discourses of
danger circulating within a state's discursive space at any given moment. This
discourse of danger disciplines citizens by telling them “what to fear>®. Without a
difference, there is no meaning; where there is no Other, there cannot be a Self. As a
result, there can be no declaration about the nature of the Self, which is free of
suppositions about the Other. In other words, representations of Self and Others
mutually constitute identities, and this constitutive relationship heavily relies upon

foreign policy.

While agreeing with the vital importance and necessity of the othering practices and
differences in the construction of identity, scholars do not agree on the characteristics
of the Other. For Campbell, the Other is the enemy because it is constructed as a

threat by the Self, using discourses of danger*®®. His logic of identity necessitates
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difference!®®. Even the discipline of IR is built upon the practices of inclusion and
exclusion; the inside is the Self, safe and orderly, while the outside is the Other,
dangerous, and anarchical'®?. “State identity can be understood as the outcome of
exclusionary practices in which resistant elements to a secure identity on the inside
are linked through a discourse of danger, with threats identified and located on the
outside™®3, According to Campbell, this otherness must be practiced and repeated
with the discourses of danger. These discourses include warnings about the Other,
the unknown, and the stranger. In short, identity and foreign policy are interwoven
through the discourses of danger. Identity formation has a strong relationship with
the othering practices, but “identity is more than something which derives its
meaning solely from being positioned in contradistinction to difference; identity is a
condition that has depth, is multi-layered, possesses texture, and comprises many
dimensions™!®4, Yes, for the formation of identity, the difference is crucial; however,

identity has a complex structure and is much more than just a difference.

Scholars like Waver, Rumelili, Neumann, and Hansen conceptualize the Other
differently than Campbell’s single dangerous (or radical) Other!®>. They all accept
that identity is relational, and the radical Other is crucial and a condition for the
constitution of the Self because meaning can only be constructed concerning what
that meaning is not. They also accept that the existence of a radical Other is crucial
for building the Self’s national identity. Neumann claims that “there is no inclusion
without exclusion” because the Other’s existence is a necessary condition of the Self
from its ontological and epistemological standpoint'®®, However, these scholars

strongly reject a single and straightforward conceptualization of the dangerous Other.
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Neumann criticizes Campbell for “singling out only one type of human collective”
and focusing only on the radical Other'®’. He claims that collective identity
formation is multi-dimensional, and the study of collective identity should also be as
such. Weaver also disagrees with Campbell and argues that the Other does not
necessarily have to be an enemy; it could also be a friendly state, an ally, and even a
temporal other (how contemporary Europe constitutes itself concerning 1930s and
1940s Europe as the historical Other)!®. Rumelili emphasizes the variety within
relations of Self/Other'®®. For her, the difference within the Other does not
necessarily have to be threatening; alternative representational othering practices are
also possible. In parallel to this argument, Hansen approaches the Other differently,
underlies the flexible form of identity, and formulates the practices of multi-faceted

othering’.

Hansen conceptualizes ‘Others’ as located within a web of identities instead of
Campbell’s sharp distinction between the Self and the single radical Other. This is
precisely how the U.S. presidents split the Venezuelan Others for the past twenty
years: the authoritarian Chavez and Maduro Administrations (as a national security
threat to the U.S.) as the radical/dangerous Other and the Venezuelan people as the
friendly Other (as oppressed, pro-democratic, worthy of better political and
economic conditions). In the case of Venezuela, there is also an additional Other
constructed by the U.S. as an ally and a friendly Other: the recognized interim
president, Juan Guaido. On August 6, 2019, at the International Conference for
Democracy in Venezuela, President Trump’s National Security Advisor John Bolton

included Venezuela within the rogue state's categorization'™t. A year later, the U.S.
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Department of Justice indicted President Maduro and many other Venezuelan
officials for narco-terrorism, drug trafficking, and corruption'’2. At the same time,
prominent U.S. officials, including President Trump’s Secretary of State Mike
Pompeo, repeatedly stated that the U.S. will always “support the Venezuelan people
in their quest for freedom and democracy”!’®. Within this context, Hansen’s
ontologically flexible formation of Self/Other(s) has more interpretive power over
the U.S. construction of Venezuelan Others, which is why this thesis adopts
Hansen’s conceptualization of difference. Therefore, Chapter 2 focuses on this issue

and merges Hansen’s conceptualization into this dissertation.

2.4. Conceptualizing American ldentity as a National Identity

The primary focus of this dissertation is the mutual constitution of the American Self
concerning various Venezuelan Others (since the election of Hugo Chavez) and the
undeniable effects of this constitution on U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela
from the Bush administration to the Trump administration!’®. The main aim is to be
able to interpret how outlawing President Maduro'’® or charging him with narco-
terrorism (and with many other criminal charges!’®) becomes a possible foreign
policy action for the Trump Administration. To answer this question within the

determined poststructuralist framework, one should look at the discursively
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constructed reality of U.S.-Venezuela relations from the election of Hugo Chavez to
the Trump era. Hence, the time frame of this study includes the presidencies of
George W. Bush (2001 — 2009), Barack H. Obama (2009 — 2017), and Donald J.
Trump (2017 — 2021). Since the Poststructural framework of this study denies the
absolute fixity of identity and embraces its ever-changing nature, this Chapter aims
to focus on the historical and discursive construction of American identity from “the
invention” of America'’’. However, first, the concept of national identity should be

discussed to express what is referred to as the American identity.

National identity (just like any other identity) is a very complex, subjective, and
slippery concept!’®. Under section 2.3., identity and the crucial role of the difference
in constructing the identity are already discussed. Without the representations of
Others (especially the dangerous other), there could be no Self. The representations
of the Self and Others must encounter for the mutual constitution of national
identities, primarily through foreign policy practices’’®. So here, an important
question comes up. What is national identity? To answer this question, one should
first clarify what nation means. A nation is a political community that requires all its
members to adhere to a single set of rights and obligations, the common institutions
and shared traditions, history, myths, and values'®. Smith defines specific
characteristics of modern nations'®. The first one is the territorial element. There
should be deep historical roots, shared symbols, values, myths, and mutual belonging
between the possessed land and people'®. The second element is the understanding

of a motherland with common institutions and laws. Every citizen must be equal
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before the law!®. The last element is the necessity of cultural, historical, and
ideological unity!84. Smith’s definition of national identity is very similar to his
characterization of the nation; he sees national identity as ‘“the continuous
reproduction and reinterpretation of the pattern of values, symbols, memories, myths,
and traditions that compose the distinctive heritage of nations, and the identification
of individuals with that pattern and heritage”lgs. Anderson, unlike Smith, defines the
nation as an “imagined political community” mainly because it is not possible for
every single member of a nation to know/meet to each other, yet they all have an
image of their community in their minds®. This concept of imagination comes from
a constructive perspective. For Anderson, the spread of the mass media, especially
the newspapers, enabled the expansion of the represented imagined community
(namely the nation) via the dispersion of discourses'®’. The discursive construction
of us vs them throughout the mass media reinforced these imagined communities and
their national identities.

The reification of the nations and their identities also depends on the state planning
and nation-building process. The state-owned and planned education system is the
most obvious example of this reification!®®, State elites are the main actors shaping
social communities' self-perceptions, traditions, beliefs, and cultures. Of course,
these elites cannot create a culture out of nothing. Existing “social cognitive
structures” set the limits for the elites, but they can interpret and form those
structures discursively'®. These social cognitive structures within societies comprise
a variety of discursive formations (within these formations, every discourse competes

to become the hegemonic discourse)!®®. As a result, identities construct these
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discursive formations. Since identities are “sociolinguistic constructs,” not just social
constructs, they are the discursive practices of the state that produce national
191

identities*. Constructing national identity is endless because its existence and

192 From a

continuance depend on its discursive hegemony and transformation
Poststructural standpoint, no fixed and complete national identity could exist.
However, there could be a partially fixed and hegemonic one (until the following
discourse replaces the hegemonic discourse). Conceptualizing national identity as a
discursive formation reveals the mutual and constructive relations between state

elites, national institutions, and discourses of national identity.

The literature on American identity is enormous, and these studies adopt positivist,
post-positivist, or mixed methodologies!®. First and foremost, one should look at
how the Americans constructed themselves since the Conquest of America. Then, the
issues of the other will be discussed, especially concerning Todorov’s and
Campbell’s studies. U.S. citizens call themselves Americans even though America is
the name of the whole continent, not a particular state. The United States of America
provides its citizens “a peculiar anonymity” because its space does not precisely
match its name!®*. Because of this anonymity, Walzer argues that being an American

is particularly easy, compared to other nationalities, mainly because it is a country of
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immigration!®. To be an American, one does not have to be a member of a particular
ethnic group, class, religion, or come from a specific region. As one of the first
official slogan of the U.S. claims, “e pluribus unum” which means “out of many,
one” or “one from many”!%. Being an American is about being an individual,
leaving behind being a member of an ethnic or religious group, and melting different
characteristics into one common cultural American identity. As Saint John de
Crevecoeur puts it, Americans leave behind “all his ancient prejudices and manners,
receives new ones from the new mode of life he has embraced. Here individuals of
all nations are melted into a new race of men” (hence the melting pot)!’. This new
race of men (the Self), of course, simultaneously created the Others as blacks,
women, “Indians”, and as well as Germans, Russians, or Japanese!®. Still, being a
part of this new race of men and becoming American is a high possibility if you are a
white man and could commit yourself to the ideals of equality, liberty, and
republicanism®®®. For Walzer, since the U.S. is a country of immigration, tolerance,
liberty, and equality, these are inevitable ideals for coexistence?®. Because of the
continuity of this immigration, “America is still a radically unfinished society”, and

this unfinishedness still forms the unique characteristic of being an American®.

O’Donnell identifies nationalism, cultural homogeneity, and religion as the three
foundational characteristics of the traditional American identity?®2. The first pillar,
American nationalism, had a distinctive feature. Unlike the origins of any other

nation-states, the allegiance was placed in the American nation itself, not in a
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kingdom, lordship, or any other political leader?®®. American nationalism began with
waging a war against the British Monarchy while promoting the roots of a liberal
democratic nation. The second pillar of traditional American identity is cultural
homogeneity. Unlike the religious pillar, the American constitution did not protect
cultural homogeneity?®*. The Ten Amendments did not mention the definition of a
citizen or the ability to vote. This, in turn, created an exclusion of disadvantaged
groups such as African Americans, Native Americans, and women. Therefore, the
ruling elite, the white Christian American men, could establish their racial and
cultural homogeneity?®. This pillar is mainly related to difference. The third pillar is
the religion. In 2021, 63 percent of the U.S. population identified themselves as
Christians. This percentage was 75 a decade ago®®. Even though the number of
Americans identified as Christians has been shrinking, they still comprise a
considerable part of American society, and the religious Christian discourse is still

dominant within the American political domain.

Even today, the religious pillar of American identity represents itself in three ways:
through the use of the bible while taking an oath (so help me God), through the
Pledge of Allegiance (one nation under God), and through the currency (in God we
trust)?®’. American history in elementary schools mostly starts with the arrival of
Puritan Pilgrims (who ran from the Church of England in search of freedom of faith)
with the Mayflower Ship in 1620°%, Therefore, it is not a surprise that the free
practice of religion is under constitutional protection. The American Constitution's
First Amendment openly prohibits Congress from making laws against the free

209

exercise of religion<*®. Unsurprisingly, religion was also used by the Founding

203 | bid., 37-38.
204 1pid., 11.
205 bid.

206 Gregory A. Smith, “About Three-in-Ten U.S. Adults Are Now Religiously Unaffiliated,” Pew
Research Center, 2021, https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/2021/12/14/about-three-in-ten-u-s-
adults-are-now-religiously-unaffiliated/.

207 Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, 1992, 105.

208 O’Donnell, “Defining a Traditional American Identity: Religious Nationalism and Anti-Muslim
Bias,” 48.

29 Library of U.S. Congress, “U.S. Constitution - First Amendment,” 1791,
https://constitution.congress.gov/constitution/amendment-1/.

46



Fathers for othering practices. As John Adams declared, “Our Constitution was made
only for a moral and religious people. It is wholly inadequate to the government of

any other”?1°,

Scholars like Walzer, O’Donnell, Schildkraut, and Kallen focus on the traditional
traits of the American identity and define specific and typical characteristics of the
contemporary American identity. They ask what questions and explain the meaning
of being an American by defining the characteristics of the American identity. These
studies are valuable to determine the current characteristics of American identity,
like being the protector of individual liberties, promoting liberal democracy, and
open market economy. These studies also embrace the concept of constant change
within identity and make historical references; however, they do not include a
broader historical analysis. For instance, they do not historically assess the role of
othering practices (against the British, Amer-Indians, Irish, and African Others).
Therefore, one also needs to look into the Poststructuralist conceptualizations of
American identity to discuss historical othering practices. The historical roots of
othering practices play a crucial role within the constitution of contemporary
American identity. Without assessing the effects of these historical othering
practices, one could easily miss the connection between the current and historical

othering practices.
2.4.1. Poststructuralist Conceptualizations of American Identity
Tzvetan Todorov?'t, David Campbell?*?, and Roxanne Lynn Doty?*3 are prominent

academics on the Poststructural analysis of American identity and the othering

practices of the American Self, mainly focusing on U.S. foreign policy. Therefore,
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this part specifically focuses on their related works on the subject. Based on the
encounters of the American Self and many Others, Campbell categorizes many
historically different and dangerous Others (Amer-Indian Others, European Others,
and African Others) concerning the discursive construction of the American Self?%4,
By combining Tzvetan Todorov’s outstanding study?!® with his research, Campbell
conceptualizes the imagination and re-imagination of America throughout history

concerning Otherness.

Todorov argues that the conquest of America was the confrontation between the
Christian Self and Amer-Indian Others, and this confrontation constituted the identity
of the “New World”?*®. There is a considerable gap between the Columbus’ voyage
of 1492 and the foundation of the U.S. in 1776. For Campbell, this gap is crucial
because the genocide of Amer-Indians by the Columbus VVoyage and its results have
an indirect effect on the U.S. and its appropriation of the term America as its
name?!’. As Todorov states, “It is, in fact, the conquest of America that heralds and
establishes our present identity”?!®, According to him, the invention (not the
discovery) of America occurred during the transitional period from the medieval to

the modern era, and it was the starting point of the modern Western identity?°.

By starting with Columbus’, Hernan Cortés’ and Bartolomé de las Casas’?2° writings,
Todorov investigates how the Christian Self was encountered with the Amer-Indian
Others during the voyages??!. This encounter started a hegemonic relationship
between the ‘superior’ Christian Self and the ‘inferior’ Barbarian Others.
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According to these writings, Amer-Indians were savages and lacked religion,
civilization, and customs??2, For Todorov, however, the Self approached the Amer-
Indian Others in two different ways while encountering them??. The first one was
Cortés’ and Las Casas’ colonialist ideology. This ideology constituted them as less
humans and pagans, but they could be re-humanized and saved by Christianity.
Columbus’ enslavement ideology, on the other hand, constituted Amer-Indians as
objects rather than subjects. According to this ideology, they were barbarians, and
their slavery was the only solution. These two ideologies have their own
dichotomies??*. The colonialist ideology was about the contradiction between the
pagan Other and the Christian Self. The pagan identity is not fixed because the pagan
Other could transform into the Christian Self by converting. For the enslavement
ideology, on the other hand, there was a rigid fixity. The Barbarian Other could not
be transformed into a Civilized one. It was simply not possible. Therefore, this fixity
in their ‘Barbarian’ identity cleared the path for their actions and created the

legitimization for their enslavement.

According to Campbell, while the Spanish encounter between the New World
(Amer-Indians) and Old World (Europeans) constituted America, The Church of
England’s oppression of Puritans enabled another encounter between the Puritan Self
and the European Others??. In 1620, the Puritans traveled to America for long-term
settlement and to establish a new society where they could exercise freedom of their
religion. The Puritans believed their colonization of America had a spiritual value,
and this myth was based on the belief that God inspired their American Self?%®.
Because of this myth, they believed the lands in America belonged to them, and
every other person on these lands was an obstacle to remove by any necessary
means. They were dangerous pagan/barbaric others to their Puritan selves. If the

colonists lose their Puritan selves somehow, they will turn into the ‘inferior’ pagan
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and barbarous people. If the dissimilarities among the colonists were not restricted
and contained, this fear of becoming barbarians served as a continual warning of
what they could evolve into??’. This discourse of danger, in return, enabled excessive
actions against the Others. Puritans’ reaction to otherness was beyond difference, and
it was beyond the ideologies of enslavement and colonization. During the first
encounters, the result of these discourses of danger and fear was the extermination of
Amer-Indians by the American colonies. However, this attitude towards Amer-
Indians lessened when the American identity became more stable, especially during

the 18" century??®,

During the same period, Africans started to be part of the colonial American society
through slavery. While the Amer-Indians faced extreme measures, African Others
were treated better than the Amer-Indians, especially since they were part of the
colonial economy. They were not labeled as savages or pagans but as ‘“negroes,
Africans, or Blacks,” for example??®. During the late 17" Century, in addition to
Christianism, American identity was defined as being free and white?®, Just like the
discourses of the rigidness of the Barbarian identity (which cannot be transformed
into a civilized one), the race and color of the Africans were used to create this type
of rigidity at the end of the 18" century. According to this discourse, because of their
color and race, they could never become Americans®®!. As it always has been, this
discourse, in return, constituted the roots of racism (as an othering practice) within

American society.

The prompt expansion of American colonialism and the increase of the African
Slaves brought into America skyrocketed the population during the 18" Century,

which, in return, increased the existing social and economic conflicts?®2. This
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increase in the population necessitated a re-imagination of the American colonies,
the American Self as the U.S. (inclusions of Virginia, New York, and New England),
and the Imperial Others. The problems between England and the U.S. were political
and administrative, not social. The latter was afraid of losing its freedom against
imperial tyranny, which eventually caused the separation from England and the
establishment of the U.S. with the Declaration of Independence in 1776. This
separation enhanced the understanding that America was unique, a role model for the
rest of the world, and it had the leading position among other states (even
England)?®. After the French Revolution, otherness was divided into the English
Monarchy and the French Republic. This division created the roots of the American
bi-party system as the Federalists (defending increased centrality and Governmental
powers) vs. the Republicans (opposing centralization). The political divisions within
the U.S. became visible during the end of the 18™ century. Both sides accused each
other of treason. The Republicans blamed the Federalists for wanting to bring back
the English tyranny, while The Federalists blamed the Republicans for bringing
French terror into the U.S. 2*%. To contain the American Self, linking domestic others
to foreign dangers created a frequently used foreign policy strategy. This strategy
was simply about associating the alien threat with a domestic other.

Campbell adapts Delumeau’s “evangelism of fear” concept into his conceptualization
of American identity. For Delumeau, after the 14" century, Christendom started to
face challenges from the new emerging polities and felt the need to consolidate its
power through the discourse of danger. This discourse was “evangelism of fear” by
Delumeau?®. This fear had two vital missions to constitute the danger. The first was
about the othering practices against the enemies (i.e., the Ottomans) that threatened
Western civilization. The second was about creating the fear of Hell and promising
salvation since the combination of sin and death could result in ending up in Hell3,

The Church used these two missions to constitute the fear of evangelism until the
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Peace of Westphalia. Campbell uses this argument and argues that even though the
U.S. is a secular state, secularity is intertwined with spirituality in the case of the
U.S.%" In other words, by taking a similar stance to the Church, the U.S. is charged
with the duty of achieving salvation in the ongoing battle of morality against tyranny,
authoritarianism, and communism (representing the outside, the Hell). Thus, the U.S.
creates a sense of safety and promises Heaven on Earth to its citizens inside.
Whenever the U.S. feels threatened and challenges maintaining the hegemonic
discourses on American identity, it also feels the need to contain these challenges
through the othering practices of foreign policy (via employing the discourses of
danger) to reproduce the traditional American identity discursively. To prove his
point, Campbell examines the important historical moments in the constitution of
America (the invention of America, the American colonization, and the American
Revolution) and shows the deep and entwined relationship between the discourses of
danger, foreign policy, and identity formation through the processes of
differentiation. By doing so, he also emphasizes how these historical roots can still
be seen in the current representations of American identity. He defines the U.S. as
‘the perfect and exceptional imagined community’ because its existence is primarily
dependent on representational practices, for not having deep historical roots in a
territory or a kingdom before the establishment of the nation-state (unlike Turkey
and the Ottoman Empire or Germany and the Kingdom of Prussia for example)?%.
Thus, for Campbell, “arguably more than any other state, the imprecise process of

imagination constitutes American identity”?%,

As Campbell argues, when encountering difference, just like any other Self, the
American Self constitutes the Other via discourses of fear and danger to secure the
American identity?®. Campbell’s argument perfectly unravels President Donald
Trump’s extreme reaction to the Caravan of Central American undocumented

immigrants (traveling to the U.S. from the Mexico border in 2018). He called these
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immigrants “hardened criminals”, “bad people”, “not little angels”, and “unknown
Middle Easterners” (even though they are primarily from Central American
countries)?!. State of the Union address is a vital annual speech delivered by the
presidents of the U.S. During his State of the Union address in 2019, President
Trump stated that as he speaks, large groups of caravans were marching to the U.S.,
the Mexican government was transporting these “invaders” to Mexico — U.S. border
and creating “a threat to the safety, security, and financial wellbeing of all
America”?*?, Using these discourses of danger and fear, President Trump contributed
to the constitution of the threat to the American Self by differentiating the Caravan
Others.

For Doty, the historical and current encounters between the North and the South have
produced meanings and identities®*®. Mainly because the political and academic
focus (of the North) on the relations between the North and the South were on
specific subjects (like international terrorism, massive immigration from the South to
the North, drug trafficking, and contagious diseases), and this focus itself provided
the structure where these identities are constructed and reconstructed mutually. In her
research concerning the U.S., Canada, and Cuba relations, Wylie emphasizes the
importance of U.S. identity, how that identity contains a premise about the U.S.
being an exceptional nation, and the effect of this premise on the relations with
Cuba®®. The perception of being exceptional inherently puts the U.S. in a
hierarchical 'superior' position compared to other 'inferior' nations. As America's
'backyard," every Latin American country has been in the 'American sphere of
influence’ since the Monroe Doctrine. This perception still affects the relations
between the U.S. and other Latin American countries and Cuba. In addition,

American identity is imprinted with being the guarantor of democracy, human rights,
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and freedom. The American superiority, along with this assumed role of guarantor,
enables the U.S. to enter into foreign relations with certain presuppositions®#. This is
why U.S. foreign policy actions are the secondary concern of this study, while the
structure where the two states encounter and how that structure has been constructed

through discourse and identity politics are the primary concerns.

Ido Oren, like Wylie, problematizes the well-known premise of democratic peace
theory (liberal democracies refrain from going to war with each other, unlike non-
liberal democracies) and claims democratic peace theory was constituted by
American elites and political scientists after 191726, Only after the Bolshevik
Revolution did democracy become a concept separate from socialism and turn into
‘America’s chief self-portrayal’®*’. Constructing American democracy in this way
enabled the production of a particular type of democracy whose characteristics were
determined by the Americans. Moreover, it made that type of democracy the only
acceptable type within the international community. Oren’s conceptualization of
democracy as a political discourse exposes the relational characteristics of the
democratic identity of a state. America’s exceptional democracy would not exist
without the rogue states. The constitution of this ‘liberal obligation’ of the U.S.

manifests the intervention as the only political choice.

As Doty and Oren argue, the Northern politicians and academics' discursive
representations of the South produce the regimes of “scientific knowledge” and
“truth”248, When scholars conceptualize the North/South relations in this manner, the
encounters between the North and South become much more than a field of
international relations. It becomes the realm of politics where the identities (of states,

nations, people, or even regions) are mutually constructed and reconstructed via
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these representational practices®*®. Nations are inseparable from the international?.
Without the existence of other nations, a single nation’s identity cannot be
constituted since the very essence of a nation is dependent on differences, and the
practices of international relations between nations occur through the
representational practices of foreign policy. Considering these representational
practices enables thinking outside the box (unlike the traditional assessment of binary
oppositions such as first world/third world, democratic states/authoritarian states, and
developed/underdeveloped) and exposes these binaries' constructed and subjective
essence. Exposing these binaries and power politics also reveals the “acceptable” and
“unacceptable” or even “unthinkable” and “unmentionable” political options, which
is the main problem of this study. This study does not focus on the “democratic” U.S.
regime and its democracy promotion towards the ‘“authoritarian” government of
Venezuela. It focuses on the mutual construction of the American Self through
Venezuelan Others via foreign policy and representational practices. This part of the
dissertation focuses on the Poststructural literature on American identity, its othering
practices, and how it is historically constructed through representational practices
while building the thesis’ Poststructural framework. The next Chapter focuses on its

methodology.

249 1bid., 2.

250 Craig J. Calhoun, Nationalism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), 93.

55



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

»251
252

“The truth is always local and flexible
“Our access to reality is always through language

As a result of its inherently critical nature, there is no commonly accepted
methodology for a Poststructuralist research agenda. Consequently, one of the main
criticisms against Poststructuralism was its lack of methodological approaches during
the 1980s. This criticism was unfair since Poststructuralism originated from a meta-
theoretical position. This position determined mainstream IR theories as
Poststructuralists' subject matter problematized them and their role in constructing

the current international system first and foremost.

This was crucial for understanding the discipline of international relations as
constructive and reformative. If one wants to assess the constructive role of IR
theories, it is only natural to choose mainstream IR theories as its subject matter®®,
Because of this position, critics claim that Poststructuralism can only make
implications in theory, not in practice, and cannot analyze the problems of the “real

world”2%4,

During the late 1990s and early 2000s, however, the critical theorists themselves also
started the self-criticism process and introduced more practical and applicable post-
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positivist methodologies®™®. Prominent Poststructuralists like Milliken?®® and
Hansen®’ argued that “it is time for Poststructuralism to take methodology back”;
many admirably built their methodological approaches (including their versions of
Discourse Analysis) since then®®, This study adopts Hansen’s Discourse Analysis
methodology and David Campbell’s conceptualization of U.S. foreign policy and
American identity. While the previous chapter mainly focuses on Campbell’s
conceptualizations, this chapter will focus on Hansen’s discursive methodology. The
first part argues the importance of qualitative Discourse Analysis and Hansen’s
method. The second part consists of adapting Hansen’s Discourse Analysis
methodology into this study as a qualitative analysis of U.S. foreign policy.

The most notable works within the field adopt discourse analysis and identity
formation regarding the Poststructuralist foreign policy analysis?>°. Mainly because
“identities are simultaneously constituted and reproduced through formulations of

foreign policy,” and they are inherently interconnected?®®. They cannot exist without
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discursive practices, and states (as subjects) attempt to maintain certain perceptions
of themselves via foreign policy discourses. This perception (and reality)
construction heavily depends on foreign policy discourses because foreign policy is
about constructing the national identity of the Self concerning Others. Without the
dangerous, radical Other, the Self cannot be identified?®!. For example, a soldier of a
state’s National Army can be recognized as legitimate compared to an outlawed
terrorist via the simultaneous discursive othering practices of foreign policy?%2. Thus,
studying foreign policy construction from a Poststructuralist perspective enables one
to assess foreign policy practices in a broader realm where a constructed
international order contains multiple international identities®3. It also allows one to
see how the Self is discursively constructed concerning Others and enables
interpreting the constructed hierarchical structure of international relations. After all,
the discursive practices of marginalizing others contain the techniques of
constructing the Self as the superior while simultaneously constructing the others as
inferiors. This hierarchical relationship between the U.S. and Latin America has been

evident since the Monroe Doctrine.

Without a dispute, the European Self, non-European Others, and the European
Union’s foreign policy are the most studied subjects within the field?®*. However,

U.S. foreign policy is neglected in the Poststructuralist foreign policy analysis. This

261 David Campbell conceptualizes the Other as a single, dangerous Other. Lene Hansen, on the other
hand conceptualizes multiple Others, however, she also emphasizes the importance of the existence of
the radical Other in the constitution of the Self. Different conceptualizations of the Others are
elaborated on part 1.3.
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gap in the literature encourages the researcher to make further analyses on the
subject. Still, at the same time, it is challenging to construct appropriate
methodologies because the existing studies in the literature are limited and mostly
outdated. As mentioned before, Campbell’s analysis of the subject includes only the
radical Other. At the same time, Hansen’s or Waever’s work on European Foreign
Policy has already enabled much more comprehensive research on multiple othering
practices through foreign policymaking. Campbell’s framework cannot solely help us
to understand the construction of a friendly Venezuelan Other, Juan Guaido. This is
why this study adopts a multi-method approach, including a Poststructural qualitative
analysis of foreign policy, Campbell’s conceptualization of identity politics, the
othering practices of the Self via foreign policy, and Hansen’s political discourse
analysis. After elaborating on the discourse as a concept and discourse analysis, this
chapter will elaborate on how Hansen’s methodological framework for European
Foreign Policy will be adopted for the qualitative and poststructuralist research of
U.S. foreign policy.

3.1. Discourse Analysis

Discourses are the “systems of meaningful practices that form the identities of

subjects and objects”?%®

. According to Laclau and Mouffe discourse is “The
structured totality resulting from the articulatory practice”®®®. They argue that
discourse extends beyond language or communication, encompassing a more
comprehensive perspective on the construction and sustenance of power, ideology,
and social relations through language and symbolic practices. According to Laclau
and Mouffe, discourse influences how individuals and groups interpret the world,
shape identities, and establish hierarchies of power. The construction, contestation,
and transformation of social reality, in their view, primarily occur through the
discourse. Discourses are formed through social interactions and practices.

Discourses are not only ideas but have both ideational and material factors?®’. They

25 Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis, Discourse Theory and Political Analysis: Identities,
Hegemonies and Social Change, 3-4.

266 | aclau and Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics,
105.
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are inherently political because they imply the construction of identity through
otherness by drawing an imaginary line between Us vs. Them. Discourses contain
the acts of power intrinsically because the marginalization of others through foreign
policy discourses and the construction of hierarchical relations between different

social actors are the main components of discourses. As Hansen argues:

The conceptualization of foreign policy as a discursive practice implies that
policy and identity are seen as ontologically interlinked: it is only through the
discursive enactment of foreign policy that identity comes into being, but this
identity is at the same time constructed as the legitimization for the policy
proposed. Identities are thus articulated as the reason why policies should be
enacted, but they are also (re)produced through these very policy discourses:
they are simultaneously (discursive) foundation and product?®®,

Political discourses are also interconnected and historically constructed. They cannot
exist out there by themselves. They must be related to other discourses to make sense
and to be accepted by the related audience. For example, it is not a coincidence that
U.S. Presidents often quote the Founding Fathers during their election campaigns or
in their presidential speeches. The historical connection between the past and present
is also necessary to legitimize current and future policies. They are also helpful for
convincing citizens that policymakers’ particular policies are the most beneficial
ones for the sake of their nation. The main objective of this complex web of relations
between foreign policy discourses, identities, and their historical roots is concealing
the representations and the power relations within them. Researchers use the
Discourse Analysis methodology to expose and interpret the power relations behind

these political representations.

Every text contains many possible interpretations, and Discourse Analysis is the
prominent methodology for interpreting texts. Isabela and Norman Fairclough define
Discourse Analysis as “an analysis of political discourse from a critical perspective,
which focuses on the reproduction and contestation of political power through

political discourse”?®®. Howarth and Stavrakakis define discourse analysis as “the

268 1hid., 19.
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practice of analyzing empirical raw materials and information as discursive
forms”2’0. Poststructuralists use discourse instead of language because the former
refers to producing value and meaning in language. Language is powerful and
constitutive such that the power relations embedded in discourses construct realities
and represent them like truths rather than representations. In parallel to Hansen’s
argument, Doty also claims that discourses are “constructing particular subject
identities, positioning these subjects vis-a-vis one another, and thereby constructing a
particular reality in which policy became possible, as well as larger reality in which
future policies would be justified in advance”?’*. So, instead of focusing directly on
subjects and their identities, Poststructuralism focuses on how language and

discourses construct subjects, identities, positions, and relations.

As mentioned, this study analyzes U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela since the
elections of left-wing populist presidents in Venezuela with a multimethod approach.
These approaches include Poststructural qualitative analysis of foreign policy,
identity politics, othering practices through foreign policy, and political discourse
analysis. Evaluating foreign policy through discourse analysis is also possible with a
quantitative methodology. Most of the literature on U.S. foreign policy adopts
quantitative analysis?’2. Accordingly, the social world is an objective field through
quantitative methods independent of human experience and knowledge. Quantitative

analysts’ (who claim that they can approach social phenomena objectively) main
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aims are discovering the universal truths about our social world, exposing causal
relationships between different social phenomena through positivist methodologies,

and predicting the future of the social world?”,

In contrast, this thesis builds its argument against the quantitative approach by
adopting an anti-foundationalist epistemological and anti-essentialist ontological
point of view. The Poststructuralist framework of this study rejects the existence and
possibility of a single objective truth because social scientists (like all humans)
cannot separate themselves from their beliefs and values. As a result, the knowledge
they produced cannot be objective; instead, that knowledge must be “historically and
culturally specific and contingent” and can change in the future while our identities
change?®™#. Since we cannot reach objective reality, we can only know social reality
through its representations, and to reveal these representations, scientists need to use
multiple methodological tools. Therefore, it is ideal to integrate several
methodological techniques into single research because this strategy brings

comprehensiveness, richness, and profoundness into that particular study?".

The traditional quantitative approaches try to understand the social world as it is and
what it means for the members of that social world. In contrast, discourse analysis
explores how that social world and reality are produced by its subjects (in return,
reproduce these subjects simultaneously) through language and discourse and thus
tries to reveal this complex web of relations by adopting a Poststructuralist position.
According to this approach, discourses constitute the social reality. As a result, this
social reality cannot be revealed without studying the discourses that constitute it in
the first place?’®. There are different discourse analysis methodologies considering
their application to various disciplines (such as linguistics, sociology, anthropology,

and political science). Since this study problematizes U.S. foreign policy discourses

213 David Howarth, Discourse, Concepts in the Social Sciences (Buckhingham: Open University
Press, 2000), 126.
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(presidential and prominent foreign policymakers’ discourses), political discourse
analysis is adopted as the methodology. For Waver, the main aim of political
discourse analysis is to find the patterns in political texts that modify the political
structure?’’. This structure is crucial because it determines what can be said, what
type of political actions can be on the table, and, more importantly, which options are
unthinkable, unmentionable, or entirely out of the question within that political

climate.

According to Der Derian, Poststructuralism is about revealing the “textual interplay
behind power politics”?’. Social realities (including power politics) are constructed
through textuality and embedded in the practices of representation. The concept of
intertextuality claims that all texts must refer to other texts to strengthen their
arguments by referencing them, creating a vast web of meanings?’®. Every text is
different, yet they are interconnected. They must be. Meanings in these texts cannot
make sense alone. They must refer to other texts to make sense, build strong
arguments, construct social and political realities (including identity), and, more

importantly, build authority.

It should be noted that text is not only a form of a written work; it has a broader
definition. Poststructuralists see the world as a text, constructed like a text within the
discourses. In this context, studying international relations, foreign policy, and
identity with an intertextual framework enables a more comprehensive analysis. “To
textualize a domain of analysis is to recognize, first of all, that any reality is mediated
by a mode of representation and, second, that representations are not descriptions of

a world of facticity but are ways of making facticity”?. This process of reality-
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making can only be interpreted by focusing on representational practices because
discourse and these practices have a formative effect on reality. These constructed
realities are situated within social, historical, and cultural contexts. Notably, these
realities, produced meanings, and identities are not fixed; they are unstable,

constantly fighting for domination and trying to look stable.

Discourse Analysis embraces the constant change within identities, norms, and
values by arguing that language is inherently unstable. They are not given or fixed
but constructed and reconstructed through discursive practices to seem fixed. This
approach denies the unified conceptualization of a single identity and exposes the
clash between competing identities. For Poststructuralism, identity and policy
ontologically coexist, and this coexistence is mobilized through discourse?®!.
Identities are constructed and reconstructed through foreign policy discourses; they
are also constructed to justify specific foreign policy actions. This process contains
constant change. However, if language is inherently unstable, how can one fix
discourses just enough to study them? How is it possible to study an unstable,
unfixed, constantly changing phenomenon? Different scholars introduced various
discourse analysis methods?®2. Laclau and Mouffe, for example, introduce nodal
points (referencing Lacan) as “privileged signifiers that fix the meaning,” just
enough to study them?®. Their approach also known as the Essex School of
discourse analysis is called a referential approach in Discourse Analysis, “where
words and concepts are names used to reference objects out there in reality”’?®*. There
are also differential approaches to discourse analysis, which are more systemic

because they position meaning in differences amid concepts?®®. We can only know
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something by comparing it to what it is not, by looking at what is different about
them. The analysis of the construction of the Self concerning Others employs a
differential approach. This study will employ Hansen's methodological framework
by adopting an understanding of language as a system of linking and differentiation
to demonstrate how representations of identity and several foreign policy positions
are co-constitutive (rather than causal). The next part will elaborate on this

methodology and discuss how it is implemented in this study’s analytical framework.
3.2. Adopting Hansen’s Poststructuralist Research Methodology

By adopting intertextuality, Lene Hansen’s methodology forms around a dual
understanding of language, meaning, and identity construction. Originating from
Laclau and Mouffe’s logic of equivalence and logic of difference, Hansen’s
conceptualization of identity consists of two interconnected phases: “a positive
process of linking” and “a negative process of differentiation”*®. These two
processes must be actualized simultaneously for identity construction. The language
system consists of signs, and meanings arise from juxtapositions of these signs. This
relational formulation of identity claims that meanings are constructed through the

discursive juxtaposition of one favored meaning beside an unfavored one.

As Hansen exemplifies in Figure 1, being a European woman during the 19" Century
meant “being emotional, simple, reliant, and motherly”. These juxtapositions create a
positive process of linking among the identities of European women during that
century. When we juxtapose 19" Century European men as “rational, complex,
independent, and intellectual beings” against 19" Century European women, we
create a negative process of differentiation?®”. Thus, these two processes constitute
identity simultaneously. This duality is strictly structural but, at the same time, very
unstable. This conceptualization perfectly clarifies why Poststructuralism has a Post

in it but is also inherently associated with Structuralism?®, Discourses compete to fix
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the meaning structurally but cannot reach absolute fixity and always stay in an

appearance of absolute unfixity?%,

Woman Woman
m m
Emotional Motherly Emotional . ; Motherly

: ‘

| |

M a s

Simpie Reliant Si'mple E Reliant

b Ay

CE o

Man ' E Man | |

Rational\ i , 7 Intellectual Rationalf ' Y Intellectual
Complex Independent Complex Independent

Process of linking: positive identity
---------- Process of differentiating: negative identity

Figure 1. Hansen’s Dual Understanding of Identity Construction?®°

In addition to the process of linking and differentiation, Hansen’s conceptualization
of identity also includes temporal, ethical, and spatial constructions of identity as
analytic lenses?®*. Time, responsibility, and space have direct relations with foreign
policy constructions and differentiation of identity. Spatial constructions of identity
involve the construction of boundaries. The distinction of domestic/international
space in the discourse of international relations theory is the perfect example of

spatial construction?®?. The temporal construction of identity employs the possibility
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of change, transformation, development, etc. As previously mentioned, within the
colonialist discourse, the Amer-Indians were constructed as inferiors, but there was a
possibility of change by converting to Christianity. However, according to the
enslavement discourse, they were also savages, but their temporal identity was
constructed differently than the colonialist discourse. They were barbarians, and they
could not become like the Christian Self; therefore, their enslavement or

extermination was legitimized within this discourse.

Lastly, constructing the ethical identity involves the possibility of intervention and
responsibility?®®. The construction of the Maduro administration as the radical
Venezuelan Other within the U.S. foreign policy discourses after 2017 automatically
brought the questions of international responsibility of the U.S. against the
Venezuelan people (the friendly Venezuelan Other) as the oppressed, living in
poverty and fleeing from their country?®. Thus, the ethical construction of the
American Self against Venezuelan Others within the U.S. foreign policy discourses
enabled various statements about military intervention from the highest-ranking
members of the Trump administration and President Trump himself: “We have many
options for Venezuela, including a possible military option if necessary”?*. More
importantly, when an issue is distinctively constructed within the discourses of
international responsibility, this construction enables an effective discursive shift
from the domestic realm to a higher but morally good realm where the foreign
intervention becomes an ethical responsibility for the good of the people, in this

dissertation’s case the Venezuelan people?.

Hansen’s dual conceptualization of identity enables more room for interpretation of

identity/difference by incorporating spatial, temporal, and ethical dimensions of

293 1hid., 44.
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identity rather than focusing only on the vital “us vs. them” dilemma. Since
discourses strive to seem stable, Hansen’s complex yet simple conceptualization
helps reveal these discourses' unstable nature. It provides a multi-dimensional
identity analysis while enabling an assessment of change in identity, representational
practices, and foreign policy discourses with an intertextual understanding. Lastly, it
also allows an analysis concerning the Self with multiple constructed Others (rather

than one dangerous Other).

The discursive structures are inherently political and powerful. Because meanings
produce identities, the structure they encounter, and their positions against each
other. They are also crucial for making political outcomes and consequences®®’. For
instance, Campbell analyzes George H. Bush’s War on Drugs policy and
problematizes three critical discourses on the War on Drugs®®. First, he asks how
and why some drugs (such as painkillers) are constituted as “acceptable” while
others are considered “dangerous”. Then, he examines how certain races (blacks and
Hispanics) are linked with these dangerous drugs (such as cocaine) within the
discourses of the War on Drugs. Lastly, he reveals how this discursive framing
produced aggressive political responses against blacks or Hispanics in the U.S., even
though statistically, white suburban Americans consume more of these “dangerous”

299 According to Poststructuralism,

drugs than in black or Hispanic neighborhoods
what the statistics or “facts” prove is not essential. It is important to focus on the
discursive constructions of these facts, how they are represented within these
discourses, their political consequences, and, more importantly, which political

decisions and actions are constructed as unimaginable.

Foreign policy practices rely on human agency, such as foreign policymakers. They
aim to represent a particular foreign policy decision as legitimate and applicable to

their voters. Their political activities try to construct the link between policy and

300

identity because the former must always be consistent with the latter>". As subjects,
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they are also not independent from the encompassing nature of policy-identity
dichotomous. They are constrained by social and political limitations while making
decisions. They cannot know about every single topic on state governance and must
rely on advisors, bureaucrats, specialists, and the media. While making decisions,
they encounter different representations of the same foreign policy issue. In return,
they make decisions, produce representations, and finally act on them. Policymakers
must consider their citizens’ foreign policy representations as well. Radical changes
in foreign policy are possible, but they are also not easy. Foreign policy actors must
move within “a discursive terrain already partially structured through previously
articulated and institutionalized identities” and convince the public of their political
actions®. They also must cope with the oppositional discourses or the critical media
discourses. These discourses shape their facts and produce different readings of the

same event, making consensus impossible.

Different discourses constantly challenge each other for domination, and the
dominant discourse’s main aim is to seem fixed and permanent. However, the
dominant discourse also always has competition. After all, the opposition parties,
media, or critics within the same political party have their discourses. For instance,
when Russia invaded Ukraine in February 2022, oil prices increased because of the
West’s dependence on Russian oil, including the U.S. Especially since they have
been sanctioning Venezuelan crude since 2019, the West became increasingly
dependent on Russian oil. Until 2019, the U.S. had been importing Venezuelan oil
since the early 1900s, so the refineries in the U.S. are mainly built for processing
Venezuelan crude oil. These refineries cannot process Saudi oil because its structure
is runnier and very different from Venezuelan oil. Russian oil’s structure is closer to
Venezuelan oil, which is why the U.S. became more dependent on Russian oil in
2019 when the U.S. started sanctioning Venezuelan crude®®2. So, when Russia
attacked Ukraine in 2022, the U.S. and the E.U. introduced various sanctions against
Russia, including oil. This policy, in return, caused an increase in oil prices

worldwide.
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To create an alternative oil supply to Russian oil and reduce the oil prices in the
domestic market, the Biden Administration started new and highly unexpected
negotiations with the Maduro Administration on March 5", 2022, by sending top
U.S. diplomats®®® to Venezuela®®. This political move, of course, challenged the
dominant discourse on the Maduro regime in the U.S. The opposition, predominantly
Republican Senator Marco Rubio®%, Florida Governor Ron DeSantis®® , and even

the Democrat members of the U.S. Congress®®’

, strongly argued against this policy
change towards Venezuela and the Maduro regime. Both discourses have challenged
each other while both sides try to persuade their relevant audiences to support their
policies. To do so, they also try to constitute a link between their policies and the
American Self by simultaneously constructing Venezuelan Others. For instance,
Republican Governor of Florida Ron DeSantis states, “We do not accept Joe Biden
legitimizing a murderous tyrant, and we stand with the people in South Florida and
the people in Venezuela who are seeking freedom™3%. Republican Congressman
Mario Diaz-Balart blames the Biden Administration for threatening national security
by stating, “In these talks, he [Joe Biden] is betraying the freedom of Venezuela,
which is something that we will not stand for. We have not seen a betrayal like this

since the ‘60s, and not only is he betraying the Venezuelan people, he is harming our

national security”3%°, Within this narrative, the Maduro Administration is constructed

303 The special presidential envoy for hostage affairs Roger Carstens; the National Security Council’s
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https://www.flgov.com/2022/03/11/governor-desantis-lambasts-biden-administrations-engagement-
with-maduro-regime-and-its-destructive-domestic-energy-policies/.

307 Darren Soto, “Tweet from (@RepDarrenSoto): Florida Democratic Members Came Together
Today to Oppose Importing Oil from Venezuela. We Cannot Support Dictator Maduro & His
Murderous  Regime, as We Work to FEase Gas  Prices,” Twitter, 2022,
https://twitter.com/RepDarrenSoto/status/1502031646949883907.

308 Rubio, “Rubio Warns President Biden Against Any Change in U.S. Policy Toward Venezuela.”

309 DeSantis, “Governor DeSantis Lambasts Biden Administration’s Engagement with Maduro
Regime and Its Destructive Domestic Energy Policies.”
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as the radical Venezuelan Other (a murderous tyrant and a threat to the national
security of the U.S.), while the Venezuelan people are constructed as friendly Other
(seeking freedom). Simultaneously, this narrative constructs the Biden
Administration as a threat to American identity and ideals because fighting against
authoritarianism and standing with democracy-seeking people are the main
characteristics of the American identity.

When a policymaker frames a subject within the national security discourse,
automatically, that subject becomes a responsibility because foreign policy
discourses construct that subject as such. Consequently, it creates specific
opportunities for the policymaker, including the power to make marginal and far-
reaching political decisions®®. For the sake of the national or international
community, the policymaker assumes the responsibility to answer that national
security threat urgently with a lower level of accountability. More importantly, this
construction moves the subject from the domestic/national level to the international
level to a moral ground. For example, the status of the democratic regime in
Venezuela (whether its deterioration or maintenance) is generally situated at the
domestic level. However, when a U.S. policymaker frames a possible deterioration in
Venezuelan democracy as a threat to U.S. national security, this discursive move
relocates the issue from the national to the international level. Accordingly, this
‘threat’ against U.S. national security brings the American government an
international responsibility, especially for the sake of the American and Venezuelan
people. Thus, an international response (more than fifty states, including the U.S., the
members of the E.U., and many Latin American states, including Chile, Colombia,
Brazil, and Paraguay) such as sanctioning Venezuelan oil or outlawing Nicolas

Maduro from the presidency become possible.

This example shows the suitability of Hansen’s methodology for this analysis; it
captures the challenges and possible changes within the dominant foreign policy
discourses while showing the relation between the policy and identity construction.
Hansen’s methodology suggests determining key events to trace the dominant

discourses' challenges or changes. Key events are instances in which significant facts

310 Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War, 44-45.
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appear in the broader political debate. They affect the policy-identity dichotomy and
enforce the official discourse to encounter the alternative discourses of the opposition
or the media3!*. Determining a small number of key events makes it easier to capture
the official discourse and the counterarguments against it, so building the debate
around these key events provides stability to trace the official discourse and helps to
build a timeline on the research subject. Constituted facts need human agency,
including the citizens, media outlets, and institutions, to affect the official discourse.
These facts are important because they bring foreign political actions and outcomes.
For instance, when the Armenian events of 1915 were constituted as a “genocide”
within the U.S. foreign policy discourse, it created different foreign policy actions,

outcomes, and foreign policy responses than “mass atrocity”.

3.2.1. Intertextual Research Models

Hansen’s intertextual methodology for analyzing foreign policy discourses has four
different models: Model 1, Model 2, Model 3A, and Model 3B, as Table 1 shows.
Model 1 is at the core of this methodology, and other models form the outer circles
of this core. Model 1 mainly focuses on the official foreign policy discourses by
focusing on the official texts from the Heads of State, Ministers, high-ranked military
officials, and other officials like senators, advisors, representatives, or governors
related to the subject of the study. The main aim is to locate the official foreign
policy discourses within these official texts through extensive reading of the official
texts and assess how these official discourses encounter the critical discourses within

the discursive terrain.

Model 2 broadens the discursive area by including the critical discourses as well as
the official discourses. The textual sources of the critical discourses are
parliamentary debates, media texts, and oppositional party arguments. These texts
form the counterarguments against the official discourses. The researcher analyzes
these texts to determine the challenges to the hegemony of the official discourse, the
possible transformation of the official discourse, and how the critical discourse

became the subsequent official discourse. Models 3A and 3B widen the research area

811 1bid., 28.
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and bring social, cultural, and academic texts into the analysis. Depending on the
research subject, these texts could be movies, soap operas, magazines, caricatures,
paintings, photographs, or academic texts. With these models, the researchers can

focus on the broader public discourses and how these discourses are consolidated

through these texts.

Table 1. Hansen’s Intertextual Research Models®?

Model 1

Model 2

Wider Foreign

Model 3A

Cultural

Model 3B

Marginal political
discourses: Social

Analytical . . Policy Debate: representations:
Y Official Discourse . _y P movements, lllegal
Focus Political Popular culture, associations
s M . H h I ) H
Opposition, Media igh culture e, NEGs
Film, fiction,
television,
computer games, = Marginal
Obiect of Political Texts, photography, newspapers,
J . Official Texts Media Texts, comics, music, websites, books,
Analysis . s
Editorials, etc. poetry, painting, = pamphlets,
architecture, Academic analysis
travel writing,
autobiography
e The stabilization o The hegemony of ¢ Resistance in
of official official discourse . . non-democratic
. . e Sedimentation .
discourse through e The likely . regimes
. . . or reproduction . .
Goal of intertextual links transformation of . . e Dissent in cases
. . of identities in
Analysis e The response of official discourse cultural of models 1 and
official discourse e The internal . 2 hegemony
. - . representations .
to critical stability of media o Academic
discourse discourses debates

Every research subject is different, so there is no way to say, for instance, that Model
1 is better than Model 3A. The researchers should choose the appropriate model
according to their research subject and questions. For example, Hansen chose Model
3A for her research because she was focused on how non-literary fiction (Robert D.
Kaplan’s Balkan Ghosts book) played a massive role in Bill Clinton’s decision to
intervene in the Bosnian war and changed the whole dominant Western discourse of

non-intervention to the war®'®. This study evaluates the U.S. foreign policy towards

812 1pid., 57.

313 1bid., 7.

73



Venezuela after the election of populist left-wing presidents. Thus, it has a long time
frame (2001-2019), starting with the George W. Bush administration. This brings
certain limitations to the study. Reading every discursive text on the subject
accumulated for nearly twenty years, including the official, media, cultural,

academic, or marginal texts, is almost impossible and time-consuming.

On the other hand, this long time frame is crucial and necessary for extensive
analysis of U.S. foreign policy discourses towards Venezuela during the Chavez and
Maduro administrations. The research questions are built around this time frame. As
a result, this study focuses primarily on the official discourses of American
Presidents (George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama, and Donald J. Trump) and their
close circle of foreign policy team related to Venezuela specifically because these
policymakers had leading roles in determining foreign policy discourses and actions
towards Venezuela during the Chavez and Maduro administrations. These circles
include Secretaries of State, the U.S. Ambassadors to Venezuela, Senior Directors
for Western Hemisphere Affairs, Representatives of the United States in the
Organization of American States (OAS), and the related (especially from Florida
since most of the Cuban and Venezuelan Americans live there) senators,

representatives, and governors.

The main question is how the researcher could identify the basic discourses within
these official foreign policy texts. Basic discourses “construct different Others with
different degrees of radical difference; articulate radically diverging forms of spatial,
temporal, and ethical identity; and construct competing links between identity and
policy”®'4. In parallel to the argument in the intertextuality part, every foreign policy
text is unique, but they also depend on each other for legitimacy and building
hegemony. Every other foreign policy text is different, yet they are also shaped
around specific common themes, identity constructions, and necessary practical
policies. Hence, debates about foreign policy issues are linked through a small
number (usually two or three) of foreign policy discourses®®®. The point is to

314 1bid., 46.

315 1bid.
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determine these basic discourses through extensive reading and analysis of official
foreign policy texts, but how can a researcher identify these basic discourses within
the texts? It is crucial to focus on different identity and policy constructions and how
they are linked within the broader political context in the foreign policy texts,
primarily how the Self is constructed concerning Others, how many Others are
constructed, how the Self and Others are constructed through the spatial, temporal,
and ethical dimensions. The basic discourses are usually enunciated around the key
representations of identity, such as being a “Bolivarian” in debates around post-

Chavez Venezuela.

The historical links of these critical representations of identity are also vital. Hugo
Chavez constructed a new ideal of Venezuela and Latin America, independent from
the hegemony of the U.S. and the West, by often referring to Simén Bolivar, a
historical leader3®. President Chavez changed the country's name after him to the
Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela and adopted his ideal: a socially, politically, and
economically integrated Latin America (similar to the EU). He also formed his whole
foreign policy around this debate, including the foundation of The Bolivarian
Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA) in 2004 against the U.S. hegemony
in the continent. Venezuela also had the income to be able to make a real difference
in politics, so he openly used the oil wealth to fracture the U.S. influence. In short,
while it is imperative to determine the key representations of identity, it is also
crucial to do a historical reading and find the links between the current basic
discourses, the constitution of others within these texts, and their references to the

historical texts.
3.2.2. The Research Design
In addition to the intertextual models (Models 1, 2, 3A, 3B), Hansen also builds a

research design for concrete Discourse Analysis of foreign policy. Her design has

four dimensions, as Figure 2 shows below.

316 Simon Bolivar was the ‘Liberator of America”, he was a Venezuelan politician and military leader,
he led the independence wars against the Spanish Empire during the 1810s and became the founding
father of Venezuela, Colombia, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru. His ideal was uniting all the Latin
American countries.
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/ Number of Selves Intertextual Models

+ Single « Official discourse

« Comparison around events or issues | « Wider political debate
 Discursive Encounter  Cultural representations

» Marginal political Discourses

Research
Temporal Perspective Number of Events
*  One moment « Single
» Comparative Moments « Multiple (Related by issue)
 Historical Developments « Multiple (Related by time)

Figure 2. The Research Design for Discourse Analysis®!’

These dimensions include the number of selves, intertextual models, temporal
perspective, and several events®®. These are the main guidelines for the researcher;
all the dimensions have certain sub-options depending on the research agenda, and
the researchers should choose the appropriate sub-options depending on their
research subject. The first dimension concerns the Self; does the research entail a
single Self or multiple Selves? How many foreign policy subjects will be analyzed?
For instance, if one examines the European Union's and Turkey's relationship, there
will be multiple comparisons of European Selves against Turkish Others. This study
focuses on constructing the single American Self concerning numerous Venezuelan
Others. The second dimension is about the intertextual model. As discussed in the
previous part, the focus is mainly on the official discourses and the broader political
debate (including the oppositional discourses in Congress) of U.S. foreign policy
toward Venezuela. The third dimension is the temporal perspective. What is the time
frame of the study? It could include one moment like a civil conflict or war.
Alternatively, just like in this study, it could be comparative moments of U.S. foreign

policy formation during the Presidencies of Chavez and Maduro under different U.S.

317 Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War, 72.

318 1bid., 66-73.
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administrations. Assessing comparative moments is crucial because they facilitate
determining the discursive changes across the chosen moments. How should the
researcher select the moments? For Hansen, these moments should be selected by
their ability to create essential changes in the political structure or institutions®®®.
These comparative moments should also be tied around certain foreign policy
developments and include a small number of separate incidents within the
determined study time frame. The time frame needs to be broader for the sake of this
study's research agenda. Hence, only official discourses are included in the research.
It is not possible or feasible to critically read all the social, cultural, and political
texts for a nearly 20-year period. Therefore, the research’s focus is limited to
multiple events (related by issue), which brings the subject to the fourth dimension of
the research design. The research can focus on a single event or multiple events
(divided into two parts related by time or issue). Events comprise political issues. A
key event can be determined as a single day, like 9/11, or a couple of months,
depending on the political, economic, and social developments. What type of foreign
policy issues will be evaluated in the research? This thesis adopts the multiple events
(related by issue) approach because it focuses on the discursive changes within the
U.S. foreign policy responses towards Venezuela while focusing on multiple events
related by issue (namely confronting the Chavez and Maduro administrations) along

a chosen temporal period.

Based on the extensive reading of the official U.S. foreign policy texts during the
Presidencies of George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama, and Donald J. Trump, the author
determined three vital key events within the period mentioned earlier. All these key
events are formed around periods of increased discursive activities relating to the
relations between the U.S. and Venezuela. This dissertation focuses on the U.S. and
Venezuela relations to expose how the U.S.” foreign policy actions towards
Venezuela (such as the declaration of Venezuela as an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the U.S. national security or outlawing an elected president of a sovereign
country from the presidency) are deeply interconnected with the construction of
American identity with discourses of danger. These foreign policy outcomes were

not merely a result of the personality traits of President Trump, or domestic

319 1bid., 70.
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disruption of Venezuela. These causal explanations disregard the deep connection
between the construction of the American identity in relation to various Venezuelan
Others and these outcomes. In order to provide an alternative interpretation of U.S.
and Venezuela relations, this study adopts Hansen’s methodology. Suitably with this
methodology, a comprehensive discursive reading was made by the author. The
result of that reading exposed three key events from 2001 to 2019. Each of these key
events coincided with the terms of three different presidents of the U.S. These key
events were chosen because these key events represent critical turning points in US-
Venezuela relations, where both hegemonic and basic discourses confronted with the
opposition discourses. The key events are important because they show how the
official foreign policy discourses responded to the key events, how basic discourses
were employed during them, and how the policy-identity link was reimagined during
the key events of 2008, 2015, and 2019. The following three Chapters will focus on

the key events of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 4

EMBEDDING THE COLOMBIA FREE TRADE AGREEMENT WITHIN
THE U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY DISCOURSE

“America is very naive about the threat Chavez
poses. Today Chavez is at least as dangerous as
bin Laden; he is preparing his attack; he is even
implementing the attack, but too many of

America’s leaders are still ignoring him. This

could be a tragedy bigger than 9/1 17320,

“We have a great vision before us: a fully

democratic hemisphere, bound together by good

will and free trade”321.

Trade and free market economy play a massive role in the U.S. foreign policy and
identity discourses towards the Western Hemisphere, especially after the Cold War.
Presidents George Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush had the same objective:
creating a hemisphere united by a free trade zone. However, trade agreements and
lifting trade barriers became the George W. Bush administration's top priority,
according to the War on Terror discourse. In 2001, the U.S. had only three free trade
agreements with three countries. President Bush raised this number to fourteen trade
agreements until 2009. The constitution of the trade as a cure for terrorism after 9/11,
the Western Hemisphere, and the Free Trade Agreements discourses enabled the
value and free trade promotion during these eight years. When the congressional
approval of the Colombia FTA process came to a deadlock in 2008, the Bush
administration had to adapt its foreign policy discourses and respond to the
oppositional discourses of the Democrats. This adaptation process and the new

320 Otto Reich, former U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela and Assistant Secretary of State for Western
Hemisphere Affairs. Cited in; Douglas E. Schoen and Michael Rowan, The Threat Closer to Home:
Hugo Chavez and the War against America (New York: Free Press, 2009), 2 [Emphasis Added].

321 George W. Bush, “President’s Speech at the Summit of the Americas,” The U.S. National Archives

and Records Administration, 2001, https://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2001/04/20010423-1.html.
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discourses of U.S. foreign policy were inherently related to the constitution of
President Uribe of Colombia as a friendly Other and the constitution of the Chavez
administration as a dangerous, radical Other against the U.S. interests and national
security. This chapter focuses on this key event. However, the effect of 9/11 on
American identity and foreign policy, as well as the U.S. confrontation with the
Chavez regime in the Western Hemisphere, must be elaborated first to give a

thorough interpretation of this key event.

4.1. War on Terror Discourse and the Reconstitution of American ldentity

The September 11, 2001, events caused a fundamental and undeniable change in
international politics, but this change did not come from this single event alone. On
the day of 9/11, “everything is changed” and “night fell on a different world”3?
because the meanings of 9/11 discursively represented as an “act of war,” as “deadly
terrorist acts,” as “the most rapid and dramatic change in the history of U.S. foreign
policy”®?® and as the cause of paradigm shifts in international politics®?*. A
“discursive void” arose from the inability of existing security discourses to manage
the events of September 11 for the U.S. public right after the early days of the

attacks®?,

As discussed under the theoretical framework, discourses are never fixed and
constantly compete for dominance. The void and the weakening of former discourses
allowed other competing discourses to become the new dominant discourse. Hence,
the Bush administration got an opportunity to determine the contemporary
hegemonic discourses of international security. The Administration needed to

construct new concepts of truth and power. Benefiting from globalization and the

322 George W. Bush, “President Declares ‘Freedom at War with Fear,”” The White House, 2001,
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010920-8.html.

323 Stephen M. Walt, “Beyond Bin Laden: Reshaping U.S. Foreign Policy,” International Security 26,
no. 3 (January 2002): 56, https://doi.org/10.1162/016228801753399718.

324 Michael Cox, “Paradigm Shifts and 9/11: International Relations After the Twin Towers,” Security
Dialogue 33, no. 2 (June 29, 2002): 247-55, https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010602033002011.

32 Jack Holland, “From September 11th, 2001 to 9-11: From Void to Crisis,” International Political
Sociology 3, no. 3 (September 2009): 275-76, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2009.00076.X.
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events of 9/11, the Bush administration constructed new regimes of truth, especially
by reimagining 9/11 as a crisis®?. According to this reimagination, 9/11 changed the
world. It constituted an unprecedented threat endangering the whole world, not just
the U.S. By defining an event as a crisis; policymakers can determine the solutions
and strategies, especially using language and discourses. Therefore, the policymakers
as actors become critical for managing this crisis, and more importantly, it allows

policymakers to reconstruct the narrative and gives them the power to act®?’.

The discourses on the War on Terror filled the discursive void right after President
Bush made the speech on September 20, 2001, and defined the enemy, the danger
they posed to the whole world, and how the U.S. would respond to the attacks of
these enemies. The response had two phases: declaring war against this new enemy
and exporting freedom, liberty, and free enterprise to every corner of the world®?8, As
the narratives of these possible solutions resonated with the general U.S. public
(mainly through media), the War on Terror discourse became hegemonic by
obtaining the power of meaning production®?°. The War on Terror discourse has
three distinctive features. The first feature is constructing the single, radical Other as
the new, unprecedented enemy. The second feature is related to the reconstruction of
the single Self bounded by God’s values: freedom, democracy, and free enterprise.
The third feature is the exportation of these values to ‘oppressed societies’ where
terrorists were harbored by these societies' oppressive, evil, and tyrannical regimes.
The following sections will elaborate on these three features.

4.1.1. The Constitution of the New Enemies of 9/11

The War on Terror discourse only includes one radical Other as the “terrorists” and

strongly resonates with “us vs. them” rhetoric. The Bush administration made “no

3% Mike Milford, “National Identity, Crisis, and the Inaugural Genre: George W. Bush and 9/11,”
Southern ~ Communication  Journal 81, no. 1 (January 13, 2016): 18-31,
https://doi.org/10.1080/1041794X.2015.1064989.
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327 Colin Hay, ‘“Narrating Crisis: The Discursive Construction of the ‘Winter of Discontent’,
Sociology 30, no. 2 (May 2, 1996): 260-61, https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038596030002004.

328 George W. Bush, “Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People,” U.S.
Department of State, 2001, https://2001-2009.state.gov/coalition/cr/rm/2001/5025.htm.

329 Milford, “National Identity, Crisis, and the Inaugural Genre: George W. Bush and 9/11,” 25-27.
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distinction between terrorists and those who knowingly harbor or provide aid to
them”3°, This radical Other is identical to Campbell’s identity/difference

conceptualization of one dangerous Other33!

. Within this discourse, there are no gray
areas, no discursive space to construct different, non-radical Others. Like Ronald
Reagan’s famous statement about Latin America, “If you are not for the contras, you
are for communism”, President Bush said, “Either you are with us, or you are with

the terrorists”3%2,

This enemy, international terrorism, was nothing like the conventional threats and
enemies (like other states, for instance). As President Bush stated, “We are facing a
different enemy than we have ever faced”3*®. Representing a new enemy creates a
clean break from the temporal and spatial dimensions of the identities of past
enemies. This new type of enemy was nothing like the “enemies in the past” because,
in the past, they “needed great armies to endanger America”. This new enemy,
however, had “shadowy networks of individuals” that “can bring great chaos and
suffering to our shores for less than it costs to purchase a single tank”334, Spatially,
they were also different since this enemy was not a single state within a clear/defined
border. They were present in various countries like Tanzania, Kenya, Irag, and

Afghanistan33®.

In democracies like the U.S., the administration has to get the consent of their
citizens for massive foreign policy changes like declaring war against another state.
Constructing 9/11 as a crisis involving an extraordinary and conceptually slippery
enemy paved the way for carte blanche given by the U.S. citizens to the Bush

Administration. Because to manage a complex and shocking crisis like 9/11,

330 George W. Bush, “Statement by the President in Address to the Nation,” The White House, 2001,
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010911-16.html.

331 Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, 1998, 73-90.
332 Bush, “Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People.”
333 Bush, “Statement by the President in Address to the Nation.”

334 George W. Bush, “The National Security Strategy,” The White House, 2002, https://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/nsc/nss/2002/.

335 Bush, “President Declares ‘Freedom at War with Fear.””
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“Americans would have allowed President Bush to lead them in any of several
directions”3%®. The Bush Administration’s solution to the 9/11 crisis had two phases:
a military response like invading lIraq and a value-based response to support
oppressed societies and to end oppressive regimes so the terrorists cannot take shelter
there. Surprisingly, both strategies were expressed repeatedly by the many prominent
actors of the Bush Administration before 9/11. Overthrowing Saddam Hussein from
power was an essential objective of the Bush Administration even before 9/11. In
January 2001, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld stated, "It is not helpful to have Saddam
Hussein's regime in power”®%. In February 2001, when the journalists asked
President Bush if he had any goal to oust Saddam Hussein, he replied, “We are going
to watch very carefully as to whether or not he develops weapons of mass
destruction, and if we catch him doing so, we will take the appropriate action”3%,
During the same speech, he also stated that the Bush administration had no “beef”
with the Iragi people but with Saddam Hussein himself. In July 2001, he declared

that Saddam Hussein was “still a menace and a problem”3*°.

The second strategy, namely exporting freedom, democracy, and free enterprise
worldwide, was also the main agenda of the Bush administration before 9/11,
especially the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). On many occasions,

President Bush®¥, Vice President Dick Cheney®*!, Secretary of State Colin Powell3*?,

3% Francis Fukuyama, “Invasion of the Isolationists,”  The New York Times, 2005,

https://www.nytimes.com/2005/08/31/opinion/invasion-of-the-isolationists.html.

37 Ari  Fleischer, “Press Briefing,” The American Presidency Project, 2001,
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/press-briefing-ari-fleischer-142.

3% George W. Bush, “The President’s News Conference With Prime Minister Tony Blair,” The
American Presidency Project, 2001, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/the-presidents-
news-conference-with-prime-minister-tony-blair-the-united-kingdom-camp-0.

39 George W. Bush, “President’s Remarks,” The American Presidency Project, 2001,
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-prior-meeting-with-virginia-gubernatorial-
candidate-mark-earley-and-exchange-with.

340 George W. Bush, “President’s Remarks to Students and Faculty at National Defense University,”
U.S. Department of State, 2001, https://2001-2009.state.gov/t/ac/rls/rm/2001/2873.htm.

31 Dick Cheney, “Remarks by the Vice President at the Hispanic Leadership Forum,” The White
House, 2001, https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/vicepresident/news-
speeches/speeches/vp20010609.html.

342 Colin L. Powell, “Secretary Greets State Department Employees,” U.S. Department of State, 2001,
https://2001-2009.state.gov/secretary/former/powell/remarks/2001/58.htm.
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and Assistant Secretary for Western Hemisphere Affairs Peter Romero®*® made
statements on these values and the importance of exporting these values all around
the world. For instance, Secretary of State Powell elaborates them as “the value
system that we are taking to the rest of the world that is founded on the individual
rights of men and women, founded on human dignity, founded on the power of

democracy, founded on the power of the free enterprise system”344,

Constructing 9/11 as a crisis that changed the whole world and having hegemony
over the discourses on the War on Terror gave the Bush Administration the power to
determine and implement specific foreign policy actions (like invading another
state), which was not very feasible and found acceptable by the U.S. public before
9/11. For instance, after 9/11, the U.S. public became eager to invade Iraq, as the
polls show3#. Once the discourses of new threats and enemies became hegemonic
through the Bush Administration’s endless efforts and articulations, the hegemonic
discourse obtained the power to change the policies. The new enemies needed new
measurements to deal with, and this process brought many practical policy changes
both in domestic and international politics. For example, only six weeks after 9/11,
U.S. Congress passed the USA/Patriot Act, which caused heated arguments on
whether this act violated U.S. citizens’ First and Fourth Amendment rights3¥, In the
international realm, the fight against “international” terrorism with freedom, liberty,
and democracy became the main agenda for the administration. Ironically, when
television host Bill Maher said that the airplane hijackers were not cowards
(opposing President Bush’s statements), the White House spokesperson Ari Fleischer

answered a journalist’s question about it and openly reminded “to all Americans that

343 peter F. Romero, “The Western Hemisphere in a New Administration,” U.S. Department of State,
2001, https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/2001/520.htm.

344 Colin L. Powell, “Preserving U.S. Global Leadership,” U.S. Department of State, 2001,
https://2001-2009.state.gov/secretary/former/powell/remarks/2001/4028.htm [Emphasis Added].

35 Jon Western, “The War over Iraq: Selling War to the American Public,” in American Foreign
Policy and The Politics of Fear, ed. A. Trevor Thrall and Jane K. Cramer (New York: Routledge,
2009), 156.

36 Sharon H. Rackow, “How the USA Patriot Act Will Permit Governmental Infringement upon the
Privacy of Americans in the Name of ‘Intelligence’ Investigations,” University of Pennsylvania Law
Review 150, no. 5 (May 2002): 1651-96, https://doi.org/10.2307/3312949; Jennifer C. Evans,
“Hijacking Civil Liberties: The USA Patriot Act of 2001,” Chicago Law Journal 33, no. 4 (2002):
933-90; Susan N. Herman, “The USA/Patriot Act and the Submajoritarian Fourth Amendment,”
Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review 41 (2006): 67-132.
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they need to watch what they say, watch what they do”**’. This answer sets an
excellent example of how opposing discourses are received by the administration,
even if the response contrasts with the very fiercely defended values of the Bush

Administration, like the freedom of speech.
4.1.2. The Constitution of the Single Self bounded by God’s Values

The weakening of former discourses on international security and re-constitutions of
the new threats paved the way for the discursive reconstruction of the American Self
through the foreign policy and othering practices led by the Bush Administration. As
the new enemy constituted, simultaneously, the American Self reconstituted within
the War on Terror discourse. Interestingly enough, just like the constitution of a
single enemy, the Self is also constituted as a single Self. International space was
divided into two by the War on Terror discourse: as the terrorists vs. the ones
standing together against terrorism, as the axis of evil vs. peace-loving societies, and
as evil, tyrannical regimes vs. freedom-loving nations®*. Even though the American
Self and other democratic states (mainly the West) are different subjects, this
discourse constituted them as a single subject bounded by “the Almighty God’s
values”, including democracy, liberty, and a free enterprise system®*°. According to
the Bush administration’s War on Terror discourse, these values are “not American

9350

values, not European values” but “God’s values™", and when it comes to God’s

values, “there is no clash of civilizations”*** because these values are for every single
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human being independent of their nation, religion, race, etc. President Bush said,
“We understand that the desire for freedom is universal, written by the Almighty into
the hearts of every man, woman, and child on this Earth”*2, In other words, the
discourse on the War on Terror constituted two subjects; on one side, there are the
bearers and claimers of God’s values; on the other, there is evil embracing “ideology
of tyranny and terror, hatred and hopelessness3>, If given a chance, everyone would
choose God’s values over tyranny>>* since “it is the natural desire of every human
being”3*®. Naturally, this discourse implied that even God is on Self’s side. As
President Bush said, when freedom and fear are at war, “God is not neutral” in this

war. God’s side was also evident®°®.

The spatial and temporal dimensions of the Self and Other within the hegemonic War
on Terror discourse are well articulated. Spatially, 9/11 represented an attack not
only against the U.S. but an attack against the civilized world. “This is not, however,
just America’s fight. (...) This is civilization’s fight. This is the fight of all who
believe in progress and pluralism, tolerance, and freedom™3®’. The Self (the civilized
world) carries God’s values, democracy, liberty, and market capitalism. These are
mainly Western values. Therefore, spatially, the Self is constructed as the West, as
“the civilized world”®**®. The Other is articulated as the “Islamic extremists”
primarily in the Middle East and certain African countries like Kenya and
Tanzania®®. It should be noted that, unlike the Self, the enemy cannot be contained

within the borders of states.
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Temporally, the single Self represents a clear break from the past because 9/11
represented the day that the world changed, and establishing a new Self requires a
clean break from the past®®. The future has to prevail over the past with this new,
improved Self not to make the same mistake the past Self did and to build a “world
not just safer but better”®®!, Therefore, the Self is very capable of change and
improvement. Conversely, the Other was represented as the continuum of the 20%
Century’s “murderous ideologies” like Nazism, totalitarianism, and fascism®®2. As
the continuum of these murderous ideologies, the Other was represented as incapable
of changing, incapable of becoming something better. Therefore, the terrorists must
be annihilated. This discursive constitution of the Other leaves no other foreign
policy action but war and invasion. Different foreign policy options, such as
supporting internal opposition in lIraq (which is a very close object to exporting

Western values) against the Saddam regime, were not an option.

Another critical point for the constitution of the Other is the clear distinction between
the evil regimes and their people. As Secretary of State Powell states, it is the
“regimes that are inherently evil. Their people are not evil, but the governments that
lead them are evil”®®. The people were represented not as threats but as communities
under oppression; therefore, they needed to be saved by a superior entity, like the
Self, the carrier of God’s values led by the U.S. Temporally, the people are capable
of change, only they do not have the power to do it by themselves. Hence, they need
the help of the Self. This representation, in return, paves the way for U.S. foreign
policy actions such as democracy promotion abroad, foreign aid, and development
assistance. Hence, other foreign policy choices, such as leaving the ‘oppressed’
people to decide for themselves, are not an option because, within this discourse, the
non-interference would lead to more national security risks, like 9/11. Here, the
ethical dimension of the Self merges with the temporal and spatial dimensions. It is

360 Dirk Nabers, “Identity Construction in US Foreign Policy during the Bush Years,” in The Bush
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represented that the U.S. and its allies have a moral responsibility to fight against the
enemy and save the oppressed people from these terrorists. As President Bush
declared, “Every civilized nation has a part in this struggle, because every civilized
nation has a stake in its outcome”34, Since the enemy wanted to destroy the civilized
world’s values, their way of life was also at stake. This articulation of ethical
responsibility to spread God’s values worldwide created the backbone of the Bush
Administration’s foreign policy agenda even before 9/11. Interestingly enough, 9/11
and the hegemony over the discourses on the War on Terror gave the administration
enough power to act on this foreign policy agenda. This is crucial because the
exportation of values was also determined the Bush Administration’s primary
approach to Venezuela under the Chavez Administration and general U.S. foreign
policy principles towards the Western Hemisphere. The following section will

elaborate on this.

4.1.3. The Bush Era Foreign Policy Discourse: Making The World Better

On September 10, 2001, just a day before 9/11, Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs Marc Grossman delivered “An American Diplomacy for the 215 Century”
and laid out the Bush Administration’s foreign policy agenda®®. The speech is about
the new challenges and opportunities of the 215 Century, especially globalization. As
“the most powerful nation on Earth” and “the world’s leader”, how would the U.S.
foreign policy meet these challenges and opportunities®®®? Quoting from President
Bush, he said that the U.S. would pursue a “distinctly American internationalism”
promising to promote political liberty, free markets, and free trade®®’. The Bush
Administration had a solid stance against isolation and protectionism. Their claim
lies in the transnational problems (like human trafficking, international migration,

drug trafficking, etc.) that globalization brought. These new types of threats “require
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common multilateral responses (...) because no one state can address them alone”3°8,

On many occasions, President Bush openly stated that his administration was against
isolationism. He once said, “It is dangerous for this country to become isolationist
and protectionist”®®°, Throughout his presidency, he strongly argued for American

engagement worldwide.

After 9/11, exporting values to the “oppressed societies” became the priority
because, according to the Bush administration, these societies would have continued
to be a safe haven for the terrorists. For the administration, 9/11 led to one
conclusion; “The survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success
of liberty in other lands. The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of
freedom worldwide3"°. Therefore, the only “logical” foreign policy option within
the War on Terror discourse constructed “to bring the hope of democracy,
development, free markets, and free trade to every corner of the world”%"t. Saying
that “by bringing freedom to these societies” the administration legitimized this
approach, “we replace hatred with hope, and this will help us to marginalize the
extremists and eliminate the conditions that feed radicalism and make the American

people more secure®’?,

As the hegemonic discourse, the War on Terror was represented as the only choice
for a safer and better world. Alternative foreign policy options, any alternative, were
portrayed as the bearer of absolute chaos and constituted as unthinkable actions. For
instance, when John Kerry criticized the invasion of Irag as a “profound
diversion”®"®, President Bush replied, “Iraq is no diversion, it is the place where

civilization is taking a decisive stand against chaos3,

38 Roger F. Noriega, “The Complex Challenges for the Americas in the 21st Century,” U.S.
Department of State, 2003, https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/21971.htm.

369 George W. Bush, “Remarks to the United States Hispanic Chamber of Commerce,” The American
Presidency Project, 2008, https://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/documents/remarks-the-united-states-
hispanic-chamber-commerce-2.

370 George W. Bush, “President Bush’s Second Inaugural Address,” The White House, 2005,
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/inaugural/.

371 Bush, “The National Security Strategy.”

872 Bush, “President Bush Discusses Global War on Terror.”

89



Highly increased government spending on foreign aid and development assistance
and the firm rejection of isolationism and the promotion of international engagement
can be interpreted as the precise results of the Bush administration’s hegemonic
control over the War on Terror discourse. For instance, during the Bush Era, the
government funding for democracy promotion more than doubled®”. Convincing the
taxpayers to increase government funding, convincing the congresspeople to pass the
budget, and convincing both to spend all these funds outside of the U.S. require

control over the regimes of truth and power.

4.2. Unpacking the Two Basic Discourses of the Bush Era towards Latin

America

The War on Terror discourse functioned differently in the Western Hemisphere than
in the Middle East. During the Bush era, no “Islamic extremism” existed in the
Western Hemisphere. Apart from the National Liberation Army (ELN) and The
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC), there were no Designated
Foreign Terrorist Organizations by the U.S. Department of State®’®. After 2007,
particular concerns were expressed by the Bush administration about the close
relations between Venezuela and Iran and how this close relation could increase
Hezbollah activities in the region®”’. Still, even the Bush Administration officials
admitted there were no apparent links between them®®, After 2011, however, more
concerns were raised about ties with Venezuela and Hezbollah, which will be
mentioned in the next chapte.
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Since ‘Islamic extremism’ was not yet constructed as a threat in the Western
Hemisphere, the Bush administration’s policies towards the region mainly focused

on exporting values, particularly democracy and market capitalism®’®.

During
President Bush’s first term, American engagement in the hemisphere was based on
strengthening democracy, fostering economic development, and responding to
transnational issues (such as drug trafficking) unitedly with the hemispheric

community38,

In addition, the administration declared 2007 as the “year of
engagement” in the Western Hemisphere, with particular attention to the free trade
agreements, especially in Latin American countries®. Combined, these two new
developments affected the Bush administration’s foreign policy behavior toward the

Chavez administration to a great extent.

Bush administration had two basic discourses towards Latin America: the Western
Hemisphere and the Free Trade Agreements discourse. Until 2007, the Bush
administration’s main foreign policy action towards President Chavez was ignoring
him and his strong anti-U.S., anti-Bush statements®?. Instead, U.S. foreign policy
discourse mainly focused on the Western Hemisphere, exporting values to the

hemisphere, and accomplishing the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA).
4.2.1. The Western Hemisphere Discourse

Geographically, the Western Hemisphere consists of the Americas and the
surrounding waters. The Western Hemisphere is based on the notion that the region's
populations share a distinct bond, distinguishing them from the rest of the world33,
The Hemispheric Self and European Other had a specific spatial dimension,

differentiating the Self from the Others. Thomas Jefferson had often written about
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the peculiarities of the Western Hemisphere and emphasized that the hemisphere was
quite different from other continents, especially Europe®®*. He strongly promoted a
clear separation from Europe, especially politically, by highlighting the geographical
distance. In 1813, he wrote to Alexander von Humboldt that “America has a
hemisphere to itself: it must have its separate system of interests” since vast oceans
separate them from other continents®®, The discursive use of geographical distance
was followed by the divergence in values while constructing the Hemispheric Self
separated from the European Other. Two months before the declaration of the
Monroe Doctrine, Jefferson wrote President James Monroe a letter. He drew out two
fundamental principles they should follow: never to interfere in European affairs and
let European powers intervene in the hemisphere®®. He underlined the importance of
the values that Europe would “become the domicile of despotism” and that the

Western Hemisphere should become the domicile of freedom®”,

The temporal dimension of the Hemispheric Self and European Other was articulated
as the New World and the Old World. The Western Hemisphere, thus the New
World, would be a continent endowed with freedom, while the Old World was
reimagined as the lands of tyranny, monarchy, and despotism®, The Self would
break its ties with the Old World and constitute a new Self separate from the Others,
their interference, and their values. The differentiation from the Other also
necessitates a unification within the Self. The idea that nations within the Western
Hemisphere should embrace the same values of freedom and liberty and support each
other came from this discursive construction. In 1822, President Monroe described

the main difference between the New World and the Old World; the former was
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representative for the people, and the latter was oppressive®. Unsurprisingly, the
first diplomatic recognition of several newly independent nations, including Chile,
Colombia, Peru, and Mexico, came from the U.S. in 18223, Soon after, President
Monroe declared that from then on, the nations in the Hemisphere would “not be
considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers™*®, The
President also warned them not “to extend their system to any portion of this

[Western] hemisphere” in his speech to the Congress®®

. After a boundary dispute
between Venezuela and Great Britain (originally started in 1841), when Venezuela
officially resorted to the U.S. quoting the Monroe Doctrine in 1876, the Doctrine
became close to being enforced for the first time3®. For nearly 20 years after
Venezuela’s appeal, the U.S. had not been directly involved with the issue. However,
after British Prime Minister Lord Salisbury made a statement about the invalidity of
the Monroe Doctrine according to international law in 1895, U.S. President Grover
Cleveland and the U.S. Congress became officially involved. U.S. Congress formed
an arbitration commission and declared that the commission's decision would be
binding®®*. After the involvement of the Congress in 1899, Great Britain agreed to
abide by the commission’s decision on the dispute. Even though this incident was
solved without aggression, three years later, British, Italian, and German ships
blocked Venezuelan ports to collect their debts. It justified U.S. President Theodore
Roosevelt's expansion of the Monroe Doctrine in 19043%. President Roosevelt's

Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine stated:
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Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of
the ties of civilized society, may in America, as elsewhere, ultimately require
intervention by some civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere, the
adherence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United

States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such wrongdoing or

impotence, to the exercise of an international police power3®,

President Roosevelt’s expansion of the Monroe Doctrine was self-appointed the U.S.
as the international police of the hemisphere. In his speech to Congress, President
Roosevelt defined the values of the U.S. foreign policy®®’. As a civilized nation, the
U.S. should live in peace and justice by itself and “perform its duty toward others” in
the Western Hemisphere to live with the same standards®®®. Since there is no
overarching judicial body in the international arena, therefore, “the civilized powers”
should embrace “the general world duty” and stand up for the ‘“brutality and

aggression” of “the powers of evil”3%,

By appointing itself as international police for all the nations within the Hemisphere,
the Self-constituted the ethical dimension of its identity as being responsible for
having “stable, orderly, and prosperous” neighbors*®. There was also an apparent
hierarchy between the Self (knowing what is suitable for Others and enforcing it) and
the Other (needing the help of a superior power to live in freedom). It should be no
surprise then, one hundred years later, when Robert P. Jackson, the Director of the
Office for the Promotion of Human Rights and Democracy, stated that the goal of the
Bush Administration was to use every available tool to ensure “a stable, prosperous,
and peaceful Venezuela and a stable, prosperous and peaceful Western

Hemisphere0L,
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Before 9/11, President Bush and many other officials made various statements about
the vital importance of the Western Hemisphere for the administration. Secretary of
State Powell said the Western Hemisphere was “one of the first and highest priorities
of President Bush's administration™*®. A month later, he told the U.S. had never seen
another president so interested and concerned in the hemispheric affairs, and the
Western “hemisphere is at the center of the President’s worldview”*%, Before 9/11,
engaging with the Western Hemisphere was the administration's top priority. This
engagement was rigorously bounded by the exportation and enhancement of the U.S.
values throughout the hemisphere. These values included “the rule of law; limits on
the power of the state; respect for women; private property; free speech; equal
justice; and religious tolerance™®. On numerous occasions, President Bush and his
team underlined the importance of taking “this value system out across the world”4%
to make the world safe and better’®. Because for the Bush Administration, “this
value system triumphed” the Cold War, “it was the power of that system, democracy,
and free enterprise, that defeated the forces of fascism and communism”*%’. After
9/11, this engagement agenda (based on ‘universal’ values) became the priority.
Bush administration’s foreign policy discourse towards Latin America consisted of
two main intertwined components: the Western Hemisphere and spreading U.S.
values throughout the hemisphere. U.S. Ambassador to the OAS John Maisto
articulated that U.S. foreign policy towards the hemisphere was “grounded in basic
American ideals and values”*%. As President Bush stated in his speech about the
future of the Americas, his administration was “committed to building a prosperous,
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free, and democratic hemisphere™*®. Building a fully democratic hemisphere “from
Alaska to Tierra del Fuego™® had been a historical objective for many U.S.
presidents, including John F. Kennedy*'!, Lyndon B. Johnson*'?, Ronald Reagan*'?,

George Bush*'4, and George W. Bush.

The spatial dimension of the hemispheric Self is quite straightforward. It includes the
North and South American continents. The hemispheric Self heavily relies on
separating the Western Hemisphere from the rest of the world. Within this
geopolitical discourse, Americas as a continent becomes the border between the Self
and the Other. The origins of the separation between the Western Hemisphere and
the rest go back to the distinction between the old and new worlds. Especially since
the Cold War and the Cuban Revolution, the hemispheric Self has been reimagined
as bounded by God-given values. President Reagan rearticulated the hemispheric self
“from the tip of Tierra del Fuego to the north slopes of Alaska”, as he called the
people of the hemisphere “all Americans, a new breed of people”**® worshiping the

same god and cherishing the same freedom*'®, Reimagining all Americans as a
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distinct, new type of people creates a hierarchical relation between the hemispheric
Self and the rest (Other).

It should be noted that this distinctiveness came from geographical location,
historical relations, and shared values. According to the Western Hemisphere
discourse, the hemispheric Self is inseparable from these values. Assistant Secretary
for Western Hemisphere Affairs Thomas Shannon elaborated the Bush
administration’s foreign policy towards the hemisphere as a Pan-American policy*!’.
For the administration, the U.S., Latin America, and the Caribbean are not separate
entities. They form a single entity. This Pan-American policy has two essential parts:
the first one is embracing American values, and the second one is creating economic
growth through free markets and trade*®. For this single entity (the hemispheric
Self), embracing alternative values, such as implementing a statist economy, was

unthinkable.

The temporal dimension of the hemispheric Self is capable of change and progress.
This Self is an ideal for all the states in the hemisphere to reach. When a Western
Hemisphere nation embraces this ideal by embracing the values of freedom, liberty,
and market economy, that nation unites with ‘the family’. It becomes a part of the
hemispheric Self. Being a family in the Western Hemisphere is a frequently used
articulation. As President Bush stated, “Our two continents are becoming more than
neighbors united by the accident of geography. We are becoming a community
linked by common values and shared interests in the close bonds of family and
friendship™'®. Within this discourse, even the geographical ties could be accidental.
However, not the status of the shared values. The thirty-four states in the Western

Hemisphere therefore “become a family”?°,
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Cuba, as the thirty-fifth state in the hemisphere, is excluded from the family because
its regime was not a democratic one. When a state chooses not to embrace previously
mentioned values, they will no longer be a part of this family. If they embrace those
values again, they could become a part of the family of democracies again. For
instance, Assistant Secretary for Western Hemisphere Affairs Roger Noriega stated
in 2005, “Haiti will return to our family of democracies when it holds elections later
this year, leaving only Cuba as the odd country out”*?!. Discourses on traditional
families construct specific roles for certain family members. The father's role is very
different from the role of the children, for example. Within the hemisphere, there are
various selves naturally; in addition to their hemispheric Self (bounded by the
values), different states have different selves. U.S. foreign policy discourses in the
hemisphere constituted the U.S. as the hemispheric family's father figure. Apart from
Canada, other states in the hemisphere constituted the children by the same
discourses. When the Bush administration’s officials expressed their relations with
the hemisphere, they often used discourses heavily similar to family discourses.
These discourses can constitute children as “a subject that can simultaneously be a
source of pride over progress thus far made, concern with shortcomings, fear of
eventual failure, and desire to protect and guide”*?.

There are many examples given by U.S. officials reimagining the U.S. as the father
figure of the hemisphere, knowing better than the children, knowing what is right for
them in the future, and even deciding for them. As in Henry Kissinger’s famous
statement on Chile, “The issues are much too important for the Chilean voters to be
left to decide for themselves™*?. U.S. Ambassador to the OAS Roger F. Noriega’s
assertion on the 2002 coup attempt against President Chavez stated, “It would be

irresponsible to leave the Venezuelan people to fend for themselves™*?. President
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https://www.democracynow.org/2006/12/14/ask_kissinger_about_pinochet.

424 Roger F. Noriega, “The Challenges for Democracy in Venezuela,” U.S. Department of State, 2002,
https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/10538.htm.
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Bush’s announcement “To the people of Latin America: We care for you™?% all

resembled the discourses on traditional family. The U.S. is reimagined as the
caregiver, and the people of the hemisphere were reimagined as those in need. The
U.S. is constituted as being in charge of American values. As Assistant Secretary of
State for Western Hemisphere Affairs Roger Noriega stated, the U.S. “has an
obligation to defend democratic values in the hemisphere”*?®. A month later, on
March 5, 2007, President Bush used the word ‘help’ forty times in a single speech in
which he talked about the aid the U.S. gave to the hemisphere under his
administration*?’. He said the U.S. had a “desire to help those in our neighborhood
who need help”*?8, This familial subject positioning inherently contains hierarchy.
The hemispheric Self is superior to the rest of the world, but within the hemisphere,
the U.S. Self is superior to the Other Latin American countries. The U.S. constructed
itself in a position that gives and implements vital decisions, helping in need while
simultaneously constituting Others as inferiors to the Self, needing help from a
superior actor, especially to make their democracies work. This discursive subject
positioning enabled foreign policy actions such as empowering and funding
opposition parties through The National Endowment for Democracy (NED), United
States Agency for International Development (USAID), or International Republican
Institute (IRI) in other sovereign states, even though the same act is illegal and
forbidden in the U.S.%?° For instance, the funds for NED increased 150% from 2001
to 2009*°. NED is a highly contentious organization for Latin American countries,
mainly accused of intervening in Venezuela’s (as well as other leftist-populist

regimes in Latin America such as Ecuador and Bolivia) domestic affairs by the
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Venezuelan governments many times over the years since the coup attempt against
President Chavez in 2002431,

The hemispheric Self's ethical dimension was highly related to international
responsibility. This responsibility is constituted as the duty of the whole ‘family’, not
just the U.S. responsibility. U.S. officials had repeatedly articulated that a democratic
hemisphere was in the interests of the U.S. Simultaneously, isolationism and
protectionism were framed as dangerous and in contrast with the U.S. national

interests*32,

It is in our national interests; it is in the interest of the United States of
America to help the people in democracies in our neighborhood succeed.
When our neighbors are prosperous and peaceful, it means better
opportunities and more security for our own people. When there are jobs in
our neighborhood, people are able to find work at home and not have to
migrate to our country*33,

Even though a wholly democratic Western Hemisphere bounded by American values
was in the interest of the U.S., the responsibility of ensuring this was constructed as
an international responsibility within the U.S. foreign policy discourses. “We have a
great vision before us: a fully democratic hemisphere, bound together by goodwill
and free trade. (...) it is the responsibility we share” with the countries of the
Western Hemisphere***. When a ‘problem’ arose within the hemisphere, U.S.
officials became very careful not to constitute the U.S. as the only one who had the
solution. Instead, they constituted the OAS and the whole hemispheric community as
responsible. This preference has three main reasons. The first one comes from the
fact that the U.S. has intervened many times in the internal affairs of Latin American
countries in the past. This history of (especially military) interventions created a

distrust against the U.S. within the hemisphere.
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The second reason was the U.S. reaction to the 2002 coup attempt against President
Chavez. The ability of the U.S. to promote democracy in the Western Hemisphere
was significantly weakened when the Bush Administration chose to assign
responsibility to President Chavez for his ousting rather than openly denouncing the
coup. The Bush Administration got off on the wrong foot with the Chavez
administration, and the first serious breakdown between the U.S. and Venezuela
came right after the coup attempt on April 11, 2002. After the Venezuelan opposition
arranged a coup and took the presidency from Hugo Chavez (only for a couple of
days), White House Press Secretary Ari Fleischer made a statement and blamed
President Chavez by stating that “the action encouraged by the Chavez government”
and by denying naming the events anything but as a coup attempt**®. Also, the Senior
Director for Democracy, Human Rights, and International Operations at the National
Security Council, Elliot Abrams, was accused of “giving the nod” to the Venezuelan
opposition for the coup*®®. Years later, in 2013, after Hugo Chavez died, Otto Reich,
former U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela and Assistant Secretary of State for Western
Hemisphere Affairs, admitted the U.S. was aware that the Venezuelan opposition
would attempt a coup against Chavez. When the U.S. did not immediately condemn
the coup attempt in 2002 and gave implicit approval to the interim government of
Pedro Carmona, this situation created an antipathy towards the U.S. among other

Latin American countries.

Thirdly, when the Chavez government increased its oil income after 2005, his
administration could vigorously challenge the influence of the U.S. within the region.
President Chavez used the power from the increase in oil revenues to disrupt the U.S.
influence in the area and successfully created an anti-American sentiment across the
hemisphere. The U.S. foreign policy discourses towards the Western Hemisphere
mainly focused on the three pillars mentioned above during the Bush Administration.
Venezuela under the Chavez administration became a challenge to all these three
pillars against the U.S. in the Western Hemisphere. Especially after the oil prices

skyrocketed after 2006; as a result, Venezuela's Gross National Income (GNI) nearly
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quadrupled in 2008 compared to 2003*¥. This increase in income allowed President
Chavez to pursue a foreign policy agenda against the U.S. in the hemisphere,
primarily through oil subsidies to other states. It is important to note that, during the
same period, many nations of the continent elected leftist-populist politicians as
presidents, including Chile, Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Bolivia, Nicaragua,
Ecuador, and Guatemala, forming the Pink Tide.

These three reasons formed an increasing anti-U.S. stance within the hemisphere.
After 9/11, when the Middle East became the number one priority for the Bush
administration instead of the Western Hemisphere, and the U.S. influence within the
region began to lessen, the Chavez administration got more opportunities to change
the balance of power in the area. The U.S. officials responded by building a
hemispheric responsibility to protect and promote American values, primarily
through the OAS. The following section will focus on the free trade agreements
discourses of the Bush administration. After that, the first key event will be
elaborated on by combining the knowledge of two basic discourses of the Bush
administration towards Latin America and the constitution of Venezuelan Other(s)

during the Bush Era.

4.2.2. The Free Trade Agreements Discourse

Like the Western Hemisphere discourse, free and open trade was also a “high
priority” for the Bush administration®®®, Within the Bush administration’s foreign
policy discourses towards the Western Hemisphere and especially towards the
Chavez government, free trade represented much more meaning than other U.S.
values. During 2007 and 2008, the Bush administration made an enormous effort to
include Free Trade Agreements within the U.S. National Security discourses. The
following section will specifically focus on the Western Hemisphere discourse, free

trade agreements discourse, and their instrumentalization to constitute Venezuelan
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Others with the American Self. Conversely, this section elaborates on the U.S.
foreign policy discourses built around free trade and market capitalism.

Free trade represents one of the main tools for the War on Terror. The National
Security Strategy 2002 states that the Bush administration “will actively work to
bring the hope of democracy, development, free markets, and free trade to every
corner of the world”*%. There were eight objectives in that document to fight against
terrorism, and enhancing free markets and free trade was one of those objectives.
Why did free trade become an answer for terrorism for the Bush administration?
According to the administration, free trade advances prosperity, creates new jobs,
generates higher income, ends poverty, and spurs political and economic reforms
against corruption*®, This would enhance U.S. national security because when all
the people become prosperous, there would be no terrorism. When the states become
liberated through democracy and free trade, they will not harbor terrorists. As
Assistant Secretary for Western Hemisphere Affairs, Roger Noriega articulated,
“Free trade plus democracy comes with a bonus: peace”**!. The foreign policy action
for implementing the free trade agenda was signing as many bilateral, regional, and
global free trade agreements as possible. Thus, the Bush administration strongly
advocated reducing tariff barriers and signing free trade agreements with many
states. Since both the Western Hemisphere and free trade were the highest priority of
the administration, approving the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) became
the region's number one foreign policy agenda. President Bush explained, “My
initiative is the free trade of the Americas, which is a large concept of a marketplace,
united from the north of Canada all the way to the south of Argentina”**2, The goal
was to complete and implement FTAA by 2005%4,
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Even though George W. Bush declared FTAA as his initiative, it has a long past.
Even though many U.S. presidents discussed creating a trade area within the
hemisphere, President Kennedy became the first U.S. president to implement this
agenda. With the effect of the Cold War and the Cuban Revolution, the Kennedy
administration declared a ten-year-long project, “the Alliance for Progress”, in 1961
to decrease the socialist influence in the hemisphere after the Cuban Revolution. The
project included economic integration and free trade, but there were other subjects
such as military cooperation, education, social change, etc.*** However, after his
death, the project lost its momentum. Nearly thirty years later, George Bush
announced the Enterprise for the Americas Initiative and stated, “The future of Latin
America lies with free government and free markets” in 1990%4°. The main goal was
creating a free trade zone within the hemisphere, increasing the capital flow of the
region reducing the debt burden of Latin American countries**. The main agenda
was helping the countries in the hemisphere transform their economies into a post-
Cold War world where less protectionism and isolationism existed. His main plan
was “to create a free trade zone that will cover all of North America” and “set the
stage for a whole hemispheric zone of free trade™**’. A year later, the U.S., Canada,
and Mexico signed the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which
entered into force in 199448, In 1994, the FTAA negotiations began during the

Clinton administration at Miami's Summit of the Americas. The goal was “to create
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the largest free trade area in the world,” including the thirty-four states of the
hemisphere, except Cuba®®. In the next summit in Chile, FTAA was formally set in
motion. President Clinton pointed to globalization and argued that “American
leadership” was also under challenge. He claimed that the U.S. should make “trade a
priority element of American security” to protect this leadership position. With the
War on Terror discourse, the Bush administration achieved this goal. Starting with
9/11 and after the National Security Strategy of 2002, a strong link between national
security and trade was discursively established. When Hugo Chavez became the
president and openly stood against the U.S. policies within the hemisphere (including
bilateral free trade agreements or FTAA), the Bush administration had to resort to
this link and frame the Colombian Free Trade Agreement as a national security
matter in 2008. The following section will elaborate on this issue while analyzing the
key event of the Colombia Free Trade Agreement approval in Congress from
February 2008 to May 2008.

4.3. Constituting Venezuelan Other(s) by Employing the Western Hemisphere
and Free Trade Agreement Discourses

The Bush administration’s foreign policy towards the Western Hemisphere can be
separated into three periods. The first period was between the beginning of this
presidency and 9/11. During this period, it was clear that FTAA and promoting
American values throughout the hemisphere would be President Bush’s leading
foreign policy agenda. President Bush and his team repeatedly expressed this priority
of the hemisphere over other parts of the world*®. However, after 9/11, the
administration’s number one priority became the Middle East. Many politicians,
including Senator Barack Obama and Representative Ted Poe, criticized this
negligence of the hemisphere. Senator Obama said, “Our standing in the Americas

49 U.S. Department of State, “Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA),” 2023, https://1997-
2001 .state.gov/issues/economic/ftaa/0599 ftaa_exec.html.
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has suffered due to the misguided policies and actions of the Bush administration”*2.

Similarly, Representative Poe stated that the “U.S. influence is lessening in Latin

America” while criticizing the Bush administration’s policy as a republican

himself>2,

The second period was between 9/11 and the victory of Hugo Chavez over the
presidential Recall Referendum that was held on August 15, 2004, in Venezuela.
During this period, President Bush chose to appoint hardliner politicians of the Cold
War to the top positions of his administration. Three of them served in Latin America
and the Caribbean during the 1980s, when the U.S. was militarily involved in the
region, especially in Central America. John Negroponte became the United States
Ambassador to the United Nations in 2001, and he was the United States
Ambassador to Honduras (1981-1985). Otto Reich was one of the most controversial
appointments of the Bush administration. He was nominated as the Assistant
Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs in March 2001. However, the
democrats in the U.S. Senate did not confirm his appointment by declaring him an
ideologue®3, During a congressional recess, President Bush designated him
temporarily as the Assistant Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs, then
as a special envoy, which does not require the Senate’s approval®®*. He is a Cuban
American and served as the U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela (1986-1989) under the
Reagan administration. Before that, he was the Assistant Administrator of the U.S.
Agency for International Development (1981-1983), responsible for media relations
and openly supported the Contra guerrillas against the leftist Sandinistas in

Nicaragua®®. During this term, there was much unverified news coming from his
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office. A U.S. government investigation found his actions “beyond the range of
acceptable agency public information activities”, but he was never officially

charged*®,

Elliot Abrams was appointed President Bush’s special assistant in 2002 and Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs (1985-1989) under President Reagan.
This team made strong statements against the Castro and Chavez regimes in the
hemisphere. They also were accused of being involved in the coup attempt against
Hugo Chavez in April 2002, especially after the Wikileaks documents were
released®’. They mainly worked during President Bush’s first presidential term.
After the appointment of Condoleezza Rice as the Secretary of State, this team
changed to a more diplomatic team, including Thomas Shannon as the Assistant
Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs (2005-2009) and William
Brownfield (2004-2007) as the U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela.

Within these two periods (between 2001 and 2005), the Bush administration
confronted President Chavez’s anti-U.S. agenda within the hemisphere with a policy
that they called to watch his deeds, not his words. The official diplomacy to deal with
the Chavez regime was expressed as “measuring Venezuela by its deeds and not
Chavez’s words” by the U.S. officials*®®. Instead of focusing on his statements
against the U.S. and the Bush administration, they focused on his actions. For
instance, President Chéavez repeatedly made statements about cutting the U.S. oil
supply, but he never did. This policy was introduced by John Maisto in 2001, the
Special Assistant to President Bush and Senior Director for Western Hemisphere
Affairs®®,
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As mentioned, during the Chavez administration, the social and economic ties
between the U.S. and Venezuela have not been affected as much even though the
political relations have decayed. Economic ties between the two countries never
halted during the Chavez administration. Venezuela continued to be the leading oil

supplier of the U.S.
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Figure 3. U.S. Total Import/Export with Venezuela*®

This is very interesting because when the Chavez administration accused the U.S. of
arranging a coup against President Chavez in 2002, as Figure 3 shows, Venezuela
continued to export to and import from the U.S. The U.S. imports from Venezuela
(mainly crude oil) were 15.8 billion U.S. dollars in 2002. This number reached 18
billion U.S. dollars in 2003.

We see the same thing when President Bush stated that “the regime in Caracas has

railed against America” in 2008, yet during the same year, U.S. imports from
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Venezuela reached an all-time high with 52.6 billion U.S. dollars*®2. Between 2001
and 2008, the U.S. imports from Venezuela more than tripled, while the U.S. exports
to Venezuela doubled during the same period. There were many crises between the
two governments during this period; however, this tension did not affect the trade
volumes between the two states. The main reason for this was the codependency of
oil. The U.S. has a tremendous demand for oil, and historically. Venezuela has been
one of the top suppliers of U.S. oil. Even the refineries in the U.S. are built
specifically for processing the type of crude oil extracted from Venezuela. So, they
were deeply codependent on each other for the sake of their economies. However,
the new oil drilling technology, hydraulic fracturing, and horizontal drilling
increased U.S. crude oil production, especially after 2010. In 2008, only 10% of the
total oil production within the U.S. was provided by hydraulic fracturing and

horizontal drilling. Therefore, the U.S. was dependent on foreign oil resources*®,

During the second period, the administration also had a robust medical discourse
against the Chavez administration. U.S. politicians often used medical and disease
metaphors to differentiate the Other, namely the Chavez administration. Usually,
doctors adopt the medical discourse towards their patients and their bodies. Having
biomedical knowledge, doctors have a hierarchical power and control over their
patients. They choose the medicine and the cure for the health and sake of the
patient. When politicians adopt the same medical discourse, it serves as a defiance,
something to get rid of and only done by knowledgeable politicians*®*. This danger
constitution usually becomes successful since the ‘illnesses’ of the Other could
quickly spread through the Self and create a danger to the health (even the existence)
of the Self®.

462 The decline of trading volume in 2009 is related with the 2008 financial crisis which is also known
as the mortgage crisis in the U.S.
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U.S. Ambassador to the OAS, Roger Noriega, was the first U.S. official to use the
medical discourse against the Venezuelan government by stating that “the symptoms
of the declining state of Venezuelan democracy had been clear for many months”4,
He accused the OAS of ignoring the symptoms and not addressing the problems
between the government and the opposition in Venezuela sooner. In a Congressional
Report, Mark Sullivan mentioned the OAS negotiations between the government and
the opposition in Venezuela to resolve “the political crisis that has plagued
Venezuela for over a year”*®’. A year later, Senator John Kerry described the
polarization in Venezuela as “the divisions that have plagued Venezuela” and urged
the Bush administration “to play a true leadership role” to pressure President
Chavez*®. A plague poses a grave danger and can spread quickly, so severe actions
should be taken immediately to contain the epidemic. Here, by deploying a medical
narrative, U.S. politicians reimagine the Chavez administration as a danger that could
quickly spread its anti-U.S. agenda all around the hemisphere and consequently
endanger the U.S. leadership in the hemisphere. This reimagination paved the way
for the OAS to undertake a more active role in resolving the crisis between the
Venezuelan government and the opposition. As previously mentioned, the official
U.S. statements about the coup attempt against President Chavez in 2002 discredited
U.S. influence in the region. Therefore, U.S. politicians chose to use the OAS as a
more active foreign policy actor in the hemisphere instead of taking a more direct

approach.

After the coup attempt and the general strikes in the state-owned oil company
PDVSA (which devastated the Venezuelan economy and oil production) in 2002 and
2003, U.S. officials urged the OAS and Secretary General César Gaviria to find
common ground between the opposition and the government and “to seek a peaceful

democratic and constitutional solution to Venezuela's political impasse™®. This
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solution convinced the Chavez government to arrange a recall referendum to revoke
Hugo Chévez from the presidency*’®. Even after the Chavez administration accepted
to hold the recall referendum on August 15, 2004, the medical discourse continued to
be deployed by the U.S. Officials. Republican Representative from Florida, Lincoln
Diaz-Balart, made a statement in Congress on “the danger of the Chavez regime” to
the “hemispheric peace” and claimed that “under Hugo Chavez, Venezuela is
becoming a cancer in the Americas™*'*. Just like the re-articulation of the ‘plague’,
the articulation of cancer connotes to the fear of the spread of the disease and the
dangerous outcomes of not treating it immediately. So, Representative Diaz-Balart
argued strongly against “the politics of appeasement in Venezuela” and urged the
hemispheric community “to put pressure on” the Chavez administration before it

wraps “the rope of dictatorship around the necks of all Venezuelans”*"2.

The recall referendum was held on August 15, 2004, and the Venezuelans voted not
to recall Hugo Chavez from the presidency with 60% of the vote*”®. U.S. foreign
policy towards Venezuela became shortly paralyzed after this result. Mainly because
the official U.S. arguments were based on the Venezuelan people’s oppression by the
Chavez regime and how they would not choose Hugo Chavez as the president again
if they were given another chance*’®. President Chavez’s victory over the recall
referendum created a discursive void within the U.S. foreign policy discourses
towards Venezuela. This discursive void was filled by the Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice in 2005. After she was appointed the Secretary of State, the Bush

administration’s policy towards the Chavez administration profoundly changed,
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especially during the legislative process of the Colombian FTA in the U.S. Congress
between February 2008 and May 2008.

The third period came right after the appointment of Rice as the Secretary of State on
January 26, 2005, during President Bush’s second term. Secretary Rice clarified the
Bush administration’s foreign policy in her many statements. As a professor of
International Relations, she vigorously defended a foreign policy that declined the
superiority of the realist school over the idealist school and vice versa. She argued
that these categories cloud reality because “in real life, power and values are married
completely” and that being a great power matters just like the “values of great
powers matter”*"°, President Bush argued very closely, saying, "To achieve idealistic
goals, we need realistic policies”*’®. National Security Advisor Stephen Hadley said
the Bush administration made no “false choices” between realist or idealist foreign
policy; instead, the administration’s foreign policy acknowledged that “an idealistic
foreign policy based on promoting liberty was the only realistic strategy for
advancing America's fundamental interests”*’’. Accordingly, with this foreign policy
agenda, value exportation based on U.S. values was still the number one priority of
the Bush administration during this period, too. Within this foreign policy discourse,
values are represented as the glue that holds the whole hemisphere together, and
there is no other way than this particular glue for a united hemisphere. The Bush

administration constructed no alternative.

This last period was constructed around “a positive agenda” towards the Western
Hemisphere. This positive agenda was still within the Western Hemisphere discourse
because it was the same one as the previous agenda of the Bush administration,
namely exporting values throughout the hemisphere. This was a crucial period for

U.S.—Venezuela relations because, during this period, there were clear articulations
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of the Venezuelan Other(s) by the U.S. foreign policy discourses. First, the U.S. Self
was reimagined around this positive agenda of exporting U.S. values through the
hemisphere. The Bush administration discourse focused on this positivity of the
values instead of focusing on the negativity of certain leaders like Hugo Chavez.
Simultaneously, the Chavez regime was reimagined as the counter force against this
agenda, especially since he declared that the “FTAA is dead, and we, the people of
the Americas, are the ones who buried it”*’® in 2004. President Chavez was one of
the lead actors that ended the FTAA process. On November 4-5, 2004, at the fourth
Summit of the Americas meeting in Argentina, thirty-four countries of the
hemisphere (except Cuba) needed to accept the terms for the FTAA by unanimity;
however, Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay (as MERCOSUR*"® members) and
Venezuela did not accept the agreement. According to these five countries, the U.S.
was not limiting barriers to its agricultural industry, and the agreement terms were
unequal®®. After all, the U.S. had to stop pursuing a regional free trade agenda,
namely FTAA, and instead had to focus on the bilateral FTAs in the hemisphere.

On January 18, 2006, Secretary Rice announced the new administration's
“transformational diplomacy” principles*®. The primary mission of this diplomacy
was ending tyranny and changing the world by building “well-governed states that
will respond to the needs of their people” and using “America's diplomatic power to

help foreign citizens better their own lives and to build their own nations and to
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transform their own futures™*82. As the Bush administration declared in the National
Security Strategy of 2006, the U.S. foreign policy had a two-fold strategy: the first
phase was “to block the threats posed by the (oppressive) regime,” and the second
phase was to expand U.S. engagement and outreach to the people the regime is
oppressing™®. The crucial agenda of this transformational diplomacy was
establishing solid links between societies (people to people) instead of between only
states (government to government)*4. The adaptation of transformational diplomacy
to the Western Hemisphere was clarified by the Assistant Secretary of State for
Western Hemisphere Affairs Thomas Shannon on May 3, 2006*°: “Our agenda in
the Americas is positive, people-focused, and committed to our fundamental
political, economic, and social values*%,

The reimagination of Rice’s transformational diplomacy was inherently related to the
rise of populism and the Pink Tide in the hemisphere. Many countries' presidents got
elected, from Bolivia to Brazil, Chile to Ecuador, by adopting a populist discourse in
the Western Hemisphere after 2005. The main argument of this populist discourse
came from a strong separation between the elites (as the Other) and previously
neglected parts of the society (as the Self). The populist leaders promised the voters
to turn the tables against the elites. This discourse received substantial public support
across the hemisphere and coincided with the Bush administration. In 2005 and
2006, twelve presidential elections were held in the hemisphere®®”. Many elected
presidents were leftist populist leaders, such as Evo Morales in Bolivia, Lula da Silva

in Brazil, Michelle Bachelet in Chile, Rafael Correa in Ecuador, and Hugo Chavez in
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Venezuela. The Bush administration recognized there was a heavy inclination
towards populist movements by the voters of the hemisphere.

Interestingly, like leftist-populist presidents, the Bush administration also accused the
old elites in the Latin American countries of not responding to public needs enough
in the past and paving the way for populism. According to Secretary Rice, the time of
“old, elite-dominated politics” was ended by this social revolution (the demands of
the people from their governments to live in an equal society), and the people wanted
these new governments to solve the “long-standing problems of poverty and

»488  President Bush called this movement a

inequality and social exclusion
“revolution In expectations” as a way of institutionalizing democracy where the
elections were not enough for the people anymore, and the new governments had to
address the expectations of their people*®®. According to this discourse, people of the
hemisphere want solutions to chronic socioeconomic problems such as poverty,
income inequality, and economic growth through the market economy, and a positive

agenda was formed as a response to this revolution in expectations.

Adopting the positive agenda rhetoric corresponded to increasing leftist-populist
leaders throughout the region. When the Pink Tide and the populist agenda became
more robust within the hemisphere and impossible to ignore, U.S. foreign policy
rhetoric had to adopt new ones to respond to these movements. The positive agenda
and the transformational diplomacy were the foreign policy responses of the Bush
administration in parallel to these expectations of the people in Latin America.
Secretary Rice’s positive agenda was rearticulating the hemispheric Self, embracing
U.S. values such as democracy, the rule of law, economic liberty, freedom to
worship, and free market economy. More importantly, within this dissertation's
context, the positive agenda had a symbiotic relationship with the FTAs. Secretary
Rice defined the meaning of this agenda. “It means pursuing the economic
opportunities that free trade, (...) whether it is South America or North America, to

try to extend free trade benefits. It means pursuing economic policies that are pro-
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growth*%°. According to Secretary Rice, this economic growth would directly affect
the prosperity of the people. This exportation of U.S. values and economic growth
through free trade agreement discourses directly confronted the leftist-populist

discourse in the hemisphere.

For the first time in history, the U.S. imperative over the region came face to face
with an alternative, a strongly supported one by the other hemispheric states. The
official U.S. response to this confrontation completely ignored one of the lead actors,
Hugo Chavez. Accordingly, with the positive agenda, U.S. officials chose not to
make statements openly naming him and diplomatically answering questions about
him or his statements. When a reporter asked Secretary Rice a question about
President Chavez’s increasing influence across the hemisphere, she replied, “I spend
very little time anymore or ever, answering Hugo Chéavez” and that “the President
didn't mention his name” even once during his trips to the Western Hemisphere*®! in
2007. According to Secretary Rice’s re-articulation, “the issues with Venezuela are
not issues between the United States and Venezuela (...), they are issues about the
freedom and democracy”*®? “and by the way between Venezuela and its own
people™®. This positive agenda “has to be an agenda that's not anti-Chavez, but that
is pro-democracy”®. Even though U.S. foreign policy discourses denied the
constitution of President Chavez as a subject, in reality, the main priority of this
agenda was the constitution of the Chavez regime as the radical Other against the
hemispheric Self.

When President Bush was elected in 2001, he continuously asserted his intention to

reach a fully democratic hemisphere. There were many official statements
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mentioning there were thirty-four democracies in the hemisphere, except Cuba*®.
The thirty-four democracies represented all the OAS members who signed the Inter-
American Democratic Charter. On September 11, 2001, thirty-four members of the
OAS accepted the Charter by stating that “the peoples of the Americas have a right to
democracy and their governments have an obligation to promote and defend it”4%,
This Western Hemisphere discourse articulated the democratic hemispheric Self as a
single unity, and Cuba was the only Other against this hemispheric Self. However,
this was also changed when the populist discourse in Latin America started to openly
challenge U.S. discourse across the hemisphere, especially after 2005. The
hemispheric Self (led by the U.S.) was represented as a positive force within the
region, “making people’s lives better”*®’, united, promoting and embracing U.S.
values. According to Western Hemisphere discourse, President Bush was the carrier
of the positive messages of democracy, free trade agreements, and prosperity. At the
same time, President Chavez represented as the carrier of negative messages across
the hemisphere*®, Secretary Rice stated that “we are really determined to have a
positive agenda for this region” and that there was “a consensus within this
hemisphere” about this positive agenda®®®. Simultaneously, the Western Hemisphere
discourse constituted the Venezuelan Government as “the negative force” and a

“destabilizing force” in the region®®. According to Secretary Rice, this negativity
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came from the Chéavez regime’s alliance with Cuba as the “only undemocratic
government in the region”, meddling with the internal affairs of other states across
the region and suppressing the Venezuelan opposition®®. She then openly expressed
the Bush administration’s determination to move Venezuela “in a positive direction”
because the U.S. wants “a democratic Venezuela to exist” for “the people of
Venezuela™®, The Bush administration repeatedly clarified that “the Venezuelan
people are friends of the American people. The problem has been with some of the
actions of the regime”®®. This statement perfectly exemplifies how U.S. foreign
policy discourses constituted different Venezuelan Others as the radical Other
(Chavez administration) and the friendly Other (the Venezuelan people and

opposition in need of help).

Constituting Venezuelan and Cuban governments as the only two radical Others
required the constitution of a united hemispheric Self. The Populist discourse
represented another hemispheric Self embracing populist values like participatory
democracy, state-led economy, and eliminating U.S. hegemony in the hemisphere.
For instance, Hugo Chéavez directly addressed the “people”, not the “elite,” in his
speeches®™. He claimed that the elite controlled the substantial oil wealth of
Venezuela with the U.S. “empire” and never shared it with the VVenezuelan people.
He promised to change this by transforming Venezuelan representative democracy
with a participatory democracy where the people can directly participate in the

governance®®. The Western Hemisphere discourse responded to this challenge by
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reimagining the hemispheric Self and by including friendly populist regimes in this
hemispheric Self. Assistant Secretary Shannon states populism “is not an illegitimate
or invalid political expression. Quite the contrary, it is a natural phenomenon in a
democracy”®%. These leftist-populist regimes (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico, or

Uruguay) were set apart from President Chavez’s populist regime. President

95507

Chavez’s populist regime was characterized as “negative populism”™’, “radical

5508 25509 5510

populism’*°, “shallow populism™, “false populism’™*, and “pied pipers of

populism’®! by various top U.S. officials.

This Western Hemisphere discourse also denied having any ideological agenda,
arguing that Chavez and Castro's alliance was ideological. According to Assistant
Secretary Shannon, “partners” like Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico, and Uruguay
understand that the issue “was not an ideological issue”?. He elaborated on the

Bush administration’s position towards these leftist-populist regimes in the region:

The Bush administration has attempted to (...) remove ideology from our
engagement with the region to make it clear that we have not engaged based
on whether a government is left or right; we engage based on whether a
government is democratic, whether it is committed to the kind of economic
models that we think are necessary to be successful in the world>®2,

Secretary Rice also made similar statements on how the U.S. does not charge any

“ideological price” for its partnership and how the U.S. will work with any
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government if it embraces the aforementioned American values without looking at
whether they are from left or right>*. A week later, Under Secretary Hughes declared
the Bush administration’s strategic imperative “to isolate and marginalize the violent
extremists and confront their ideology of tyranny and hate” and to promote “a
positive vision of hope®*°.

In July 2006, Secretary Rice and Secretary Guiterrez submitted a report on Cuba to
President Bush. This report mentioned the formation of an ideological and anti-
American “Cuba-Venezuela axis” and how this axis was quite similar to the Soviet
Union-Cuba axis during the Cold War®®. The term axis is heavily associated with
the axis of evil of the Bush administration. The axis of evil was the term used by the
administration to define the “terrorist alliance” between Iran, Iraq, and North Korea
after 9/11°Y. So, it was not surprising when former Assistant Secretary of State for
Western Hemisphere Affairs (2001-2004) Otto Reich wrote an article on how Cuba
and Venezuela formed a Western Hemisphere-style axis of evil and a threat to U.S.
national security®®. According to Reich, “with the combination of Castro’s evil
genius, (...) and Chavez’s unlimited money and recklessness, the peace of this region
is in peril®*®’. Mr. Reich also emphasized that the U.S. “cannot put all the leftists in
one basket”®?, It was clear that within this discourse, two sides were constituted as
the hemispheric Self (could be leftist-populist but have to embrace democracy and
free market economy) and the radical Other(s) having an authoritarian and

ideological agenda (to eliminate U.S. influence in the region).
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Even though several U.S. officials made statements on the ‘undemocratic’ and
‘authoritarian’ characteristics of the Chavez regime, President Bush chose not to
directly make statements against President Chavez. Instead, he decided to ignore him
up until the congressional approval process of the Colombia FTA from February
2008 to May 2008. This period forms this dissertation's first key event, which will be
elaborated in the following section.

4.4. The Transformation of U.S. Foreign Policy Discourses during the
Congressional Approval Process of the Colombia FTA from February to May
2008

The 2008 congressional approval process of the Colombia FTA is the first key event
because the hegemonic War on Terror discourse of the Bush administration had to
respond to the Democrats’ challenges to approving the agreement. The FTA process
has many executive, legislative, and consultative processes, so its completion takes a
long time. The process of the Colombia FTA started in 2003, and the FTA entered
into force in 2012 during the Obama administration. However, from February 2008
to May 2008, the Bush administration spent a very intensive effort to respond to the
oppositional challenges, especially by framing the Colombia FTA within the U.S.
National Security discourses and by reconstituting the Chavez regime as a threat
against the hemispheric Self, U.S. values and hegemony over the region. The main
reason for this effort was to pass the Colombia FTA before the end of the Bush
presidency in 2009. These intense efforts constituted this time frame as the key event
of this dissertation because, during this period, U.S. foreign policy discourses were

highly concentrated on the Colombia FTA and the Chavez regime.

FTAs were the backbones of the Bush era foreign policy discourse. President Bush
and his foreign policy team made countless statements on the importance of this
matter. They made direct relations between the cure of terrorism, free markets, and
free trade agreements. When George W. Bush became the president in 2001, the U.S.
only had three free trade agreements with three countries. During his presidency,

President Bush increased this number to fourteen agreements®?!. In the U.S., the

521 The White House, “A Legacy Booklet: Highlights of Accomplishments and Results of the Bush
Administration,” 17.
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approval process of the FTAs, first step starts with the U.S. Trade Representative’s
(on behalf of the President) letter to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives
notifying them of the President’s intention to enter into a free trade agreement
negotiation with another country. For the Colombia FTA, this process started on
November 18, 2003. U.S. Trade Representative began consultation with the related

congressional committees on the possible clauses of the agreement.

It should be noted here that if the President has the Trade Promotion Authority
(TPA) from Congress, the approval process of the FTA would be faster than the
standard procedure. That is why TPA is also known as the fast track. TPA also limits
the congressional power over the trade agreements by giving the executive more
power. Without the TPA, the President’s power over trade negotiations is minimal®?2,
The Bush administration made a tremendous effort to get TPA authorization from
Congress in 2001. As Acting Assistant Secretary Guiterrez expressed in 2001, “The
FTAA is at the core of President Bush's hemispheric policy. And the request to
Congress to pass trade promotion authority is at the top of the President's legislative
agenda™?3, After all the efforts, President Bush got the TPA from Congress in
August 2002°%4, so he put fourteen FTAs into effect.

After the Congressional consultation period (which lasts ninety days), the executive
power could enter negotiations with another country, Colombia. After the U.S. and
Colombia negotiation, the U.S. Trade Representative and Colombia Trade Minister
signed the U.S. — Colombia FTA on November 22, 2006. The Democrats in
Congress (both in the House and the Senate) demanded additional clauses, especially
for environmental and labor provisions, before bringing the FTA to vote. Violence
against trade unionists in Colombia and the agreement’s possible effects on the U.S.
job market were the most significant subjects of disagreement between the
Democrats and Republicans in Congress®®. On May 10, 2007, there was a bipartisan

522 Charan Devereaux, Robert Z. Lawrence, and Michael D. Watkins, Case Studies in US Trade
Negotiation: Making the Rules (Massachusetts: Institute for International Economics, 2006), 3.
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agreement, especially on ending violence against unionists; however, there was no
further agreement on bringing the Colombian FTA for voting to Congress because
the Democrats and Speaker Pelosi were not convinced that the terms of the
agreement had been met®?®. Since FTAs are considered congressional-executive
agreements (not treaties) under U.S. law, they must be approved by a majority vote
in the Senate and the House®?’. To bring the FTA in to vote, the House Speaker has
to schedule the vote. Since there was no bipartisan compromise on the Colombian
FTA, Speaker Pelosi refused to schedule the vote until the congressional consultation

process was completed.

For convincing the Democrats to bring the Colombia FTA into a vote, President
Bush’s primary strategy was to try to persuade the politicians by framing the FTA
within national security discourses, especially after October 2007°2%. When this
discursive strategy did not convince the Democrats to bring the Colombia FTA into
Congress for voting, this time, the administration tried another discursive strategy.
This strategy was the reimagination of the Chavez regime as a direct threat against
the U.S. interests, security, and vision in the Western Hemisphere between February
2008 and May 2008. Beginning with the February 2008 Annual Threat Assessment
Hearing Intelligence Community, the Chavez regime started to be reimagined as a
threat and a national security issue by the Bush administration®?°. This discursive
strategy located the Chavez regime against the positive agenda of the U.S. as a
“negative force”* “playing negative roles”! in the hemisphere. According to this
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discourse, Hugo Chdvez had an “anti-US, radical leftist agenda” and had various
relations with the terrorist organizations like FARC and deliberately ignored their

drug trafficking operations in the Venezuelan border®?

. Also, by forging an
“ideological alliance” with the Castro regime, the “radical populist government” of

Venezuela was trying to promote a competing vision across the hemisphere®33,

With the positive agenda rhetoric, the Bush administration represented the
hemispheric Self as a united subject sharing a common vision for all the peoples of
the Americas®*. This discursive structure relocated President Chavez’s vision
directly against the U.S. values and interests in the region. The alternative vision of
Hugo Chavez was “based on populist rhetoric, statist economics, and authoritarian

535 President Bush’s vision was represented as “positive and

politics
constructive”®, uniting the hemisphere, whereas the Chavez regime’s “radical
vision” played a negative role, creating divisions across the hemisphere>’. The U.S.
was represented as the bearer of a vision of “freedom, progress, and hope”,
Simultaneously the Chéavez regime’s vision was represented as “false populism’3°,

“poverty’”®, and “empty promises™®!. The main argument for the Bush
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administration was that the former vision would certainly bring accurate results for
reducing poverty and promoting prosperity. At the same time, the latter only gives
empty promises under the pretense of false populism. For the Bush administration,
socioeconomic problems like poverty and inequality were “the main recruitment
ground for terrorists, for guerillas or drug traffickers”>*?, and the only solution to
poverty was “democracy, free markets, and free trade”>*,

This positive agenda was also represented as “the only way” to reach the U.S.-led
vision of freedom that could only be achieved if the whole hemisphere were united
around this agenda®“. This shared vision had no ideological condition. It was
“ideologically blind”**. Secretary Rice and other U.S. officials repeatedly
emphasized that the U.S. policy was value-based, not a matter of left or right, and the
Bush administration could talk with anybody (leftist populist governments too like
Argentina, Brazil, Chile) as long as they were committed to the same positive agenda
as the U.S.>* Alternative visions would be “like trying to defy the laws of
gravity”¥’. By adopting this positive agenda rhetoric, the Bush administration
constituted it as precise as the law of nature. At the same time, all other alternative

policies (including President Chavez’s) for reducing poverty appeared as absurd as
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standing against the law of nature, even though the Chavez administration managed
to reduce poverty by openly defying the U.S. agenda during the same period. The
rate of Venezuelans living below the poverty line dropped from 55.6% in 1997 to
26.4% in 2009°*8. This did not stop the Bush administration’s efforts to constitute the
Chavez regime as the dangerous Other to pass the Colombia FTA from the U.S.
Congress.

For the Democrats, there were two main problems of the Colombia FTA: the
concerns about environmental and labor rights in Colombia and the concern about a
possible increase in the U.S. unemployment rates after the 2008 Financial Crisis®*°.
After the bipartisan May 10 compromise in 2007, the Colombian government made
specific legislative regulations for the protection of unionists and environmental
rights; however, the Democrats were not convinced and wanted to continue the
consultation process between the President and Congress. According to
Congressman McGovern, “In just the first twelve weeks of 2008, seventeen trade
unionists had already been assassinated,” and the Colombian government did not
make enough efforts to stop this violence®®. Speaker Pelosi said they wanted to see
proof of change in Colombia and pass a new package for protecting recently
unemployed Americans®!. When this gridlock could not be solved, the Bush
administration started to employ national security discourses and the absurdity of
making petty politics while essential matters such as U.S. national security were at
stake. During his speech on February 26, 2008, President Bush framed the Colombia
FTA within the national security discourses of the U.S. while mentioning who would

win and who would lose if the trade agreement would not pass from Congress:
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The trade bill with Colombia is a really important piece of legislation for
America's national security. A stable neighborhood is in our interests. (...)
The trade vote with Colombia would say a clear message to a strong
democratic ally: We support you. A defeat of the trade bill (...) would
embolden the false populism that exists on the continent. It would send a
chilling signal to our allies, and it would harm the national security of the
United States®2.

A day before this speech, Under-Secretary for Political Affairs Nicholas Burns
excluded Venezuela for the first time from the democratic community of the Western
Hemisphere, namely from the hemispheric Self. Previously, the Bush administration
had always mentioned that there were thirty-four democratic states in the
hemisphere, and the only exception was Cuba®®3. Undersecretary Burns, for the first
time, said how President Castro and President Chavez became marginalized leaders
and how “nearly everybody in the hemisphere is a democracy with the exception of
Cuba and a couple of other countries”>.

The exclusion of the Chévez regime from the hemispheric Self was the first step to
differentiate Venezuela from the rest of the hemisphere. This differentiation started
with the approval process of the Colombia FTA. That is why President Uribe of
Colombia was reimagined as the perfect representative of the hemispheric Self
against the Venezuelan Other (the Chavez regime) by the Bush administration’s
discursive strategy. President Uribe was reimagined as “U.S.” staunchest ally in the
region” because he was making “major progress in strengthening democracy by
improving security”. This improved security, in return, fueled foreign direct
investment®®, U.S. foreign policy discourses constituted President Uribe as a game

changer, radically transforming Colombia by stating that Colombia was “a potential

52 George W. Bush, “Remarks Following a Meeting With Former Cabinet Secretaries and Senior
Government Officials,” The American Presidency Project, 2008,
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-following-meeting-with-former-cabinet-
secretaries-and-senior-government-officials.

53 George W. Bush, “President Bush Discusses Western Hemisphere Policy,” U.S. Department of
State, 2007, https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/03/20070305-6.html;
Thomas A. Shannon and Sean McCormack, “Coffee Break at the State Department: Assistant
Secretary Shannon,” U.S. Department of State, 2007, https://2001-
2009.state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/07/q1/80073.htm.

5% Burns, “Global Challenges and Opportunities in U.S. Foreign Policy.”

5% McConnell, “Congressional Testimonies 2008,” 36-37.

127



failed state” before the Uribe administration. However, thanks to President Uribe, it
became “one of the most successful states in Latin America”®®. The Bush
administration chose to ignore the human rights violations, including the killings of
hundreds of civilians during the FARC operations, illegal surveillance of the
opposition by the Colombian National Intelligence Service, and increasing support
for paramilitary groups during the Uribe administration®’. Instead, the top officials
of the Bush administration represented President Uribe as “a strong democratic
ally”®®, “pro-democracy, pro-markets and pro-U.S.”%° “a key ally”®®, a “strong
friend of America, who has done all the right things to try to bring his country to

stability, democracy and prosperity’*°®!

9562

and as “a very strong and courageous

leader

At the same time, the Bush administration’s Western Hemisphere discourse
emphasized the dangers against the Uribe administration, U.S. interests, leadership,
and national security in the hemisphere. After elaborating on how Colombia was
improved under President Uribe, Director of Western Hemisphere Affairs Dan Fisk

pointed out the dangers of a possible reversal of Colombia to the former, nearly
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failed state>®3. President Uribe had done everything right and stood up against the
rising “anti-Americanism” in the hemisphere®®. There would be severe
consequences for not passing the Colombia FTA from the U.S. Congress, like
harming U.S. national security, letting down a close ally, damaging U.S. credibility
in the hemisphere, and emboldening the demagogues in the region®®. On many
occasions, President Bush quoted Canadian Prime Minister Harper’s two statements
on Colombia FTA: “If the U.S. turns its back on its friends in Colombia, this will set
back our cause far more than any Latin American dictator could hope to achieve”>.
The second quotation explicitly reconstituted not passing Colombia FTA as a more
significant threat than President Chavez himself: “The biggest fear in South America
is not the leader in Venezuela, but the biggest fear for stability is if the United States

Congress rejects the free trade agreement with Colombia”%’.

In dealing with President Chavez’s anti-American rhetoric, the Bush administration
primarily adopted the strategy of completely ignoring him and even not mentioning
his name, as previously mentioned. This strategy radically changed after President
Bush’s March 12, 2008 statement. Before then, he implicitly said “the antagonists in

Latin America’°%

, “the demagogues” in the hemisphere®®®, and the rising “false
populism” across the region®’® but never directly named President Chavez himself as
the promoter of the radical, anti-U.S. vision. On March 12, President Bush gave a

speech to the U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, and he explicitly contested the
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Chavez administration’s policies in the hemisphere. He accused President Chavez of
supporting FARC, provocatively promoting a “hostile anti-American vision” across
the hemisphere, and threatening Venezuela’s neighbors®’:. During the same speech,
President Bush also praised President Uribe by declaring him as the closest ally and a
courageous leader speaking out against anti-Americanism and fighting against FARC
terrorists®’2. On March 18, 2008, President Bush again challenged the Chévez
administration openly by stating, “The regime in Caracas has railed against America,
has forged an alliance with Communist Cuba, has met with FARC leaders in
Venezuela™". He also mentioned what “an unshakeable partner” President Uribe
had been, and President Bush appraised him for being “the most reliable and
effective ally” to the U.S.%™

The spatial dimension of the discursive constitution of the Chavez regime as the
Other is linked with the Western Hemisphere discourse, the Monroe Doctrine, and
the employment of ‘backyard’ (while defining Latin America) in U.S. foreign policy
discourses. All three are also symbiotically related to the ethical dimension of the
constitution of the U.S. Self and the Other. To have a backyard (Latin America), one
should also have a home; naturally, the backyard belongs to the homeowner®’. U.S.
officials often used the word home to describe the Western Hemisphere. “The
Western Hemisphere is our home,”*’® and “the best foreign policy starts at home™°".
This ownership issue often presents itself in U.S. politicians’ statements referring to

Latin America as “our own back yard”®'8, This discursive construction gives the Self
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a special responsibility to ‘protect’ the hemisphere because an unsecured backyard
would eventually threaten the house’s security. As Congressman Ted Poe said,
“Strangers in one’s backyard do not make for a secure household”®’®. The
homeowner also has a responsibility to protect the home and its backyard. This
responsibility constitutes the ethical dimension of the U.S. Self. Secretary Rice
claims that “the United States has a special responsibility to lead the way” in the
hemisphere, and not passing the FTAs “would be a retreat from our responsibility of
leadership and a renunciation of our influence in the Americas®®. Within Western
Hemisphere and Free Trade discourses, not passing Colombia FTA would mean “the
United States cannot be trusted to keep its word”*®! and “cannot be trusted to stand
by its friends”®®. It also “would have very serious consequences, do very serious
harm to America's interest and to America's credibility” in the hemisphere®®, This, in
return, would cripple the U.S. influence in the region, and it would mean that the
U.S. was betraying its closest friend in its “own backyard”®8,

Accordingly, the Other was also watching the approval process of the Colombia FTA
to see what the U.S. would do. “People are watching the actions of the U.S. Congress
very carefully. Champions of false populism in the region are watching Congress”>®.
Therefore, passing this agreement “can provide a powerful rebuke to dictators and
demagogues in our backyard”®®. “The enemies of democracy” in the hemisphere
were promoting “authoritarian politics and state-run economies”, and the failure to

pass the Colombia FTA would be a win for them®®’. Here, the temporal dimension of
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the radical Other is constituted as incapable of change by the U.S. foreign policy
discourses. The discursive constitution of the Chavez regime during the
congressional approval process of the Colombia FTA left no room for change for the
Venezuelan government. Before, the hemisphere consisted of thirty-four democratic
governments plus Cuba. After, the U.S. discourses represented Venezuela as
marginalized as Cuba, Iran, and North Korea. As a threat to U.S. national security,
there was no room for reconciliation between the Bush and Chavez

administrations®®8,

On the other hand, the Venezuelan people reimagined highly differently than the
Chavez regime. The U.S. will “remain committed to a positive relationship with the
people of Venezuela” while the government promotes its “negative vision”*®°. For
instance, under the Bush administration, one of the NED’s core institutions, the
Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE), started giving Venezuelans free
market education since the Chavez administration denounced capitalism, free trade,

and markets®%,

By framing the Colombia FTA within the U.S. national security discourses, the Bush
administration tried to move a trade bill from the political arena to a ‘higher moral
ground’ in attempting to depoliticize the FTA approval of Congress. When a matter
is framed within the official foreign policy discourses, it represents the matter as a
threat to the Self with a political urgency®®. The administration would have to act
soon to eliminate the threat. This urgency would allow the executive to implement

decisions without the usual procedures and restrictions of the legislative power. The
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Bush administration’s main agenda was getting the Colombia FTA into voting in
Congress before the end of the Bush era in 2009. By linking a trade agreement with
the national security discourses, the administration tried to speed up the FTA's
approval process by reducing the Congress's role. President Bush employed this
strategy by saying, “Time is running out, and we must not allow delay to turn into

inaction. The Colombia agreement is pivotal to America's national security”>%.

President Bush also called out to the Democrats in Congress on March 2008 to “put
politics aside and focus on what is best for the United States of America™%, to take a
step back from politics, and “set aside petty politics and focus on doing what is right
for the United States of America”®*. Thus, the primary strategy was to depoliticize
the Colombia FTA and reimagine the trade agreement as a national security matter.
To convince the Democrats to bring the Colombia FTA to Congress as soon as
possible, the Bush administration tried to relocate the agreement from petty politics
to a higher ground of national security. A danger to the Self’s national security must
be constituted since a trade agreement cannot be represented alone as a national
security matter. Foreign policy discourses must also constitute a dangerous Other.
Not so coincidently, during the same time, a joint intelligence operation between the
FBI and the Colombian Army was carried out in February 2008, tracing FARC
movements and telecommunications through Colombia-Ecuador borders®®. Based
on the gathered intelligence, the Colombian army initiated a military operation in
Ecuador on March 1, 2008, and killed a top commander of FARC, Raul Reyes®®.
Since the operation took place on Ecuador's territory, President Uribe claimed he had

informed Ecuador's President Rafael Correa.
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On the other hand, President Correa claimed President Uribe misinformed him on
purpose, carried out a more extensive operation than told, and killed civilian Ecuador
citizens during the operation®®’. President Chavez also condemned the operation for

violating Ecuador's borders and sovereignty®°%

. Moreover, during the operations, the
Colombian Army captured many documents from Raul Reyes’s computer. It claimed
that, according to the documents, the governments of Ecuador and Venezuela were
linked to FARC®®. Venezuela and Ecuador denied the accusations®®. These
documents were enough for the Bush administration to designate the danger to the
Self, even though some of the alleged evidence was found false later®®. They were
sufficient to declare President Chavez as “a dog” in the U.S.” “own backyard”®%? or
attempt to declare Venezuela as a state sponsor of terrorism®® along with Iran, North
Korea, and Syria. Therefore, Congressman Mack’s statement about the proposed bill
to announce Venezuela as a state sponsor of terrorism should not come as a surprise:
“By passing the Colombian Free Trade Agreement, we will show our allies we stand

with them and against the tyranny of Hugo Chavez%%,

When the Bush administration’s strategy had failed to convince the Democrats to
bring the Colombia FTA into voting, President Bush decided to use his authority to
bypass the congressional consultation process under TPA to force Congress to
schedule the voting for the Colombia FTA on April 7, 2008, as a last resort. While
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sending a letter to Congress, Bush stated that “the need for this trade agreement is
too urgent and the stakes for national security are too high to allow this year to end
without a vote”®%, Under TPA, the implementing bill has to have an up-or-down
vote without amendments, so the two parties had to agree before the vote. When
Speaker Pelosi refused to bring the bill for voting, President Bush tried to eliminate
the congressional consultation process by using TPA and transmitting the Colombia
FTA implementing bill to Congress®®. This move intended to force Speaker Pelosi’s
hand into scheduling the voting because after the President sent the bill to Congress,
Congress had to finish the congressional process within ninety calendar days®®’. On
April 8, 2008, the legislation for implementing the Colombia FTA was brought into
the Senate (S.2830)%% and the House (H.R. 5724)%%°. In response to the Bush
administration’s move to speed up the implementation process, Speaker Pelosi and
the Democrats in the U.S. Congress decided to suspend TPA rules by adopting the
H.R. 1092 rule in the House®® This move by the Democrats eliminated the
obligation to bring the Colombia FTA into a vote within ninety calendar days

because the consultation process had to continue.

According to Speaker Pelosi and the Democrats in Congress, the Bush administration
did not make enough efforts to change the two main concerns of the Democrats, for
ensuring the safety of the trade unionists in Colombia®!* and for passing a stimulus

package for the U.S. citizens who lost their jobs, especially after the 2008 financial
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crisis®2, This move and the dispute between the Bush administration and the
Democrats in Congress made it impossible to ratify the Colombia FTA until the end
of President Bush’s second term. The Colombia FTA was approved in the U.S.
Congress on October 21, 2011, during the Obama Presidency and entered into force
in 2012513, The Bush administration’s efforts to expedite the approval process of the
Colombia FTA before the end of President Bush’s term were recoiled. However, the
U.S. foreign policy discourses adopted during this period had severe consequences.
The explicit discursive constitution of the Chavez administration as a dangerous,
radical Other to the American Self for the sake of approving Colombia FTA by the
Bush administration eliminated any chance of reconciliation between the Bush and
the Chavez administrations. Besides, this subject positioning also enabled more
aggressive statements against the Chavez regime, especially from hardliner
politicians like Otto Reich, Connie Mack, and llena Ros-Lehtinen. Former Assistant
Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs of the Bush administration, Mr.
Reich, stated, “America is very naive about the threat Chavez poses. Today Chavez
is at least as dangerous as bin Laden (...), but too many of America’s leaders are still
ignoring him. This could be a tragedy bigger than 9/117°%%4,

The diplomatic relations between the U.S. and Venezuela ended after the Chéavez
regime expelled the U.S. ambassador to Venezuela, Patrick Duddy, by declaring him
Persona Non-Grata on September 11, 2008. The U.S. did the same a day later®®®.
President Chavez blamed the Bush administration for trying to oust President
Morales and decided to expel the U.S. ambassador from Venezuela in solidarity with

Bolivia®'®. President Chavez rejected having diplomatic relations with the Bush
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administration and said the diplomatic relations would return to normal “when there

is a new government in the United States”®7
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CHAPTER 5

THE CONSTITUTION OF VENEZUELA AS AN UNUSUAL AND
EXTRAORDINARY THREAT TO THE UNITED STATES

“We are willing to break free from some of the
stale debates and old ideologies that have
dominated and distorted the debate in this
hemisphere for far too long. There are no senior
or junior partners in the Americas. We are
simply partners”6:8,

“After eight years of the disastrous policies of
George W. Bush, it is time to pursue direct
diplomacy, with friend and foe alike, without
preconditions™5°,

The main themes of the Obama administration’s foreign policy were change, looking
forward with hope, not back. President Obama promised to renew the American
leadership worldwide, which was damaged during the Bush era. President Obama
criticized the Bush administration’s Manichean “us vs. them” rhetoric and promised
to pursue diplomatic relations first without looking if the other side was a friend or
foe. In parallel, the U.S. foreign policy towards the Americas during the Obama era
had two basic discourses: equal partnership and constructive engagement. However,
these basic discourses were openly challenged by the Republicans’ oppositional
discourses in the U.S. Congress. The discursive challenge between the Obama
administration and the opposition in Congress led to the second key event of this
dissertation: the legislative process of Executive Order 13692. Since this event
includes a legislative process that could take a long time, the time frame of this key

event is longer than the previous one. The second key event was formed around the
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discursive competition between the executive (the Obama administration) and the
legislative (the Congress) over the disagreement about the individual sanctions
against Maduro government officials. This chapter analyzes and interprets the
evolution of the legislative process of Executive Order 13692 while focusing on the
discursive constitutions of the Venezuelan government and the Venezuelan people
within the discourses of the U.S. government and opposition.

5.1. Foreign Policy Discourses of the Obama Administration

620 621

The concepts of change®” and hope®* are at the core of President Obama’s political
rhetoric. His rhetoric comprised promises of changes from the past in nearly every
realm. Simultaneously acknowledging the U.S.” past mistakes (including the U.S.
foreign policy towards the hemisphere during the Bush administration®??), his
rhetoric is based on a clear break from the past mistakes of the Bush administration
and constituting a hopeful future for the next generations®”. The Obama
administration’s vision for the U.S. was to reverse the Bush administration's policies
and mistakes rather than completely transform American identity, values, and foreign
policy. His rhetoric on American identity and foreign policy was quite traditional. He
often quoted the American exceptionalism, American creed, and the founding

principles of the U.S., including liberty, democracy, and egalitarianism®24,

As discussed, the official American identity discourse has depended on constantly re-
articulating these principles and American exceptionalism. Accordingly, Americans
are united around specific values (including liberty, individualism, limited

government, the free market economy, the rule of law, and democracy), not by
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ethnicity or ancestry. Campbell emphasizes this by defining the U.S. as “the
imagined community par excellence®®. When the identity is rearticulated around
specific values, promoting these values at home and abroad automatically becomes
the main objection of the U.S. foreign policy®?. Thus, U.S. foreign policy discourse
intertwines with the core U.S. values: promoting democracy, free market economy,
and equality worldwide, even if it means using military power at the expense of U.S.

taxpayers’ money.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, President George W. Bush also had the same
objective regarding promoting U.S. values during his presidency. His
administration’s foreign policy discourse was firmly based on promoting the core
American values worldwide to eliminate terrorist threats against the U.S. and its
allies. Even though Presidents Bush and Obama seem to have the same objectives,
their methods and foreign policy practices differ. The Bush administration was the
main target of Barack Obama’s criticism during his presidential campaign. President
Obama strongly criticized the Bush administration’s foreign policy decisions,
including the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq and the human rights abuses in the
Abu Ghraib prison or Guantanamo Bay detention camp®?’. According to President
Obama, closing Guantanamo was a priority because Guantanamo did not represent
American values. He stated that “in the dark halls of Abu Ghraib and the detention
cells of Guantanamo, we have compromised our most precious values” in 2007°%,
Since both American values and identity are discursively interwoven, moving away
from these values would also mean moving away from the origins of the American
identity. President Obama claimed that the Bush administration compromised the

core American values, identity, and leadership. In return, he promised to renew them
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by constructing engagement with partners, restoring the American economy, and
pragmatically balancing diplomacy and using military power%,

5.1.1. The Reconstitution of the American Self and U.S. Leadership Worldwide

The invasions of Afghanistan and Irag, the images and reports of torture from
Guantanamo, and the strict adoption of “us vs. them” rhetoric in foreign policy
discourses created a decline in the U.S. image in the international realm®?. President
Obama often asked if the U.S. did not implement its values, how could the U.S. ask
other nations to follow them? He said, “When we uphold our values at home, we are
better able to promote them in the world”®3, In order to renew American leadership,
promote American values worldwide, and return the core principles of the American
identity, President Obama promised to “end the mindset that focuses on Iraq and
ignores the rest of the world”%32, According to President Obama’s “Bush-McCain
failure” rhetoric, the Bush administration neglected the rest of the world (especially
the Western Hemisphere) while focusing only on a “misguided war in Irag”®2. This
negligence, in return, gave others (like Venezuela, Iran, or China) the opportunity to
fill the vacuum. President Obama then promised to turn the page and renew

American leadership worldwide by promoting U.S. principles and diplomacy®3.

The main themes of President Obama’s first inaugural speech were hope and unity.
Despite that, he started his speech by acknowledging the problems the country faced

first:

Our nation is at war against a far-reaching network of violence and hatred.
Our economy is badly weakened, a consequence of greed and irresponsibility
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on the part of some, but also our collective failure to make hard choices and
prepare the nation for a new age. Homes have been lost, jobs shed, businesses
shuttered. Our health care is too costly, and each day brings further evidence
that the ways we use energy strengthen our adversaries and threaten our
planet®®®,

He then identified the American Self as “the risk-takers, the doers, the makers of
things”%%. He added, “Starting today, we must pick ourselves up, dust ourselves off,
and begin again the work of remaking America”®®’. President Obama represented
Americans as people who “keep pushing ahead, persevering through hardship,
growing through challenge, building something firmer and stronger in place of what
was”%8, According to this rhetoric, being persistent and not quitting are not the only
traits of being American. Putting differences aside and uniting around the common
good instead of just pursuing individual interests also constitute the main
characteristics of Americans. President Obama draws a parallel relationship between
being American and being soldiers in the same uniforms. He said, “When you put on
that uniform, it does not matter if you are Black or White, Asian, Latino, Native
American; conservative, liberal; rich, poor; gay, straight”®®. Therefore, when
Americans unite around the same core principles, the American creed, and work
together for the common good, their ethnicity, religion, or sexual orientation would
not matter, just like they do not matter for the soldiers in the U.S. Army who fight
side by side.

5.1.2. The Reconstitution of the Extremists as the Others

The War on Terror discourse has “us vs. them” at the core. Even though Secretary

Rice’s statements claimed a balanced foreign policy approach between idealism and
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realism, the Bush Administration’s inclination towards realist principles was highly
apparent. The us vs. them rhetoric, putting military power above others, interpreting
international relations as a zero-sum game, and pursuing a neoconservative agenda
could be given as examples for this era. The threats were clearly defined, and the
enemy was well identified by the foreign policy discourses of the Bush
administration, as mentioned in the previous chapter. Reaching the same conclusion
for the Obama administration is not possible. While criticizing the Bush
administration’s aforementioned foreign policy choices, President Obama tried to use
a more constructive rhetoric. He criticized the Bush administration’s “us vs. them”
rhetoric by defining this mentality as “a threat to the values that we profess, the

values we seek to defend”64,

As might be expected, his rhetoric defines terrorism and violent extremism as the
dangerous, radical other against not just the ideals, values, and national security of
the U.S. but also civilization and Western principles®*. In his speech to the U.S.
troops in Afghanistan, President Obama compared the traits of Americans to the

extremists:

Al Qaida and the violent extremists who you are fighting against want to
destroy. But all of you want to build, and that is something essential about
America. They have got no respect for human life. You see dignity in every
human being. That is part of what we value as Americans. They want to drive
races and regions and religions apart. You want to bring people together and
see the world move forward together. They offer fear, in other words, and you
offer hope®+2.

Here, President Obama gives a clear example of Hansen’s dual understanding of
identity construction: the juxtaposition of the positive process of linking with the
negative process of differentiation. Being an American is represented as being a

builder, respecting every human life and dignity, uniting people, and being a beacon
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of hope. Simultaneously, being a violent extremist is represented as being a
destroyer, having no respect for human life and dignity, separating people, and

spreading fear.

Obama administration’s rhetoric of the American Self is closely related to change
and becoming better Americans (especially than the Bush era). The rhetoric of
“Bush-McCain failure” represented the American Self in decline since the American
leadership became questionable, the economy suffered greatly, and the wars in
Afghanistan and Irag could go on for years®*. Therefore, the temporal dimension of
the American Self was constituted by its constant comparison with the Bush
administration’s failures and reversing them. Furthermore, His rhetoric of leadership
always referenced back to the post-World War II world order and the U.S.” leading
role in building that order, including the foundations of international organizations
like NATO or the U.N.®* He repeatedly referenced back to the post-Second World
War order and expressed the desire to do the same during his presidency. President
Obama compared the possible returns of U.S. troops from Afghanistan and Iraq to
the return of U.S. troops from the Second World War. He promised that just like the
latter generation built the “strongest economy and middle class, the world has ever
known”, the Obama administration would do the same with the former, renew

American leadership worldwide and bring America back®*.

The temporal dimensions of the American Self and the extremist Others, on the other
hand, are pretty similar to the Bush administration’s War on Terror discourse. Within
the Obama administration’s identity discourses, the American Self is represented as
being “tougher, smarter, realistic and gutsy”, capable of changing and improving5.

The extremist Others pose a “real threat” to the Americans, their values, and “the
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civilized world”®’. The extremist Others are mainly represented as Al Qaida and
Daesh. According to this rhetoric, Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan, Syria, and Yemen

648 Similar to the War on Terror

provided “safe havens” to these extremists
discourse, these extremists are represented as incapable of change and must be
“disrupted, dismantled and defeated®®. However, the means to eliminate the threat
differs. The Obama administration criticizes the Bush administration’s long-term use
of military power in Afghanistan and Iragq. Finding the balance between military
power, civilian power, and diplomacy is at the center of the Obama administration’s
foreign policy discourse. The further characteristics of this discourse will be
discussed in the next sub-chapter. However, this rhetoric of balance also represents
the main differences between President Bush’s and Obama’s foreign policies and
should be mentioned here. President Obama said, “After eight years of the disastrous
policies of George Bush, it is time to pursue direct diplomacy, with friend and foe
alike, without preconditions”®®®, Engaging “hostile nations” became one of the
National Security Strategy of the U.S. in 2010, including Cuba, North Korea, and
Iran®!, Deploying solely military power was denounced by the administration

repeatedly.

According to the Obama administration, the U.S. should actively engage with
Afghanistan and Irag, promote local democratic forces, and give developmental aid,
especially through the USAID. He said, “In the long-term, our efforts to work with
other countries to counter the ideology and root causes of violent extremism will be
more important than our capacity to remove terrorists from the battlefield”®2. In

brief, within this discourse, the terrorists and extremists must be eliminated however,
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their “safe heavens” needed extra measures than just the use of military force. Their
societies are constituted as capable of change with the “help” of the civilized
world®3, The Obama administration thought they could restore American leadership
worldwide, especially through developmental aid. Therefore, the U.S. had to act
because “The world wants the U.S. to lead. (...) They look to us (...) and they want
to see us produce results and solve problems”®**. Being a group leader (like the
global leadership) inherently contains a hierarchical relationship, where the leader is
superior, and the others are naturally inferior. Thus, the rhetoric of restoring
American leadership worldwide rearticulates the ethical and spatial dimensions of
the American Self. The American exceptionalism and being the leader of the rest
constitutes the spatial dimension of the American Self. The responsibility that comes
with being a group leader constitutes the ethical dimension because the leader has to
make decisions for the sake of the group. On the other hand, the Obama
administration repeatedly articulated the importance of constructive engagement,
building partnerships, and acting collectively to deal with the international threats of
the 21% century, including climate change, energy security, and terrorism®®. In short,
while the U.S. constitutes itself as the leader of the free world, it simultaneously
constitutes itself as the subject protecting the group of states, determining the

problems, and having the solutions for them.

5.1.3. Engaging with the World

9/11 was an unexpected event, and it changed the whole course of the U.S. policy.

As discussed in the previous chapter, President Bush and his administration
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articulated 9/11 as the event that changed everything and used it as an opportunity to
pursue an aggressive policy agenda to reshape the world. This agenda was not the
continuance of traditional U.S. foreign policy. Traditional U.S. foreign policy would
aim to interconnect its increasing power with U.S. values to legitimize its growing
power and influence worldwide. U.S. power would be the foundation of U.S. values
during the Bush era®®. The traditional interconnection became unbalanced while the
role of the power became more visible under President Bush. In addition, the use of
military force (sometimes unilaterally without the support of international
organizations), the images of torture from Abu Ghraib or Guantanamo, and the false
accusation of Iraq for developing weapons of mass destruction all combined and

damaged the U.S. perception worldwide®’.

The Obama administration’s main domestic agenda was dealing with the economic
recession and its adverse effects (like unemployment). The primary foreign policy
rhetoric of the administration was based on reversing the failures of the Bush-
McCain era®®, The economic recession was highly crucial because U.S. politicians
and foreign policymakers faced a demanding task: convincing the U.S. taxpayers to
pay billions of U.S. dollars outside of U.S. soil while the average U.S. citizens
struggled with unemployment and lost their homes. The Bush and Obama
administrations’ inability to convince the U.S. public of foreign spending polarized
the public. It paved the way for the election of Donald Trump as the president in
20165

President Obama’s strategy for the “Bush-McCain failure” was pursuing a traditional
U.S. foreign policy agenda only with a heavy liberal tone, like highlighting
diplomacy over the use of military power. The 2010 National Security Strategy
stated, “When we overuse our military might, (...) or act without partners, then our

military is overstretched, Americans bear a greater burden, and our leadership around
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the world is too narrowly identified with military force®®°. Overusing military power
was a short-term priority, while diplomacy and development gave long-term results
in peace and prosperity. Thus, the Obama administration’s foreign policy agenda
focused on diplomacy and development to reduce the necessity of resorting to
defense®!. By making diplomacy a top priority of U.S. foreign policy, the Obama
administration aimed to promote U.S. values worldwide as always, but not by
compromising these values for national security as the Bush administration did in
Abu Ghraib. According to President Obama, when the U.S. compromised these
values, it would lose its power and legitimization to promote these values

internationally®®2, He then promised to lead by example.

The Secretary of State Clinton shared the administration’s foreign policy vision as
“the Smart Power”, which combines “the tools of diplomacy, development and
defense”®3, The first objective of the vision of Smart Power was increasing civilian
power worldwide (but especially in failed or autocratic states) by supporting the
people, political parties, and trade associations through U.S. developmental aid®.
Secretary Clinton always mentioned the State Department and the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) in the same sentence. Whenever she said the
State Department, she also mentioned USAID®®%. For the Obama administration, the

top priorities were increasing civilian power, the budget, and the Foreign Service
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officers for developmental aid. This is why the U.S. foreign aid reached 50 billion
U.S. dollars in 2012, catching the Cold War aid levels for the first time since 195256°,
It is also important to note that, during the Obama administration, the amount of
military aid decreased while the amount of developmental assistance increased in the
overall budget of the U.S. international aid®®’. According to the administration, this

was a deliberate “transition from military to civilian leadership”®,

The second objective was allocating the aid with a different developmental strategy
than before. Instead of supporting the fragile governments (from a top-down
strategy), the administration employed a ‘“bottom-up development strategy” to
support citizens and civil society directly through public diplomacy initiatives,

including health, education, small businesses, and women's empowerment®®°.

The third objective was increasing constructive engagement with bilateral and
multilateral partnerships. Engaging with the world was also part of the Bush
administration’s (and previous administrations’) foreign policy agenda. President
Obama’s engagement discourse has a distinct principle: pursuing pragmatic and
principled diplomacy and diplomatic tools (like sanctions or international isolation)
first without looking at their ideology, past relations with the U.S., and classifications
as a friend or foe®°. It also included starting diplomatic discussions with Cuba and

Iran®"L,

The fourth objective was strengthening global security capabilities with the U.S.

allies. Apart from the traditional security threats, the Obama administration
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successfully added new, emerging threats to the global agenda, like climate change,
decreasing dependence on oil, and increasing the production of green energy.
According to the administration, these new global threats (nuclear proliferation,
global diseases, international migration) needed collective actions and responses
since “For just as no nation can meet these challenges alone, no challenge can be met
without America®’2. The last objective involved developing urgent responses to the
humanitarian needs that can occur after natural disasters, internal conflicts, and

global diseases.

The Secretaries of State Powell and Rice had quite different foreign policy
discourses, especially in the Western Hemisphere, even though they both served
during the Bush era. Unlike their predecessors, the Secretaries of State, Hillary
Clinton and John Kerry, had quite similar foreign policy discourses. Needless to say,
there were a few nuances. For instance, Secretary Clinton had more statements on
women's rights than Secretary Kerry, or he made more statements on the importance
of free trade than her. However, overall, their foreign policy discourses as Secretaries
of State were more aligned than their predecessors: the prominence of diplomacy and
developmental aid over highlighting military power. These policies were especially
pertinent in the case of U.S. foreign policy towards Latin America. Especially during
the Bush administration, the anti-American rhetoric in the region was on the rise, and
the Obama administration needed to develop new strategies to renew the U.S. image
within the hemisphere and confront the leftist-populist discourses across the region.
The following section will elaborate on the two basic discourses of the

administration towards the hemisphere.
5.2. The U.S. Policy towards the Americas during the Obama Era

As the keynote speaker at the Cuban American National Foundation's event, Barack
Obama announced his foreign policy principles towards the Americas on May 23,
200873, Expectedly, he built his Americas agenda on the World War I era President
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Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “Four Freedoms”. President Roosevelt’s 1941 State of the
Union address laid the foundation for promoting U.S. values. He declared political
freedom, religious freedom, freedom from want, and freedom from fear as the four
types of freedoms as a cure to tyranny and dictatorship “everywhere in the world”"4,
President Obama claimed that while the U.S. had been defending these values
worldwide in the past, the Bush administration failed to do so®’®. President Obama
also accused President Bush of being negligent towards the Americas®’®. This
negligence, in return, created a vacuum filled by “demagogues like Hugo Chavez®’.
He said President Chavez had a “perilous mix of anti-American rhetoric,
authoritarian government, and checkbook diplomacy offers the same false promise as
the tried and failed ideologies of the past®’®, The Obama administration’s foreign
policy objectives towards the Americas were heavily related to the attempts to repair
the “Bush-McCain failure” in the region to reestablish the U.S. leadership in the

region®”.

The Obama administration represented this policy of change as a unique and historic
opportunity to renew the social contract between the Americas so that the region
could leave behind the period of crisis and build a better future for the people of the
Americas®®. To realize these promises, the administration laid out their agenda for
the Americas®®®. This agenda had two vital discursive components. The first one was
the equal partnership between all the countries in the Americas, and there would be
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no hierarchical partnership. The second one included the promise that the U.S. would
build a constructive engagement with the Americas at all levels, from the individual
level (the people of the Americas) to the international level (working with the
international organizations in the region). The main aim of this agenda was lifting the
people up, especially from poverty, so that they could “fulfill their own God-given

potentials’®82,

The official discourse analysis of the Obama administration’s foreign policy towards
the Americas shows that the Bush administration’s two basic discourses towards the
region (the Western Hemisphere discourse and the FTA discourse) were replaced by
equal partnership and constructive engagement discourses. Instead of the Western
Hemisphere, the Obama administration officials chose to refer to the region as the
Americas. In addition, Assistant Secretary Valenzuela said, “Trade agreements are an
integral part of the Administration’s overall strategy to deepen our ties within the
Western Hemisphere®®3, However, unlike the Bush administration, it was not the top
priority for the Obama administration. President Obama rejected the idea that “any
trade deal is a good deal”®* and argued that “our trade should be fair and not just
free”®®. The top priorities of the Obama administration were renewing the American
image by focusing on equal partnerships, engaging with every actor, primarily
through developmental aid and USAID, and overcoming 21% century’s challenges
(decreasing poverty, enhancing security, promoting democracy, and adopting
policies compatible with the climate change) together with an understanding of
mutual responsibility®®. The following sub-sections will analyze the two basic

discourses of equal partnership and constructive engagement of the Obama
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administration and comprehensively analyze U.S. foreign policy towards the
Americas under President Obama by focusing on these two basic discourses.

5.2.1. The Equal Partnership Discourse

Just like the Western Hemisphere discourse of the Bush era, the Obama
administration’s equal partnership discourse also constitutes a collective hemispheric
Self bounded by shared geography, values, interests, and responsibility. Unlike his
predecessor, President Obama built his rhetoric towards the Americas with an
acknowledgement; when it came to the Western Hemisphere, the U.S. made mistakes
in the past (not just the Bush administration). The prominent administration officials
made speeches about the past mistakes of the U.S. in the region, including President
Obama®®’, Vice President Biden®®, Secretary Clinton®®, and Assistant Secretary
Valenzuela®®®, This acknowledgment had a familiar subject: In the past when the
U.S.” Cold War priorities and democratization process in Latin America were
encountered, the U.S. had always chosen the Cold War priorities over the

democratization®?,

Historically, “the equal partnership” was first used by President Eisenhower in 1953
for the possible admission of West Germany to NATO. He argued that West
Germany should be welcomed into NATO and treated as an equal partner in the
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community®®2. Ten years later, President Kennedy claimed that a united Europe
would be “a full and equal partner” of the U.S. and the unity of Europe was in the
interest of the U.S.5% Surprisingly, the first U.S. president who pledged to establish
an equal partnership with the Western Hemisphere was Richard Nixon in 19715%. In
1983, another Republican president, Ronald Reagan, renewed this pledge and said
only the equal partnership between the nations of the hemisphere could make the
region reach its full potential®®. Both these Presidents decided to intervene in the
affairs of certain Latin American countries during their presidencies. The U.S. role in
the 1973 coup d'état in Chile is undeniable, as the official documents show®®.
Secretary Kissinger said, “I do not see why we need to stand by and watch a country
go communist due to the irresponsibility of its own people. The issues are much too
important for the Chilean voters to be left to decide for themselves”®®’. President
Reagan decided to invade Grenada in 1983, saying the U.S. had no other choice, as

previously mentioned.

President Obama was the first Democrat president who declared the hemisphere an
equal partner to the U.S. He also accepted that in the past, the U.S. intervened in the
affairs of the other nations in the hemisphere. In his remarks at the fifth Summit of
the Americas Opening Ceremony in Trinidad and Tobago, President Obama declared
to the heads of thirty-four Latin American countries:

892 Dwight D. Eisenhower, “Address ‘The Chance for Peace’ Delivered Before the American Society
of Newspaper Editors,” The American Presidency Project, 1953,
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-the-chance-for-peace-delivered-before-the-
american-society-newspaper-editors.

6% John F. Kennedy, “Address in the Assembly Hall at the Paulskirche in Frankfurt,” The American
Presidency Project, 1963, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/address-the-assembly-hall-the-
paulskirche-frankfurt.

6% Richard Nixon, “Proclamation 4046—Pan American Day and Pan American Week,” The
American Presidency Project, 1971, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/proclamation-4046-
pan-american-day-and-pan-american-week-1971.

89 Ronald Reagan, “Remarks on Central America and El Salvador at the Annual Meeting of the
National Association of Manufacturers,” The American Presidency Project, 1983,
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-central-america-and-el-salvador-the-annual-
meeting-the-national-association.

8% James Doubek, “Chile Coup 50 Years Later: The U.S. Role and Its Unintended Consequences,”
NPR, 2023, https://www.npr.org/2023/09/10/1193755188/chile-coup-50-years-pinochet-kissinger-
human-rights-allende.

897 Goodman, “Ask Kissinger About Pinochet.”

154



| know that promises of partnership have gone unfulfilled in the past, and that
trust has to be earned over time. While U.S. has done much to promote peace
and prosperity in the hemisphere, we have at times been disengaged, and at
times we sought to dictate our terms. But | pledge to you that we seek an
equal partnership. There is no senior partner and junior partner in our
relations; there is simply engagement based on mutual respect and common
interests and shared values. | am here to launch a new chapter of engagement
that will be sustained throughout my administration®°,

The Obama administration’s equal partnership discourse recognizes past mistakes
but skips the apology part. The administration never elaborated on these mistakes in
detail or attempted to make official apologies, mainly because apologizing would
remove the vagueness of those mistakes and lead to further foreign policy actions to
correct them. Instead, this discourse maintained that there were mistakes in the past,

but the hemisphere should not stay in the past and should only focus forward.

The temporal dimension of the Obama administration’s hemispheric Self constituted
only two choices: “We can overcome our shared challenges with a sense of common
purpose, or we can stay mired in the old debates of the past”®®. The past is
represented as a dark, vicious cycle’® and an old ideological battle’. In return, the
future represented enormous new opportunities’® and an eclipse blocking the
darkness of the past’®. This constitution of the past and future, then, also constitutes
only one acceptable option, as President Obama elaborated, “I did not come here to
debate the past, | came here to deal with the future. I believe (...) that we must learn

from history, but we cannot be trapped by it”"%,
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The equal partnership discourse failed to maintain internal integrity. First of all, this
temporal constitution alone is not entirely compatible with the discourse itself. If
only one side mentions some mistakes of the past without elaborating the details or
apologizing, if only one side decides the possible options on the table (staying in the
past or choosing the future), and by limiting the options if only one side constitutes
the only reasonable outcome (as choosing the future over the past), then is it possible
to conclude that there is equality between the partners here? The answer is no since
only one (the U.S.) of the partners decides what is best for all the other partners. The
Obama administration’s equal partnership discourse is incompatible with the U.S.
leadership discourse. Repeatedly, the administration promised to renew the U.S.
leadership within the hemisphere’®. Secretary Clinton said none of the challenges of
the 21%t century can be solved without the leadership of the U.S.” Is it possible for
the U.S. to have the leadership role of the thirty-four countries in the region while
simultaneously being just one equal partner of them? The leadership role
ontologically has a hierarchy, but there is no hierarchy among equals. Therefore,
being a group leader and an ordinary equal partner in that group is impossible. The
leadership role has peculiar power, responsibility, and legitimacy to decide and act
on it. Equal partners have to make decisions among themselves multilaterally, while
the leader could decide and act alone for the sake of the group. The internal
incompatibilities of the equal partnership discourse made the discourse vulnerable to
the oppositional discourses (in this case, Republicans’ discourse in the House and the
Senate). This vulnerability is pivotal for the second key event and will be discussed

further in section 5.4.

The spatial and ethical dimensions of the hemispheric Self were interwoven in the
equal partnership discourse. President Obama usually opted for the Americas, not the
Western Hemisphere, referring to the continent. Historically, U.S. presidents
preferred the Western Hemisphere. In fact, apart from President Franklin Roosevelt,
every U.S. president was inclined to use the hemisphere more than the Americas.

Besides, the prominent positions regarding the region were created using the name
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Western Hemisphere, for instance, the Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs. It is
not called the Bureau of the Americas Affairs or the Assistant Secretary of State for
the Americas. President Roosevelt was the only U.S. president who used the
Americas more than the Western Hemisphere regarding the region until President
Obama. President Obama’s rhetoric on the Americas heavily relied on President
Roosevelt, as discussed in part 5.2. Just like President Obama, he also became
president after an economic crisis (the Great Depression) and promised to restore the
economy. President Obama’s economic program was similar to President
Roosevelt’s: social security, increasing taxes on the business, not the ordinary
citizens, and new controls over the banking system’?’. President Roosevelt’s good
neighbor policy was also close to President Obama’s equal partnership discourse.
They both accepted that the U.S. unilaterally dictated the terms in the region in the
past. However, they promised that this would change with a non-interventionist
multilateral approach during their presidencies. President Roosevelt criticized the

unilateral declaration of the Monroe Doctrine’®. In 2013, Secretary Kerry declared:

The era of the Monroe Doctrine is over. (...) The relationship that we seek is
about all of our countries viewing one another as equals, sharing
responsibilities, cooperating on security issues, and adhering not to doctrine,
but to the decisions that we make as partners to advance the values and the
interests that we share’®,

Even though the Obama administration preferred the Americas, the region was still
bound by shared values, purposes, security, interests, geography, and responsibilities.
“There is power in our proximity—now, our geographic proximity, to be sure, but
also the proximity of our economic interests, our values, our culture, and the

challenges we share”’'°, This commonality was so vital that the future of the U.S.
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was “fundamentally tied to the future of the Americas”; therefore, “what is good for
the people of the Americas is good for the U.S.”"'%. This discourse created a unity
around the hemispheric Self like it represented a single unity since they all had the
same identity. This Self's spatial dimension is the same as the Western Hemisphere
discourse. The geography of the Americas is unique and different from any other part
of the world.

This uniqueness and their shared histories, values, and interests also constructed the
ethical dimension of this Self because they face the same threats of climate change,
international terrorism, transnational crime, poverty, and citizen insecurity. These
threats were also rearticulated as unique threats; they were not national. They were
international or transnational. So, one nation alone, even the U.S., could not meet
these challenges alone. As Secretary Clinton said, “In today’s world, we face
challenges that have no respect for borders. Not one of them can be dealt with the
U.S. alone. None, however, can be solved without us leading”’'?. As a result,
rearticulating the threats beyond traditional borders enabled new foreign policies
necessitating international cooperation. These cooperations had their own necessities.
For instance, international drug trafficking has been in this ‘threats without borders’
category since the 1970s. The U.S. has been in a “war on drugs” for years. In 1986,
President Reagan ordered to find ways to destroy the drug supply, especially in
Central America (including military intervention), by putting the drug threat to the
same level as terrorism’3. When a subject is included within the national security
discourse, it gives tremendous power to the politicians, especially the executive, to
deal with it, including military intervention, providing economic aid to the supplier
countries in exchange for changes in their domestic policies, or the obligation to
cooperate with the U.S. on the matter. The studies analyzing the U.S. relations with
Colombia and Mexico with a specific focus on the War on Drugs discourse show the

hierarchical and interventionist nature of this discourse’**. They show how the U.S.
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construction of this discourse created a hierarchical relationship, changed domestic
politics, and created exclusionary practices against Colombia and Mexico. Thus, the
representation of threats as transnational enables the U.S. to follow specific foreign
policy actions (intervening in the domestic politics of other countries through
developmental aid or economic initiatives like the Merida Initiative) and
simultaneously disable alternative foreign policy actions.

The spatial constitution of the hemispheric Self obliges the states of the Americas to
comply with the U.S.” policies to be a part of that hemispheric Self. This is
represented as sharing the responsibility, constituting the ethical dimension of the
hemispheric Self. Since their values are common, the threats to the hemispheric Self
are common, too, and these threats cannot be dealt with alone. It should be their
ethical responsibility to fight them all unitedly. When a state in the hemisphere like
Venezuela chooses not to comply with this U.S. policy, it is declared “not
cooperating fully with the U.S. counterterrorism efforts”’*® or identified “as a major
drug transit and major illicit drug producing country”’®. It also enables the exclusion

of Venezuela from this hemispheric Self as an Other.

Confronting the challenges and the shared responsibility forms a considerable part of
the Obama administration’s foreign policy agenda towards the Americas. Jeffrey
Davidow, the White House Advisor for the 2009 Summit of the Americas,
summarized the Obama administration’s approach to the Americas “with a spirit of

equality; with a spirit of equity; and with a sense of responsibility””*”. The spirit of

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo0.2007.07.008; Dawn Paley, “Drug War as Neoliberal Trojan Horse,”
Latin  American  Perspectives 42, no. 5 (September 22, 2015): 109-32,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X15585117; Michael L. Rosino and Matthew W. Hughey, “The War
on Drugs, Racial Meanings, and Structural Racism: A Holistic and Reproductive Approach,” The
American Journal of Economics and Sociology 77, no. 3-4 (May 29, 2018): 849-92,
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajes.12228.

15 U.S. Department of State, “Country Reports on Terrorism,” 2023, https://www.state.gov/country-
reports-on-terrorism-2/.

16 U.S. Department of State, “Presidential Determination on Major Drug Transit or Major Illicit Drug
Producing Countries,” The White House, 2023, https://www.state.gov/presidential-determination-on-
major-drug-transit-or-major-illicit-drug-producing-countries-majors-list/.

7 Jeffrey S. Davidow, “A Discussion on the Summit of the Americas,” U.S. Department of State,
2009, https://2009-2017 .state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/2009/120328.htm.

159



equality includes the equal partnership between the hemisphere states. The spirit of
equity involves the peoples of the Americas and reducing poverty in the region.
Lastly, a sense of responsibility means the shared responsibility of the region against
the common problems and the future generations’®. The strategies developed to cope
with these challenges included a new chapter of constructive engagement not just
between the governments of the Americas but also between the people of the

Americas. These strategies will be analyzed in the next section.
5.2.2. The Constructive Engagement Discourse

President Obama’s engagement discourse unsurprisingly started with criticizing the
Bush administration’s ‘disengagement’ from the region. He claimed President Bush
“raised the hopes of the region that our engagement would be sustained instead of
piecemeal”’!® and then let down the people and the region's governments. Adopting
the equal partnership discourse was about acknowledging past mistakes and gaining
the trust of the states and the people in the region. The constructive engagement
discourse was inherently related to the future. The U.S. made mistakes in the past,
but how should the Obama administration move forward without making the same
mistakes? The answer was establishing equal partnership and constructive
engagement throughout the hemisphere. These had to be done without looking back,
leaving the ideological arguments of the past behind and focusing on the future with
partnership and engagement, especially to transcend problems like international
terrorism, economic crisis, and climate change?°. Mainly because these “ideological
dogmas” create resistance to the solutions to these transnational problems’2L,
Therefore, the Obama administration’s foreign policy discourse relied on
establishing “a relationship that seeks to build equal and pragmatic partnerships”

with the countries of the hemisphere by focusing on the future, not staying stuck in
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the past’?2. In sum, within this discourse, the hemispheric Self looks to the future by
establishing pragmatic partnerships and constructive engagement to solve problems
while the Other stays stuck in dogmatic ideologies of the past and creates a block

against the solutions.

The base of the constructive engagement was establishing a dialog with everyone in
the hemisphere. The counter-parties of this engagement vary. All the states in the
hemisphere, including Cuba, were a part of this engagement agenda. This rhetoric
denied the Manichaeism where the hemisphere is divided as friends and foe, rejected
approaching all the countries in the hemisphere with the same “one size fits all”
policy, and adopted a policy acknowledging the sub-regional contexts (like the
establishments of new regional organizations like ALBA or UNASUR'?3. Therefore,
even these international organizations that were founded to combat against the U.S.
hegemony in the region should be a part of this constructive engagement. Assistant
Secretary Valenzuela framed this understanding within the “dynamic
multilateralism” concept’?*. According to him, the U.S. foreign policy towards the
Americas must focus on sub-regional efforts (like Central America or the Southern
Cone) and provide specific policies (for instance, focusing on Brazil for green energy
investments)’?°. Finally, the peoples of the Americas constituted the most crucial part
of this engagement discourse since “what is good for the people of the Americas is

good for the United States”"?5,

The constructive engagement agenda had four main pillars: promoting economic
prosperity, increasing citizen security, advancing democratic governance, and

deploying clean energy’?’. Within this discourse of constructive engagement, these
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four pillars were represented as the critical top priorities of the peoples of the

Americas’%,

The first pillar is promoting prosperity, and its main aim is decreasing poverty and
inequality in the region. This pillar is directly related to the competitive market
economy. It was one of the areas where the U.S. led by example. The administration
claimed that the U.S. became “the wealthiest nation on Earth” because it follows the
principles of an open market economy and offers equal opportunities for all its
people independent of their race, gender, religion, and economic background’?®. This
is why the administration’s agenda towards the Americas included promoting
prosperity by encouraging trade, improving competitiveness, and investing in
infrastructure and people through education’®. Unlike the Bush administration, the
Obama administration repeatedly argued that trade and lowering barriers alone were
insufficient for improving prosperity since FTAs were not a magic bullet’!,
Alongside the trade, improving economic competitiveness was a necessity. President
Obama said, “We have to look for ways to grow our economies and deepen
integration beyond trade deals. That is what China is doing right now, as they build
bridges from Beijing to Brazil and expand their investments across the region. If the
U.S. does not step forward, we risk being left behind”"*2. Hence, the administration’s
plan involved building bridges, new roads, railroads, and stadiums’2. As a part of the
“from the bottom up” agenda, investing in people’ of the Americas education became

one of the goals, especially for strengthening the contacts between people to people.
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Secretary Clinton claimed that “In our region, the income gap continues to widen;
too few girls and boys finish their educations; women, rural farmers, Afro-
descendants and indigenous people remain trapped on the bottom rung of the
economic and social ladder with too few opportunities to move up”’3*. Therefore,
according to the administration, the U.S.” main agenda towards the Americas should
focus on education and training. This educational agenda included providing
exchange programs across the region, giving business training to the people in the

region, and increasing academic research partnerships’=°.

The second pillar was increasing human security throughout the hemisphere.
President Obama said, “Today, too many people in the Americas live in fear”"*. The
increasing crime rates, organized crime, drug trafficking, gang-related crimes,
poverty, and inequality were all listed as the targeted aims of this pillar’®’. Instead of
focusing on the old ideological debates of the Cold War, the region needed to focus
on promoting security because, as President Obama said, “To combat lawlessness
and violence, we do not need a debate about whether to blame right-wing
paramilitaries or left-wing insurgents — we need practical cooperation to expand our
common security””®, Therefore, strengthening cooperation between the
governments, following an understanding of co-responsibility, and providing

international aid to combat the crime rates became the main goals of this pillar™°.

The third pillar was improving values like democracy, human rights, accountability,
and individual liberties across the Americas. The leading organization for this
improvement was the OAS, and the primary legal document was the Inter-American

Democratic Charter of the OAS, which was adopted on the same day as 9/117°. As a
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result of the anti-U.S. stance of the Pink Tide, Chilean José Miguel Insulza was
elected as the Secretary General of the OAS in 2005, reelected in 2010, and served
until 2015. Secretary Insulza is a leftist politician who served as Minister for Internal
Affairs of Chile from 2000 to 2004. He was a political advisor in the leftist coalition
of the government of Salvador Allende and lived in exile for twelve years after the
1973 coup in Chile™. His candidacy to the OAS was supported by Argentina,
Brazil, Chile, Venezuela, and Uruguay and not by the U.S.”*? After he was elected
the Secretary-General, the U.S. effect on the OAS visibly declined. From then on, the
U.S. politicians often criticized the ineffectiveness of the OAS in regional
disputes’. Assistant Secretary Valenzuela was one of them. He said the OAS must
“fulfill the promise of the Inter-American Democratic Charter as an effective tool in
the collective defense of democracy” and ‘“should be less hesitant to use their
existing authorities under the OAS Charter”’#4, Despite the criticisms, working with
the regional and international organizations was a priority for the Obama
administration, especially when it came to democratic governance. Again, USAID
and international aid were tools for promoting democratic governance in the region,

especially to support civil society and the opposition in the ‘authoritarian regimes’’*.

The last pillar was the clean energy deployment. President Obama was the first U.S.
president to openly accept the realities of climate change. His administration offered
plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, develop alternative green energy resources

to oil, and pursue sustainable energy policies’®. Energy resources were an important
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topic for the region since the most significant three suppliers of oil came from
Canada, Mexico, and Venezuela. The region was essential for developing
alternative clean energy resources and ending the U.S. dependence on oil™,
Providing incentives and academic partnerships for clean energy technology like
biofuels and hydropower were the central policies for this pillar. Brazil was one of
the leading partners in this energy partnership and engagement primarily through the
biofuel partnership and initiatives™. In fact, initiatives and international aid created
the backbone of the Obama administration’s foreign policy towards the Americas,
especially Central America. The administration acknowledged that the U.S.’s power
over the region declined for years. The U.S. even lost its hegemony over the OAS.
Thus, the administration focused on the economically fragile sub-region to rebalance
the changing power dynamics. The constructive engagement with Central American
countries mainly consisted of these initiatives. The Merida Initiative, the Caribbean
Basin Security Initiative, and the Central America Regional Security Initiative, for
instance, aimed to fight drug trafficking and violent drug-related crimes in Mexico
and Central America’®. Other initiatives encompassed the whole region, like the
Pathways to Prosperity to promote prosperity across the region, 100,000 Strong in
the Americas to establish an exchange program for the students of the region, and the
Energy and Climate Partnership of the Americas to reduce greenhouse gas

emissions’®L,

Overall, between 2009 and 2011, the administration launched forty new initiatives
across the region’2. This alone is enough to explain why the U.S. budget for
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international aid reached the Cold War levels in 2012 for the first time in sixty
years’>. Secretary Clinton explains the aims of these initiatives: “All of these
initiatives are designed to enhance American security, help people in need, and give
the American people a strong return on their investments. Our aim is not to create
dependency. We do not want to just pass out fish; we want to teach people to
fish”™>4. These were “the efforts to lift other countries out of the poverty”’°, and the
administration wanted to create the opportunity so that not just the U.S. citizens, but
all the people of the Americas could fulfill their “God-given potentials”’*®. Secretary
Clinton called this as leading through the civilian power of the U.S.”™" The rhetoric
of “to lift people out of poverty”® or “to lift up those who are on the bottom”’>°
certainly does not connote with the equal partnership discourse. One can only lift
someone up if she/he is not at the bottom. The superiority and hierarchical relation
between the Obama administration’s rhetoric and certain people of the Americas
(apart from the citizens of Canada and the U.S.) is highly evident. These internal
inconsistencies within the Obama administration’s foreign policy discourses across
the region made them highly vulnerable to the counter-arguments of the oppositional
discourses. As previously argued in the theoretical framework, the discourses are
never fixed, and they constantly fight with each other over hegemony. The Obama
administration’s hegemonic discourse always competed with the oppositional
discourse. In this case, the latter was the discourses of Republican members of
Congress. They argued constantly against these equal partnership and constitutive

engagement discourses.
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Moreover, the Obama administration’s incapability to convince the U.S. public of the
radical changes in foreign policy, like being open to negotiations with Iran, North
Korea, and Cuba, strengthened the hands of the Republicans. Similarly, the
administration could not persuade the U.S. public of the necessity of the high
increase in international aid right after the economic crisis. President Obama
repeatedly criticized the military spending of the Bush regime. However, the latter
could at least constitute the necessary conditions to convince the public of the
necessity of military intervention (even if it was just for a couple of the first years).
The constitution of the War on Terror discourse as a hegemonic discourse was highly
successful. The Obama administration could not do that. The question is not about
the necessity of spending billions of U.S. dollars outside of U.S. soil. The question
was about framing this necessity within a hegemonic discursive space and

convincing the general public of the necessity of it.

The internal inconsistencies within the administration’s discourses and the inability
to convince the U.S. public opened the discursive space for the oppositional
discourses to compete. The first disagreement between the executive and the
legislative branches of the government (in other words, between the hegemonic
discourse vs. oppositional discourse) arose right after Arturo Valenzuela was
nominated the Assistant Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs and
Thomas Shannon’s nomination as the Ambassador to Brazil. The Republicans (and
even Democrats like Senator Bob Menendez) in Congress firmly stood against the
Obama administration’s foreign policy agenda across the Americas from the start,
especially the members of the Subcommittees on the Western Hemisphere of both

the Senate and the House .

The official appointment process starts right after the president’s nomination, and
then the Senate decides whether to confirm the nomination. The Senate’s
appointment process was placed on hold by Republican Senator Jim DeMint to

protest the Obama administration’s initial reaction to President Zelaya’s overthrow in
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Honduras™!. The main argument was on the official U.S. reaction to the coup d'état
against Honduras President Zelaya on June 28, 20097%2. President Zelaya became
closer to the Pink Tide after his election in 2006. When he was ousted by the military
on June 28, 2009, and sent into exile, President Obama called this, surprisingly, a
coup’3. Surprisingly, because traditionally, when an anti-U.S. Latin American
president got ousted by the military, the U.S. usually chose not to call this ouster as a
coup but as the wish of the people’®. The Bush administration gave an example of
this traditional stance by not declaring President Chavez’s overthrow in 2002 as a
coup but as an event that “resulted in a change in the government”, which also
“happened in a very quick fashion as a result of the message of the Venezuelan
people”’®. In the Honduras case, President Obama said, “We believe that the coup
was not legal and that President Zelaya remains the president of Honduras. (...) We
do not want to go back to a dark past. The United States has not always stood as it
should with some of these fledgling democracies”’®. Senator DeMint argued against
the President’s arguments since he was closer to the traditional stance; he declared
that President Zelaya was “a Chavez-style dictator” and “President Obama's call for

the reinstatement of Zelaya is a slap in the face to the people of Honduras"®’,

The Obama administration’s first test in Latin America was the coup in Honduras

because the administration promised a clean break from the past. Both President
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Obama and Secretary Clinton admitted that when it came to the hemisphere, the U.S.
dictated the terms unilaterally and created problems in the past’®®. Assistant
Secretary Arturo Valenzuela said, “The U.S. put Cold War priorities ahead of
democratization in the region”’®. Their promise was a radical change from the past
and building the U.S. leadership for the future. President Obama declared that the
ideological stale debates were in the past and the Americas “must choose the future
over the past”’’°. So, the U.S. would stop “pressing for top-down reform” in the
region and pursue “an agenda that advances democracy, security, and opportunity

from the bottom up”, especially by directly engaging the people of the Americas’’%,

More importantly, the Obama administration’s intention to talk with everyone was
the biggest problem for the Republicans in Congress. The administration was
transparent in prioritizing diplomacy and had been open about their plans to
reestablish diplomatic relations with Cuba, Iran, and North Korea. The 2010 U.S.
National Security Strategy declared and supported this policy’’2.  Promoting
engagement over disengagement was the administration's general foreign policy
principle, not just towards the Americas. President Obama argued that
disengagement made “hostile nations” more dangerous so that the U.S. would pursue
engagement with them first’”®, The Republican disapproval of this engagement
agenda was visible, so Senator DeMint’s statement on blocking the approval process
of the top officials in the hemisphere reveals this disapproval. He said, “I am hopeful
that as President Obama grows in office, he will eventually turn away from despots
like Ahmadinejad, Chavez, Castro, and Zelaya and give the United States' full-
throated support to the people of any country who are fighting for the same values

we cherish and defend in America”’’*. Similarly, another Republican
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Congresswoman Ros-Lehtinen, said, “The U.S. approach to friends and foes is
completely backwards. While appeasing the enemies of freedom worldwide, we
punish those in Honduras struggling to preserve the rule of law, fundamental

liberties, and democratic values”’’.

This first disagreement between the Obama administration and the Republicans in
Congress could only be solved after the Obama administration retreated from
supporting President Zelaya’s return to the presidency. In other words, the
administration could not fulfill its own promise of equal partnership and constructive
engagement. Legally, when the U.S. officially recognizes an event as a coup, the
administration has to act on it, including cutting all diplomatic relations. The Obama
administration did not declare the events in Honduras as a coup officially. It kept the
U.S. ambassador in Honduras only “to help find a resolution to the political
crisis”’’®. After Senator DeMint’s block of the nominations of Valenzuela and
Shannon, the administration did not press for the reinstation of Zelaya as the
president. Instead, they chose the solution that supported an election where President
Zelaya could not be a candidate in the new presidential elections’”’. After this,
Senator DeMint’s block ended, and the U.S. Senate approved the nomination of
Arturo Valenzuela. Thomas Shannon’s block, on the other hand, was continued by
other Republican Senators from Florida as a punishment for the unanimous OAS
decision (including the U.S.) to readmit Cuba to the organization since Thomas
Shannon was a part of the decision-making process’’®. Florida has the largest Cuban
population in the U.S., and the decision to readmit Cuba to the OAS created a great
disturbance among the (mostly Republican) Cuban American community in
Florida’’.
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The dispute over the Honduras case was only the first one among many. The disputes
between the executive and the legislative over the Americas during this period
mainly arise from Florida’s Republican members of Congress. After the Cuban
Revolution, many Cubans fled from the country and settled in Miami, Florida. These
Cuban Americans were strictly against the Castro regime and used their votes for the
candidates to support their views in the Congress, governorship, and White House.
54% of Cuban Americans in Florida were registered as Republicans, but 70% voted
for the Republican governors, and 69% voted for the Republicans in Congress’.
Therefore, the strongest arguments against the Obama administration’s policies
towards the Americas came from the Congresspeople from Florida, including
Lincoln Diaz-Balart, Marco Rubio, Ron DeSantis, Mario Diaz-Balart, lleana Ros-
Lehtinen, and Bill Posey. These people played a huge role in determining the
oppositional discourses during the Obama administration. They were the main
oppositional actors during the declaration of the Executive Order 13692 in 2015, the
second key event of this dissertation. Their firm stance against the Chavez and
Maduro administrations defeated the hegemonic position of the Obama
administration’s foreign policy discourse towards the region in 2015. The following

two sections will assess this.

5.3. The Constitution of Venezuelan Others during the Obama Era

During the Obama era, there were two different presidents in Venezuela. From 2009
to 2013, President Chavez was in power until his death on March 5, 2013. After his
death, his successor, Nicolas Maduro, was elected president in April 201378,
President Chavez’s death coincided with the decrease in the oil prices worldwide.

Since 95% of Venezuela's export earnings came from oil exports, price increases or

other-latinos-about-half-of-cuban-voters-in-florida-backed-trump/; Jens Manuel Krogstad, “Most
Cuban American Voters Identify as Republican in 2020,” Pew Research Center, 2020,
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/10/02/most-cuban-american-voters-identify-as-
republican-in-2020/.

80 Guillermo J. Grenier, “How Cuban Americans in Miami View U.S. Policies Toward Cuba,”
Florida International University (Florida, January 1, 2018).

81 Consejo Nacional FElectoral, “Divulgacién Elecciones Presidenciales,” CNE, 2013,

http://www.cne.gob.ve/resultado_presidencial_2013/r/1/reg_000000.html.

171



decreases in the world market directly impacted the Venezuelan economy?®2. During
the Chavez administration, 0il prices soared, and as a result, Venezuela's GDP
increased significantly. As a part of his leftist-populist agenda, President Chavez
invested this income into Venezuelan society. This move, in return, increased his
vote. Hugo Chavez won every presidential election he ran for with wide margins of
votes’, President Chavez also agreed to hold a recall referendum in 2004 and
immediately accepted the results when he lost the 2007 referendum. Indeed, his
administration interfered with the democratic process (such as closing media
channels, interrupting the recall signature process, and increasing the number of
terms he could serve as president). However, during the Chavez era, Venezuela was
a democracy. Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter said, “As a matter of fact, of the
92 elections that we have monitored [as the Carter Center], | would say the election
process in Venezuela is the best in the world” in 2012784, The quality of Venezuelan
democracy became a highly contested topic during the Maduro presidency. Even
though the Obama administration did not see any difference between the Chavez and
Maduro administrations, nearly all other states in the hemisphere did. The change of
administration is an important topic, especially regarding the region’s changing
attitude towards Venezuela after 2016.

The Obama administration’s main foreign policy agenda towards the region was
confronting Chavez's influence. The leftist-populist wave in the region, the high oil
revenues that enabled Venezuela to give oil subsidies to other countries (including
Cuba), the decline in the U.S. hegemonic power during the Bush years, the
establishment of regional organizations like ALBA and UNASUR, and Insulza’s
election as the OAS Secretary General declined the U.S. influence across the region.
Toning the hegemonic stance of the U.S. in the region through equal partnership and

constructive engagement discourses was the main move of the administration to
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displace President Chavez from his hegemonic position in the region. Deputy
Secretary of State James Steinberg openly stated that the region was waiting for the
U.S. leadership “as a counterweight to governments like those currently in power in
Venezuela and Bolivia, which pursue policies which do not serve the interests of

their people or the region” 8,

As a Senator, Barack Obama made quite strong statements about the Chavez
administration and Venezuelan democracy. In 2007, his remarks in Detroit targeted
the U.S.” oil dependency. He argued that the U.S. had to reduce the dependency on
foreign oil so the oil money would not go to “the most despotic, volatile regimes in
the world”’8. He claimed that the oil money sent from the U.S. “corrupts budding
democracies and gives dictators from Venezuela to Iran the power to freely defy and
threaten the international community”’’®”. He promised that during his presidency,
this dependency would end, not just to stop sending money to those ‘dictators’ but
also for the sake of the climate and future generations’. A year later, he made a
similar statement and said, “We can end our dependence on foreign oil and gas and
free ourselves from the tyranny of oil-rich states from Saudi Arabia to Russia to
Venezuela”’®. He declared his foreign policy agenda towards the Americas from
Florida in 2008 while harshly criticizing the Bush administration’s foreign policy. He
claimed that while the Bush administration was highly focused on the Middle East, it
neglected the Americas, creating a vacuum. This vacuum, in return, was filled by
“demagogues like Hugo Chavez” with a “perilous mix of anti-American rhetoric,
authoritarian government, and checkbook diplomacy offers the same false promise as
the tried and failed ideologies of the past”’*°. According to Senator Obama, President

Chavez was elected democratically but did not govern democratically. Instead, the

8 April Howard, “Hillary Clinton and James Steinberg ‘Talk Tough’ on Latin America ,” COHA,
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Chavez  administration governed Venezuela with a  “Petro-powered
authoritarianism”™!.  He claimed that “the Bush Administration's blustery
condemnations and clumsy attempts to undermine Chavez have only strengthened
his hand” and that the U.S. and its allies “should reject the bombast of authoritarian
bullies” in the region’®?. In Michigan, Senator Obama said that the U.S. was held
hostage in the hands of “tyrants and dictators who control the world's oil wells”, and
he promised that during his presidency, he would work to end the energy dependency

of the U.S. to stop the U.S. dollars going into “the pockets of Venezuela”’®?,

After becoming the president, President Obama did not continue to call President
Chavez a dictator, tyrant, demagogue, or authoritarian leader. President Obama’s
rhetoric was highly critical of the Bush administration’s policies, but he also adopted
and improved many of President Bush's foreign policy strategies’®*. For instance, the
new administration continued the Bush administration’s competing vision rhetoric.
The U.S. was represented as the promoter of a positive vision, while the Chavez
administration was represented as the negative Other and a threat to this positive

agenda.

For too long, we have ceded the playing field to Hugo Chavez--a
democratically elected leader who does not govern democratically and whose
actions and vision for the region do not serve his citizens or people
throughout Latin America. (...) It is time for the United States to fill that void
with strong and sustained U.S. leadership in the region. We should have a
positive agenda for the hemisphere in response to the fear-mongering
propagated by Chavez and Evo Morales’®.
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792 |bid.

7% Barack H. Obama, “Remarks in Lansing, Michigan,” The American Presidency Project, 2008,
https://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/documents/remarks-lansing-michigan; Barack H. Obama, “Remarks
in Charleston, West Virginia,” The American Presidency Project, 2008,
https://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/documents/remarks-charleston-west-virginia-1.

% Timothy J. Lynch, In the Shadow of the Cold War: American Foreign Policy from George Bush Sr.
to Donald  Trump (Cambridge: Cambridge University  Press, 2020), 165,
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781139027120.

™ Hillary R. Clinton, “Nomination of Hillary R. Clinton to Be the Secretary of State,” U.S.

Government Publishing Office, 20009, https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-
111shrg54615/html/CHRG-111shrg54615.htm.

174



The Obama administration’s similar discourse constituted the U.S. as the builder of a
bright future for the hemisphere, simultaneously constituting the Chavez
administration as stuck in the dark past and following the failed ideologies of the 20™"
Century®, President Chavez’s rhetoric was highly populist. He argued that in the
past, the Venezuelan elites and the capitalist oil companies (represented by the U.S.)
greedily shared the oil income. In contrast, the Venezuelan people lived in

poverty’®’

. With a socialist agenda, he promised the Venezuelan people that the oil
income would be shared with the public during his presidency. This leftist-populist

agenda resonated with both the voters and other countries in the region.

President Obama’s rhetoric was based on challenging this leftist-populist rhetoric.
According to him, “the old debates of the past” between “the state-run economy Vvs.
unregulated capitalism” and “the right-wing paramilitaries vs. left-wing insurgents”
were over’®, According to Secretary Clinton, President Chavez was advancing his
“out-moded and anti-American ideologies” across the region for far too long’®.
Instead, the region “must choose the future over the past” because the future holds
opportunities for all the peoples of the Americas®®. Staying stuck in the past was
ideological, but offering principled policies for establishing equal partnerships and
constructive engagements for the future was intensely pragmatic®?. This principled,
pragmatic partnership is targeted to solve the region's problems, including poverty,

human rights abuses, transnational crime, climate change, and energy security®?.
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The ideological Venezuelan Other did not offer anything new for the region and the
problems the region had. According to the Obama administration, poverty and
inequality were the top problems in the region®. However, Venezuela’s success in
these two problems was not seen and entirely ignored by the Obama administration.
The administration never acknowledged the accomplishment of the Chavez
administration of reducing the poverty, extreme poverty, and inequality in
Venezuela. According to the World Bank Data, from 2003 to 2012, the poverty rate
decreased by 50%, while the extreme poverty rate decreased by 72% in
Venezuela®®. According to the United Nations Human Settlements Program,
Venezuela became the most equitable country in the region in 2012 while leaving

Brazil, Chile, and Uruguay behind®,

Asking the Chavez administration how they lowered the inequality and poverty in
Venezuela and then bringing up new policies to fight with them across the region
would be an excellent example of equal partnership and constructive engagement.
The Obama administration’s foreign policy discourse heavily relied on diplomacy,
engagement, and partnership; however, he did not offer the same courtesy to
Venezuela as Iran and Cuba. Even though the quality of democracy in Venezuela
declined during the Chavez administration, it was still a democracy, especially
compared to Iran, Cuba, and North Korea. While readmitting Cuba to the OAS, the
Obama administration also continued to constitute the Chavez administration as a
threat to the U.S. interests in the region, especially since President Chavez “created a

806

permissive environment for Hizballah to exploit” in the region®°. According to the

Director of National Intelligence Blair, President Chavez was “moving toward a
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more authoritarian and statist political and economic model” and “likely to continue
to support like-minded political allies and movements in neighboring countries and
seek to undermine moderate, pro-U.S. governments®®’. Here, Venezuela was

represented as a dangerous Other to the region and the U.S.” positive agenda.

On the other hand, the hemispheric Self would focus on the future with a positive
agenda and find pragmatic solutions to the region's problems for a better future®,
According to Secretary Clinton, the U.S. “should have a positive agenda for the
hemisphere in response to the fear-mongering propagated by Chavez®%. This
positive agenda was represented as a common agenda of the hemispheric Self, and

some of the authoritarian and populist Others could try to undermine it:

Our broad common agenda, not individual differences or outliers, should
define our interaction in the Americas. | know some governments in the
region will not embrace this approach, will do so only very selectively, or will
seek to undermine this common cause. Working together with others, we
need to be cleareyed and proactive in countering efforts to undermine our
common agenda. These can include attempts to expand authoritarian or
populist rule at the expense of effective democratic governance based on the
rule of law and representative government. They can also include the ill-
conceived embrace of dangerous or problematic external actors®2°.

Venezuela’s relations with Cuba and Iran were the most alarming thing for both the
Obama administration and the opposition. Both acknowledged this was a huge
concern, but their methods of dealing with it differed. The Obama administration
supported a collective action (such as the OAS) against these undemocratic practices
of the Others. At the same time, the Republicans in Congress wanted bold actions
such as declaring Venezuela as “a state sponsor of terrorism”, strong isolation, and
even sanctions against the individuals in the Chavez administration for violating the

human rights of the Venezuelans®'!. The latter, sanctioning the Venezuelan
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administrates, caused strong disagreement between the Obama administration (the
executive) and the Republicans in the U.S. Congress (the legislative) after the 2014
Protests in Venezuela. Therefore, the U.S. relations with Venezuela under President
Maduro should be analyzed separately from the Chavez administration. This will be
done in the next section while assessing the second key event of this study: the
legislative process of Executive Order 13692.

5.4. The Constitution of Venezuela as a National Security Threat to the U.S.
with Executive Order 13692

The disagreement on U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela between the U.S.
government and the opposition in Congress intensified after the election of Nicolas
Maduro in 2013. President Maduro was elected only by a 1.49% vote margin against
his opponent, Henrique Capriles®'?. Capriles then officially filed a complaint against
the results to the Electoral Council and called the Venezuelans to protest the election
fraud®. As a highly polarized country, Venezuelan society was divided into two as
the pro- and anti-Chavistas®4. The street protests began after the 2013 presidential
elections, and with every political crisis between the Venezuelan government and the

opposition, these protests started again.

Table 2. Economic Situation in Venezuela®®®

Oil Prices (Per Barrel $) 10.87 9554 78.84 4435 25
GDP of Venezuela (in billion US$) 91.33 371.1 482 258 115.88
Inflation in Venezuela (%0) 40 18 52 75 254.9

As Table 2 demonstrates, in 1998, the year Hugo Chavez was elected as the

president, the oil price was 10.87 U.S. dollars per barrel, and mainly because of the
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U.S. invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, it reached 128 U.S. dollars in 20088, This
created considerable revenue for the Venezuelan economy. However, the Chavez
administration could not diversify these revenues and invest in other sectors other
than the oil sector, so Venezuela remained dependent on oil revenues. The
Venezuelan economy started to decline when the oil prices started to go down in the
international market after 2013. In March 2013, the oil prices decreased to 95 U.S.
dollars, in February 2015 to 44 U.S. dollars, and in February 2016 to 25 U.S.

dollars®!’

As a result of the decrease in oil prices, right after President Chavez’s
death, the Venezuelan economy started to collapse. The GDP was 371 billion U.S.
dollars in 2013, falling to 258 billion U.S. dollars in 2015 and 115 billion U.S.
dollars in 201688, The inflation skyrocketed from 21% in 2012 to 254.9% in 2016°°.
The crime rates soared mainly due to the economic crisis and political

polarization®%,

The protests started in February 2014 after the murder of a famous Venezuelan
actress, Monica Spear, and her husband in a robbery®?!. The protests were against the
high crime rates, economic crisis, and democratic deterioration and continued until
May 2014. As a result of the violent clash between the Venezuelan government
supporters and the opposition, 43 people died from both sides®?2. The Maduro

government, in return, started to detain and prosecute the top opposition leaders for
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trying to overthrow the government, including Leopoldo Loépez, Maria Corina

Machado, Manuel Rosales, and Antonio Ledezma®?.

The official U.S. response to the crisis was to “call on the Venezuelan government to
provide the political space necessary for meaningful dialogue with the Venezuelan
people and to release detained protestors™®. Calling “to engage in genuine
dialogue” was also the official response to the protests after the 2013 Presidential

elections in Venezuela®®

. These official statements emphasized that the U.S. was not
the only one to call for a dialogue. The OAS and the Inter-American community also
wished for a dialogue. “The U.S. values its strong historic and cultural ties with the
Venezuelan people and remains committed to our relationship with them. With the
OAS and our regional partners, we are working to urge calm and encourage a
genuine dialogue among all Venezuelans®?®, When President Maduro accused the
U.S. government of trying to overthrow him and expelled three U.S. diplomats from
Venezuela, the Obama administration claimed that this was a move to distract the
international community from discussing what was really happening in Venezuela®?’.
Calling for dialogue was a multilateral approach consistent with the partnership and
engagement discourses. The U.S. clearly rearticulated that this was not a bilateral
issue between the U.S. and Venezuela but a multilateral issue that must be solved

through third-party mediation from the OAS or the UNASUR®%,
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The Republicans in Congress (especially Congresspeople of Florida, Marco Rubio
from the Senate, and lleana Ros-Lehtinen from the House) criticized the Obama
administration’s call for dialogue. They demanded harsher policies against the
Maduro government, such as imposing individual sanctions. Senator Rubio said,
“The President and his administration should vigorously enforce all existing U.S.
laws to identify and sanction individuals engaging in these human rights
violations”®?°, Representative Ros-Lehtinen said that the U.S. must stand up against
“this repressive regime because our inaction would only serve to embolden other
rogue regimes that seek to fight back the tides of democracy”®®°. Representative
Duncan argued that the U.S. has “an obligation, as the beacon of liberty in the free
world, to support the Venezuelans”®!, The first move came from the House by
Representative Ros-Lehtinen. She introduced H.Res. 488 for “supporting the people
of Venezuela as they protest peacefully for democratic change and calling to end the
violence”®2. She criticized the Obama administration for being too passive against
the actions of the Maduro regime. She immediately called the President to impose
sanctions with the International Emergency Economic Powers Act®®. Two days
later, Senator Menendez, a democrat, introduced S.Res. 365 in the Senate. It was
unanimously approved on March 12, 2014%%. This resolution also urged “the
President to impose targeted sanctions against individuals in Venezuela”®®. The

most crucial bill relating to this argument was introduced a day later, again by
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Senator Menendez, S.2142 Venezuela Defense of Human Rights and Civil Society
Act of 20148%, This bill created the base for the declaration of the Executive Order
13692.

Despite the legislative efforts to convince President Obama to impose sanctions
against the Maduro officials, the official U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela
(supporting dialogue) did not change. Especially after the UNASUR-led mediation
with the Vatican started on April 10, 2014%, Secretary Kerry stated, “We support
the UNASUR-sponsored dialogue in the hope that it will allow Venezuelans to come
together and take on the challenges that they face 8. However, the dialogue process
stopped on May 13, 2014, when the Maduro government denied the release of the
political prisoners. The coalition of the Venezuelan opposition (the MUD) decided to

leave the mediation8®

. The MUD was divided on demanding the immediate
resignation of President Maduro or pressuring the government to hold a democratic
legislative election in December 2015. Part of the MUD arguing about the latter
solution started to continue the dialogue process on May 23, 201434, The dialogue

process stalled but continued until January 201784,

The Obama administration was reluctant to impose sanctions while the UNASUR-
led mediation process continued because whenever the U.S. made a unilateral foreign
policy move, the Maduro government accused the U.S. of arranging a coup against

him®2, According to the former U.S. ambassador to Venezuela, Patrick Duddy, “In
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the current circumstance, the Maduro government would clearly love to turn their
domestic crisis into a bilateral one. We should not be sucked into that dynamic by
taking steps unilaterally at this point that would validate Maduro's wild
accusations”®*3, According to Representative McGovern, imposing individual
sanctions instead of supporting the dialogue process would be like throwing gasoline
on fire®*. He said, “What is not needed is for the U.S. to appear to be interfering in
the process and allowing the Maduro government to portray the political crisis of the
past few months as a conflict between Venezuela and the U.S.”8* More importantly,
Assistant Secretary Jacobson explained that the MUD asked the U.S. not to pursue
sanctions during the dialogue process in her May 7, 2014 testimony®4®. Moreover,
when the U.S. Senate passed the bill urging the President to impose sanctions, the

UNASUR immediately condemned this development®4’.

Then, the members of Congress increased the pressure on the government by
discussing the issue often, especially in the Subcommittees on the hemisphere (both
in the Senate and the House). The statements got harsher against the Maduro regime,
the regional organizations (especially the OAS for staying ineffective), and the
Obama administration for disengaging from the region®*®. The unresponsiveness
represented the most significant national security threat since 9/1184°. Representative
Ros-Lehtinen called this unresponsiveness a “lack of leadership”, claiming that
“President Obama chooses to lead from behind” with “five years of failed foreign

policy”®°. As a way to relieve the pressure of the opposition, Secretary Kerry
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imposed visa restrictions against “a number of VVenezuelan government officials who
have been responsible for or complicit in such human rights abuses” while
emphasizing that his decision was ‘“specific and targeted, directed at individuals
responsible for human rights violations and not at the Venezuelan nation or its

peOp|e”851-

Venezuela was not the only source of disagreement in the hemisphere between the
executive and the legislative; reestablishing a diplomatic relationship with Cuba was
also a big concern for the congresspeople from Florida since they were the children
of Cuban exiles themselves, including Congresspeople Ros-Lehtinen, Rubio,
Menendez, and DeSantis. Establishing a dialogue with the Castro regime was not a
possible action for the Republicans. After his election, President Obama lifted the
travel ban to Cuba and allowed remittances to Cuba in 200952, According to the
administration, this new approach would strengthen the link between the Cuban and
American people. By traveling to the U.S., Cubans would see the opportunities of a

free world and demand freedom from their government®2,

The second key event was formed around the discursive competition between the
executive (the Obama administration) and the legislative (the Congress) over the
disagreement about the individual sanctions against the Maduro government
officials. The Obama rhetoric supported the dialogue between the UNASUR, the
Maduro government, and the Venezuelan opposition coalition MUD. The
administration was reluctant to get involved in the mediation process or even to make
a harsh statement against the Maduro government while the dialogue process
continued. In this regard, the Maduro administration’s rhetoric of blaming the U.S.
for interfering in the domestic affairs of Venezuela was quite successful. It could

directly affect the Obama administration’s foreign policy actions.

In order to not be seen as a coercive power in the region, the Obama administration

promoted partnership, engagement, collective action, and multilateralism across the
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State, 2014, https://2009-2017.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2014/07/229928.htm.
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region. On the other hand, the opposition in Congress found this multilateral policy
of the administration ineffective and claimed that the Obama administration was
getting disengaged from the region. They emphasized the role of unilateral action,
including imposing sanctions on the Maduro administration officials since the
behaviors of regional organizations like the OAS “has been downright embarrassing
and shameful”®>*, The opposition was also repulsed by the U.S. inaction towards the
events in Venezuela while emphasizing that the world was watching to see what the
U.S. would do®®. This inaction would encourage the enemies of the U.S., which
could bring more significant threats than 9/118°. Senator Rubio said, “We should be
outraged about this. This is happening in our own hemisphere, right underneath our
nose. And it is shameful that the leadership of our government has so far not done
more to address this. This is happening right now, right in our own backyard, in our
own hemisphere”®’. With a very close discourse to the War on Terror, the
opposition represented the Venezuelan issue as a national security problem. They
urged the Obama administration to sanction the Venezuelan government officials

immediately.

The Obama administration declared its foreign policy change towards Cuba on
December 17, 2014%%8, Not so coincidently, President Obama signed the Venezuela
Defense of Human Rights and Civil Society Act of 2014 (S.2142) into law the next
day®®. The administration’s decision to reestablish diplomatic relations with Cuba
and impose sanctions (including freezing the assets, revoking visas, and penalty

fines) on Venezuelan authorities simultaneously was a tradeoff. These moves could
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be interpreted as a way to relieve the pressure of the opposition by giving them what
they want (imposing sanctions) while pursuing their planned foreign policy agendas
(reestablishing relations with Cuba and Iran). The S.2142 authorizes “the President to
impose U.S. asset blocking and U.S. exclusion sanctions against any person,
including a current or former government of Venezuela official®. It is a crucial bill
because it created the legal base for Presidential Executive Order 13692, which
imposed sanctions against Maduro government officials while constituting
Venezuela “an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security and

foreign policy of the United States” in March 2015%¢1, The order declares:

I, Barack Obama, President of the United States of America, find that the
situation in Venezuela, including the Government of Venezuela's erosion of
human rights guarantees, persecution of political opponents, curtailment of
press freedoms, use of violence and human rights violations and abuses in
response to antigovernment protests, and arbitrary arrest and detention of
antigovernment protestors, as well as the exacerbating presence of significant
public corruption, constitutes an unusual and extraordinary threat to the
national security and foreign policy of the United States, and I hereby declare
a national emergency to deal with that threat®?2,

Imposing individual sanctions on Venezuelan authorities created a huge reaction and
antipathy from the region and the world. Argentina, Brazil, China, Ecuador, and
Uruguay criticized the executive order®?. Politicians form the United Kingdom and
the EU Parliament signed a statement opposing the U.S. sanctions against
Venezuela®, International Organizations, including CELAC, UNASUR, and G77+,
declared statements against the constitution of VVenezuela as a national security threat
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to the U.S.8% The UNASUR issued a statement and “manifest their rejection of the
Executive Order issued on March 9, 2015, by the government of the United States of
America, for it constitutes a threat of interference against the sovereignty and the
principle of non-intervention in other States’ affairs”®®. Even the Venezuelan
opposition stood against the executive order as oppositional leader Henry Falcon
said, “Venezuela cannot be considered a threat to any other nation on the planet. We

have serious internal problems, but we will solve them between Venezuelans*8,

Unexpecting the worldwide reaction, the Obama administration repeatedly tried to
elaborate on the meaning of Executive Order 136928, The order gave the Obama
administration the ability to sanction and freeze certain Venezuelan authorities’
assets in the U.S. According to the Obama administration, in order to implement
S.2142, the Venezuela Defense of Human Rights and Civil Society Act of 2014,
President Obama legally had to apply the International Emergency Economic Powers
Act, especially for being able to freeze the assets of the Venezuelan authorities in the
U.S. soil. The right to private property is ‘sacred’ in U.S. law; therefore, the
President could only regulate international transactions and commerce after declaring

a national emergency against an unusual and extraordinary threat®®®. According to

85 Lucas Koerner, “G77+ China, CELAC, UK Politicians Reject US Aggressions on Venezuela,”
VenezuelAnalysis, 2015, https://venezuelanalysis.com/news/11298/; The Organization of American
States, “OAS Permanent Council Received the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela,” The OAS
Permanent Council, 2015, https://www.oas.org/en/media_center/press_release.asp?sCodigo=E-
091/15.

86 Venezuel Analysis, “UNASUR Rejects US Aggressions on Venezuela.”
87 Eva Golinger, “Latin America in Uproar over Obama’s Venezuela Sanctions,” International
Business Times, 2015, https://www.ibtimes.co.uk/latin-america-uproar-over-obamas-venezuela-
sanctions-1495447.

88 Senior Administration Official, “Background Conference Call by Senior Administration Officials
on the President’s Executive Order on Venezuela,” The American Presidency Project, 2015,
https://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/documents/background-conference-call-senior-administration-
officials-the-presidents-executive-order; U.S. Government Publishing Office, “The Deepening
Political and Economic Crisis in Venezuela: Implications for U.S. Interests and the Western
Hemisphere,” The Subcommittee on the Western Hemisphere, 2015,
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-114shrg96257/html/CHRG-114shrg96257.htm; Michael
Fitzpatrick, “Remarks at the Special Meeting of the Permanent Council to Receive the Minister of
Foreign  Affairs of Venezuela,” U.S. Department of State, 2015, https://2009-
2017 .state.gov/p/wha/rls/rm/239556.htm.

89 U.S. Office of the Law Revision Counsel, “50 USC Ch. 35: The International Emergency

Economic Powers Act,” 1977,
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title50/chapter35&edition=prelim.

187



the Interim Permanent Representative of the U.S. to the OAS, Michael Fitzpatrick,
the executive order was “misunderstood or misinterpreted”, he added that the
constitution of the unusual and extraordinary threat was “part of the language of the
statute that the President is required to employ in order to implement the actions
mandated by the law”®"%, He claimed that the executive order was an internal issue
and that the U.S. was “exercising a sovereign right to protect U.S. immigration
prerogatives at home, and to protect the U.S. financial system from unwanted
investors and their money, at home®’*. The Obama administration also repeatedly
stated that “this executive order does not sanction the Venezuelan government and
also does not target the Venezuelan people. Seven individuals were listed in the
annex of this authority today for being involved in committing significant acts of
violence or serious human rights violation”®”2, As Venezuela’s largest trading
partner; the U.S. could only “want the Venezuelan people to succeed and to
thrive8”. A month after the declaration of Executive Order 13692, President Obama
said, “We do not believe that Venezuela poses a threat to the United States, nor does

the United States threaten the Venezuelan government”®74,

The Obama administration’s two basic discourses of equal partnership and
constructive engagement had severe internal inconsistencies. The administration
declared that the countries of the hemisphere would be equal partners from then on
and that “the era of Monroe Doctrine is over”®’°. On the other hand, they promised to
renew the American leadership in the region, which transparently indicated a
hierarchical relationship. The main inconsistency emerged after the continuous

oppositional challenges from Congress when the Obama administration constituted
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Venezuela as an unusual and extraordinary threat to the U.S. Many countries and
international organizations criticized the executive order, especially since the

dialogue process continued at that time.

The declaration of the Executive Order 13692clearly shows the importance of
oppositional discourses. Despite being in power, the Obama administration, as the
executive, could not resist the challenges of the oppositional discourses of Congress.
Congresspeople (mainly from Florida) Rubio, Menendez, DeSantis, Ros-Lehtinen,
and Mack played a vital role in shaping the discursive space where the U.S. foreign
policy was determined. By making countless statements, using social media
effectively, bringing the issue to Congress repeatedly, introducing bills to Congress,
and, more importantly, successfully constituting Venezuelan Others discursively,
they gained the ability to shape the U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela. When
Donald Trump became the President of the U.S., these congresspeople could
constitute the hegemonic U.S. foreign policy discourse over Venezuela, which led to

the sanctioning of the oil sector in 2019 for the first time in U.S. history.
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CHAPTER 6

RECOGNIZING JUAN GUAIDO AND SANCTIONING VENEZUELAN OIL
THE EXCESSIVE EFFORTS TO UNSEAT NICOLAS MADURO

“This election is a choice between the
AMERICAN DREAM and a SOCIALIST
NIGHTMARE. Our opponents want to turn
America into Communist Cuba or Socialist
Venezuela. As long as | am President, America
will never be a socialist country!”876

“Now it is time for every other nation to pick a
side. No more delays, no more games. Either you
stand with the forces of freedom, or you are in
league with Maduro and his mayhem™®"".

The Trump era was fundamentally different than the Bush and Obama era. President
Trump’s rhetoric was highly populist; therefore, this difference was a condition for
this rhetoric’s existence. Populist leaders have to differentiate themselves from the
former leaders in order to attract the masses. According to the populist leaders, the
leaders before them were not the actual leaders of the people but the leaders of an
establishment. Naturally, they only protect the establishment’s interests, not the
people's. This is why the populist leaders' central promise is a temporal rupture. In
President Trump’s case, this break represented a “new chapter” that “will be
authored by the American people” and only the American people “will be running
the show, not the donors, not the insiders, not the media executives” and indeed not
“the corrupt establishment”®’8, In his rhetoric, his rival in the 2016 election, Hillary
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Clinton, represented a part of the past and the corrupt establishment, while his

campaign represented the new future®®.

This new future is inherently related to Donald Trump’s America First discourse and
Make America Great Again campaign. In this future, American citizens will always
come first. According to this discourse, in the past, the U.S. put the security of other
nations first by spending the U.S. military budget for others and making trade deals
where the American people were disadvantaged, like NAFTA, the Paris Agreement,
or the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP)8

Because today we are not merely transferring power from one administration
to another or from one party to another, but we are transferring power from
Washington, DC, and giving it back to you, the people. (...) For many
decades, we have enriched foreign industry at the expense of American
industry and subsidized the armies of other countries while allowing for the
very sad depletion of our military. We have defended other nations' borders
while refusing to defend our own and spent trillions and trillions of dollars
overseas while America's infrastructure has fallen into disrepair and decay.
We have made other countries rich while the wealth, strength, and confidence
of our country has dissipated over the horizon. (...) But that is the past. And
now we are looking only to the future®,

In this future, President Trump’s promise was a new foreign policy where “America
will put its citizens, its values, and its concerns first”®2, This chapter elaborates on
President Trump’s foreign policy discourse by assessing the discursive constitutions
of the American Self and Venezuelan Others by focusing on the U.S. recognition of

Guaido as the interim president of Venezuela.
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6.1. Foreign Policy, Principled Realism and America First Discourse

President Trump’s America First discourse was the hegemonic discourse. It has the
power of convincing the voters to elect Donald Trump as the president. After his

election, President Trump put America First into practice.

America First discourse had an apparent temporal rupture not just from the Obama
administration but also from the Clinton and Bush administrations. President Trump
claimed that after the end of the Cold War, the U.S. and the presidents lost their
ability to lead the world by not fully adapting to the change that came with
globalization®3, It was not a coincidence that his campaign's motto was the same as
Ronald Reagan’s 1980 presidential campaign: “Let’s Make America Great
Again”®®. Ergo, according to President Trump, after the Reagan administration, not
only the U.S. power and leadership but also the American people’s interests were
compromised®®®, President Trump openly criticized specific policies of the Bush
administration, including the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. However, he mainly
focused on denouncing Bill Clinton’s and Barack Obama’s presidencies because his
opponent in the presidential race was Hillary Clinton. President Trump’s criticisms
towards the previous administrations varied from the economic deterioration (not just
from the 2008 financial crisis but also from the “not fair” free trade agreements like
NAFTA), increased unemployment rates, production shift to China, unsecured
borders, undocumented immigration, and Obama administration’s diplomacy first

(friend and foe alike) approach in foreign policy®®®. According to President Trump,
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“The Hillary Clinton foreign policy has cost America thousands of lives and trillions
of dollars — and unleashed ISIS across the world”®®’. He also claimed that “the way
President Obama and Hillary Clinton negotiate gets nothing of value for the United
States, ever”®®, The Bush and Obama administrations tried to establish a positive
foreign policy agenda (especially in the Western Hemisphere) based on promoting
U.S. values, as discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. The Trump administration did the
opposite and adopted a problem-oriented agenda where the problems in the U.S. and
worldwide and the dangers they posed to the American Self were repeatedly

articulated by the President or his team.

This problem-oriented agenda was promoted, especially during the election periods.
A month before the midterm elections in November 2018, President Trump stated,
“If Democrats get control, they flood your streets with criminal aliens, weaken our
military (...), and replace freedom with socialism. (...) They will turn America into
Venezuela”®®, This statement was not in just one instance. President Trump and
Vice President Pence made various statements similar to this speech®?. Within the
America First discourse, the people could only be protected if President Trump gets
elected. After winning the 2016 presidential elections, the Trump administration laid
out their foreign policy agenda as “principled realism” because “eight years of
Obama meant there was much to repair’®®%. American leadership must be reasserted
for the Trump administration since the U.S.” “adversaries have been emboldened to
take advantage of this absence of American leadership”8®2,
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President Trump faced significant challenges in filling important bureaucratic
positions. His first national security advisor, Michael Flynn, resigned before
completing his first month in the position8®. President removed Secretary of State

Rex Tillerson from office just after one year from Twitter8%

. Apart from personal
disagreements, the Senate’s confirmation of the presidential nominations was often
delayed or denied. Secretary of State Pompeo made many statements while
emphasizing the relation between filling these empty seats and U.S. national
security®®. These appointment complications created a problem for the
administration in shaping its agenda on crucial issues such as foreign policy. This is
why the 2017 National Security Strategy (NSS) was the only key text until Mike
Pompeo became Secretary of State. It framed the Trump administration’s foreign

policy agenda, and this agenda heavily relied on “principled realism”:

This strategy is guided by principled realism. It is realist because it
acknowledges the central role of power in international politics, affirms that
sovereign states are the best hope for a peaceful world, and clearly defines
our national interests. It is principled because it is grounded in the knowledge
that advancing American principles spreads peace and prosperity around the
globe. We are guided by our values and disciplined by our interests®,

Based on the realist school of International Relations, President Trump’s principled
realism promoted the traditional nation-state as the main actor of international
relations, prioritized the U.S. national interest over any other entity (nation-state or
otherwise), simultaneously rejecting the global governance, any superior entity over
the nation-states, and liberalism. At the U.N. General Assembly in 2018, he declared,
“We reject the ideology of globalism, and we embrace the doctrine of patriotism.
Around the world, responsible nations must defend against threats to sovereignty not

just from global governance, but also from other, new forms of coercion and
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domination®, The principled realism represented liberalism as a weakness since it
was a “discredited theory that had failed for decades to yield progress”®®. When
former U.S. presidents opted out for liberalism, the allies and enemies of the U.S.
took advantage of U.S. In President Trump’s words “other countries have been
ripping us off so badly, and some of the worst offenders are our so-called allies. (...)
European Union is worse to us on trade than China”®®. In a speech titled “Restoring
the Role of the Nation-State in the Liberal International Order”, Secretary Pompeo
strongly criticized the post-Cold War liberal world order by stressing the importance

of the revitalization of the nation-states®®.

America First discourse relied on this temporal distinction between the old and the
new U.S. The former, post-Cold War U.S. was governed by liberal presidents who
were elected by the big donors, not the people, made trade deals (like NAFTA) in
favor of other countries, sent the U.S. Army overseas while weakening U.S. borders,
prioritizing diplomacy with enemies (like Cuba) and neglecting the U.S. citizens
(especially by shifting the production to China and therefore increasing
unemployment in the U.S.). The world is changing, creating new challenges, and the
former U.S. could not respond to these challenges, especially the new competitive
challenges coming from China and Russia. According to President Trump, “These
competitions require the United States to rethink the policies of the past two
decades—rpolicies based on the assumption that engagement with rivals and their
inclusion in international institutions and global commerce would turn them into
benign actors and trustworthy partners. For the most part, this premise turned out to

be false”®®!. Consequently, the new U.S., under President Trump, would be governed
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by principled realism (not by false ideologies) where the administration “will serve
the American people and uphold their right to a government that prioritizes their
security, their prosperity, and their interests. This National Security Strategy puts
America First”®2, To do so, the Trump administration determined four pillars for the
2017 NSS: protecting the American people, the homeland, and our way of life,
promoting American prosperity, preserving peace through strength, and advancing

American influence®®,

The first pillar of the 2017 NSS was protecting the American people, the homeland,
and the American way of life, which was inherently related to the constitution of the
American Self and Radical Others like ISIS or North Korea®*. This pillar referred to
the strengthening of U.S. border security inside and pursuing threats (radical
extremism) to their sources outside. The second pillar promoted American
prosperity, especially by moving American companies back to the U.S. for American
workers and renegotiating the “unfair” trade agreements like NAFTA, Paris
Agreement, or TPP%®, President Trump declared that after the renegotiations, he
would terminate the trade agreements if he could not get a good deal for the U.S.%.
Under the Trump administration, the U.S. withdrew from the Paris Climate
Agreement®® the TPP®® U.N. Human Rights Council®® and renegotiated
NAFTA%C, The third pillar was preserving peace through strength, which refers to

renewing the U.S. military, intelligence, nuclear, and defensive capabilities®'®. The
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Trump administration claimed that post-Cold War U.S. administrations relied on a
liberal ideology, decreased military spending, and ran after international cooperation
for nothing: “We assumed that our military superiority was guaranteed and that a
democratic peace was inevitable. We believed that liberal-democratic enlargement
and inclusion would fundamentally alter the nature of international relations and that
competition would give way to peaceful cooperation”®?. The last pillar concerned
advancing American influence worldwide, especially by promoting American values:
liberty, democracy, and the rule of law without compromising U.S. interests in the

multilateral forums®13,

Leader-centered populist rhetoric and, to some extent, the inability to fill the top
bureaucratic positions enabled a foreign policy constituted around the leader. Trump
administration’s identity construction heavily depended on the 2017 National
Security Strategy and his key speeches, such as the inauguration speech®* and the
State of the Union addresses®*®. The following two sub-sections will elaborate on the
construction of the Self concerning the dangerous Others in the Trump era by

analyzing these texts.
6.1.1. The Constitution of the Others during the Trump Era
The Trump administration had a clear articulation of the categories of the Others; at

the top of the agenda were “hostile state and non-state actors”®!®: North Korea, Iran,

and “Jihadist terrorist organizations” like ISIS and al-Qa’ida®'’. These actors were
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constructed as active, direct, and radical dangers to the very existence of the
American Self. “North Korea seeks the capability to kill millions of Americans with
nuclear weapons. Iran supports terrorist groups and openly calls for our destruction.
Jihadist terrorist organizations such as ISIS and al-Qa’ida are determined to attack
the United States and radicalize Americans with their hateful ideology®'®. The Trump
administration claimed that eight years of the Obama-Clinton administration did
nothing but empower these threats with a concessive foreign policy®'®. As a result,
these dangerous “outlaw regimes” and terrorist threats emboldened during the
Obama era and posed more danger to Americans®?. This is why President Trump
repeatedly complained about how he “inherited a mess” from the previous
administration and that they should never allowed these dangers to get to that

point®2L,

The strategies to deal with these radical Others varied. The first group of radical
Other was the jihadist terrorists. In this representation, they were barbarians and had
“wicked”, “evil”, “hateful”, and “barbaric ideologies”gzz. Similar to Todorov’s
argument, the barbaric Others cannot be transformed into something better like the
Self; therefore, the only strategy was constructed as their extermination. In President
Trump’s words, “We have no choice but to annihilate them. (...) Terrorists are not
merely criminals; they are unlawful enemy combatants. And when captured
overseas, they should be treated like the terrorists they are”®?®. The Obama

administration also had a similar approach to dealing with the ‘extremists’, but
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Secretary Clinton repeatedly emphasized the importance of foreign aid to fight
terrorism and to help the people. The Trump administration denied this diplomatic
approach. According to Secretary Tillerson, the State Department’s only job was to

clear and secure the areas, but rebuilding the communities was not their job%,

The second group of radical Other consisted of North Korea and Iran. The Trump
administration defined North Korea as “the greatest security threat”%?, and the
primary focus of U.S. national security efforts had been the denuclearization of
North Korea®® because the nuclearization of these regimes created “the most
significant existential threat to the United States”%?’. Here, the primary strategy was
implementing all the available diplomatic tools to pressure the “rogue regime” of
North Korea to “keep the pressure on and bring them to the negotiating table” so the
threat could be successfully eliminated®®, President Trump’s National Security
Advisor, John Bolton, admitted that he was supporting a military strategy towards
North Korea because the economic sanctions alone would not stop Kim Jong Un®%,
He said, “A preemptive strike against North Korea’s nuclear and ballistic-missile
programs would work; how we could use massive conventional bombs against
Pyongyang’s artillery north of the DMZ, which threatened Seoul, thereby reducing
casualties dramatically”®®. In the end, President Trump did not support Bolton’s
military strategy and followed the diplomatic strategy to deal with the threats posed

by both North Korea and Iran. The Obama administration attempted to ease
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diplomatic relations with both Iran and Cuba. This move was seen as a weakness of
the Obama administration; therefore, the Trump administration’s diplomatic agenda
was reversing them immediately. According to the Trump administration, President
Obama’s premise was that “the policies based on the assumption that engagement
with rivals and their inclusion in international institutions and global commerce
would turn them into benign actors and trustworthy partners” turned out to be

false®!

. These appeasement policies with ‘the rogue regimes’ gave them the
opportunity to strengthen their regimes inside and advance their anti-Western
propaganda outside®?. So, President Trump declared, “We will not avert our eyes
from a regime that chants ‘Death to America’”®®. In the end, the Trump
administration’s strategy to deal with these threats was using all the diplomatic tools
to isolate these regimes in the international realm (including sanctions), undermining
their internal support, forcing them to negotiate for denuclearization, and therefore

eliminating their threats to the U.S. citizens.

China and Russia were also constituted as a threat to the U.S. but not as dangerous as
Iran and North Korea. They were represented as rivals, creating “strategic
challenges” that could threaten the U.S. influence worldwide®®*. China and Russia’s
tendency to support anti-U.S. regimes worldwide was the primary concern for the
U.S. since “China and Russia want to shape a world antithetical to U.S. values and
interests”%%. China’s strategic challenge was economic for the Trump administration
since there was a production shift from the U.S. to China for years and China had
been investing billions of dollars in infrastructure, especially in the Western
Hemisphere. This was considered dangerous to the U.S.” regional interests and the
Monroe Doctrine®®. U.S. strategy to confront China and Russia was to promote
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American values and persuade the governments to cooperate with the U.S. instead of
China or Russia. The Trump administration claimed that “China’s offer always come
at a price — usually in the form of state-led investments, carried out by imported
Chinese labor, onerous loans, and unsustainable debt”, while the U.S.” approach was
based on mutual gains®’, “mutual respect and shared principles” unlike China and
Russia’s “purely transactional mindset”®®8, Unlike China, Russia was identified as a
danger to the U.S.%% Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, support for the Assad regime in
Syria, possession of nuclear power, relations with undemocratic regimes (including
Venezuela), and interference with the 2016 U.S. elections were the main problems
according to Secretary Pompeo®C. The U.S.” main strategy to deal with these
problems was “to steadily raise the costs of aggression until Vladimir Putin chooses a
less confrontational foreign policy while keeping the door open for dialogue in our
national interest”®*!, The U.S.” relations with both China and Russia became highly
strained over Venezuela after 2019 since both were “seeking to expand military
linkages and arms sales across the region”, but especially in Venezuela®¥2. According
to National Security Advisor Bolton, the U.S. sanctions would be more effective, and
President Maduro would be overthrown if it were not for the support of China and
Russia®3. This issue will be discussed further under section 6.4.

In the 2017 NSS, Cuba and Venezuela were represented as threats to the common

security and shared values of the Western Hemisphere since these threats were
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coming from “areas of close proximity” to the U.S. and the region®“. They were
represented as threats to Western values (democracy, market-oriented economy, and
the rule of law), their people were suffering under “anachronistic leftist authoritarian
models”, but more importantly, they were weak states and U.S. rivals like China and
Russia seen this power gap as an opportunity to operate in the region®¥: “Both China
and Russia support the dictatorship in Venezuela and are seeking to expand military
linkages and arms sales across the region”®. This was the first time the Maduro
regime called a dictatorship in an NSS. In the 2015 NSS, Venezuela was mentioned
only once, and its democracy was at risk®’. The strategy to deal with Cuba and
Venezuela was increasing regional efforts to build reliable partnerships united
around the shared values of the OAS and the Inter-American Democratic Charter and
isolating the regimes of Cuba and Venezuela from all the free states across the

hemisphere®.

Unlike the Bush and Obama administrations, the Trump administration’s foreign
policy discourse primarily focused on the negative agenda and the propagation of
conspiracy theories. This discourse depended on the continuous articulation of the
existential threats and how these threats could have severe consequences for the Self:
North Korea could obtain the nuclear power to “kill millions of Americans”*°, Iran
chanted “Death to America”®?, China was taking American workers’ jobs%!, Russia
was meddling with the U.S. elections and attempting “to sow instability in

America”®®2, Even though conspiracy theories are not new, the internet has increased
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conspiracy theories’ ability to reach millions in just a couple of hours. The increasing
numbers of flat-earthers or microchip vaccine conspiracy theorists are inconceivable.
According to Muirhead and Rosenblum, the use of conspiracy theories to

delegitimize democracy is a new phenomenon®®3

, and one example was President
Trump. This new conspiracism is not interested in the truths, explanations, or
evidence. Instead, its power comes from its spillover effect on social media. By
delegitimizing democracy and attacking its core institutions like political parties, this
new conspiracism creates an antidemocratic ideology®*. This ideology rejects
pluralism, congressional testimonies, and institutionalized traditions (like giving
daily press briefings in the White House). Ultimately, this ideology would enable the
unification of the people as a single Self around the leader®®. In President Trump’s
words, “We will be One American Nation. We Will Be One American People”®%®,
The construction of this new American Self under the Trump presidency will be

analyzed in the next section.

6.1.2. Rediscovering American ldentity

According to President Trump, the 2016 presidential elections would be historical
because “This election will decide whether we are ruled by the people or the
politicians™®’. The post-Cold War U.S. started to serve an establishment, a rigged
political and economic system. This system was rigged by “the big donors”, “big
businesses”, “fake media”, and bureaucrats®®. The politicians led this establishment

to look out for the interests of the big donors instead of the interests of the American
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people®®. The Obama-Clinton administration represented the establishment, while
President Trump represented all of the American people regardless of their race,
religion, gender, and political parties®®. Therefore, the election of Donald Trump as
the president would mean “transferring power from Washington, DC, and giving it
back to the people”®®!. The people here did not represent a specific part of the
American society. Within America First discourse, American people were united
around a single Self: “We are fighting for all Americans — Democrats, Republicans,
Independents, Conservatives, Liberals — who have been failed by this corrupt system.

We are fighting for everyone who does not have a voice”?,

The American Self before President Trump represented as forgotten, disregarded,
and financially struggling®?2. This representation constituted the temporal dimension
of the American Self during the Trump era. With the America First discourse, this
temporal break from the past and having a bright future with the leadership of
President Trump was highlighted. The past was “bitter and divisive”®®*, while the
future “includes each and every American”®. Therefore, with President Trump in
office, “It is time to break with the bitter failures of the past and to embrace a new,
inclusive, and prosperous American future”®%, The past also embraced an ideology
of globalism (President Trump used globalism, interventionist globalism®’, and
global governance®® interchangeably), and this ideology made big businesses richer
while making Americans poorer. The previous U.S. presidents signed unfair trade

agreements (especially NAFTA and TPP), enabling shifts in production from the
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U.S. to Mexico or China. This, in return, increased unemployment in the U.S. and
decreased wages while increasing the taxes for the American business. All, in return,
weakened the American economy. Global governance was seen as a threat to
sovereignty®® and U.S. borders®”°. Therefore, America First also represented a break
from globalism. As President Trump said, “We reject the ideology of globalism, and
we embrace the doctrine of patriotism®, This patriotism represented rediscovering

the American identity®"?

and reclaiming the American pride and power: “What we
are witnessing today is the renewal of the American spirit. Our allies will find that
America is once again ready to lead. All the nations of the world—friend or foe—

will find that America is strong, and America is proud”®”.

The spatial dimension of the American Self within the America First discourse is
quite prominent. According to President Trump, American exceptionalism has been
hurt by previous administrations, especially the Obama-Clinton administration. The
Obama administration depleted the U.S. military, humiliated America, and hurt
national pride®*. President Trump made many statements that the world was
laughing at the weak state of the U.S.°"> According to the America First discourse,
the temporal break from this ‘embarrassing’ past also revitalized American
exceptionalism. President Trump claimed that with his presidency, “A new era of

American exceptionalism is dawning®’®. The Trump administration repeatedly
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articulated the superior position of the U.S. concerning the rest of the world®’": “This
is the greatest country in the world. We now have the strongest military by far. (...)
We have the greatest economy on Earth”®’®, More importantly, this hierarchical
distinction of the spatial identity created a premise where the inside (within the U.S.

borders) was represented as safe, prosperous, and stronger than any other nation.

The ethical dimension of the rediscovered American Self was also about
rediscovering the responsibilities of the U.S. presidency. According to the Trump
administration, previous administrations ignored their responsibilities to the
American people. They focused on the U.S.” worldwide responsibilities by
overreaching its capabilities and neglecting its citizens. As already mentioned, the
Trump administration claimed that even the allies of the U.S. had taken advantage of
the U.S., and with the new administration, this would be over®”®. In return, the Trump
administration expected the allies to do more: “We expect them to shoulder a fair
share of the burden of responsibility to protect against common threats%. By
renegotiating NAFTA, withdrawing from the TPP, or forcing NATO members to
meet their financial obligations, President Trump argued that the U.S. reclaimed its
responsibility to its citizens. Moreover, the administration has not stopped its ‘moral
responsibility’ worldwide. This responsibility was represented as promoting U.S.
values worldwide and confronting the regimes that do not follow these values. As
Secretary Tillerson said, “Our moral light must not go out if we are to remain an
agent of freedom for mankind. Supporting human rights in our foreign policy is a key
component of clarifying to a watching world what America stands for”%! The
ethical dimension of the new American Self of the Trump era is particularly relevant

for the U.S. recognition of Guaidd as the interim president of Venezuela. This
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relation will be discussed in detail in section 6.4. The following section focuses on
the Trump administration’s policy towards the Western Hemisphere and the two

basic discourses of the administration.

6.2. The Return to the Monroe Doctrine: Employing America First Across the

Western Hemisphere

Unlike the two previous administrations, the U.S. engagement with the hemisphere
was not the top priority for the Trump administration’s agenda. President Trump was
the first president ever who did not attend the Summit of the Americas in 2018. The
lack of appointees was not the reason for his negligence; on the contrary, it resulted
from the America First agenda. Within the America First discourse, President
Trump’s priority was the Americans. Foreign policy and international relations were
just tools for making American people’s lives so much better than before: “Every
decision on trade, on taxes, on immigration, on foreign affairs, will be made to

benefit American workers and American families”%2,

The Trump administration criticized many Obama administration policies. However,
his foreign policy towards the hemisphere was subjected to the harshest criticisms,
especially President Obama’s reconstitution of diplomatic relations with Cuba and
Secretary Kerry’s statements about the end of the Monroe Doctrine. National
Security Advisor Bolton interpreted Kerry’s statement as “a mistake that had
reverberated through all of the national security departments and agencies with
predictable effects%%. NAFTA and immigration from the South were other crucial
policies criticized by President Trump. He said, “We have lost one-third of our
manufacturing jobs since Bill and Hillary Clinton gave us NAFTA. We are going to
stop companies from leaving our country and keep those jobs right here in
America”®*. He also said, “Immigration security is national security. Hillary's pledge

for ‘open borders’ includes an open border with the Middle East — meaning
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generations of radicalism and terrorism spreading and growing within your

communities and near your families°.

The Trump administration’s main agenda in the hemisphere was “to reverse the
consequences of the disastrous Obama-era policies™®°. However, the appointment
problem also affected the State Department’s Bureau of Western Hemisphere
Affairs, the top position for determining and implementing the policy towards the
hemisphere. The nomination of Kimberly Breier as the Assistant Secretary of State in
the Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs was approved by the Senate in October
2018, six months after her nomination. Until her approval in October 2018, the top
administrative seat concerning the Western Hemisphere was filled only by acting
Assistant Secretaries. Ten months later, she resigned over the disagreement with the
White House on immigration policies®®’. Because of the lack of top bureaucrats,
President Trump’s foreign policy towards the Western Hemisphere was mainly
handled by Vice President Mike Pence, Secretary Tillerson, and then Pompeo, and

after January 2019, the U.S. Special Representative for Venezuela, Elliott Abrams.

The predominance of America First discourse is also visible in the Trump
administration’s foreign policy towards the hemisphere. America First has a
presupposition that all other nations, including the “so-called allies”, had been taken
advantage of the U.S. while the latter had suffered®®. Therefore, President Trump’s
foreign policy agenda implied revanchism. First and foremost, maintaining foreign
relations with the U.S. depended on the other side’s behavior: making up for their
past mistakes. NAFTA was represented as one of those mistakes. President Trump
stated, “It is [NAFTA] been very good for Canada, it is been very good for Mexico,

but it has been horrible for the United States”®®. So, under Trump, like other trade

95 Trump, “Remarks at the Collier County Fairgrounds in Naples, Florida.”
96 Bolton, “Remarks to the Bay of Pigs Veterans Association.”

%7 Justin Wise, “Top US Diplomat Breier for Latin America Resigns,” The Hill, 2018,
https://thehill.com/homenews/administration/456653-top-us-diplomat-for-latin-america-resigns/.

%8 Trump, “Remarks by President at Turning Point USA’s Teen Student Action Summit 2019.”
%9 Donald J. Trump, “Remarks During a Meeting With President Mauricio Macri of Argentina,” The

American Presidency Project, 2017, https://www.presidency.ucsh.edu/documents/remarks-during-
meeting-with-president-mauricio-macri-argentina-and-exchange-with-reporters.

208



agreements, NAFTA had to be either renegotiated or terminated (if the opposite sides
denied the renegotiation)®®. Ultimately, the Trump administration decided to
renegotiate and replace NAFTA with The United States, Mexico, and Canada
Agreement (USMCA), which entered into force on July 1, 2020%, The other states
did not welcome this revanchist understanding of foreign policy since the U.S.
superiority is embedded in this understanding. As a result, during the Trump era,

U.S. relations with the Western Hemisphere were callous.

Secretary Tillerson declared the Trump administration’s foreign policy agenda
towards the region after one year in presidency on February 1, 2018%2. He elaborated
on the three pillars of the U.S. foreign policy towards the hemisphere: economic
growth, regional security, and democratic governance®2, The first pillar, economic
growth, was related to economic prosperity (benefiting American workers). For the
Trump administration, making fair and reciprocal trade agreements was the key for
reaching prosperity®®. This was why renegotiating NAFTA was a priority for the
administration. Moreover, confronting China’s economic influence across the
hemisphere was another policy for this pillar®®. This confrontation was about
convincing the hemispheric countries to trade with the U.S. instead of China. This
convincing strategy was based on exposing the negative ways to make trade deals
with China while mentioning the positive aspects of making trade deals with the U.S.
Secretary Pompeo stated, “The problem, though, is when China does business in
places like Latin America, it often injects corrosive capital into the economic

bloodstream, giving life to corruption and eroding good governance”%%.
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The second pillar was regional security, and it targeted transnational criminal
organizations, drug and human trafficking, corruption, and immigration. These were
also targeted to protect the U.S. citizens at home and abroad®®’. The U.S. prioritized
enhancing security cooperation with Central American countries and Mexico to
ensure regional security. Building a wall on the U.S.-Mexico border and stopping the
migrant caravan were the main strategies to ensure regional security®®. The migrant
caravan was a migration flow from Central American countries to the U.S. Right
before the 2018 mid-term elections, thousands of people (the estimated number was
five thousand) left their home countries and started to move toward the U.S. to seek
asylum in October 2018%%°. The caravan movement presented an opportunity for the
Trump administration, and he combined ‘the socialist threat’ with ‘the open border’
threat. He said, “The Democrats want to invite caravan after caravan of illegal aliens
to flood into your communities, depleting our resources and overwhelming our
nation”%, Using “illegal alien” instead of “undocumented immigrant” was a
political choice. Of course, illegal alien is a technical legal term in U.S. law;
however, many U.S. institutions decided to change the term to “noncitizen” because
the term “illegal aliens” was found outdated, pejorative, and derogatory'%, The term
alien is employed for dehumanization and constructing the immigrants as a subject

less than humans, as “ravages”, for instance®?. This construction, in return, enabled
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specific policies like separating children from their families, forcing immigrants into
prison-like detention centers, and using them as scapegoats for the problems of the
receiving country®3, President Trump linked the migrant caravan and socialist
danger together as a national security problem and, right before the 2018 mid-term
elections, used this threat to unite his voters around his leadership. This danger
constitution will be assessed through section 6.4.

The last pillar was promoting U.S. values across the region and “defending freedom,
democracy, and human rights and seeking to end corruption throughout the
hemisphere”%%4, This pillar was inherently related to U.S.—Venezuela relations. Like
previous administrations, the Trump administration maintained a multilateral
approach for strengthening democratic governance across the region and confronting
the problems of restoring democracies in Cuba, Nicaragua, and Venezuela®®,
Instead of acting alone, the U.S. preferred to act with the Lima Group or the OAS
while confronting these challenges'®®. Because acting alone could cause questioning
of the legitimacy of the U.S. involvement in Venezuela, this involvement will also be

discussed in the following two sections of this chapter.

President Trump's foreign policy towards the Western Hemisphere focused on a
negative agenda like ‘illegal aliens’, ‘unfair trade deals’, ‘tyranny in Cuba and
Venezuela’, and confronting Russia and China’s influence in the region. The Bush
and Obama administrations openly avoided confronting the Chavez and Maduro
regimes, especially by focusing on a positive agenda in the hemisphere, trying to
demolish the interventionist image of the U.S. across the hemisphere. They always
underlined the importance of multilateralism for solving the problems of the

hemisphere. The Trump administration did the contrary and followed a problem-
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oriented foreign policy. This position enabled a confrontation with the Maduro
regime to show solidarity with the Venezuelan people. President Trump declared,
“The United States will not stand by as Venezuela crumbles”'%’, He made this
statement early in his presidency, even before the Western Hemisphere policy was
announced. Vice President Pence also said, “We will continue to stand with free
nations across our hemisphere until democracy is restored for the Venezuelan
people”?® in August 2017.

Since the previous two administrations avoided a direct confrontation with the
Chavez and Maduro administrations, their foreign policy discourses towards the
Western Hemisphere (instead of Venezuela) determined their administrations’ basic
discourses. The Trump administration’s foreign policy discourse differed; therefore,
the two basic discourses were determined as socialist nightmare and tyranny
discourse directly related to Venezuela. For the first time, the U.S. decided to directly
challenge the Maduro regime as a radical, dangerous Other and denied any solution
where President Maduro was involved. Also, by employing these two basic
discourses, the Trump administration overexerted itself to construct a new
Venezuelan Other, Juan Guaid6, in 2019, which constitutes the key event of this

chapter.

6.2.1. The Socialist Nightmare Discourse

The fear of turning a socialist country, namely the “Red Scare”, was not a new
phenomenon. Before Campbell’s Writing Security, the literature defined two periods
of the Red Scare; the first period started right after the Bolshevik Revolution, and the
second period started right after the Second World War!%®, Before Campbell, these

two periods were defined as the fear of Soviet expansion. However, Campbell’s
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interpretation of the Red Scare exposed the relationship between American identity
and discourses of danger. The threat was not actually coming from the Soviet
military or expansion'®®, The real threat was losing the core of the American Self:
capitalism'®*. This analysis redefined the red scare and traced its history to the 19"
century, before the Bolshevik Revolution. Between 1874 and 1877, while the Indian
Wars continued, the Indians were defined as the “anarchical” and “barbarous” Reds

in the American newspapers®*?

. In these newspapers, the American Self was
juxtaposed with the newly emerging capitalist order, future, and civilization, while
the Indians were juxtaposed with tribalism, past, and barbarism!®3, According to
Campbell, “The well-developed antipathy toward communism in the United States
stems from the way in which the danger to the private ownership of property it
embodies is a code for distinguishing the ‘civilized’ from the ‘barbaric’%4, U.S.
politicians still employ the juxtaposition of the barbaric with the civilized. For
instance, after the Assad regime’s use of chemical weapons in Syria, Vice President
Pence stated, “The civilized world must send a message of resolve and unity that we

will not accept such barbaric attacks”%%,

The Red Scare was unified with the Soviet threat after the Bolshevik Revolution.
Right after the First World War ended, U.S. Secretary of State Robert Lansing
declared Bolshevism a threat to the core of U.S. society'%®, After the Second World
War ended, the Red Scare discourse was revitalized again. This time, the external
threat was linked with internal chaos. The very core of the Red Scare was not just the
construction of an external threat but the combination of this external threat with the

internal disorder'®’. This internal disorder was constructed as the Democratic
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Party!®® U.S. Senator Joseph McCarthy started a campaign against the “enemies
within”; this campaign is also known as the second wave of the Red Scare or
McCarthyism'°®, In 1947, The Director of the FBI, John Edgar Hoover, said there
was a “force of traitorous communists, constantly gnawing away like termites at the

very foundations of American society”1%°,

Linking danger to American identity has been a pivotal part of the constitution of
American identity since the portrayal of dangers through foreign policy helps to
secure the limits of its national identity'®?!. The Trump administration’s employing
of the Red Scare discourse started in September 2018. Unsurprisingly, he also linked
an external threat (the socialist Maduro Regime) with an internal disorder (the
Democratic Party). The administration constructed an enemy inside, which
represented a severe existential threat to the core of the American Self and its values,
the Democratic Party. Right before the November 2018 mid-term elections, President
Trump started to use conspiracies to incriminate the Democratic Party. In September
2018, at a rally in West Virginia, he said:

Democrat-controlled Senate will try to take away your Second Amendment
(...) They want to make us Venezuela (...) Erase America's borders (...) The
Democrat Party will stop at nothing to run your lives, run down your values,
and ransack our nation's wealth (...) The Democrat Party is radical socialism,
Venezuela, and open borders. It is now called, to me, you have never heard
this before, the party of crime (...) They want no borders. Let everybody just
pour into our country. (...) That unleash violent predators like MS-13 into
American communities, leaving innocent Americans at the mercy of--really,
by the way, really ruthless animals (...) This election is about security (...)
The Democrats are trying to destroy our proud American heritage'®??.

This statement was just the beginning. Until the November mid-term 2018 elections,

he continuously used these conspiracies that if the Democrats obtained the majority
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in the Senate, the U.S. would turn into a socialist country where the borders would be
opened so that the “illegal criminal aliens” could invade the U.S.192% Between
September to November 2018, President Trump made many speeches identifying the
Democratic Party with socialism and even abolishing the U.S. borders®?*, He said,
“Radical Democrats want to tear down our laws, demolish our prosperity in the name
of socialism and probably worse and abolish our borders in the service of

globalism”102°,

As discussed in Chapter 1 and 2, difference is a necessity for the existence of any
identity. Discourses of danger constitute this difference’®?®. The Other represents
everything that the Self does not want to become. The American Self (intertwined
with liberal democracy and market-oriented economy) represents the opposite of the
socialist Other. Losing the Self and turning into the socialist Other creates an
existential threat to the Self with the articulations of discourses of danger. President
Trump’s employment of discourses of danger ignited this existential threat among
Americans. It aimed to convince them to vote for his movement so the Americans
could recover from this threat and reclaim their identity. He claimed, “The Democrat
Party is the party of high taxes, high crime, open borders, late-term abortion,
socialism, blatant corruption, and the total obliteration of the Second Amendment.
The Republican Party is the party of the American worker, the American family, and

the American dream”%27_ In the 2018 mid-term elections, the Republicans increased
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their seats and kept the majority in the Senate, while the Democrats got 41 more
seats in the Housel®8, President Trump celebrated the Republican victory in the
Senate by saying, “This election marks the largest Senate gains for a President’s
party in a first midterm election since at least President Kennedy’s in 1962. Fifty-five

is the largest number of Republican senators in the last 100 years1?°,

Regardless of whether President Trump's conspiracies were successful, the Trump
administration continued to use the conspiracies, especially after the January 2019
Venezuela-U.S. crisis, but this time for the 2020 presidential elections. President
Trump often resorted to this discourse, especially during the election periods. In his
nomination speech, he declared that “a vote for any Democrat in 2020 is a vote for
the rise of radical socialism and the destruction of the American dream”%°, The
American Dream constitutes one of the centers of the American identity. This dream
means that independent of one’s race, ethnicity, or religion, one can become
successful and prosper in the U.S. At its core, it is about a market-oriented economy.
In this economy, if one works hard enough, eventually, one will become rich.
President Trump explained, “America is the place where anyone can rise. And here,
on this land, on this soil, on this continent, the most incredible dreams come

true”1031

The American Dream is constructed as the antithesis of a socialist economy, in
President Trump’s case, the Venezuelan economy. A debate over whether
Venezuela's economy was socialist or not is irrelevant here. For the Trump

administration, it was a socialist economy. The source of economic devastation and
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poverty was socialism. Therefore, their rhetoric was constructed to answer this
‘nightmare’. President Trump stated, “Look at what is happening in Venezuela. (...)
We believe in the American Dream, not in the socialist nightmare%%2, Within this
discourse, standing against “the socialist nightmare” meant “defending the American
way of life” and “defending the American borders” in other terms, the American
Self'%33, Here, the Trump administration employed the discourses of danger against
the existence of the Self, stimulating disorder. It constituted an existential threat to
the American Self because, according to this discourse, “The moment America
becomes a socialist country is the moment America ceases to be America”%*, If the
Democrats get elected, they will turn the U.S. into a socialist country, abolish the
police force, and diminish the U.S. borders. So that “the drug dealers, human
traffickers, gang members, and criminal aliens” would “pour right in” the U.S. and

even enjoy the American citizen’s front lawns®®,

The existential threat was clear; it was tied to an external threat (the Maduro regime
and socialism), and it could create chaos inside the borders (even to the borders) of
the U.S. The elimination of this existential threat and disorder was simple: not voting
for any Democrats and voting for President Trump and Republican candidates. The
socialist nightmare discourse was not the only discourse of danger employed by the
U.S. for the discursive construction of the Maduro regime as a threat to the essence
of the American Self. The tyranny discourse accompanied the socialist nightmare
discourse and employed for increasing fear among U.S. citizens to get their votes.
The former will be discussed in the next section. Both discourses enabled the
unconventional U.S. foreign policy actions towards Venezuela, including the intense
diplomatic efforts to construct a new Venezuelan Other as subject, Juan Guaido, after
January 2019.
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6.2.2. The Tyranny Discourse

The tyranny discourse formed around two prominent politicians of the Trump
administration: the Vice President Mike Pence and the National Security Advisor
John Bolton. As mentioned, the Trump administration’s top administrative chair
appointments were problematic. Usually, the Assistant Secretary of State for Western
Hemisphere Affairs deals with the policies towards the region. In President Trump’s
case, Vice President Pence was in charge of determining the U.S. foreign policy
toward Venezuela until the appointment of John Bolton as the President’s National
Security Advisor in April 2018. The two administrators were in an intensive
diplomatic effort to oust President Maduro. National Security Advisor Bolton
mentioned this intensive effort in his memoir in a separate chapter reserved for
Venezuelal®®, In this Chapter, John Bolton discussed the administration’s efforts to
oust President Maduro and replace him with the President of the National Assembly

of Venezuela, Juan Guaido, from January 2019 to April 2019.

Eight months after President Trump’s inauguration, in August 2017, Vice President
Pence used ‘the tragedy of tyranny’ for the first time: “In Venezuela, we are seeing
the tragedy of tyranny. (...) The once-free people of Venezuela are being forced to
endure this fate by the brutality of the Maduro regime. Venezuela is sliding into
dictatorship”1%7. Here, we see the traditional U.S. representation of Venezuelan
Others, the dictatorial Maduro regime as the dangerous Venezuelan Other, and the
Venezuelan people as the friendly Venezuelan Other. He continued quoting President
Trump’s words, “The United States will not stand by as Venezuela crumbles. We
will continue to stand with free nations across our hemisphere until democracy is
restored for the Venezuelan people”%®. Here, we see the construction of the
American Self as the supporter of the people, not ‘dictatorships’, and the promoter of

the U.S. values across the hemisphere. According to Pence, the U.S. and its
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Constitution are “the greatest bulwark against tyranny in history*%*°. Vice President
Pence also represented Venezuela under the Maduro regime as a threat not only to
the U.S. but to the entire hemisphere.
Failed states know no borders. A failed state in Venezuela will drive more
illegal drug trafficking, with its murderous criminal consequences radiating
outward. A failed state in Venezuela will drive more illegal migration,
compromising our borders. And ultimately, a failed state in Venezuela will
endanger the well-being of all who call this hemisphere home. (...) I promise
you; the United States will not rest; we will not relent until Venezuela is
restored to a full and prosperous democracy. The Venezuelan people will be
free once more, for here in the New World, freedom always wins®4°,
Unlike other U.S. officials, Vice President Pence often uses the same speech and
same sentences in different places. He repeatedly articulated the same sentences
above whenever discussing Venezuela on different dates!%4?,
The tragedy of tyranny discourse was first and foremost employed for
acknowledging the economic devastation in Venezuela and describing the tragedy
experienced by the Venezuelan people. After the decrease in oil prices worldwide,
Venezuela's national income decreased, leading to economic collapse. Just like in
almost every oil-producing country, the Venezuelan economy has been heavily
dependent on oil income, and the Chavez administration was unable to increase the
production diversity in the economy. With billions of dollars in income from oil
imports, Venezuela exported nearly everything, including agricultural products and
food!%2, When the oil prices decreased, the dollar income of the country also

decreased, which in return enabled a limited exportation of goods.
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As Figure 4 indicates, the percentage of Venezuelan GDP has been decreasing
continuously since 2014. The economic crisis caused hyperinflation, the devaluation
of the Venezuelan currency Bolivar, and shortages of basic goods, including
medicine and food!%*4. Since the Maduro regime stopped announcing basic statistics
(like the inflation and crime rates), researchers could only reach the estimated
numbers published by organizations such as the Venezuelan Finance Observatory
and InSight Crime. As Figure 4 shows, the crisis worsened after the U.S. oil
sanctions in 2019 and the Covid-19 pandemic. The GDP decreased by 30% in 2020.
As the economic crisis got worse, the crime rates soared.

The economic collapse created a shortage of basic goods, skyrocketed crime rates,
and caused a massive exodus from Venezuela. According to the R4V, the Regional
Interagency Coordination Platform for Refugees and Migrants of Venezuela (jointly
led by the UNHCR and 10M), from 2015 to August 2023, 7.7 million Venezuelans
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left their country, 6.5 million Venezuelans migrated across the Latin American
countries, and Colombia became the country of destination for 2.8 million
Venezuelans'®®. This means nearly 28.6% of Venezuelans have left their country
since 2015. This exodus also created a concern for the Trump administration because
“The policies of the regime of President Maduro have consequences that extend

beyond Venezuela’s borders, threatening regional stability and national security’”1%4°,

President Trump’s National Security Advisor, Ambassador John Bolton, employed a
different tyranny discourse with ‘the troika of tyranny’. Ambassador Bolton admitted
in his memoir that Venezuela was not on his agenda; North Korea was at the top
when the President first appointed him®’. He explained in his memoir on August
15, 2018, “Trump said to me emphatically, ‘Get it done’, meaning get rid of the
Maduro regime”!%*®, He added that President Trump wanted a military option for
Venezuela, claiming that the President said to him that Venezuela was “really part of
the U.S.”1%%° He also claimed that President Trump also “wanted assurances [from

Guaido] regarding post-Maduro access to Venezuela’s oil resources”1%%,

Troika was a reference to the Soviet Union and socialism. “The troika of tyranny”,
“the three stooges of socialism”, and “the triangle of terror” all have a very close
similarity to George W. Bush’s “axis of evil”, and included Cuba, Nicaragua, and
Venezuela, all socialist regimes for the Trump administration'®?, Just like the axis of
evil discourse, standing against the troika of tyranny was represented as defending
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“the rule of law, liberty, and basic human decency”'%2 He gave two prominent
speeches where the central theme was the troika of tyranny. The first speech was on
November 2, 2018 (four days before the Mid-term elections) in Miami, Florida,
where the largest number of Cuban and Venezuelan Americans live in the U.S.1%%
Ambassador Bolton admitted that he made this speech “to turn a spotlight on
Venezuela”%* On November 2, right after he praised the right-wing “likeminded
leaders” President Bolsonaro of Brazil and President Ivan Duque of Colombia,
Ambassador Bolton declared a war against the troika of tyranny in the Western

Hemisphere!%®:

In this Hemisphere, we are also confronted once again with the destructive
forces of oppression, socialism, and totalitarianism. In Cuba, Venezuela, and
Nicaragua, we see the perils of poisonous ideologies left unchecked and the
dangers of domination and suppression. (...) Under this administration, we
will no longer appease dictators and despots near our shores. We will not
reward firing squads, torturers, and murderers. We will champion the
independence and liberty of our neighbors. And this President and his entire
administration will stand with the freedom fighters. The Troika of Tyranny in
this Hemisphere—Cuba, Venezuela, and Nicaragua—has finally met its
match0%®,

The second speech came on April 17, 2019, thirteen days before the April 30
‘Operation Liberty’, the Venezuelan opposition’s operation to topple President
Maduro'®’. April 17 was the anniversary of the Bay of Pigs Invasion, and
Ambassador Bolton made a speech on the same day to the invasion’s Cuban
American veterans. He made the same points on the regimes of Cuba, Nicaragua, and
Venezuela. However, he strongly criticized “the disastrous Obama-era policies” and
declared, "Today, we proudly proclaim for all to hear: the Monroe Doctrine is alive
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and well”1%8, Ambassador Bolton found former Secretary of State Kerry’s statement
about the end of the Monroe Doctrine highly unfortunate. He claimed that the
statement increased the involvement of China and Russia across the hemisphere®®,
So, he tried to reverse it by declaring the vitality of the Monro Doctrine and showing
a strong presence in the hemisphere. The domestic turmoil in Venezuela and the
internationalization of the turmoil after the exodus became the perfect opportunity to
do so. Vice President Pence’s and Ambassador Bolton’s employment of tyranny
discourses constructed the Maduro regime directly as a radical, dangerous Other, the
Venezuelan people and Juan Guaidoé as the friendly Others. The following sections
will focus on this subject constitution.

6.3. Constructing Venezuelan Others: Nicolas Maduro, the Venezuelan People

and Juan Guaido

The 2019 U.S.—Venezuela crisis over the legitimate government and the recognition
of Juan Guaid6 as the interim president dated back to the 2015 parliamentary
elections in Venezuela. The Maduro government’s approval rates were decreased to
20% in 2015%°, The economic collapse substantially decreased the support for the
Maduro regime; therefore, the protests that began after February 2014 never stopped.
Since then, a new protest has begun every couple of months in various regions of
Venezuelal®!, The decreased support for the Maduro regime became apparent after
the 2015 Venezuelan parliamentary elections. On December 6, 2015, the opposition
coalition MUD won the two-thirds majority in the Venezuelan National Assembly by
1062

gaining 112 (three of them from the indigenous population’s quota) of 167 seats

President Maduro’s political party, PSUV, only won 55 seats. This was the first

1058 Bolton, “Remarks to the Bay of Pigs Veterans Association.”
1059 Bolton, The Room Where It Happened: A White House Memoir, 10, 237.

1060 Jennifer McCoy, “Venezuela’s Controversial New Constituent Assembly,” The Washington Post,
2017, https://lwww.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2017/08/01/venezuelas-dubious-new-
constituent-assembly-explained/.

1061 Observatorio Venezolano de Conflictividad Social, “Protestas: Sistema de Informacién
Geografico de Conflictos,” 2023, https://www.observatoriodeconflictos.org.ve/tag/protestas.

1062 Consejo Nacional Electoral, “Resultados Elecciones Parlamentarias - 6 de Diciembre de 2015,”
CNE, 2015, http://www.cne.gob.ve/resultado_asamblea2015/r/0/reg_000000.htmI?

223



electoral defeat of the Chavez movement in the general elections since its foundation.
When the opposition got hold of the majority in the National Assembly, Venezuela’s
constitutional court, the Supreme Justice Tribunal (TSJ), blocked the inauguration of
three MUD members of the parliament. This move prevented the MUD’s two-thirds
majority in the assembly%%, Since the Chavez and Maduro regimes appointed the
majority of the judges of the TSJ, the MUD declared this decision as a “judicial
coup”®4 In 2016, the crisis between the Maduro government and the MUD
intensified after the MUD initiated the recall process for the president, just like in
20041%° The National Electoral Council (CNE) delayed and blocked the recall
process while suspending the 2016 gubernatorial and mayoral elections%,

On March 29, 2017, the TSJ ruled that the National Assembly was in contempt of
court for the inauguration of three MUD members of the parliament whom the court
had previously suspended due to accusations of electoral fraud'®’. The TSJ also
declared that it will be assuming the parliamentary capabilities of the National
Assembly until the conflict is ended'%®, In response to this decision, the opposition
held wide protests across Venezuela in April 2017%%°, On May 1, President Maduro
declared his intention to change the constitution with a “Citizen Constituent
Assembly” to end the internal conflict and protests'®”®. To do so, he had to hold an

election for a Constituent Assembly, just like President Chavez did in 1999%7*, The
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Venezuelan Constituent Assembly has overwhelming powers over drafting the
constitution, dissolving the TSJ or National Assembly, dismissing existing elected
officials and institutions, and postponing the elections!®”?2, The MUD denied
participating in the elections for the Constituent Assembly. Despite the protests and
the opposition’s objections to the constitution change, the Constituent Assembly
elections took place on July 30, 2017, and the members were sworn in four days

latert0”3

. Immediately, the Constituent Assembly took over the MUD-controlled
National Assembly's legislative duties. The MUD denied recognizing the
legitimization of the Constituent Assembly!®’*. The international response was
immediate. The EU, the OAS, and the Lima Group denounced the establishment of
the Constituent Assembly, the Mercosur suspended Venezuela from the organization,
Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, France, Mexico, Panama, Peru,
Portugal, Spain, and the U.S. refused to recognize the elections for the Constituent
Assembly%®. The U.S. State Department’s spokesperson, Heather Nauert, stated,
“The United States considers the Venezuelan National Constituent Assembly the
illegitimate product of a flawed process designed by the Maduro dictatorship to
further its assault on democracy” and declared the Assembly as a parallel

institution0®,

While the crisis continued, the CNE declared the delayed election dates in May 2017.
According to the CNE, the regional elections will be held on December 10, 2017,
while the Presidential Elections will be held on May 20, 2018, and the President-
elect’s term will start in January 2019'%77. The Constituent Assembly later changed
the date for the regional elections to October 15, 2017. Under the undemocratic and

unfair electoral processes (including changing the set election days month before,
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banning the opposition parties from the race, persecuting the opposition candidates,
and using the state income to fund the elections), President Maduro and his coalition
“the Great Patriotic Pole” won all the elections in 2017 and 2018’8, The MUD was
divided over boycotting the presidential elections because many leaders of the
political parties in the coalition were banned from candidacy, including Henrique
Capriles, Leopoldo Lopez, Antonio Ledezma, and Maria Corina Machado?’®. In
February 2018, the MUD declared they would boycott the May 2018 presidential
elections due to the rigged electoral system'®®. The leader of the Progressive
Advance party, Henri Falcon, left the MUD and decided to participate in the
elections. President Maduro was reelected on May 20, 2018, with 67.85% of the total
votes, while his opponent, Henri Falcon, took 20.93%%!, The UN, EU, OAS, and
Lima Group denied recognizing the elections. Countries including China, Cuba,
Nicaragua, Turkey, Russia, Syria, and lIran recognized the results of the 2018
elections, while many countries of the Western Hemisphere (Argentina, Brazil,
Canada, Ecuador, Colombia, Mexico, Uruguay, Paraguay, Chile, the U.S.) and the
UK, France, Germany, Australia, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden denied recognizing the
results’®®2, The decline of the Pink Tide across the hemisphere contributed to this
result. Mauricio Macri, a right-wing businessman, became the president of Argentina
in 2015, the left-wing President Dilma Rousseff' was impeached from the presidency
in 2016, the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, could not run after the end of his
third term in 2017 and the right-wing leader Jair Bolsonaro won 2018 presidential
elections in Brazil*%®®, The decline of the Pink Tide led to a change of decisions in

international organizations in the region in favor of the U.S.
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On May 21%, the Trump administration increased sanctions on the Government of
Venezuela with Executive Order 18835, “denying the Venezuelan regime the ability
to earn money by selling off public assets at “fire sale’ prices at the expense of the
Venezuelan people”®4, Venezuela's legitimacy crisis reached its peak around the
second inauguration of Nicolds Maduro as the president on January 10, 2019.
According to the Venezuelan Constitution’s Article 231, the inaugurations had to be
held at the National Assembly or before the TSJ%®, President Maduro decided to
take his oath before the TSJ. The MUD-led National Assembly decided not to
recognize this oath, and the President of the National Assembly, Juan Guaido,
declared, “Today there is no head of state. Today, there is no commander-in-
chief"1%¢, The same day, he said, “We have, adhering to the Constitution, adhering
to Article 233 to clearly assume the powers of the presidency of the Republic
because our Constitution says s0”%” and claimed that as the President of the
National Assembly, he would assume the presidency until the new elections will be
held. Article 233 regulates the situation where the President of Venezuela “becomes
permanently unavailable to serve”; in that case, “the President of the National
Assembly shall take charge of the Presidency of the Republic”1%8, On January 23,
2019, President Trump made it official and recognized Juan Guaidd as the interim

president of Venezuela:

Today | am officially recognizing the President of the Venezuelan National
Assembly, Juan Guaid6, as the Interim President of Venezuela. (...) | will
continue to use the full weight of United States economic and diplomatic
power to press for the restoration of Venezuelan democracy. We encourage
other Western Hemisphere governments to recognize National Assembly
President Guaido as the Interim President of Venezuela. (...) We continue to

1084 J.S. Department of the Treasury, “Venezuela Sanctions,” Office of Foreign Assets Control, 2018,

https://ofac.treasury.gov/fags/topic/1581.

1085 VenezuelAnalysis, “Constitution of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela,” 2023,

https://venezuelanalysis.com/constitution/.

1086 Scott Smith, “Isolation Greets Maduro’s New Term as Venezuela’s President,” AP News, 2019,
https://apnews.com/article/f1df9924783f49859874f5fc97f0f534.

1087 Juan Guaido, “Me Apego a Los Articulos 333, 350 y 233 Para Lograr El Cese de La Usurpacion y
Convocar Elecciones Libres,” Asamblea Nacional, 2019,

https://fasambleanacionalvenezuela.org/noticias/juan-guaido-me-apego-a-los-articulos-333-350-y-233.

1088 Venezuel Analysis, “Constitution of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.”

227



hold the illegitimate Maduro regime directly responsible for any threats it
may pose to the safety of the Venezuelan people!®®,

On January 10, 2019, Venezuela had two presidents, both claiming that they were the
legitimate ones. A day later, John Bolton acknowledged Juan Guaid6’s move by
declaring, “We support the courageous decision of the National Assembly President,
Juan Guaidd, to invoke protections under Venezuela's constitution and declare that
Maduro does not legitimately hold the country's presidency”'°%. From January 2019
to April 2019, the Trump administration overexerted its efforts to overthrow the
Maduro regime (including sanctioning the Venezuelan oil and repeatedly articulating
the military option). Therefore, this period constitutes the third key event, and the
next section will analyze these efforts by employing the two basic discourses of the

U.S. towards Venezuela from January 2019 to April 2019.
6.4. The Struggle to Replace Nicolas Maduro: Constructing Juan Guiado

The Trump administration was the only U.S. administration openly confronted with
the Maduro regime from its start. The Bush and Obama administrations decided not
to directly confront the Chavez and Maduro administrations. They even tried not to
mention the Presidents of Venezuela; instead, they implemented their ‘positive
agenda’ across the region, promoting free trade and U.S. values. Instead of focusing
on ‘the problems’ like Venezuela, they focused on increasing U.S. engagement with
the hemisphere. For Secretary Condoleezza Rice, U.S. foreign policy was “not anti-
Chavez, but that is pro-democracy”1%!, President Obama did not name the Chavez
regime directly (after he became the president of the U.S.), but he said ‘some’ of the
regimes in the region were stuck in the ideological stale debates of the past and that

the hemisphere “must choose the future over the past”%2, Only the Obama
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administration included Cuba in its positive agenda by re-establishing the diplomatic
relations between the two countries, allowing remittances and visits to Cuba from the
U.S. Unlike his predecessors, President Trump led a problem-oriented foreign policy
worldwide and in the Western Hemisphere. The troublemakers of the hemisphere
were “the troika of tyranny” for the administration'%. The feasible solution for them
was confronting them directly, restoring democracy, supporting the peoples of Cuba,
Nicaragua, and Venezuela, and isolating these regimes through sanctions'%®. In
2017, Vice President Pence declared, “The United States will continue to bring the
full weight of American economic and diplomatic power to bear. We simply will not
accept the emergence of a dictatorship in our hemisphere”1%°,

Until 2019, the U.S. had been constructing two Venezuelan Others concerning the
American Self: the Chavez and Maduro regimes and the Venezuelan People. The
American Self was represented as the promoter of a positive agenda based on U.S.
values such as democracy, a market-oriented economy, and the rule of law within the
U.S. foreign policy discourses. The Chavez regime, on the other hand, represented as
the promoter of the “anti-U.S., radical leftist and authoritarian agenda'°®® and as an
authoritarian leader'®” by the Bush and Obama administrations. The Maduro regime
represented “an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security and foreign
policy of the United States” 1%, Accordingly, the American Self had an obligation to
stand against this regime since the American Self was “the beacon of liberty in the
free world”%°, The Trump administration maintained this subject constitution

through U.S. foreign policy discourses. Aside from increasing harsh criticism
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towards the Maduro regime, the administration also spent much effort constructing a
new Venezuelan Other as a widely recognized subject, Juan Guaid6 as the interim
president of Venezuela. This section will analyze the inherent relations between the
Trump administration’s foreign policy discourses and its temporal, spatial, and
ethical constitutions of Venezuelan Others (the Maduro Regime, the Venezuelan
people, and Juan Guaidd) from January 2019 to April 2019.

Juan Guaidé was in the student movement against Hugo Chavez’s 2007
Constitutional Referendum, and in 2009, he joined the former Mayor Leopoldo
Lopez’s new political party, the Popular Will (Voluntad Popular)!'®. Leopoldo
Lopez has been one of the leading figures of the Venezuelan opposition. However,
after his arrest (later, he was moved to house arrest in 2014), Juan Guaidé became a
more well-known figure, especially after he became the leader of the Popular Will’s
coalition in the assembly in 20159, Still, until he declared presidency, he was not a
widely known figure, and President Maduro often mocked him for his
unpopularity*'®?, Ambassador Bolton claimed President Trump had also thought the
same thing about Juan Guaidé. According to Bolton’s memoir, President Trump said,
“I have always said Maduro was tough. This kid [Guaido]—nobody has ever heard
of him”!1% and “He [Guaidé] does not have what it takes”*1%. According to Bolton,
in President Trump’s mind, “Guaid6 was weak, as opposed to Maduro, who was
strong”!1%, However, President Trump’s negative impressions of Guaidé did not
stop the Trump administration from immediately recognizing his declaration of
presidency. After invoking Article 233 of the Venezuelan Constitution, Juan Guaido

declared himself as the interim president of Venezuela on January 10, 2019.
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However, he took the oath of office in an anti-Maduro protest in Caracas on January
23, 2019, and therefore officially became president that day*'%. For the first time in
its history, Venezuela had two presidents simultaneously, both claiming that they
were the legitimate president. According to the Trump administration, Juan Guaido
exaggerated his support, especially among the Venezuelan military!%’. Thus,
replacing President Maduro with Juan Guaid6 needed more effort from the Trump

administration.

From the start, the Trump administration called the Maduro regime “incompetent and

dysfunctional”!1%®, “authoritarian”'%, “dictatorship”'!°, “rogue regime”'!!, and the

b

in the hemisphere!!*2,

“most despotic” regime with a “failed socialist ideology’
However, the temporal construction of the Maduro regime as the radical Other began
to change after January 2019. The Maduro regime (and most of the time with the
Chavez regime) was constructed as the continuation of the past defeated ideology of
the Soviet Union. For President Trump, “Socialism promises a better future, but it
always returns to the darkest chapters of the past™, just like it did in Venezuela under
President Maduro!*®. According to Vice President Pence, “Venezuela has gone in

the opposite direction toward dictatorship, not a democracy; toward oppression, not
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freedom; toward the past, not the future”!'*4, After Juan Guaidé became the interim
president, the Trump administration constructed the Maduro regime as ‘incapable of
change’; any solution involving the Maduro administration became unacceptable for
the U.S. foreign policy. Just like Columbus’ enslavement ideology*''®, “the brutality
and the barbarism of the Maduro regime”!!'® made the regime incapable of change.
Thus, the only “viable” foreign policy option for the Trump administration was
overthrowing Maduro. In Vice President Pence’s words, “Nicolas Maduro must
go”t’. According to the Vice President, “The struggle in Venezuela is between
dictatorship and democracy, between oppression and freedom, between the suffering

of millions of Venezuelans and a “new future” of freedom and prosperity”1!18,

This new future for the Venezuelan people could only be built with a new leader,
Juan Guaid6. While the Maduro regime got stuck in the failed ideologies of the past,
the Guido regime would “inspire hope in the Venezuelan people for a peaceful,
prosperous, and democratic future”!*®. Accordingly, with the ethical dimension of
the American Self and as the “beacon of liberty” of the Western Hemisphere,
naturally, “The United States is helping to recover a brighter future for
Venezuela”'?%, Vice President Pence said, “The United States has a special
responsibility to support and nurture democracy and freedom in this hemisphere!2?,

For the Trump administration, recognizing the presidency of Guaidé would simply

not be enough to achieve this goal. In other words, to replace President Maduro, the
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Trump administration had to construct the Guaidé administration as a new political
subject in the international realm. First, the Trump administration had to prepare a
multilateral response against President Maduro. Thus, the administration went on an
extensive diplomatic mission to persuade other nations to recognize the presidency of
Guaido. To do so, Secretary Pompeo strongly stated: “Now it is time for every other
nation to pick a side. No more delays, no more games. Either you stand with the
forces of freedom or you are in league with Maduro and his mayhem”!22, This was a
very similar speech to President Bush’s speech on the War on Terror. After 9/11,
President Bush declared, “Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists?3,
leaving no grey areas for other actions. From the Lima Group!!?* to the OAS!'%,
from the U.N Security Council*!?® to the bilateral meetings''?’, there were dozens of
diplomatic initiatives by the Trump administration to persuade other nations to

recognize Juan Guaido.

Secondly, the administration also had to ensure they were doing everything they
could to pressure the Maduro regime, so the latter had no choice but to leave. The
main foreign policy option to ensure this was sanctioning the Maduro regime and
Venezuelan oil for the first time. The Trump administration did not waste any more
time. Right after the official recognition of Juan Guaido, the Trump administration
declared oil sanctions against Venezuela’s state-owned oil company, Petroleos de
Venezuela, S.A. (PDVSA), on January 28, 201928 Secretary Pompeo added,
“These new sanctions do not target the innocent people of Venezuela”; instead, the

main aim was “t0 prevent the illegitimate former Maduro regime from further
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plundering Venezuela’s assets and natural resources”'?°, From January 2019 to May
2019, the U.S. announced fourteen separate VVenezuela-related sanctions, including
sanctioning top officials of the Maduro regime or their relatives (including President
Maduro’s son and wife), the PDVSA, the Venezuelan gold Sector, and the Central
Bank of Venezuelal'®, Apart from sanctioning the Maduro regime, the U.S.
(especially CITGO revenues) and the U.K. (the gold reserves of the Venezuelan

Central Bank) gave some of the Venezuelan assets to Juan Guaidd’s control**3!,

In addition to the sanctions and extensive diplomatic efforts, President Trump also
appointed an official from the Reagan era as the U.S. Special Representative for
Venezuela at the U.S. Department of State, Elliot Abrams!'*2, He is known for his
harsh Cold War policies and supported Contra rebels against the leftist movements in
Central America, especially El Salvador, in 19813, In 1991, he pleaded guilty to
withholding information from U.S. Congress!'**, and soon after, President George
Bush pardoned him!®, After his appointment, Elliot Abrams called on the
Venezuelan army to turn against President Maduro and implicitly stage a coup
against him:

For those remaining supporters of the [Maduro] regime, we have one simple

message: your time is up. A new, free, and prosperous Venezuela will rise,

and your fellow citizens will remember who stood by them in their struggle.

This includes especially the armed forces (...) Now is the time for the armed
forces to support the Venezuelan people and reclaim their own legitimacy**%,
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The spatial dimension of the American Self was inherently constructed by unseating
Maduro. The Western Hemisphere discourse (similar to President Bush’s discourse;
see section 4.2.1.) was employed by the Trump administration, especially by Vice
President Pence. He often used the Old World/New World dichotomy to emphasize
the peculiarity of the hemisphere and the U.S. (the New World) compared to the rest
of the world (the Old World)!*%. President Trump underlined this peculiarity by
saying, “We are Americans. We are pioneers. We are the pathfinders. We settled the
New World, we built the modern world, and we changed history forever”'!3,
According to Vice President Pence, “Freedom has always sprung from the hearts of
people here in the New World”, and he declared, “I believe with all my heart: The
day is coming soon when Venezuela will once more be free”'3°, Thus, the U.S. and
“the freedom-loving nations” across the hemisphere represented the promoters of
freedom in this New World, while the Maduro regime represented the tyrannical Old
World*4°, According to Senator Rubio, the Maduro regime was the “cancer in
Caracas” and “a threat to our national security”*'#!, As a result, just like the temporal
dimension of the Maduro regime as the radical Other, its spatial dimension was also
incompatible with the American Self’s temporal and spatial dimensions.
Accordingly, with these constructions, the Maduro regime had to go, and there was
no other foreign policy option to implement. As Ambassador Bolton admits in his
memoir, the Trump administration had to act quickly and went with full force against
the Maduro regime that the “Half measures were not going to cut it”*'42, He tried to
speed up the process, especially the sanctions, but he continually complained about
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the bureaucratic resistance in his memoir. First, Ambassador Bolton complained
about the Secretary of Treasury Mnuchin’s reluctance to impose sanctions''#3, Later,
he claimed he had to persuade President Trump to sanction Venezuelan oil and
recognize Juan Guaido as the interim president!#*. Lastly, he blames Kimberly
Breier and the Bureau of Western Hemisphere Affairs for trying to subvert his

policies towards Venezuelal4,

The spatial dimension of the Venezuelan Others, the geographical closeness of
Venezuela to the U.S., and being in the Western Hemisphere were essential for the
Trump administration. President Trump criticized the U.S. military involvement in
Afghanistan and Iraq while blaming the previous administrations for neglecting the
U.S.’s own hemisphere. On February 13, 2019, while mentioning Venezuela,
President Trump said, “We fight all over the world, and then you look at what
happens right at our front door”!'6, As Secretary Pompeo explained, “This is our
neighborhood. This is going to be fundamentally different. President Trump made
very clear that we have an important national interest in ensuring that the Venezuelan
people get the democracy that they deserve!'4’. For him when authoritarianism rises
in the hemisphere, authoritarians like President Maduro invite “the bad actors” (like
Iran and Russia) into the hemisphere and therefore poses a national security threat to

the U.S.11%8 Secretary Pompeo later wrote:

In the Trump administration, we could not tolerate a nation just 1,400 miles
from Florida putting out the welcome mat for Russia, China, Iran, Cuba, and
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the cartels in a twenty-first-century violation of the Monroe Doctrine. We
concluded that if left unaddressed, the Venezuela problem would fester, with
terrible security consequences for the American people and our
hemisphere!4°,

According to Vice President Pence, “Venezuela is a failed state, and as history
teaches, failed states know no boundaries. Drug traffickers, criminal gangs, even
terrorists like Hezbollah, are exploiting the chaos in Venezuela”; therefore, the
Maduro regime was not only a threat to the U.S., to the American people, but also to
the whole region!®°. When asked why the U.S. treats Saudi Arabia differently than
Venezuela (since both of them were ‘despotic’ regimes), Ambassador Bolton’s
answer was about Venezuela’s location: “In this administration, we are not afraid to
use the phrase Monroe Doctrine. This is a country in our hemisphere; it has been the
objective of presidents going back to Ronald Reagan to have a completely
democratic hemisphere”™®, On April 19, 2019, he claimed, “The destinies of our
nations will not be dictated by foreign powers; they will be shaped by the people who
call this Hemisphere home. Today, we proudly proclaim for all to hear: the Monroe

Doctrine is alive and well”1152,

Seeing the hemisphere as a continuance of U.S. borders (like a front or back yard, for
instance) constructs the ethical dimension of the American Self. The house owner is
also responsible for the ‘mess’ in the yard. As Secretary Pompeo said, “There
remains an awful lot of work to do in our own backyard, in our own hemisphere”1%3,
Since the Monroe Doctrine, Latin America has been constructed as the ‘backyard’ of

the U.S.1%* This construction gave the American Self the power to act if a foreign
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power intervenes in the U.S.” own ‘backyard’ (this discussion was elaborated on
section 4.2.1.). President Trump took this one step further and wanted to invade
Venezuela and keep it because “it is really part of the United States”'®. The same
went for the Venezuelan oil as well. On January 24, 2019, Ambassador Bolton gave
an interview to Fox Business, and he said, “Venezuela is right in our backyard. (...)
It will make a big difference to the United States economically if we could have
American oil companies really invest in and produce the oil capabilities in

Venezuela”11%,

On January 30, 2019, President Trump called Juan Guaido.
According to Bolton, during the call, “Trump then assured Guaido he would pull off
Maduro’s overthrow, and offered as an aside that he was sure Guaiddo would
remember in the future what had happened, which was Trump’s way of referring to

his interest in Venezuela’s oil fields”*t°’,

This spatial dimension of the American Self and reclamation of the Monroe Doctrine
by the Trump administration gave the administration the legitimacy to act with every
possible option, including the military. Secretary Pompeo stated, “We recovered the
essence of the Monroe Doctrine under President Trump with respect to Venezuela”
and “at various points suggested military options for Venezuela”!'*® Thus, explicitly
articulating a U.S. military option for unseating Maduro became a normalized and
viable foreign policy option for the U.S. The Trump administration’s foreign policy
towards Venezuela was mainly based on countless re-articulations of how all the
options were on the table when it came to Venezuela. On August 11, 2017, President

Trump declared:

We have many options for Venezuela. And by the way, | am not going to rule
out a military option. This is our neighbor. We are all over the world, and we
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have troops all over the world in places that are very, very far away.

Venezuela is not very far away, and the people are suffering, and they are

dying**®°,
President Trump insisted on a military option because unseating Maduro would be
quicker then. About the Maduro regime, he said, “It is a regime that, frankly, could
be toppled very quickly by the military”1%°. He repeatedly asked if the military
option could actually be viable (earlier in his administration) to Secretary Tillerson
and his National Security Advisor McMaster!'®and later to Ambassador Bolton!®2,
Congressmen Lincoln Diaz-Balart and Ron DeSantis, and Senators Marco Rubio and
Rick Scott!'®3, On January 28, 2019, John Bolton gave a press conference; his
notepad was visible to the journalists. On the notepad, he wrote, “5000 troops to
Colombia”® A day later, he tweeted, “We continue to pursue all paths to
disconnect the illegitimate Maduro regime from its sources of revenue”'®, The
members of the U.S. Congress expressed their discomfort about how the Trump
administration was often raising the military option for Venezuela while the
President did not have the authority to unilaterally declare war (without receiving

authorization from Congress).

The War Powers Resolution was introduced in the U.S. Congress to limit the

presidential power to declare war and was enacted into law in 19731, According to
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this Resolution, U.S. presidents have to notify Congress forty-eight hours before
declaring the war and have to end the military action within sixty days. However, in
1981, President Reagan deployed the U.S. military to EI Salvador without notifying
Congress; President Clinton, in 1999, did not comply with the sixty-day time limit in
Kosovo, and President Obama also deployed the military to Libya without
congressional authorization in 2011%7, Thus, in practice, the Resolution did not
limit the presidential power over war. Elliott Abrams and the Trump administration
knew this, especially since Abrams worked with President Reagan from 1981 to
1989. Whenever the Congresspeople raised the issue about how the Trump
administration had to get authorization from Congress, Special Representative
Abrams replied with a similar answer: how the Clinton and Obama administrations
also did not comply with the resolution. During his testimony before the House of
Representatives Committee on Foreign Affairs, he said, “This is a long debate.
Presidents, including the most recent President, President Obama, have used force in
cases where there was a big debate about the War Powers Act. And Presidents
sometimes have said, ‘I am submitting a report, but 1 am not sure that | am obliged to
do so’"!1%8 Representative David Cicilline even introduced H.R. 1004, “Prohibiting
Unauthorized Military Action in Venezuela Act”, attempting to stop the Trump
administration from enacting military options toward Venezuela. However, it was

not passed by Congress*'®°.

This military option also included turning the Venezuelan army against President
Maduro. On many occasions, the Trump administrative officials called the
Venezuelan military to act against the Maduro regime. For instance, President Trump
said, “We seek a peaceful transition of power, but all options are open. We want to
restore Venezuelan democracy, and we believe that the Venezuelan military and its
leadership have a vital role to play in this process™'. Elliot Abrams also said,
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“Members of the Venezuelan military know what is going on in the country. So, we
will continue to call upon them to act upon that knowledge”!'’. The Trump
administration also supported Juan Guaid6’s April 30 “Operation Liberty”.
Operation Liberty was an internal attempt to overthrow Maduro led by Juan Guaido,
Leopoldo Lopez (who escaped from house arrest for the operation), the Venezuelan
opposition, and the military personnel who supported the opposition. It started early
morning on April 30, 2019, from an airbase in Caracas with Guaido’s and Lopez’s

video call to the public to take the streets with the military'’2,

However, soon, it became clear that the Venezuelan opposition overestimated their
support within the Venezuelan military, and the operation failed'!”. After the failure
of Operation Liberty, the Trump administration was convinced that unseating
Maduro would not be easy. According to Ambassador Bolton, the Departments of
State and Treasury were dragging their feet when it came to passing Venezuela-
related decisions, and this “was equivalent to throwing Maduro a lifeline”™, As
previously stated, President Trump found Juan Guaidé weak, unlike President
Maduro. For all these reasons combined, the U.S. efforts to overthrow Maduro lost

momentum after April 30, 2019.

The 2018 Venezuelan presidential election was the starting point of the
legitimization crisis internally. After winning the 2018 elections, when President
Maduro took his seat on January 10, 2019, the crisis became international with the
vast support of the Trump administration for Juan Guaidé. From then on, an
excessive diplomatic effort began for the international recognition of Guaid6’s

presidency. Only fifty-two countries (more than half of them were in the EU)
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officially recognized Guaido; on January 6, 2021, twenty-seven EU countries
dropped the recognition of Guaid6''”. A year later, a fragmented opposition in the
Venezuelan National Assembly dissolved Guaidd’s interim government'’®. While
claiming legitimacy by invoking Article 233 of the Venezuelan Constitution, neither
Juan Guiad6 nor the National Assembly acknowledged the part of Article 233 where
it says, “When an elected President becomes permanently unavailable to serve prior
to his inauguration, a new election by universal suffrage and direct ballot shall be
held within 30 consecutive days”'’’. Thus, according to the Venezuelan
Constitution, even if Juan Guaidd’s ‘interim’ presidency were valid, it should have
ended on February 21, 2019.

Even if the Trump administration’s effort to unseat Maduro lost momentum after
April 30, the administration did not drop all its efforts altogether. However, President
Trump and Vice President Pence continued to deploy foreign policy as a weapon
against the Democrats. Until the 2020 Presidential Elections, the Trump
administration vigorously used the “American Dream vs. Socialist Nightmare”
rhetoric, especially in the states where the Cuban and Venezuelan American
population resides (like Miami-Dade County)'’8, For instance, in June 2019, Vice
President Pence declared in Florida, “The moment America becomes a socialist
country is the moment America ceases to be America”'’®, After the Vice President’s

speech, President Trump continued by saying, “A vote for any Democrat in 2020 is a
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vote for the rise of radical socialism and the destruction of the American dream”1,
As already discussed, this was not just one instance or one speech. President Trump’s
entire campaign was based on this discourse of danger (the socialist nightmare
discourse) where the American Self would lose its entire identity to a socialist
Other!!8l, This strategy seemed to work according to the comparison between
Florida's 2016 and 2020 presidential election results. President Trump increased his
total vote by 2.6% in the 2020 elections, and in Miami-Dade County (the most
populous one) of Florida, he nearly increased his vote by 11.4% compared to the
2016 elections'!82, Democrats won the county but lost 11.4% of total votes to
President Trump. From the start, the Trump administration had rejected the
‘tyrannical’ Maduro regime, especially in the name of defending the Venezuelan
people. The administration clearly constituted the Venezuelan people as friendly
Venezuelan Other who were suffering under Maduro’s ‘dictatorship’ and in need of
help. While sanctioning the Venezuelan oil and transferring the CITGO revenues to
Guaidd’s administration, they also claimed that they were protecting the rights and
assets of the Venezuelan people. At the same time, the oil sanctions made the
economic and humanitarian crisis in Venezuela much worse!!83, The Trump
administration also denied granting Temporary Protected Status (TPS) to
Venezuelans in the U.S., which basically protected Venezuelans from deportation to
Venezuela until the last day in his office on January 19, 202184, Until then, the U.S.
continued to deport Venezuelans to the hands of a ‘dictator’.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

This dissertation provides a critical interpretation of U.S. foreign policy towards
Venezuela, particularly after the elections of Hugo Chavez in 1998 and Nicolas
Maduro in 2013, through a Poststructuralist lens. The central argument of this
dissertation is that the ongoing U.S.-Venezuela crisis is not merely a result of internal
factors (such as increasing authoritarianism in Venezuela) but is a necessary
condition for the continuous reproduction of American identity through foreign
policy discourses. In essence, the focal inquiry is not why the Trump administration
took actions such as outlawing President Maduro or imposing sanctions on the oil
sector. Rather, the study delves into understanding how these particular foreign
policy actions emerged as viable options within U.S. foreign policy discourses since
1998. The study’s focus has been on understanding the constitution of American
identity in relation to the construction of Chavez and Maduro administrations as the
dangerous ‘Others’, emphasizing the mutual relationship of foreign policy
discourses, perceptions of danger and identity construction. In addition to the
dangerous Others, the simultaneous construction of friendly Others (Venezuelan

people and Juan Guaido) also included into the research.

In the early stages, the study originated from questioning why the Venezuelan oil
only sanctioned by the Trump administration, despite the years of controversial
relations. Over extensive research, the research questions transformed to; What is the
relation between the U.S. discourses of danger, the constitution of American identity
and Venezuelan Others? What kind of reality is constructed through these discourses
of danger? What kind of foreign policy actions became possible (declaring
Venezuela a national security threat or sanctioning Venezuelan oil), and more
importantly, what kind of foreign policy actions became unthinkable because of

these discourses? How does the U.S. construct itself as a superior political entity
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through U.S. foreign policy discourses, determining the exclusion of certain political
subjects (President Maduro), particularly in Latin America, from the international
community? Additionally, how does this process coincide with framing the

Venezuelan people as incapable of democratic self-governance?

These research questions enable noncausal interpretations. The theoretical and
methodological framework of this study is built around the Poststructuralist
international relations theory and discourse analysis since the research questions are
deeply connected with Poststructuralism. The primary concern is not analyzing the
U.S. policymakers’ decision-making processes but how the U.S. foreign policy
discourses constructed a particular reality since the earlier days of the Chavez
administration. Poststructuralism argues that foreign policy and discursive practices
are inherently codependent. The intricate connection between identity and foreign
policy holds a central position in the Poststructuralist research agenda. This is
because the existence of identities is dependent on foreign policy practices, and
identities simultaneously constructed and reconstructed through these discursive

practices.

Furthermore, this dissertation contributes to filling the gap in the literature on U.S.
foreign policy by adopting a Poststructuralist approach, a perspective often neglected
in the academia. By analyzing the U.S. foreign policy discourses, the study
underscores the integral role these narratives play in shaping American identity, U.S.
domestic politics, and international relations. The predominant focus in U.S. foreign
policy literature revolves around the examination of U.S. engagement strategies and
isolation policies. However, a noticeable gap exists in the literature when it comes to
the Poststructural analysis of U.S. Foreign Policy. Poststructuralism, first and
foremost, introduced previously overlooked concepts into the realm of International
Relations, such as the politics of identity, exclusion, and historical context. This
study shares a similar objective. However, the only contribution is not the lack of the
literature, the U.S. — Venezuela relations studied on many aspects, but a
Poststructuralist interpretation enables viewing the relations from different angles
instead of merely looking causes and results, enriching the analysis by looking from

a historical and critical perspective.
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While the first, second and third Chapters elaborate theoretical and methodological
framework of the study, the fourth Chapter focuses on the Congressional approval
process of the Colombia FTA from February 2008 to May 2008. Even though, the
Chéavez and Bush administrations confronted each other on many different crisis
(including the 2002 coup attempt against President Chavez, 2004 recall referendum,
or the diplomatic crisis over Bolivia), the Colombia FTA process was determined as
the key event because for the first time, the Bush administration’s foreign policy
discourses constructed the Chavez regime as a dangerous Other to the U.S. In order
to assess the Colombia FTA process, first, the War on Terror discourse is analyzed
because it was the hegemonical discourse during the Bush administration and had a
huge transformative effect on American identity especially through “us vs. them”
narrative. Then the wo basic discourses of the Bush administration towards Latin
America was determined as the Western Hemisphere and Free Trade Agreements
through an extensive reading of discursive texts. The primary focus of the
administration across the region was on promoting democracy and market capitalism,
with significant attention paid to the free trade agreements. Central to the Western
Hemisphere discourse was the concept of a distinct bond shared by the states of the
region, setting them apart from the rest of the world, especially Europe. This notion
dates back to Thomas Jefferson, who highlighted the hemisphere's difference from
Europe and promoted political separation based on geographical distance. This
geographical distinctiveness constructed the spatial dimension of the hemispheric
identity. President Jefferson and later President Monroe emphasized the values of
freedom, democracy, and free enterprise as the core of the Western Hemisphere,

contrasting with European despotism.

The temporal dimension of the hemispheric Self framed the Western Hemisphere as
the New World, embodying freedom, in contrast to the Old World’s tyranny and
despotism. The Monroe Doctrine further solidified this view, with the U.S. opposing
further European colonization or interference in the hemisphere. President Theodore
Roosevelt expanded the Monroe Doctrine, positioning the U.S. as the international
police of the hemisphere, responsible for ensuring stability, order, and prosperity.
This established a hierarchical relationship, with the U.S. as a paternal figure,

guiding and making decisions for other countries in the hemisphere, reinforcing
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democratic values and market economies. This role also constituted the ethical
dimension of the American Self. In essence, the Bush administration’s policy
towards Latin America was based on a paternalistic approach, seeing the U.S. as a
guiding force for democratic values and economic growth in the hemisphere. This
approach also involved a hierarchical view of the U.S.’ role in the region, where it
was seen as responsible for guiding and aiding its ‘family' of nations in the Western

Hemisphere but only for their own good.

The free trade agreement discourse was the other basic discourse of the
administration. After 9/11, free trade was represented as the cure of the terrorism by
the Bush administration. Putting the Free Trade of the Americas (FTAA) into effect
was the main aim of the administration and it was also the arch enemy of the Chavez
administration. The latter’s populist-leftist narrative directly confronted with the U.S.
hegemony in Latin America and the rise of the Pink Tide all over the continent
strengthened his hand in this regard. After the FTAA process ended without
completion, bilateral FTAs became vital for the Bush administration. In 2008, when
the U.S. Congress came into a deadlock over the approval of the Colombia FTA,
President Bush started to directly target the Chavez administration (before that the
official foreign policy was completely ignoring Hugo Chavez). From February to
May 2008, Venezuela was constructed as a danger to U.S. national security and
interests in the hemisphere and also to the key ally of the U.S., Colombia. During this
process, the Chavez regime discursively separated from the hemispheric Self and
constituted as a danger to both the hemispheric Self and the American Self. By
situating the Colombia FTA within the context of U.S. national security discourses,
the Bush administration aimed to elevate a trade bill from the realm of politics to a
‘higher moral ground'. This strategy sought to depoliticize the approval of the FTA
(because it became a matter of U.S. national security) by Congress while
constructing the Chavez regime as a danger. The Bush administration's attempts to
hasten the approval of the Colombia Free Trade Agreement before the conclusion of
President Bush's term faced resistance. Nevertheless, the U.S. foreign policy
discourses employed during this period had significant repercussions. The overt
discursive portrayal of the Chdvez administration as a perilous and radical Other to

the American Self, undertaken by the Bush administration to facilitate the approval
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of the Colombia FTA, extinguished any prospect of reconciliation between the Bush

and Chavez administrations (consequently the following administrations).

The fifth Chapter focuses on the second key event of the thesis; the constitution of
Venezuela as a national security threat to the U.S. with the Executive Order 13692,
The hegemonic discourse of the Obama era was change. His policies were based on
changing the Bush era’s War on Terror discourse, reconstruct the American
leadership worldwide, promoting U.S. values and leading by example. Accordingly
with the change narrative, he claimed that he would transform the U.S. relations with
the Americas. The analysis revealed a significant shift from Bush era of aggressive
foreign policy, marked by unilateral actions, to Obama era characterized by a
commitment to diplomacy, constructive engagement, and an emphasis on equal
partnerships. This shift was not only a change in strategy but also an ideological
transformation that resonated with the core American values of democracy, liberty,
and egalitarianism. During his term the two basic discourses of the U.S. towards the
Americas were the equal partnership discourse and the constructive engagement
discourse. These two discourses aimed to demolish the hierarchical relationship
between the U.S. and Latin America while focusing on solving the critical problems
of the region such as poverty and inequality. During the Obama era, the
developmental aid and the budget of the State Department skyrocketed and returned
to the Cold War levels. It could be interpreted as the Obama administration’s efforts
to repair the U.S. image worldwide. These efforts were underscored by the
administration’s emphasis on acknowledging past U.S. mistakes in the region
without necessarily issuing formal apologies and repairing these mistakes formally.
This approach was a strategic maneuver to maintain diplomatic relations and foster
partnerships based on mutual respect and shared interests without facing the
consequences of these past mistakes. The Obama administration's policy towards the
Americas, building on Roosevelt's "Four Freedoms" and rejecting the Monroe
Doctrine, represents a significant departure from traditional U.S. foreign policy. It
signals a move towards a more collaborative and less hegemonic approach in the
Western Hemisphere. This approach, while aiming for equality and mutual benefit,
also grappled with inherent contradictions, particularly in balancing the U.S.’ role as

a leader with being an ordinary equal partner in the Americas.
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The declaration of the Executive Order 13692 was actually the result of a battle
between the executive and the legislative branches of the U.S. government. The
Republicans in the Congress were arguing strongly against the Obama
administration’s foreign policy agenda towards the hemisphere. The internal
inconsistencies of the Obama administration’s two basic discourses made them
vulnerable for the attacks of the oppositional discourses. The Congress vigorously
fought with President Obama’s appeasement policies towards the ‘authoritarian’
regimes like Cuba and Iran. President Obama decided to reestablish diplomatic
relations with Cuba while increasing tensions with Venezuela. This was a tradeoff.
The Obama administration decided to give into the Republicans’ demands on
sanctioning Venezuelan officials in order to continue reestablishing diplomatic
relations with Cuba. While the mediation process between the Maduro regime and
the MUD, while the MUD members specifically asked the U.S. not to get involved
while the mediation process continued, the Obama regime declared sanctions and
this move created a huge backlash from the hemisphere. The legal process of
declaring sanctions necessitated the construction of Venezuela as “an unusual and
extraordinary threat to the national security and foreign policy of the United States”
with the Executive Order of 13692. Four years later, the same order used by the
Trump administration to sanction the Venezuelan oil while crippling Venezuelan

economy and therefore the Venezuelan people.

The second key event of the thesis provides a comparison between the foreign
policies of the Bush and Obama eras while exposing the inherent relation between
the construction of American identity in relation to the construction of two
Venezuelan Others; the Chavez and Maduro regimes as the dangerous Others and the
Venezuelan people as the friendly Others incapable of transforming Venezuelan
democracy and in need of help. The declaration of the Executive Order 13692 was
very important also because it proved the importance of the oppositional discourses
and how effective they are to shape the discursive space where the U.S. foreign
policy was determined. Tackling the region’s poverty and inequality problems with
Venezuela (since under Chavez Venezuelan society became the most equitable on in
Latin America) became unthinkable for the Obama administration. Instead, the

feasible foreign policy action was the construction of Venezuela as a national
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security threat. The same congresspeople who made the oppositional discourse on
Venezuela as the hegemonic discourse, also played a huge part in shaping President

Trump’s foreign policy towards Venezuela.

The third and the last key event of the dissertation was the U.S. struggle to replace
Nicolds Maduro and constructing a new Venezuelan Other; Juan Guaid6 as a new
political subject in international realm. The Trump era was characterized by its
hegemonic discourse; "America First”, emphasizing national interests over
engagement. The foreign policy of the Trump administration towards the Western
Hemisphere marked a significant departure from the approaches of the Bush and
Obama administrations. This shift resulted in reduced prioritization of U.S.
engagement with Latin American countries. One of the most notable aspects of
Trump's policy was his critical stance towards the policies of previous
administrations, particularly those of President Obama. The Trump administration
repeatedly criticized Obama's reestablishment of diplomatic relations with Cuba and
Kerry’s statements about the end of the Monroe Doctrine. This criticism extended to
other policies, such as NAFTA and immigration from the South, which Trump linked

to national security concerns.

The Trump administration's main foreign policy agenda in the hemisphere was to
reverse what it saw as the negative consequences of Obama-era policies. This
reversal was marked by a significant emphasis on renegotiating trade agreements like
NAFTA, now replaced by the USMCA, and confronting China's economic influence
in the region. These actions were part of a broader strategy to reassert American
economic interests and address perceived imbalances in trade relations. Trump's
foreign policy towards the Western Hemisphere was shaped by a negative agenda
that focused on issues like illegal immigration, unfair trade deals, and confronting the
influence of Russia and China in the region. This approach contrasted with the more
positive and multilateral focus of the Bush and Obama administrations, which also
sought to avoid direct confrontation with regimes like those of Chavez and Maduro
in Venezuela. President Trump was the only U.S. president openly challenging the
leftist-populist Venezuelan administrations from the start. His two predecessors

decided not to target Chavez and Maduro regimes; accordingly, their basic
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discourses adopted a positive tone, addressing the whole hemisphere. President
Trump did the opposite and from the start of his presidency challenged President
Maduro while emphasizing the poor conditions of the Venezuelan people. Therefore,
the two basic discourses of the Trump era were directly related with Venezuela: the

socialist nightmare discourse and the tyranny discourse.

The peculiarity of the Trump era came from the reemployment of the Red Scare for
constituting the ‘socialist’” Maduro regime as an existential threat to the American
Self. Within the socialist nightmare discourse, the American Self (represented by the
American dream) would be destroyed by the socialist nightmare, the borders of the
U.S. would be abolished, and the ‘criminal illegal aliens’ would invade the front
yards of the Americans, only if the Americans decide to vote for the Democrats. This
discursive strategy became very successful for winning the seats in the Senate and
increasing Republican votes in Florida. The other basic discourse of the Trump era
was the tyranny discourse which was employed by Vice President Pence and
Ambassador Bolton. They were the main actors along with Republican
congresspeople from Florida to determine U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela
during the Trump era.

The recognition of Juan Guaidé was the U.S. response to the presidential legitimacy
crisis of Venezuela. In January 2019, the head of the National Assembly Juan Guaido
declared himself the president invoking the article 233. However, President Maduro
had the control of the institutions and army. In order to pressure his hand into
quitting and holding elections, the Trump administration first increased individual
sanctions including President Maduro’s son and wife, freezing Venezuelan officials’
assets in the U.S., and prohibiting trading PDVSA bonds. During this period, the
Trump administration added another Venezuelan Other into U.S. constitution of
Venezuelan Others. The Trump administration became the first to officially
recognize Guaido’s presidency on January 23, 2019. For the first time, the U.S.
sanctioned Venezuelan oil by sanctioning the state-owned oil company PDVSA.
After this, the U.S. got into an excessive diplomatic effort to convince other nations
also recognize Guaido, to denounce Maduro and to support the people of Venezuela.

Overall, the study highlights the complexity of U.S.-Venezuela relations, which
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transcends mere diplomatic tensions and enters the realm of identity politics and
foreign policy discourses. It uncovers the paradox in U.S. foreign policy where the
same administration that condemns certain ‘authoritarian’ regimes elsewhere, like
Venezuela, maintains close diplomatic relations with other ‘authoritarian’ nations
accused of human rights violations. This dichotomy is a product of the discourses of
danger employed by the U.S., which selectively portrays certain regimes as threats
based on their alignment or opposition to American interests and values. This

dichotomy simultaneously occluded by the foreign policy discourses.

The analysis demonstrates that the U.S. foreign policy discourse has played a pivotal
role in constructing the Chavez and Maduro administrations as existential threats to
the American Self, thereby reinforcing American national identity. This construction
is not simply a reaction to external events but a necessary element in the ongoing
reproduction of American identity. The discursive practices of differentiating the Self
from the Others have been central to this process, where the U.S. has portrayed itself
as the protector of democratic values and civil liberties, thus legitimizing its foreign
policy actions towards Venezuelan Others. Accordingly, the only viable foreign
policy actions were constructed as overthrowing the dangerous Other (the Maduro
regime), legitimizing the Guaid6é administration as friendly Venezuelan Other and
saving the Venezuelan people (another friendly Venezuelan Other) since they do not
have the ability to do themselves (while reinforcing the superiority of the U.S. in the
region).

The Chéavez movement represents a crucial point for successfully challenging the
U.S. hegemony in Latin America. President Chavez was the first president both
openly challenging the U.S. superiority in the region while having the necessary
resources to undermine the U.S. position across the region. The Chavez movement is
important because it created an existential threat to the Monroe Doctrine, the U.S.
superiority and presence in the region. His populist policies, the increase in the oil
prices, the rise of the Pink Tide, and President Chavez’s ability to defy U.S. foreign
policy (for instance by offering oil subsidies or supporting leftist-populist
presidential candidates in other Latin American Countries) all made the case of

Venezuela unique. This is why many U.S. administrations (including the Bush,
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Obama, and Trump administrations) tried different foreign policy approaches for
toppling the Chdvez and Maduro administrations. According to these U.S.
administrations, Venezuela was in the U.S.” backyard and a powerful challenging
regime in that backyard could not be acceptable for the U.S. For all these reasons, a
critical interpretation of U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela is highly important
because while focusing on causal explanations, traditional Foreign Policy Analysis

overlooks all of these crucial points.

In conclusion, this dissertation not only provides a nuanced understanding of U.S.-
Venezuela relations but also emphasizes the significance of discourse analysis in
international relations. It underscores the necessity of adopting alternative analytical
frameworks to comprehend complex international dynamics, particularly those
involving power, identity, and representation. The findings and methodology of this
study offer valuable insights for future research, especially for scholars exploring
comparative research on U.S. foreign policy discourses during the rise and decline of
the Pink Tide because the foreign policy behavior of the regional organizations (such
as the OAS, Mercosur, or the Lima Group) directly affects the regional political
realm. Another suggestion for further research would be delving deeper into the
economic dimensions of U.S. foreign policy towards Venezuela while investigating
the role of oil, economic sanctions, and trade policies in constitution of American
identity. Recognizing the opposition as the legitimate executive power was not
something new for the U.S. In 2011, the U.S. also recognized the Libyan National
Transitional Council against the Gadhafi regime for instance. A year later, the
official U.S. recognition came for the Syrian Opposition Coalition against the Assad
regime. The recognition of Guaidé in this sense was not surprising. The analysis of
U.S. discourses on the official U.S. recognition of the Libyan National Transitional
Council, the Syrian Opposition Coalition and the MUD supported Guaidé would be
an excellent subject for further research to see how the U.S. employed the discourses
of danger during these recognitions. Lastly, researchers should also focus on the
transformation of U.S. foreign policy discourses if President Trump were to be
reelected in the 2024 U.S. presidential election. In a scenario like this, it is unlikely
for the new Trump administration to continue the Biden administration’s sanction

relief in exchange for a free and competitive election in Venezuela. The sanction
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relief decision came after the agreement between the Maduro administration and
Venezuelan opposition accordingly with the Norway-led dialogue in Barbados on
October 202318, According to this agreement, the Maduro government accepted
releasing certain political prisoners, lifting the electoral ban against the leading
oppositional candidates, and allowing E.U.’s electoral observation during the
upcoming presidential elections in Venezuela. It is unlikely for President Maduro to
hold a free and fair election especially since the TSJ already denied lifting the

electoral ban on the leading candidate Maria Corina Machado in January 20241,

The U.S. is not completely responsible for the turmoil in Venezuela, however, U.S.
foreign policy towards Venezuela, especially the sanctions contributed greatly to the
crisis. The Trump era sanctions worsened the Venezuelan economy and increased the
Venezuelan exodus across the region and the Trump and Biden administrations did
not implement policies to help the countries in the region to cope with this exodus.
This in return, decreased the U.S. popularity across the region. The future U.S.
foreign policy towards Venezuela should focus on the international cooperation
between the Latin American countries for the return to democracy in Venezuela.
During the Trump era the left was weakened across the region, however, the left had
returned; Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Peru all elected leftist presidents
over the last couple of years. Instead of imposing one-sided foreign policy decisions
on the countries in the region, the U.S. should try to unite the region for the
restoration of democratic governance in Venezuela. For once, the U.S. should follow

the regional lead not the vice versa for a permanent solution.

1185 Joshua Goodman and Regina Garcia Cano, “Venezuela and Opposition Reach Deal on Electoral
Conditions,” Associated Press, 2023, https://apnews.com/article/venezuela-opposition-norway-talks-
€7591a133328d66512854a6869b13703.

1186 Tribunal Supremo de Justicia, “Decisiones - El Numero de Expediente 2023-0461,” The TSJ,
2024, http://www.tsj.gob.ve/es/web/tsj/decisionest.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

23 Ocak 2019 tarihinde ABD Bagkani Donald Trump resmi olarak Venezuelali
mubhalefet lideri, Ulusal Meclis Baskan1 Juan Guaido'yu Venezuela'nin gegici bagkani
olarak tanimis ve secilmis Baskan Nicolas Maduro'yu baskanlik gorevinden
menetmistir. ABD diplomatlar1 ayn1 zamanda, Brezilya, Kanada, Meksika ve Avrupa
Birligi'nin bir¢ok {iilkesi gibi diger iilkeler tarafindan Juan Guaidé'nun mesru baskan
olarak taninmasi i¢in yogun lobi faaliyetlerinde bulunmuslardir. ABD, Venezuelanin
petrol sektdriine (iilkenin baslica gelir kaynagi) 2019'dan bu yana siki yaptirimlar ve
ambargo uygulamaktadir, bu da Venezuela ekonomisinin halihazirda oldugundan ¢ok
daha kotii bir duruma evrilmesine sebep olmustur. Trump yonetimi, Bagkan
Maduro'yu, otoriterlik, muhalefete tahammiilsiizlik ve insan haklar1 ile temel
Ozgiirliklerin siddetli ve sistematik baskisi ile suglamaktadir. Ayn1 yonetim, 2019'da
Brezilya'y1 resmi olarak NATO {iyesi olmayan ana miittefik olarak atamistir. ABD
Disisleri Bakanligi'nin 2019 ve 2020 insan Haklar1 Raporlarina gore, ayni1 Bolsonaro
yonetimi ifade O0zgiirliigii, adil yargir hakki ve cinsel yonelim nedeniyle ayrimcilik
yapmama hakki gibi belirli insan haklarimi ¢ignemistir. Bagska bir deyisle, ABD,
Brezilya ve Venezuela'nin insan haklari ve ozgiirliikklerini siirekli olarak bastirdigi
iddiasinda bulunmaktadir. Bu calisma, ABD'nin Brezilya ve Venezuela'nin iddia
edilen insan haklari ihlallerine yaklasimindaki ¢eliskinin kaynagina odaklanmaktadir.
Bu tez, Venezuela'ya yonelik ABD dis politika eylemleri veya sonuclari hakkinda
degildir. Aksine, bu g¢aligmanin temel amaci, dis iliskiler, tehlike sdylemleri ve
kimlik ingas1 araciligiyla gergegin insa siirecini incelemektedir. EK olarak, bu
arastirma, Venezuela'nin ABD'ye yonelik dis politikasinin tamamen iyiliksever
oldugunu iddia etmemektedir, ayni sekilde, ABD'nin goriinmeyen bir tehdit
olmadiginda bile bir tehdit yarattigin1 iddia etmemektedir. Baska bir deyisle, bu
calisma, belirli olaylarin farkli olaylarin aksine tehlike olarak insa edilmesinin bir
zorunluluk oldugunun altim1 ¢izmektedir. ABD dis politika sdylemleri tarafindan
Chavez ve Maduro yonetimlerinin tehlikeli 6tekiler olarak insa edilmesi, Amerikan

kimligini yeniden iiretmek i¢in gereklidir. Tehlikeyi, Amerikan kimligi ile
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iliskilendirmek, dis politika aracilifiyla tehlikeyi tasvir etmek, ulusal kimliginin

siirlarini giivence altina almak igin kilit bir parga olmustur.

Bu tez, 2000 ile 2020 yillar1 arasinda ABD'min Venezuela'ya yonelik dis politika
sOylemlerinin evrimini incelemektedir. Calisma, Juan Guaidé'nun gegici baskan
olarak taninmasi, Venezuela'nin petrol sektoriine yonelik yaptirimlar ve ABD'nin
Venezuela ve Brezilya'daki insan haklar1 ihlallerine kars1 yaklagimlarindaki kontrast
gibi temel olaylar1 elestirel bir sekilde incelemektedir. Bu tez, David Campbell’in
Postyapisalct Uluslararas: Iliskiler Teorisini ve Lene Hansen’in sdylem analizi
metodolojisini birlestirerek ABD dis politikasina farkli bir bakis agis1 kazandirmay1
hedeflemektedir. Bu arastirma, dis iliskiler, tehlike sdylemleri ve 6tekilik araciligiyla
kimlik olusturma siirecini anlamay1r amaglamaktadir. insan haklarini ¢ignedigini
iddia ettigi Brezilya ile ittifak yapabilen ABD’nin, Venezuela’yr insan haklar
ihlalleri yaptig1 iddialariyla sert sekilde elestirmesi ve bu dogrultuda dis politika
kararlar1 uygulamasi nasil miimkiin olmustur? Tez, ABD kimliginin siirekli yeniden
tiretiminde krizin yalnizca dig faktorlerle tetiklenmedigini de ayrica vurgulamakita,
ABD i¢ politikasindaki 6nemli degiskenlere ve hegemonik sOylemlere de

odaklanmaktadir.

Arastirma sorularmma yanit aramak i¢in, 1998 ve 2013'te solcu bagkanlarin
secilmesinin ardindan ABD'nin Venezuela'ya yonelik dis politika sdylemlerine
odaklanilmis ve George W. Bush, Barack H. Obama ve Donald J. Trump gibi ABD
Bagkanlarinin resmi sOylemlerini iceren analizler yapilmistir. Calisma, c¢esitli
kaynaklardan toplanan resmi agiklamalar, konugmalar, roportajlar, an1 yazilari ve
tweetleri icermektedir. Bu inceleme ile 2015 yili sonrasinda ABD-Venezuela
iliskilerindeki gerilimde bir tirmanis tespit edilmistir; bu tirmanis, baskanlik
kararlari, yaptirnmlar ve ambargolarla sonuclanmistir. Calisma, Monroe Doktrini
vurgusunu, tehlike retorigini ve Chavez ve Maduro yonetimlerinin Amerikan
kimligine yonelik tehdit/6teki olarak insasini ele almistir. Analiz ayrica, belirli dis
politika eylemlerinin tercihin ve alternatif se¢eneklerin diisiiniilemez olarak insa

edilisine de sorgulamaktadir.

ABD-Venezuela iligkileri tizerine mevcut literatiir gogunlukla ABD’nin demokrasi

tesviki girisimleri ve Neo-Marksizm ¢ercevesinde analizler igermektedir. Bu ¢aligma
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ise ABD dis politikas1 analizinde Postyapisalct bakis agilarinin  eksikligini
elestirmektedir. Tez, kimlik politikalarina, otekilestirici sOylem pratigine ve dis
politikanin Postyapisalci bir bakis agisiyla analizine odaklanarak literatiirdeki bariz
bosluga katkida bulunmayr amaglamaktadir. Genel olarak, arastirma Amerikan
kimliginin nasil insa edildigini ve son yirmi yil icerisinde 6zellikle ABD-Venezuela

iligkileri baglaminda nasil sekillendigine odaklanmaktadir.

2014 wyili sonrasinda, ABD-Venezuela iliskilerinde bir bozulma yasandigi
gozlemlenmektedir. Baskan Obama, 8 Mart 2015'te Baskanlik Kararnamesi
(Executive Order) 13692'yi yayimlayarak Venezuela'yt ABD'nin ulusal giivenligine
ve dis politikasina sira dis1 ve olaganiistii bir tehdit olarak ilan etmis ve yedi iist
diizey Venezuela yetkilisine yaptirim uygulamistir. 2017'de, Bagkan Trump, Bagkan
Maduro ve yonetiminin onde gelen siyaset¢i ve is insanlarina karsi daha fazla
yaptirim uygulamis ve Nicolas Maduro'yu da bir diktator olarak ilan etmistir. Trump
yonetimi daha sonra Venezuela'da muhalefet lideri Juan Guaid6’yu gegici Venezuela
Devlet Baskani olarak tanimis ve Venezuela’nin baslica gelir kaynagi olan petrol
sektorine 2019 yilindan itibaren ambargo uygulamaya baglamistir. Trump
yonetiminin eski Ulusal Giivenlik Konseyi Bati Yarim Kiire Islerinden Sorumlu
Kidemli Direktorii Juan Cruz'a gore, ABD Venezuela'da gilines ve hava harig her seyi
yaptirima tabi tuttugunu ve eger miimkiin olsaydi ABD’nin giines ve havayi dahi
yaptirima tabii tutacagmi aciklamisti. ABD Istihbarat Toplulugu'nun 2019 Kiiresel
Tehdit Degerlendirmesi raporuna gore ise Venezuela Kiiba'dan daha biiyiik bir tehdit

olusturuyordu.

17 Nisan 2019'daki konugsmasinda, Baskan Trump'in Ulusal Giivenlik Danismani
John Bolton, Monroe Doktrini ¢ok giiglii bir bigimde hayatta oldugunu ilan etmistir.
Ayrica, tekrar Monroe Doktrinine atifta bulunarak Venezuela'nin Bat1 Yarim Kiire'de
bulundugunu ve ABD'nin Venezuela'da ozel bir sorumluluga sahip oldugunu
vurgulamistir. Bolton ayrica, dzellikle "Tiranhik Ugliisii" olarak adlandirdig: Kiiba,
Venezuela ve Nikaragua'ya karst Baskan Obama'nin Latin Amerika'ya yonelik
yumusama politikasini elestirmistir. Bolton konusmasinda, Venezuela, Kiiba ve
Nikaragua'nin nihayet "komiinist diktatorliiklerden" ozgiir olacagina dair séz de

vermistir. 2019 Eyliil’tinde Ulusal Giivenlik Danigmanligi gérevinden istifa ettikten
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sonra John Bolton, "The Room Where It Happened: A White House Memoir" adl1 bir

an1 kitabr yazmis ve kitabinda Venezuela'y: ayri bir bolimde ele almistir.

Cesitli konusmalarinda Baskan Trump, Biiyiikel¢i Bolton, Senatér Graham ve ABD
Disisleri Bakan1 Pompeo, Venezuela'ya ve Maduro Yonetimine yonelik tiim
secencklerin (askeri miidahale dahil) masada oldugunu israrla belirtmislerdir. Senat6r
Graham, Venezuela’nin ABD’nin ‘arka bahgesinde’ bulundugunu sdyleyerek
ABD’nin 1983'teki Grenada miidahalesine benzer bir askeri isgal Onerisinde
bulunmustur. Ek olarak, Bagskan Trump, olasi bir askeri miidahaleye dair sorulara
stirekli olarak askeri secenek dahil tiim segeneklerin masada oldugu seklinde yanitlar

vermistir.

flging bir sekilde, 20 yildan fazla bir siiredir, ikili iliskilerdeki tim gerilimlere
ragmen, ABD, Venezuela'ya en ¢ok zarar verecek olan "tek silah1" kullanmaktan
yani Venezuela petroliine yaptirim ve ambargo uygulamaktan kaginmistir. Bu adimi
sadece Trump yonetimi, 28 Ocak 2019 tarihinde atmaya karar vermistir. Ayrica,
ABD, Juan Guaidé'nun diger iilkeler tarafindan gecici bagkan olarak taninmasi igin
yogun diplomatik lobicilik faaliyetleri gergeklestirmistir (Kanada, Avrupa Birligi
tiyeleri ve Latin Amerika iilkelerinde). Amacg, Bagskan Maduro'yu uluslararasi
topluluktan diglayarak onunla olan tiim diplomatik, ekonomik ve siyasi iligkilerin
kopmasini saglamaktir. Peki ABD, neden diger 'otoriter' hitkiimetler i¢in ayn1 ¢abay1
gostermemektedir? Baskan Trump déneminde ABD, Putin, Erdogan, Bolsonaro ve
Orban gibi liderlerle iyi iliskiler kurmustur. Bagkan Donald Trump, 2017'de yaptig1
ilk yurtdis1 gezisinde Suudi Arabistant ziyaret etmis ve "Amerika, yasam tarzini

"

baskalarina dayatmayacak" agiklamasinda bulunmustur. Baskan Trump, ABD’nin
insanlara nasil yasamalari, ne yapmalari, kim olmalar1 konusunda nasihat etmek i¢in
Suudi Arabistan'a gelmedigini de belirtmistir. Ayn1 Baskan, Suudi Arabistan’dan
daha iyi bir demokratik rejime sahip olan Venezuela’ya ayni yaklagimi nigin
gostermemektedir? ABD’nin goéziinde Venezuela neden Suudi Arabistan, Brezilya
veya Macaristan’dan ¢ok farklidir? Bu calisma, bu tavir degisikliginin ABD
kimliginin tehlikeli 6teki ile baglantili olarak insasi i¢in bir zorunluluk oldugunu

ortaya koymaktadir.

Tehlike nesnel bir sey degildir. Bir kisinin bir durumu, bir konuyu veya bir olay1

tehdit olarak degerlendirmesi bagimsiz olarak var olamaz. Eger tehlike nesnel bir sey
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olsaydi, bu durumda ABD’nin ideallerine tehdit olarak insa edilen otoriterlikle dogru
orantilt olarak, her otoriter rejim ABD’nin dogan diismani olmaliydi. Nesnel
olmayan tehlike insasi, ABD’nin Venezuela’y1 tehlike olarak gérmesinin Oniinii
acarken, aym1 anda Suudi Arabistan’t da bir miittefik olarak gormesine yol
acmaktadir. Bu tezin ana iddiasi, ABD ve Venezuela arasindaki krizin sadece dis
faktorler tarafindan tetiklenen bir kriz olmadigidir. Bunun yerine, bu kriz, Amerikan
kimliginin dis politika eylemleri araciligiyla siirekli olarak iiretilmesi i¢in gerekli bir
olay olarak insa edilmistir. Kisacasi, buradaki temel soru su degildir: Trump
yonetiminin petrol sektoriine yaptirim uygulama secenegini tercih etmesinin
nedeninin ne oldugu degildir. Bunun yerine, asil soru su olmalidir: ABD’nin belirli
dis politika eylemleri, Hugo Chavez'in 1998'de Venezuela Devlet Baskani
secilmesinden bu yana ABD'nin dis politika sdylemleri araciligiyla nasil miimkiin

hale gelmistir?

ABD ve Venezuela arasindaki tartismali iliskinin kokleri 1998 Venezuela Devlet
Bagkanlig1 secimlerine dayanmaktadir. 1950'lerin sonlarindan 1990'lara kadar, bir¢ok
bilim insan1 Venezuela demokrasisini istisnai olarak tanimlamistir. 1900°1ii yillarin
basindan 1958 yilina kadar Venezuela'da uzun siireli diktatorliik donemleri
yasanmustir. 1957 yilinda ise muhalefet partileri (hem sol hem de sag kanattan
partiler), ordu mensuplari, is insanlar1 ve Kilise Vatansever Cunta (Junta Patriotica)
adli bir ittifak olusturmustur. Bu ittifak, donemin diktatérii Marcos Pérez Jiménez'i
Ocak 1958'de bir darbe ile devirmistir. 31 Ocak 1958’de ise donemin {i¢ 6nde gelen
siyasi parti lideri (AD, COPEl ve URD npartileri) Punto Fijo Anlagmasi'ni
imzalayarak demokratik se¢im siirecine saygi gostermeyi taahhiit ederek
Venezuela’da demokrasi donemini baslatmistir. Soguk Savas'in etkisiyle bu {i¢ siyasi
parti, diktator Jiménez'i devirmeye yardim eden sol kanat siyasi partileri anlasmadan
dislamistir.  Solun dislanmas1 ve sag kanat siyasi partilerin Venezuela siyasi
sisteminde kirk yil boyunca egemen olmasi, 1998'de Hugo Chavez'in secilmesi i¢in
sosyopolitik zemini hazirlamistir. 1958-1998 yillari arasindaki kirk yillik demokrasi

donemi Punto Fijo donemi olarak adlandirilmaktadir.

1958 sonrast Venezuela demokrasi akademisyenler tarafindan istisnai olarak

adlandirilmigtir ¢linkii neredeyse tiim Latin Amerika tilkeleri (Arjantin, Brezilya ve
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Sili gibi), o6zellikle 1960'lar ve 1970'ler boyunca, askeri darbelere maruz kalirken
Venezuela’da bu durum hi¢ yasanmamistir. 1958'deki demokratik gegisten itibaren,
Venezuela demokrasisi, ABD'nin diger Latin Amerika tilkelerine 6rnek gosterdigi bir
model haline gelmistir. ABD Baskani1 Kennedy'nin danismani Arthur Schlesinger da

bu 6rnek gosterme durumunu 1961'de kendi sozleriyle ifade de etmistir.

1958 sonrasinda, yalnizca iki partinin (AD ve COPEI) adaylari, kirk yil boyunca
gerceklesen secimler araciligiyla baskanlik gorevine gelmistir. Bu kirk yil boyunca,
ABD ve Venezuela arasindaki iliskiler ¢ok stabil bir seyir izlemistir ¢iinki
Venezuela, Amerikan ideallerine olduk¢a yakin bir demokratik sistemi vardir. Ayrica
Venezuela petrolii, ABD pazarina basarili bir sekilde entegre edilmis ve Pentagon‘un
Venezuela Ulusal Silahli Kuvvetler iizerindeki etkisi bu dénemde artmigtir. Hugo
Chavez, AD ve COPEI ile higbir baglantis1 olmayan ilk devlet bagkanidir. Hugo
Chavez 1998 bagkanlik se¢im kampanyalari sirasinda, Punto Fijo donemine, 6zel
petrol sirketlerine ve ABD'ye acik¢a meydan okumustur. Beklendigi gibi, Chévez’in
baskanlik donemi geg¢mis kirk yildan keskin bir ayrilisi temsil etmektedir. 1998'deki
kampanya konusmalarindan birinde, Hugo Chévez, PDVSA'nin (Venezuela'nin
devlet yonetimindeki petrol sirketi) bagskanini gérevden almay1 ve Venezuela petrol

sektoriine dogrudan yabanci yatirimlar: sinirlamay1 vaat etmistir.

Secim zaferinden sonra ise Bagkan Chavez Venezuelali kimligini kokten degistirecek
degisikliklere imza atmistir. Bagkan Chéavez, Venezuela'da temel politik, ekonomik
ve sosyal degisiklikler yapmistir. Bu degisiklikler, yeni bir anayasa yazmaysi,
anayasanin halk tarafindan onaylanmasi igin referandum diizenlemeyi, devletin
petrol gelirini 6nceden ihmal edilmis toplum kesimlerine yonlendirmeyi, yeni bir
katilimc1 demokrasi modeli insa etmeyi ve 21. ylizyll sosyalizmine gegisi
icermekteydi. Bu nedenle, Chavez goreve basladiktan hemen sonra ve gorevini ilk
yillarinda, Ozellikle Punto Fijo donemi miiesses nizaminin (6zellikle petrol
endiistrisinden) ve ABD'nin yogun direnisiyle karsilagsmistir. ABD'li diplomat
Richard N. Haass konusmalarinda Chavez’in Amerikan ¢ikarlarina bir tehdit

olusturdugunun altin1 ¢izmistir.

Venezuela politikasinda, ekonomisinde ve toplumunda Chavez déneminde meydana

gelen bu radikal degisiklikler, ABD ile Venezuela arasindaki dis iliskilerde de bir
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kirilma noktast yaratmistir. Giiney Amerika'da eski bir ABD miittefiki olan
Venezuela artik bir diisman haline gelmistir. O zamandan beri, her iki taraf da
ideoloji, siyaset, ¢ikarlar, giivenlik ve ekonomi de dahil olmak iizere birgok farkli
konuda karsit taraflarda yer almaktadir. Ayrica taraflar, yillar i¢inde, birbirlerine
karst yogun bir diismanlik insa etmislerdir. Bazen bu diigmanlik, bu iilkelerin
liderleri arasinda kisisel bir boyut da kazanmustir. iki iilkenin de liderleri birbirlerine
hakaret edecek kadar ileri de gitmislerdir. ABD, Chavez yonetimini ,Venezuela
demokrasisini otoriterlige dogru yonlendirmekle ve Venezuela halkini aghga, goce
ve siddete siiriiklemekle suglamaktadir. Buna karsilik, Venezuela hiikiimeti, ABD'yi
darbe yapmakla ve Venezuelanin zengin petrol rezervlerini kontrol etmeye yonelik

tekrarlayan girisimlerle su¢clamaktadir.

Iginctir ki, uzun vadeli gergin dis iligkilere ragmen, 2019'a kadar ABD ve Venezuela
arasinda saglam ticaret iligkiler devam etmistir. Chavez yOnetimi sirasinda
Venezuela, ABD'nin en biiyiik petrol tedarik¢isiyken ABD, Venezuela'nin en biiyiik
ticaret ortagidir. Bu gergek, kriz donemlerinde bile degismemistir. Ornegin, 2002'de
Venezuela muhalefetinin, Baskan Chavez'e karsi basarisiz bir darbe girisimi
olmustur. Chavez yonetimi, ABD'yi muhalefeti finanse etmekle agikga suglamistir.
ABD’nin Venezuela muhalefetini NED ve USAID araciligiyla maddi olarak
destekledigi, gesitli egitimler verdigi bu iki kurumun da agikca kabul etigi bir
gercektir. Ancak ABD, bu kurumlarin Venezuela muhalefetinin darbe girisimine
yardim ettigi iddiasim1 reddetmektedir. Ayni1 yil ABD, Venezuelamin toplam
ithalatinda pay1 %30,7 ve toplam ihracatindaki pay1 ise %56'dir. Bu donemde de
ABD, Venezuela'nin en biiylik ticaret ortagi olarak kalmaya devam etmistir. Ayni1
durum 2005 yilinda Baskan Chavez'in 21. Yiizyil Sosyalizmi modelini tanittig
donemde ve Nicolas Maduronun 2014'te minimal bir oy farkiyla Venezuela
cumhurbagkani oldugu zaman da yasanmistir. ABD, milyarlarca dolarlik ticaret
hacmi ile hala Venezuela'nin en biiyiik ticaret ortagi kalmaya devam etmistir. 2018
yilinda dahi, Venezuelanin toplam ithalatinin %52'si ABD'den gelmistir, bu oran
2000 yilindan bu yana en yiiksek orandir. Ilk kez 2019 yilinda ABD'nin uyguladig1
petrol yaptirimlart ve ambargo sonrasinda iki iilkenin ekonomik iliskileri sekteye

ugramistir.
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Bu calisma, ABD'nin Venezuela'ya yonelik dis politikasi lizerine Postyapisalct bir
yorum getirerek ilgili literatiire katkida bulunmayi amaclamaktadir. Bu yorum,
Amerikan Kimliginin cesitli Venezuelali Otekiler iizerinden tehlike sdylemleri ve
sOylem analizi yoluyla ingasini igermektedir. Ancak, tim Amerikan ulusal sdylemsel
alani, resmi belgelerin tamaminin incelenmesi ve tiim konusmalarin dinlenmesi
imkansizdir. Arastirma yapmak; konulari, aktorleri, olaylari ve zaman cergevelerini
segmekle ilgilidir. Bu se¢imler her zaman farkli yorumlara imkan tanir. Bu ¢alisma
ise Venezuela'da solcu popiilist hiikiimetlerin iktidara gelmelerinden sonra ABD'nin
Venezuela'ya yonelik dis politikasi tizerine kendi Postyapisalct yorumunu sunacaktir.
Buradaki ana amag¢, ABD'in dis politikada tehditleri (Venezuela 6zelinde) nasil
algiladigini, temsil etti§ini anlamak ve bdylece Amerikan kimliginin sinirlarim

otekilestirmeye bagli olarak nasil ¢izdigini anlamaktir.

Farklilik ve otekilik Amerikan kimligininim ingasinin 6ziidiir. Farklilik ve otekilik
ayn1 zamanda ABD dis politikasinin temeli olarak insa edilen uluslararasi etkilesim
(international engagement) ve izolasyonizm (isolationism) dikotomisini tetikler.
Ancak, ABD dis politikasi1 ve Amerikan kimligi {lizerine yapilan tartigmalart bu
dikotomi iginde smirlamak, ayni anda ve bilingli olarak Amerikan kimliginin
tiretiminde ve korunmasinda 6nemli bir rol oynayan ABD dis politikasinin Amerikan
kimliginin olusumu tizerindeki roliinii bulaniklastirir. Clinkii kimlik sadece,
diizenlenmis bir tekrar siireci aracilifiyla insa edilebilir, dis politika pratikleri bu
stirecte 6nemli bir rol oynar. Bu nedenle bu tez, ABD-Venezuela iliskilerine
ABD'nin etkilesim/izolasyon dikotomisi tlizerinden yaklasmak yerine, Amerikan
kimliginin cesitli Venezuelali Otekilere yonelik performansini odak noktasina alarak,
resmi ABD dis politika sOylemlerini inceleyerek Amerikan ve Venezuelal
kimliklerinin insalarini, soylemsel yapiy1r ve tiim bunlarin Venezuela'ya yonelik
belirli dis politika eylemlerinin mesrulastirilmasindaki roliinii incelemektedir. Ciinkii
bu dis politika soylemleri belirli dis politika eylemlerini mesrulastirma islevini
gerceklestirir, ancak daha da 6nemlisi (bu nokta geleneksel analizlerin goz ard ettigi
noktadir), bu sdylemler ayni anda belirli dis politika eylemlerini de diisiiniillemez

kilar.

Omegin, ABD sdylemsel olarak uluslararas: iliskilerde iistiin bir &zne olarak

konumlanip, diinya genelinde sivil 6zgiirliiklerin ve demokrasinin koruyucusu olarak
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kendini insa etmektedir. Soylemsel olarak insa edilen bu konum, ABD’yi hak ve
Ozgirliiklerin koruyucusu olarak insa etmekte ve bunlarin korunmasini saglamak i¢in
ABD’ye 0zel bir sorumluluk (6zellikle Latin Amerika'ya karsi) yiliklemektedir. Bu
0zne konumlanmasi otomatik olarak askeri miidahaleler (6rnegin, 1983'teki Grenada
miidahalesi) veya ABD’nin otoriter olarak etiketledigi rejimlere karsi muhalefet
partilerini destekleme gibi dolayli politikalar gibi belirli dis politika eylemlerini
giindeme getirmektedir. Baskan Reagan, 1983'te ABD Baskani olarak Grenada'ya
kars1 giliclii ve kararli bir sekilde hareket etmekten baska bir segenegi olmadigini
clinkii Amerikalilarin hayatlarinin ve ABD wulusal giivenliginin tehdit altinda
oldugunu iddia etmistir. Grenada’ya yapilan askeri harekattan hemen sonra ise
Bagkan Reagan, ABD'nin, insanliin siyasi, dini ve ekonomik 6zgiirliigiini tesvik
etmeye adanmis bir iilke oldugunu belirtmis ve Grenada'ya yapilan harekatin bunu
bir kez daha diinyaya gosterdiginin altin1 ¢izmistir. Bu tarihi 6rnek, arasindaki derin
ve karmagsik iliskiyi agik¢a ortaya koymaktadir. Dis politika ile kimlik birbirlerinin
insas1 icin birbirlerine baghdirlar. Amerikan kimligi, ABD dis politikasinin diinya
genelinde o6zgiirliikk, demokrasi ve serbest piyasa ekonomisi gibi degerleri koruma
amacina yonelik olarak hareket ettigi belirli degerleri icerir. Bu dis politika
eylemleri, karsiliginda Amerikan kimliginin bagimli oldugu tekrar siirecini saglar.
Sonugta, bu degerler ayn1 zamanda gelecekte benzer dis politika eylemlerini de
mesrulastirmak amaciyla kullanilir. Tipkt ABD’nin 1983°te yaptig1 harekatin 2019
Venezuela’sinda da uygulanmasinin istenmesi gibi. ABD’nin Grenada'ya askeri
cikarmasini etkilesim/izolasyon ikilemi agisindan ele almak, tiim bu girift iliskilerin,
Amerikan kimliginin otekilere bagli insas1 ile ABD dis politikasi arasindaki bu

karmasik iliskinin goz ard1 edilmesine yol agmaktadir.

ABD dis politikasi iizerine yazilan literatiir cogunlukla, ABD'nin etkilesim stratejileri
ve izolasyon politikalarina odaklanmaktadir. Ancak, ABD dis politikasina yonelik
Postyapisalc1 analizler literatiiriin eksik kaldig1 noktalardir. Postyapisalcilik ilk
olarak, uluslararas: iligkiler disiplinine, daha 6nceden ihmal edilen baz1 kavramlar
(kimlik politikalari, Gtekilestirme ve tarihsel baglam gibi) dahil etmistir. Ayni
zamanda bu ihmal edilmis konular1 post-pozitivist metodolojiler araciligiyla
incelemistir. Bu ¢alismanin da benzer bir amaci vardir. Literatiirde, Avrupa Birligi

tilkelerinin dig politikalarinin Postyapisalc1 analizleri (6zellikle AB'in kimlik
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politikalar1 ve AB'nin Tiirkiye ve Rusya ile ilgili tartigmalar igeren Otekilestirme
pratikleri) yogun bir sekilde mevcuttur. Ilging bir sekilde, ayn1 sonuca ABD dis
politikas1 6zelinde ulagilamamaktadir. 1990'l1 yillarda ve 2000'li yillarin baslarinda
ABD dis politikasin1 Postyapisalc1 ¢erceveden yorumlayan temel ve Onemli
calismalar yapilmis olsa da ayni sonuca giiniimiizde ulasilamamaktadir. Mevcut
literatiirde bu konuda bosluklar bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma ise, kimlik politikalarina,
Otekilestirmeye, sOylem pratiklerine ve dis politikaya Postyapisalci bir yaklasim ile
odaklanarak literatiirdeki bu bosluga katkida bulunmayir amaglamaktadir. Bu
cercevede, bu calisma 2001-2019 yillar1 arasinda, Amerikan Oznenin, cesitli
Venezuelal: Otekilere kars1 tehlike odakli dis politika sdylemleri araciligiyla nasil

insa edildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu tez, oOzellikle Hugo Chavez'in 1998'de Venezuela Devlet Baskani olarak
secilmesinden sonra ve Nicolds Maduro'nun 2013'te ayn1 goreve gelmesinden sonra,
Postyapisalc1 bir bakis acgisiyla ABD'nin Venezuela'ya yonelik dig politikasini
elestirel bir sekilde yorumlamaktadir. Bu tezin merkezi argiimani, devam eden ABD-
Venezuela krizinin sadece igsel faktorlerin bir sonucu (6rnegin, Venezuela'da artan
otoriterlik) olmadigi, ayn1 zamanda Amerikan kimliginin dis politika sOylemleri
araciligiyla siirekli olarak yeniden iretilmesi i¢in bir zorunlu kosul oldugudur.
Esasen, odaklanilan nokta, Trump ydnetiminin Maduro'yu yasaklama veya petrol
sektoriine yaptirnm uygulama gibi eylemlerini neden gerceklestirdigi degil, bu
spesifik dis politika eylemlerinin 1998'den bu yana ABD'nin dis politika sdylemleri
icinde nasil miimkiin se¢enekler olarak ortaya ¢iktigini anlamaya yoneliktir. Calisma,
ayni zamanda, Amerikan kimliginin, ABD dis politika sdylemlerinin, ABD’nin
tehlike algilarinin, Chavez ve Maduro yonetimlerini tehlikeli 6tekiler olarak insa
etmesiyle karsilikli iligkisini sorunsallagtirmaktadir. Caligmanin bir diger temel
noktasi, Otekinin insasini tartisirken, sadece tehlikeli Oteki insasina odaklanmak
yerine dost Otekilerin de insasina odaklanmasidir. Salt tehlikeli 6tekinin ingasina,
yani Chavez ve Maduro yonetimlerinin ABD tarafindan insa edilisine odaklanmak
yerine, bu tez, ABD’nin Venezuela yoOnetimlerini tehlikeli oOtekiler olarak insa
edisine ek olarak ayni anda Venezuela halk: ile Juan Guaido’yu dost 6tekiler olarak

insa edisine de odaklanmakta bdylece daha zengin bir yorumlama saglamaktadir.
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Bu doktora tezi, erken asamalarinda, yillarca siiren tartigmali iligkilere ragmen neden
sadece Trump yonetimi tarafindan Venezuela petroline yaptirnm uygulandigi
sorgulamalarindan dogmustur. Kapsamli arastirma sonrasinda ise neden sorusunun
yetersiz kalacagi sonucuna varilmis ve ¢cok daha kapsamli arastirma sorular yazar
tarafindan hazirlanmistir: ABD'nin tehlike sdylemleri, Amerikan kimliginin ingas1 ve
Venezuelal: Otekilerin insalar1 arasindaki iliski hangi dis politika eylemlerini
miimkiin kilmaktadir? S6z konusu tehlike s6ylemleri aracilifiyla hangi tiir gergeklik
insa edilmektedir? Bu insada hangi tiir dis politika eylemleri miimkiin hale gelmis
(Venezuela'y1 ulusal giivenlik tehdidi ilan etme veya Venezuela petroliine yaptirim
uygulama gibi), ve hatta daha da Onemlisi, hangi tir dis politika eylemleri
diisiniilemez hale gelmistir? ABD, dis politika sdylemleri araciligiyla kendi
kimligini (6zellikle Bat1 Yarim Kiire’de) nasil iistiin bir siyasi kimlik olarak insa
etmistir? Bu insanin, ABD’nin belirli siyasi 6znelerin (Baskan Maduro) uluslararasi
toplumdan diglanmasina karar verecek kadar giiclii bir konuma gelmesindeki rolii
nedir? Ayrica, Venezuela halkini demokratik 6z yonetim konusunda yetersiz ve
yardima muhta¢ Venezuelali dost 6teki olarak insa etmenin, ABD’nin kendini {istiin
bir siyasi kimlik olarak insa etmesine katkisi ne olmustur? Tiim bu arastirma sorulari,
nedensel olmayan yorumlart miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu c¢alismanin teorik ve
metodolojik c¢ergevesi, arastirma sorularinin Postyapisalcilik ile derinlemesine
baglantili olmasi nedeniyle Postyapisalct uluslararasi iligkiler teorisi ve sdylem
analizi etrafinda insa edilmistir. Temel mesele, ABD politika yapicilarinin karar
verme siireglerini analiz etmek degil, ABD'nin Chavez yonetiminin ilk giinlerinden
bu yana Venezuela’ya yonelik dis politika séylemlerinin belirli bir gercegi insa edis
bicimi ve bu insanin neleri miimkiin kildigidir. Postyapisalcilik, dis politika ve
sOylem pratiginin dogasi geregi birbirine bagimli oldugunu savunur. Kimlik ve dis
politika arasindaki karmasik baglanti, Postyapisalci arastirma giindeminde merkezi
bir konumda bulunur. Bu durum, kimliklerin varliginin dis politika eylemlerine bagl
oldugunu ve kimliklerin bu sdylem pratikleri araciligiyla es zamanli olarak insa

edildigini ve yeniden insa edildigini géstermektedir.

Bu tez, genellikle akademide ihmal edilen bir bakis agis1 olan Postyapisalci bir
yaklagim benimseyerek ABD dis politikas1 iizerine literatiirdeki bosluga da katkida

bulunmaktadir. ABD'nin dis politika sdylemlerini analiz eden ¢alisma, bu anlatilarin
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Amerikan kimligini, ABD i¢ politikasin1 ve uluslararasi iligkileri sekillendirmedeki
biitlinsel roliinii vurgulamaktadir. ABD dis politikas1 literatiiriinde genellikle
ABD'nin  etkilesim stratejileri ve izolasyon politikalariin  incelenmesine
odaklanilmaktadir. Ancak, ABD dis politikasinin Postyapisalci bir analizi s6z konusu
oldugunda literatiirde belirgin bir bosluk bulunmaktadir. Ancak, ¢aligmanin amaci
sadece literatiir eksikligi degildir. Gegtigimiz yillar boyunca, Chévez sonras1 ABD-
Venezuela iliskileri bir¢ok agidan incelenmis olsa da ikili iilke iliskilerine petrolden
Ote bir yorum getiren ¢alisma sayist yok denecek kadar azdir. ABD-Venezuela
iliskilerine Postyapisalci bir yorum getiren bu ¢aligma, iligkileri sadece neden-sonug
tizerinden yorumlamaya c¢alismanin Otesine gegerek tarihsel ve elestirel bir

perspektiften ele almaktadir.

Tiim bu amaglara ulagabilmek adina ¢alisma Lene Hansen’in Postyapisalct sdylem
analizi metodunu kullanmaktadir. Bu yontem, ayn1 zamanda tek tehlikeli 6teki insasi
yerine, c¢esitli Otekilerin de benligin insasinda 6nemli oldugunu kabul eden bir
metottur. Bu sebeple, Amerikan benligiyle ¢esitli Venezuelali 6tekilerin nasil inga
edildigine dair yorumlamalari miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bu yorumlamalar i¢in Hansen
oncelikle hegemonik ve temel soOylemlerin genis bir sdylemsel okumayla
belirlenmesi gerektigini belirtmistir. Bunlar belirlendikten sonra ise yapilmasi
gereken bu sOylemlerin muhalif sdylemlerle siirekli devam eden miicadelelerinin
doniim noktasina geldigi anahtar olaylar1 belirlemektir. Temel ve hegemonik
sOylemlerin bu anahtar olaylar etrafinda nasil sekillendigi, bu siiregte Amerikan
benliginin ve Venezuelali 6tekilerin ne sekilde insa edildiginin tartisildigi boliimler
ise tezin analiz bdliimlerini (dort, bes ve altinct boliimler) olusturmaktadir. Buraya
kadar anlatilan kisimlar ¢alismanin ilk {i¢ bolimiinii yani giris, teorik ve metodolojik
gergeveleri Ozetlemistir. Bundan sonraki kisimlar ise calismanin analiz boliimlerini

Ozetleyecektir.

Calismanin dordiincii boliimii, tezin ilk anahtar olayina yani Subat 2008 ve Mayis
2008 tarihleri arasinda Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret Anlagmasinin ABD
Kongresindeki onay siirecinin Bagkan Bush tarafindan hizlandirilmaya calisilmasina
odaklanmaktadir. Chavez ve Bush yonetimleri bir¢ok farkli krizde karsi karsiya
gelmislerdir (Chavez'e kars1 2002 darbe tesebbiisii, 2004 Venezuela referandumu,
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2008’de Bolivya konusundaki diplomatik kriz dahil), ancak Kolombiya Serbest
Ticaret Anlagsmasi siireci, Bush yonetiminin dis politika sdylemlerinin ilk kez Chavez
rejimini ABD igin tehlikeli bir "Oteki" olarak insa ettigi bir siire¢ oldugundan anahtar
olay olarak secilmistir. Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret Anlagmasi siirecini
degerlendirmek icin, 6ncelikle Bush doneminin hegemonik “Terérle Savas” sdylemi
analiz edilmektedir. Bu hegemonik sdylem o6zellikle "bize karsi onlar" anlatisi
araciligtyla Amerikan kimligi iizerinde biiylik bir doniisiime neden olmustur.
Ardindan Bush yonetiminin Latin Amerika'ya yonelik iki temel sOylemi, Bat1 Yarim
Kiire ve Serbest Ticaret Anlasmalari sdylemleri olarak belirlenmistir. Bush
doneminde ABD’nin Latin Amerika genelindeki asil odak noktasi, demokrasi ve
serbest piyasa ekonomisinin tesviki olmus, serbest ticaret anlasmalarina bu dénemde
biiylik 6nem verilmistir. Bat1 Yarim Kiire sdyleminin merkezinde, bdlgenin devletleri
arasinda paylasilan 6zel bir bagin oldugu yer almakta, ozellikle Avrupa'dan ayri
tutularak bolgenin diinya genelinden ayrildigr o6zellikler vurgulanmaktadir. Bu
diisiince, Thomas Jefferson'a kadar dayanmaktadir. Bagkan Jefferson, Bati Yarim
Kiire’nin Avrupa'dan farkliligin1 vurgulayarak cografi mesafeye dayali siyasi ayrimi
tesvik etmistir. Bu cografi 6zgiinliik, Bat1 Yarim Kiire kimliginin mekansal boyutunu
inga etmistir. Baskan Jefferson ve daha sonra Bagkan Monroe, Bat1 Yarim Kiire’nin
Ozliniin 6zgiirliikk, demokrasi ve serbest piyasa ekonomisi oldugunu savunmuslardir,
boylelikle de Eski Diinyada kalan Avrupa despotizmine karsi Bati Yarim Kiireyi
Yeni Diinya olarak adlandirmiglardir. 1823 Monroe Doktrini ise ABD'nin Bat1 Yarim
Kiire tizerinde daha fazla Avrupa kolonizasyonuna ve miidahalesine karsi ¢ikarak
Yeni Diinyanin bu roliinii daha da pekistirmistir. Baskan Theodore Roosevelt,
Monroe Doktrinini genisleterek ABD'yi Batt Yarim Kiire’nin uluslararasi polisi
olarak konumlandirmis ve istikrar, diizen ve refah1 saglamakla sorumlu kilmistir. Bu,
ABD'yi demokratik degerleri ve serbest ekonomileri giiglendirmek igin bir baba
figiirii olarak konumlandiran, diger iilkeler i¢in rehberlik yapma ve kararlar alma

sorumluluguna sahip hiyerarsik bir iligskiyi de ayn1 zamanda insa etmistir

Oziinde, Bush y6netiminin Latin Amerika'ya ydnelik politikasi, ABD'yi demokratik
degerler ve ekonomik biiyiime konusunda rehberlik edici bir gii¢ olarak insa eden bu
babacan yaklagima dayanmaktadir. Bu yaklasim, ABD'nin bolgedeki roliinii
hiyerarsik bir bakis ac¢ist iginde gormeyi de igerir, burada ABD bir baba figiirii
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olarak, Bat1 Yarim Kiire'nin 'ailesine' rehberlik etme ve yardim etme sorumlulugunu
iistlenir, ancak sadece kendi iyilikleri i¢in. Bu insa icerisinde baba disindaki aile

figiirleri de kazancli olacaktir.

Serbest ticaret anlagmasi sdylemi, Bush yonetiminin temel sdylemlerinden biri olarak
one ¢ikmaktadir. 11 Eylil sonrasinda, Terdrle Savas sdylemi igerisinde serbest
ticaret, ter6rizmin tedavisi olarak temsil edilmistir. Amerikalar Serbest Ticaret
Anlagmasi'm1 (FTAA) yiiriirliige koymak, Bush yonetiminin ana hedefidir ve aym
donem FTAA’y1 onaylatmamak da Chavez yonetiminin temel hedefidir. Chavez'in
popiilist-solcu sdylemleri, Latin Amerika'da ABD hegemonyasina dogrudan meydan
okurken, kitada Pembe Dalga’nin (Pink Tide) ve sol iktidarlarin yiikselisi Chavez
yonetiminin elini kuvvetlendirmistir. FTAA siireci tamamlanamadan sona erdiginde,
ikili serbest ticaret anlagsmalari Bush yonetimi i¢in hayati hale gelmistir. 2008'de
ABD Kongresi, Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret Anlagmasi'nin onayinda ¢ikmaza
girdiginde, Bagkan Bush, daha 6nce keskin bir bicimde adin1 bile anmadigi Chavez
yonetimini dogrudan hedef almaya baslamistir. Subat'tan Mayis 2008'e kadar
Venezuela, Bush yonetimi tarafindan ABD'nin ulusal giivenligine ve kitadaki
c¢ikarlarina, ayn1 zamanda ABD'nin 6nemli miittefiki Kolombiya'ya bir tehlike olarak
insa edilmistir. Bu slirecte, ABD dis politika sdylemleri tarafindan Chavez rejimi
kitasal benlikten ayrilmis ve hem kitasal benlige hem de Amerikan benligine bir
tehdit olarak temsil edilmistir. Bush yonetimi, Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret
Anlagmasi'ni ABD ulusal giivenlik sOylemleri ¢ergevesinde konumlandirarak bir
ticaret tasarisini siyasetin Otesine, daha yiliksek ahlaki bir zemine ylikseltmeyi
amaclamigtir. Bu strateji, Kongre'nin Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret Anlasmasi'ni
onaymi siyasetin alanindan ¢ikarmayi, ayn1 zamanda Chavez rejimini bir tehdit
olarak konumlandirmayr da amaglamaktaydi. Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret
Anlagmasi'nin onayimni, Baskan Bush'un gorev siiresinin sona ermeden &nce
hizlandirma c¢abalar1 Kongre’deki Demokratlar tarafindan direngle karsilanmistir.
Bununla birlikte, bu dénemde kullanilan ABD dis politika sdylemleri 6nemli
sonuglar da dogurmustur. Bush yonetimi tarafindan Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret
Anlasmasi'nin onayini kolaylastirmak amaciyla Chavez yonetiminin tehdit olarak

ingas1 Kolombiya Serbest Ticaret Anlagmasi'nin onaymi saglayamasa da Bush ve
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Chavez yonetimleri arasinda (sonraki yonetimler de dahil olmak {izere) uzlasma

olasiligini ortadan kaldirmistir.

Besinci Boliim, tezin ikinci anahtar olayma odaklanmaktadir; bu olay 13692
numarali Bagkanlik Kararnamesi ile Venezuela'nin ABD igin bir ulusal giivenlik
tehdidi olarak insa ve ilan edilmesidir. Bu anahtar olay Obama donemine denk
gelmektedir. Obama déneminin hegemonik séylemi degisim olarak belirlenmistir.
Baskan Obama donemi politikalari, Bush doéneminin hegemonik Terorle Savas
sOylemini degistirmeye, Amerikan liderligini diinya capinda yeniden insa etmeye,
ABD degerlerini tesvik etmeye ve diinyaya bu degerlerle o6rnek olmaya
dayanmaktadir. Analiz, agresif dis politika ile karakterize edilen Bush déneminden,
diplomasiye baglilik, yapici etkilesim ve esit ortakliklarin vurgulandigi bir Obama
doneminin temsil edilmeye ¢alisildigini ortaya koymustur. Bu degisiklik sadece bir
strateji degisikligi degil, ayn1 zamanda demokrasi, 6zgiirliik ve esitlik gibi temel
Amerikan degerleriyle i¢ ice gegen bir ideolojik doniisiimii de temsil etmektedir.
Obama yonetimi boyunca ABD'nin Latin Amerika’ya yonelik iki temel séylemi esit
ortaklik sdylemi ve yapict etkilesim sdylemleriydi. Bu iki sdylem, ABD ve Latin
Amerika arasindaki hiyerarsik iligkiyi yikmayi1 amacglarken bolgenin yoksulluk ve
esitsizlik gibi temel sorunlarini1 ¢c6zmeye odaklanmistir. Bu temel sdylemlerle paralel
olarak Obama doneminde, ABD Uluslararasi Kalkinma Ajans1 (USAID) biitcesinde
biiyiik bir artis yasanmig ve USAID biitcesi ilk kez Soguk Savas seviyelerini yeniden
yakalamistir. Bu artis, Obama yonetiminin ABD'nin diinya ¢apindaki imajim
diizeltme ¢abalarinin bir yansimasi olarak yorumlanmaktadir. Bu ¢abalar, ABD’nin
gecmisteki hatalarini resmi olarak 6ziir dileme sorumluluguna girmeden kabul etmesi
ile de dogru orantilidir. Obama yonetiminin Latin Amerika'ya yonelik politikasi,
Roosevelt’in  "Dort Ozgiirliik" temelinde insa edilmistir ve dahas1 Monroe
Doktrininin reddine dayanmaktadir. Bu durum, geleneksel ABD dis politikasindan
Oonemli bir sapmay1 temsil etmektedir. Bu yaklasim, esitlik ve karsilikli yarar
hedefledigini dile getirirken, Amerika'nin Bat1 Yarim Kiire’de bir lider olarak roliinii
yeniden inga etme ¢abalariyla birlikte yiiriitiilmeye ¢alisildigindan igsel tutarsizliklar

da sergilemistir.

13692 numarali Bagkanlik Kararnamesi'nin 2015 yilindaki ilan1 aslinda ABD

hiikiimetinin yiiriitme ve yasama kollar1 arasindaki bir miicadelenin sonucudur.
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Kongre'deki Cumhuriyetciler, Obama yonetiminin Bati Yarim Kiire’ye yonelik dig
politika giindemine siddetle karsi g¢ikmiglardir. Obama yoOnetiminin iki temel
sOyleminin igsel tutarsizliklari, bu sdylemleri muhalefet sdylemlerinin saldirilarina
kars1 savunmasiz kilmistir. Kongre’deki Cumhuriyetgiler, Baskan Obama'nin Kiiba
ve Iran gibi 'otoriter' rejimlere yonelik yumusama politikalarma siddetle karsi
cikmistir. Baskan Obama, Kiiba ile diplomatik iligkileri yeniden kurmaya karar
verirken ayn1 anda Venezuela ile gerilimleri arttirmistir. Obama yonetimi, Kiiba ile
diplomatik iligkileri siirdiirebilme kararin1 verebilmek icin Cumhuriyetcilerin
Venezuelal: yetkililere yaptirim taleplerine boyun egmeye karar vermistir. Maduro
rejimi ile Venezuela muhalefet blogu MUD arasindaki arabuluculuk siireci devam
ederken, MUD iiyeleri 6zellikle ABD'nin bu siirece miidahil olmamasini istemesine
ragmen Obama yOnetiminin yaptirimlar ilan etmesi bolgeden biiyiik bir tepkilerin
gelmesine sebep olmustur. 13692 Sayili Baskanlik Kararnamesi ile bireysel
yaptirimlarin ilani, Venezuelanin yasal olarak ABD'nin ulusal giivenligine ve dis
politikasina kars1 olaganiistii ve sira dis1 bir tehdit olarak insa ve ilan edilmesini de
gerektirmekteydi. Baskanlik Kararnamesi 13692'nin 6nemi, muhalif sdylemlerin ne
kadar 6nemli oldugunu ve bunlarin ABD'nin dis politikasinin belirlendigi sdylemsel
alan1 sekillendirmedeki etkinligini kanitlamasidir. Dort yil sonra, ayni kararname,
Trump yonetimi tarafindan Venezuela petroliine yaptirnm uygulamak igin

kullanilmistir.

Tezin ikinci anahtar olayi, Bush ve Obama donemlerinin dis politikalarmi
karsilastirarak Amerikan kimliginin insas1 ile iki Venezuelal 6tekinin de iligkisini
ortaya koymaktadir: tehlikeli "Oteki" olarak Chavez ve Maduro rejimleri ve dost
"Oteki" olarak goriilen Venezuela halki. Bu temsiliyette Venezuela halki, kendi
demokrasisini doniistiremeyen ve yardima muhta¢ duyan bir toplum olarak insa
edilmistir. Bu insa etme bi¢cimi dogal olarak ABD’nin Venezuela’nin i¢ islerine
karisabilmesinin mesruiyetini de saglamistir. Soylemsel olarak insa edilen bu
gerceklik, tiim Latin Amerika politikalarin1 bolgenin yoksulluk ve esitsizlik
sorunlarina ¢6ziim bulmak iizere insa eden Obama yonetiminin, yoksulluk ve
esitsizlik sorunlarimi biiyiik oranda iyilestiren tek yonetimi olan Chavez yonetimini
ve Venezuela’yr ulusal giivenlik tehdidi olarak inga etmesine yol a¢mistir. Bu

gerceklik, ABD’nin Venezuela’ya bu sorunlar1 nasil ¢6zdiigiinii danigsmak ve olasi
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cozlimleri bolgesel Olcekte uygulamaya c¢alismasina yardimci olmak yerine
Venezuela’nin i¢ islerine miidahil olmasina mesruiyet saglama gorevini yerine

getirmistir.

Tezin igiincii ve son anahtar olayi, ABD'nin Nicolas Maduro'yu iktidardan diisiirme
cabas1 ve uluslararas1 sahada yeni bir Venezuelali "Oteki" insa etme ¢abasini yani
Juan Guaidd'yu yeni bir siyasi 6zne olarak insa etme c¢abasini konu almaktadir.
Trump dénemi, "Once Amerika" olarak belirginlesen hegemonik bir sdylemle
karakterize olmustur. Trump ydnetiminin Bat1 Yarim Kiire’ye yonelik dis politikast,
Bush ve Obama yo6netimlerinin yaklagimlarindan 6nemli 6l¢iide sapma gostermistir.
Bu degisim, ABD'nin Latin Amerika iilkeleri ile etkilesiminin azalmasina yol
acmistir.  Trump'in  politikasinin  en dikkat c¢ekici yoOnlerinden biri, Onceki
yonetimlerin politikalarina elestirel bir durus sergilemesidir, 6zellikle de Baskan
Obama'nin Kiiba ile diplomatik iliskileri yeniden tesis etmesine ve John Kerry'nin
Monroe Doktrininin sonuyla ilgili agiklamalarina yonelik elestiriler bunlara drnek
gosterilebilir. Bu elestiri, NAFTA ve ABD’nin giineyinden gelen gog¢ gibi diger
politikalara da uzanmis ve Baskan Trump’mn tim bu konulari ulusal giivenlik
sOylemleri icerisinde ¢er¢evelendirmesine olanak tanimistir. Trump yonetiminin Bati
Yarim Kiire’deki temel dis politika giindemi, genel anlamda Soguk Savas sonrasi ve
Obama donemi politikalarinin  olumsuz sonuglarini tersine ¢evirmek olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu tersine ¢evirme, NAFTA gibi ticaret anlagmalarmna yeniden
miizakere etmeyi ve Cin'in Latin Amerika’da artan yatirimlarina karsi ¢ikilmasini da
icermektedir. Trump'in Bati Yarim Kiire’ye yonelik dis politikasi, ABD’ye artan
kayit dis1 gogli engellemek, haksiz ticaret anlagsmalarini sonlandirmak veya yeniden
miizakere etmek ve Rusya ile Cin'in bolgedeki etkisini karsilamaya odaklanan
olumsuz bir giindem etrafinda sekillenmistir. Bu yaklasim, Chavez ve Maduro
rejimleriyle dogrudan g¢atismadan kag¢inmayi amaglayan Bush ve Obama
yonetimlerinin politikalarindan olduk¢a farklt bir politikadir. Baskan Trump,
bagkanligimin ilk giliniinden son giiniine Venezuela'daki sol-popiilist yonetime karsi
acikca meydan okuyan tek ABD baskani olmustur. Bush ve Obama yonetimleri,
Chavez ve Maduro rejimlerini hedef almay1 tercih etmemis, Latin Amerika’da pozitif
bir giindem kurmay1 amaglamislardir. Bu nedenle s6z konusu iki bagkanin bdlgeye

yonelik temel sdylemleri, Venezuela’ya yonelik degil, Batu Yarim Kiire’ye yonelik
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olarak belirlenmistir. Baskan Trump ise tam tersini yaparak bagkanliginin basindan
itibaren Maduro'ya meydan okuyarak bu yonde politikalar benimsemistir. Bu
nedenle, Trump doneminin iki temel séylemi dogrudan Venezuela ile ilgilidir. Bu

temel s6ylemler sosyalist kabus sdylemi ve zorbalik s6ylemidir.

Trump yonetimi, 'sosyalist’ Maduro rejimini Amerikan benligi i¢in varolussal bir
tehdit olarak insa edebilmek i¢in ‘Kirmizi Tehlike’ sOylemini yeniden
aragsallastirmistir.  Sosyalist kabus sOylemine gore eger ABD vatandaslar
Demokratlara oy verecek olursa Amerikan benligi sosyalist kabus tarafindan yok
edilecek, ABD'nin smirlar1 ortadan kaldirilacak ve 'suglu illegal gdo¢menler'
Amerikalilarin  6n bahgelerini istila edecektir. Bu sdylem stratejisi, ABD
Senatosundaki koltuklar1 kazanmak ve Florida'daki Cumhuriyetci oylar1 artirmak i¢in
olduke¢a basarili olmusgtur. Trump déneminin diger temel sdylemi, Bagskan Yardimcisi
Pence ve Biiyiikel¢i Bolton tarafindan kullanilan zorbalik s6ylemidir. Sosyalist kabus
sOylemi Maduro yonetimini tehlikeli 6teki olarak insa ederken, zorbalik sdylemi
Venezuela halkini zorba yonetim altinda aci ¢eken, yardima muhtag dost 6teki olarak

insa etmektedir.

Venezuela'nin bagkanlik mesruiyet krizine ABD'nin yanit1 Juan Guaiddé'nun resmen
baskan olarak taninmasi olmustur. 23 Ocak 2019'da Ulusal Meclis Baskani Juan
Guaido, Venezuela Anayasasi’nin 233. Maddesini gerekce gostererek kendisini
devlet baskan ilan etmistir. Ancak, Baskan1 Maduro, halihazirda devlet kurumlarin
ve daha da onemlisi orduyu kontrolii altinda bulundurmaktaydi. Trump yonetimi,
Baskan Maduro yanlis1 kurum yoéneticilerine ve yiiksek ordu mensuplarina bireysel
yaptirimlart  arttirmigtir.  Bu  yaptirnmlar  Venezuelal: yetkililerinin - ABD'deki
varliklarinin dondurulmast ve PDVSA tahvillerinin ticaretinin yasaklanmasini da
icermektedir. Bu donemde Trump yonetimi, farkli bir dost 6teki insasi i¢in yogun
diplomatik caba gostermistir: Juan Guaidé’nun Amerikan benligine dost bir Oteki
olarak insas1. Trump yOnetimi, resmi olarak Guaidé'nun bagskanligini ilk kez 23 Ocak
2019'da tanidi. ABD, Venezuela devletine ait petrol sirketi PDVSA'ya ilk kez
yaptirim uygulamaya baslamistir. Bundan sonra, ABD, diger {ilkeleri de Guaidd'yu
tanimaya, Maduro'yu kinamaya ve Venezuela halkini desteklemeye ikna etmek igin

yogun diplomatik efor sarfetmistir.
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Genel olarak, bu calisma, s6z konusu Venezuela-ABD iliskileri oldugunda salt
petrole odaklanan geleneksel dis politika analizlerinin Otesine gegerek, Kimlik
politikalar1 ile dis politika sdylemlerine odaklanmistir. Bu tiirden bir analiz, ABD'nin
dis politika sdyleminin, Chavez ve Maduro yonetimlerini Amerikan benligi i¢in
varolussal tehdit olarak inga etmesinin Amerikan kimligini nasil pekistirdigini ortaya
cikarmigtir. Bu insa ayn1 zamanda Amerikan kimliginin siirekli yeniden iiretiminin
vazgecilmez bir unsuru olarak da ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Kendi benligini 6tekilerden
ayirmak i¢in kullanilan sdylemsel pratikler, ABD'nin benligini demokratik degerlerin
ve sivil Ozgirliiklerin koruyucusu olarak insa edebilmesine ve bu nedenle
Venezuelali Gtekilere yonelik dis politika eylemlerini mesrulastirabilmesine yol
agmaktadir. Bu gergeklik ingasinda uygulanabilecek tek bir mesru dis politika eylemi
vardir, o da tehlikeli 6tekini yani Maduro rejimini devirmektir. Zira, bir baska 6zne
ingasiyla Venezuela halki da kendi baslarina Venezuela’da demokrasiyi kurmaktan
aciz ve ABD yardimima muhtac¢ halde insa edilmistir. Boylelikle ABD’nin Guaid6

yonetimini dost Venezuelali 6teki olarak mesrulastirmasinin da 6nii agcilmaktadir.
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