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Introduction	
  

	
  

This	
  paper	
  analyzes	
  the	
  influence	
  of	
  Plan	
  Colombia-­‐PC	
  (more	
  broadly	
  US	
  policies	
  on	
  

the	
   “war	
   on	
   drugs”	
   and	
   “the	
   war	
   on	
   terrorism”),	
   in	
   influencing	
   Colombia’s	
   state	
  

building	
   strategies	
   during	
   the	
   last	
   decade,	
   and	
   its	
   heterogeneous	
   effects	
   for	
   state	
  

formation	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  and	
  subnational	
  level.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

The	
  paper	
  is	
  framed	
  within	
  an	
  analytical	
  framework	
  of	
  contemporary	
  state	
  building,	
  

as	
  an	
  alternative	
  to	
  the	
  classic	
  European	
  framework,	
  using	
  a	
  multi	
  method	
  research	
  

design	
   of	
   historical	
   and	
   quantitative	
   analysis.	
   	
   The	
   analytical	
   framework	
   puts	
  

forward	
  three	
  main	
  hypotheses	
  for	
  the	
  study	
  of	
  contemporary	
  state	
  building.	
  First,	
  

that	
  the	
  interaction	
  between	
  multiple	
  sovereignties	
  and	
  contentious	
  politics	
  is	
  what	
  

explain	
   contemporary	
   state	
   building	
   strategies.	
   Second,	
   that	
   state	
   building	
  

strategies’	
  heterogeneous	
  effects	
   across	
   territory	
  and	
  population	
  explain	
  variation	
  

in	
  state	
  ‘formation’	
  trajectories	
  and	
  outcomes.	
  Third,	
  that	
  rather	
  than	
  an	
  exception,	
  

such	
   heterogeneous	
   effects	
   are	
   the	
   norm,	
   and	
   they	
   are	
   what	
   sustains	
   the	
   gap	
  

between	
  empirical	
  and	
  juridical	
  sovereignty	
  in	
  our	
  era.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  



	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Contemporary	
  State	
  Building	
  analytical	
  framework	
  	
  

	
  

Unevenness	
  of	
  sovereignty	
  across	
  states	
  has	
  well-­‐established	
  analytical	
  frameworks	
  

in	
  political	
  science (Clark, 1988),	
  usually	
  referred	
  as	
  the	
  regime	
  of	
  dual	
  sovereignty	
  -­‐

the	
  gap	
  between	
  juridical	
  and	
  empirical	
  sovereignty-­‐,	
  (Jackson, 1987),	
  or	
  the	
  game	
  of	
  

dual	
   sovereignty	
   (Aalberts, 2004).	
   But	
   sovereignty	
   unevenness	
   has	
   also	
   a	
   within	
  

states	
  subnational	
  dimension	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  pointed	
  out	
  by	
  different	
  authors,	
  but	
  has	
  

no	
   yet	
   a	
   well	
   established	
   analytical	
   framework,	
   equivalent	
   to	
   the	
   international	
  

regime	
  of	
  dual	
  sovereignty.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

For	
  example,	
  authors	
  in	
  the	
  democratization	
  literature,	
  such	
  as	
  Guillermo	
  O’Donnell,	
  

refer	
  to	
  the	
  distinction	
  between	
  blue,	
  brown	
  and	
  green	
  zones,	
  according	
  to	
  the	
  reach	
  

of	
   the	
   state	
   and	
   its	
   rule	
   of	
   law	
  within	
   its	
   own	
   boundaries	
   (O'Donnell, 1999);	
   and	
  

authors	
   in	
   the	
   civil	
   war	
   literature	
   refer	
   to	
   multiple	
   sovereignties	
   to	
   describe	
   a	
  

situation	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  national	
  government	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  the	
  monopoly	
  of	
  coercion	
  

and	
  the	
  control	
  of	
  its	
  territory	
  (Kalyvas S. , 2006).	
  	
  

	
  



Yet,	
  rather	
  than	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  analytical	
   framework	
  accounting	
  for	
  unevenness	
  

of	
  stateness	
  within	
  sovereign	
  states,	
  the	
  analysis	
  of	
  this	
  phenomena	
  is	
  either	
  full	
  of	
  

misleading	
   adjectives	
   and	
   indexes	
   (‘the	
   failed	
   states’,	
   the	
   ‘weak	
   states’,	
   the	
   ‘risky	
  

states’,	
  so	
  on	
  and	
  so	
  forth)	
  or	
  it	
  is	
  trap	
  in	
  a	
  midway	
  academic	
  and	
  consultant	
  type	
  of	
  

literatures	
   about	
   ‘peace	
   building’,	
   ‘nation	
   building’,	
   ‘state	
   building’,	
   and	
   so	
   on,	
  

usually	
  linked	
  to	
  ‘guides’	
  of	
  how-­‐to-­‐deal	
  with	
  terrorist	
  threats	
  (from	
  guerrillas,	
  to	
  Al	
  

Qaeda’s,	
   up	
   to	
   organized	
   crime	
   cartels)	
   or	
   how-­‐to-­‐handle	
   the	
   aftermath	
   of	
   super	
  

power	
   military	
   interventions.	
   (RAND Corporation, 2007)	
   (OECD Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development , 2008)	
   (DFID Department for International 

Development, 2008)	
  (Fukuyama, 2004).	
  There	
  is	
  not	
  even	
  a	
  point	
  of	
  actual	
  comparison	
  

between	
  this	
  so	
  called	
  ‘new’	
  state	
  building	
  literature	
  with	
  quantity	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
  the	
  

great	
   ‘classics’	
   of	
   European	
   state	
   building	
   literature	
   (Tilly, 1992) (Spruyt, 1994) 

(Mann, 2012) (Moore, Jr., 1993) (Gerth & Wright, 2009)	
   (Anderson,	
   1994) (Levy, 

1988)	
  

	
  

Non	
   European,	
   or	
   more	
   generally	
   ‘non-­‐Western’,	
   state	
   formation,	
   has	
   also	
   great	
  

pieces	
  in	
  political	
  science	
  literature,	
  some	
  using	
  the	
  European	
  analytical	
  framework	
  

explaining	
  why	
  it	
  does	
  or	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  other	
  contexts	
  (Centeno, 2002) (López-

Alves, 2000)	
   (Herbs),	
  and	
  some	
  others	
  developing	
  a	
  more	
  contemporary	
  approach	
  

(Slater, 2010) (Kurtz, 2013).	
  However,	
  all	
  of	
  them	
  focus	
  on	
  explaining	
  the	
  emergence	
  

and	
  establishment	
  of	
  sovereign	
  states	
  (and	
  their	
  political	
  regimes)	
  as	
  units	
  further	
  

integrated	
  into	
  the	
  international	
  system,	
  the	
  same	
  unit	
  of	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  European	
  

framework.	
  

	
  

This	
   paper	
   proposes	
   an	
   alternative	
   unit	
   of	
   analysis	
   and	
   analytical	
   framework	
   for	
  

contemporary	
   state	
   building.	
   It	
   argues	
   that	
   contemporary	
   state	
   building	
   should	
  

focus	
   on	
   studying	
   unevenness	
   of	
   stateness	
   within	
   and	
   across	
   the	
   population	
   and	
  

territory	
  of	
  sovereign	
  states,	
  rather	
  than	
  on	
  explaining	
  the	
  emergence	
  and	
  formation	
  

of	
   sovereign	
   states	
   as	
   units	
   within	
   the	
   international	
   system.	
   The	
   emergence	
   of	
  

sovereign	
  states,	
  and	
  their	
  prevalence	
  as	
  units	
   in	
  the	
   international	
  system	
  was	
  the	
  

unit	
   of	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   European	
   state	
   formation.	
   In	
   contrast,	
   beyond	
   the	
   era	
   of	
  



decolonization	
   and	
   formation	
   of	
   ‘independent’	
   states,	
   the	
   unit	
   of	
   analysis	
   of	
  

contemporary	
   state	
   formation	
   must	
   focus	
   on	
   the	
   subnational	
   level	
   vis	
   a	
   vis	
   the	
  

national	
  and	
  vice	
  versa,	
  as	
  juridically	
  sovereign	
  states	
  at	
  the	
  international	
  level	
  are	
  

already	
  established	
  units.	
  Thus,	
   for	
   example,	
   rather	
   than	
  explaining	
  why	
  and	
  how	
  

Colombia	
  or	
  the	
  Philippines	
  or	
  Nigeria	
  became	
  sovereign	
  states,	
  contemporary	
  state	
  

building	
  should	
  focus	
  on	
  explaining	
  why	
  these	
  established	
  sovereign	
  states	
  exhibit	
  

such	
  internal	
  unevenness	
  of	
  stateness	
  across	
  its	
  population	
  and	
  territory,	
  what	
  are	
  

its	
  effects,	
  and	
  the	
  prospects	
  of	
  altering	
  such	
  unevenness.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

If	
   one	
   agrees	
   on	
   such	
  perspective	
   the	
   central	
   questions	
   are	
  what	
   is	
   stateness	
   and	
  

what	
  is	
  unevenness?	
  This	
  paper	
  argues	
  that	
  stateness	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  state	
  constitutive	
  

attributes:	
  the	
  means	
  of	
  coercion,	
  extraction,	
  commitment	
  and	
  their	
  administration;	
  

and	
   state	
   building	
   to	
   the	
   distribution	
   and	
   institutionalization	
   of	
   these	
   means	
   of	
  

ruling	
   across	
   the	
   population	
   (political	
   space)	
   and	
   territory	
   (physical	
   space)	
   of	
  

sovereign	
   states.	
   Such	
   distribution	
   and	
   institutionalization	
   could	
   be	
   more	
   or	
   less	
  

even	
  depending	
  on	
  how	
  inclusive	
  it	
  is	
  for	
  its	
  political	
  space	
  and	
  how	
  far	
  it	
  reaches	
  its	
  

physical	
   space.	
   Unevenness	
   of	
   stateness	
   is	
   what	
   characterizes	
   and	
   define	
  

contemporary	
  state	
  building.	
  

	
  

The	
  difference	
  between	
  the	
  classic	
  and	
  contemporary	
  approaches	
  of	
  state	
  building	
  

does	
  not	
  reside	
  on	
  what	
  ontologically	
  the	
  state	
  is,	
  but	
  on	
  what	
  is	
  the	
  unit	
  of	
  analysis	
  

and	
   outcome	
   to	
   be	
   explained.	
   Based	
   on	
   the	
   great	
   legacies	
   that	
   the	
   authors	
   in	
   the	
  

classic	
   state	
   building	
   literature	
   have	
   inherited	
   us,	
   (Gerth & Wright, 2009) (Tilly, 

1992) (Spruyt, 1994) (Poggi, 1978) (Moore, Jr., 1993)	
   (Mann, 2012)	
   one	
   can	
   start	
   by	
  

saying	
   that	
   building	
   states	
   is	
   about	
   building	
   a	
   particular	
   system	
   of	
   rule	
   based	
   on	
  

claiming	
   the	
   institutional	
   monopoly	
   of	
   certain	
   means	
   of	
   power,	
   in	
   particular	
  

coercion	
  and	
  extraction.	
  Up	
  to	
  nowadays,	
  the	
  fundamental	
  weberian	
  notion	
  of	
  what	
  

a	
  state	
  is	
  (an	
  entity	
  of	
  political	
  dominion	
  that	
  claim	
  the	
  legitimate	
  monopoly	
  of	
  the	
  

means	
   of	
   coercion	
   and	
   administration	
   over	
   a	
   given	
   territory)	
   remains	
   firm	
   on	
  

academic	
   grounds,	
   though	
   not	
   without	
   some	
   qualifications.	
   Among	
   the	
   most	
  

important	
  qualifications	
  are	
  the	
  notion	
  that	
  within	
  the	
  means	
  of	
  administration	
  for	
  



ruling,	
   a	
   state	
   should	
   also	
   claim	
   the	
   monopoly	
   of	
   extraction	
   (Tilly,	
   1992)	
   (Levy,	
  

1988);	
  also	
  the	
  notion	
  that	
  the	
  state,	
  rather	
  than	
  a	
  single	
  entity,	
  is	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  complex	
  

institutions	
  (and	
  so	
  the	
  product	
  of	
  a	
  ‘crafted’	
  process	
  of	
  institutional	
  differentiation)	
  

to	
  rule	
  over	
  a	
  territorially	
  bounded	
  society”	
  (Poggi,	
  1978);	
  also	
  the	
  recognition	
  that	
  

the	
  state	
  no	
  necessarily	
  “stands	
  in	
  the	
  top	
  place”	
  of	
  organized	
  dominion	
  (as	
  Weber	
  

said),	
   given	
   that	
   dual	
   or	
   competing	
   forms	
   of	
   supra	
   sovereignty	
   coexists	
   (Jackson, 

1987),	
   and	
   finally,	
   the	
   recognition	
   that	
  alternative	
  means	
  of	
   ruling,	
  not	
  necessarily	
  

based	
  on	
  coercion	
  and	
  extraction,	
  but	
  on	
  other	
  grounds	
  such	
  	
  as,	
  identity,	
  ethnicity,	
  

race,	
  religion,	
  culture,	
  etc-­‐	
  compete	
  as	
  sources	
  of	
  ruling,	
  while	
  both	
  state	
  and	
  society	
  

dynamically	
  constitute	
  one	
  another	
  (Migdal J. S., 1988) (Migdal J. S., 2001).	
  	
  	
  

	
  

If	
   such	
   rough	
   description 1 	
  account	
   for	
   a	
   basic	
   academic	
   consensus,	
   then	
  

contemporary	
   state	
   building	
   should	
   focus	
   on	
   explaining	
   the	
   distribution	
   and	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  Max	
  Weber’s	
  definition	
  of	
  the	
  state:	
  

“[A]	
   state	
   is	
   a	
   human	
   community	
   that	
   (successfully),	
   claims	
   the	
  monopoly	
   of	
   the	
   legitimate	
   use	
   of	
  
physical	
  force	
  within	
  a	
  given	
  territory.”	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009,	
  p.	
  78)	
  	
  
“I	
   state	
  only	
   the	
  purely	
   conceptual	
   aspect	
   for	
  our	
  consideration:	
   the	
  modern	
  state	
   is	
   a	
   compulsory	
  
association	
  which	
  organizes	
  dominion.	
  It	
  has	
  been	
  successful	
  in	
  seeking	
  to	
  monopolize	
  the	
  legitimate	
  
use	
  of	
  physical	
  force	
  as	
  a	
  means	
  of	
  domination	
  within	
  a	
  territory.	
  To	
  this	
  end	
  the	
  state	
  has	
  combined	
  
the	
  material	
  means	
  of	
  organization	
  in	
  the	
  hands	
  of	
  is	
  leaders	
  and	
  it	
  has	
  expropriated	
  all	
  autonomous	
  
functionaries	
  of	
  states	
  who	
  formerly	
  control	
  these	
  means	
  in	
  their	
  own	
  right.	
  The	
  state	
  has	
  taken	
  their	
  
positions	
  and	
  now	
  stands	
  in	
  the	
  top	
  place.”	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009,	
  p.	
  83).	
  	
  	
  
“[O]rganized	
   domination	
   requires	
   control	
   of	
   the	
   personal	
   executive	
   staff	
   and	
   the	
   material	
  
implements	
  of	
  administration.	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009,	
  p.	
  80)”	
  
“The	
   political	
   associations	
   in	
   which	
   the	
   material	
   means	
   of	
   administration	
   are	
   autonomously	
  
controlled,	
   wholly	
   or	
   partly,	
   by	
   the	
   dependent	
   administrative	
   staff	
   may	
   be	
   called	
   associations	
  
organized	
  as	
  ‘estates’”	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009,	
  p.	
  81)	
  
“In	
  the	
  end,	
  the	
  state	
  controls	
  the	
  total	
  means	
  of	
  political	
  organization,	
  which	
  actually	
  come	
  together	
  
under	
  a	
  single	
  head”	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009,	
  p.	
  82).	
  
Gianfranco	
  Poggi	
  definition	
  of	
  the	
  state:	
  
The	
   modern	
   state	
   is	
   perphas	
   best	
   seem	
   as	
   a	
   complex	
   set	
   of	
   institutional	
   arrangements	
   for	
   rule	
  
operating	
   through	
   the	
   continuous	
   and	
   regulated	
   activities	
   of	
   individuals	
   acting	
   as	
   occupants	
   of	
  
offices.	
   The	
   state,	
   as	
   the	
   sum	
   total	
   of	
   such	
   offices,	
   reserves	
   to	
   itself	
   the	
   business	
   of	
   rule	
   over	
   a	
  
territorially	
   bounded	
   society;	
   it	
  monopolizes	
   in	
   law	
   and	
   as	
   far	
   as	
   possible	
   in	
   fact,	
   all	
   faculties	
   and	
  
facilities	
  pertaining	
  to	
  that	
  business	
  ”	
  (Poggi,	
  1978,	
  p.	
  1)	
  	
  
Joe	
  Migdal’s	
  definition	
  of	
  the	
  state:	
  
“the	
  state	
  is	
  a	
  field	
  of	
  power	
  marked	
  by	
  the	
  use	
  and	
  threat	
  of	
  violence	
  and	
  shaped	
  by	
  (1)	
  the	
  image	
  of	
  
a	
  coherent,	
  controlling	
  organization	
  in	
  a	
  territory,	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  representation	
  of	
  the	
  people	
  bounded	
  by	
  
that	
  territory,	
  and	
  (2)	
  the	
  actual	
  practices	
  of	
  is	
  multiple	
  parts.	
  	
  
“In	
   the	
  definition	
  here,	
   the	
   image	
  of	
   the	
   state	
   is	
   of	
   a	
  dominant,	
   integrated,	
   autonomous	
  entity	
   that	
  
controls,	
  in	
  a	
  given	
  territory,	
  all	
  rule	
  making,	
  either	
  directly	
  through	
  its	
  own	
  agencies	
  or	
  indirectly	
  by	
  
sanctioning	
  other	
  authorized	
  organizations	
  –	
  business,	
   families,	
  clubs,	
  and	
  the	
  like-­‐	
  to	
  make	
  certain	
  



institutionalization	
   of	
   the	
   state	
   constitutive	
   attributes	
   -­‐the	
  means	
   of	
   commitment,	
  

coercion,	
   extraction,	
   and	
   their	
  administration-­‐	
  within	
  and	
  across	
   the	
   territory	
  and	
  

population	
  of	
  sovereign	
  states.	
   	
  Put	
   it	
   in	
  Tilly’s	
  words,	
   state	
  and	
  regime	
   formation	
  

(connections	
   and	
   transactions	
   for	
   ruling)	
   is	
   ultimately	
   about	
   the	
   distribution	
   and	
  

use	
   of	
   three	
   means	
   of	
   control2:	
   coercion,	
   capital	
   and	
   commitment.	
   (Tilly,	
   2005).	
  

Following	
  Tilly’s	
  (in	
  general	
  the	
  classics’)	
  well	
  established	
  fact	
  that	
  “systems	
  of	
  rule	
  

depends	
   on	
   a	
   decline	
   of	
   coercive	
   control	
   combined	
   with	
   increasing	
   reliance	
   on	
  

capital	
  and	
  commitment”,	
  this	
  paper	
  assumes	
  that	
  state	
  building	
  goes	
  hand	
  in	
  hand	
  

with	
   processes	
   of	
   regime	
   formation	
   understood	
   as	
   a	
   type	
   of	
   political	
   relation	
   in	
  

which	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   coercion	
   is	
   not	
   predominant,	
   but	
   compensated	
   with	
   the	
   use	
   of	
  

other	
  means	
  of	
  ruling;	
   in	
  Tilly’s	
  words,	
  “a	
  movement	
  from	
  repression	
  to	
  toleration	
  

and	
  facilitation.”(Tilly,	
  2005,	
  p.	
  105)	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
circumscribed	
  rules.	
  	
  (Migdal,	
  2001,	
  p.16)	
  
“the	
  interaction	
  of	
  states	
  and	
  other	
  social	
  formations	
  is	
  a	
  continuing	
  process	
  of	
  transformation.	
  States	
  
are	
  not	
   fixed	
  entities,	
  nor	
  are	
   societies;	
   they	
  both	
  change	
  structue,	
   goals,	
   constituencies,	
   rules,	
   and	
  
social	
  control	
  in	
  their	
  process	
  of	
  interaction.	
  They	
  are	
  constantly	
  becoming.	
  (Migdal,	
  2001,	
  p.57)	
  
Charles	
  Tilly’s	
  definition	
  of	
  regime:	
  
	
  “A	
   regime	
   means	
   repeated,	
   strong	
   interactions	
   among	
   major	
   political	
   actors	
   including	
   a	
  
government.”	
  
“When	
  interactions	
  between	
  a	
  pair	
  of	
  actors	
  recur	
   in	
  similar	
   forms,	
  we	
  begin	
  to	
  speak	
  of	
  a	
  relation	
  
between	
   the	
   actors.	
   	
   We	
   then	
   describe	
   a	
   regime	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   prevailing	
   relations	
   among	
   political	
  
actors,	
  including	
  the	
  government.”	
  	
  
“with	
   respect	
   to	
   any	
   particular	
   regime,	
   the	
   term	
   “power	
   holders”	
   singles	
   out	
   those	
  members	
   that	
  
currently	
  exercise	
  the	
  greatest	
  control	
  over	
  governmental	
  agents.”	
  
“Political	
   resources	
   divide	
   broadly	
   into	
   coercion,	
   capital,	
   and	
   commitment.	
   The	
   term	
   “coercion”	
  
includes	
   all	
   concerted	
   means	
   of	
   action	
   that	
   commonly	
   cause	
   loss	
   or	
   damage	
   to	
   the	
   persons,	
  
possessions,	
  or	
  sustaining	
  social	
  relations	
  of	
  social	
  actors.	
  It	
  features	
  such	
  means	
  as	
  weapons,	
  armed	
  
forces,	
   prisions,	
   damaging	
   information,	
   and	
   organized	
   routines	
   for	
   imposing	
   sanctions.	
   Coercion’s	
  
organization	
  helps	
  define	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  regimes.	
  With	
  low	
  accumulations	
  of	
  coercion,	
  all	
  regimes	
  are	
  
insubstantial,	
   while	
   with	
   high	
   levels	
   of	
   coercive	
   accumulation	
   and	
   concentration	
   all	
   regimes	
   are	
  
formidable.”	
  (Tilly,	
  2010,	
  p.	
  19)	
  
Guillermo	
  O’Donnell’s	
  definition	
  of	
  regime	
  
“the	
   ensemble	
   of	
   patterns,	
   explicit	
   or	
   not,	
   that	
   determines	
   the	
   forms	
   and	
   channels	
   of	
   access	
   to	
  
principal	
   governmental	
   positions,	
   the	
   characteristics	
   of	
   the	
   actors	
  who	
   are	
   admitted	
   and	
   excluded	
  
from	
   such	
   access,	
   and	
   the	
   resources	
   [and]	
   strategies	
   that	
   they	
   can	
  use	
   to	
   gain	
   access.”	
   (O'Donnell,	
  
1999,	
  p.	
  141)	
  
	
  
2	
  Political	
  dominion	
  in	
  Weber’s	
  terms	
  (Gerth	
  &	
  Wright,	
  2009)	
  



Contemporary	
  state	
  building	
  is	
  also	
  more	
  about	
  a	
  process	
  to	
  build	
  a	
  system	
  of	
  rule	
  

than	
  about	
  a	
  particular	
  outcome3.	
  In	
  this	
  regard,	
  Joe	
  Migdal,	
  have	
  complemented	
  the	
  

classics’	
  definition	
  of	
   the	
  state	
  and	
  offer	
  an	
  alternative	
  approach	
   for	
  state	
  building	
  

studies.	
  According	
  to	
  Joe	
  Migdal,	
  “states	
  operate	
  in	
  two	
  intersecting	
  arenas.	
  The	
  first	
  

is	
   the	
   world	
   arena	
   in	
   which	
   state	
   officials	
   interact	
   with	
   representatives	
   of	
   other	
  

states,	
   large	
   corporations,	
   international	
   organizations,	
   and	
  an	
   assortment	
  of	
   other	
  

transnational	
   actors.	
   The	
   second	
  arena	
   is	
   the	
   society	
   that	
   the	
   state	
   seeks	
   to	
   rule.”	
  

[And	
   from	
  both]	
   “state	
   leaders	
   face	
  obvious	
  constrains	
   in	
   the	
  sorts	
  of	
  actions	
   they	
  

can	
  take”	
  (Migdal	
  J.	
  S.,	
  2001,	
  p.	
  62).	
  	
  

	
  

Thus,	
  rather	
   than	
  supreme	
  hierarchical	
  units,	
  states	
  are	
   fields	
  of	
  power	
  constantly	
  

constrained	
  and	
  even	
  contested	
  from	
  above	
  and	
  from	
  below;	
  from	
  above	
  according	
  

to	
   the	
   state	
   position	
   and	
   interaction	
   in	
   the	
   international	
   order,	
   and	
   from	
   below	
  

according	
   to	
   the	
   state	
  position	
  and	
   interaction	
  vis	
   a	
   vis	
   the	
   society	
   they	
   intend	
   to	
  

rule.	
   	
   Consequently,	
   contemporary	
   state	
   building	
   is	
   also	
   a	
   process	
  mediated	
   from	
  

above,	
  in	
  the	
  international	
  arena	
  particularly	
  by	
  “the	
  game	
  of	
  dual	
  sovereignty”,	
  and	
  

from	
  below,	
  in	
  the	
  subnational	
  arena	
  by	
  the	
  contentious	
  political	
  processes	
  occurred	
  

across	
  the	
  territory	
  of	
  a	
  sovereign	
  state	
  between	
  those	
  who	
  rule	
  and	
  those	
  who	
  are	
  

ruled.	
  	
  (Migdal	
  J.	
  S.,	
  2001).	
  

	
  

This	
   paper	
   uses	
   such	
   approach,	
   and	
   so	
   analyzes	
   state	
   building	
   as	
   a	
   contentious4	
  

political	
   process	
   of	
   distribution	
   and	
   institutionalization	
   of	
   the	
   state	
   constitute	
  

attributes	
   across	
   its	
   territory	
   and	
   population.	
   State	
   building	
   is	
   by	
   definition	
   a	
  

contentious	
   political	
   process	
   because	
   it	
   attempts	
   the	
   distribution	
   of	
   political	
  

resources	
   for	
   ruling,	
   and	
   so	
   of	
   power.	
   And	
   because	
   it	
   	
   ‘implies	
   political	
   relevant	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
3	
  A	
  general	
  framework	
  of	
  state	
  building	
  should	
  account	
  for	
  state	
  formation	
  beyond	
  their	
  variation.	
  
State	
  building	
  must	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  explain	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  formation	
  of	
  “democratic”,	
  “leviathan”,	
  
“capitalist,	
  “socialist”	
  or	
  “welfare”	
  states,	
  as	
  these	
  other	
  set	
  of	
  adjectives	
  usually	
  derived	
  from	
  the	
  
nature	
  of	
  the	
  political	
  regime	
  rather	
  than	
  from	
  the	
  constitutive	
  attributes	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  in	
  itself.	
  	
  	
  
4	
  Contentious	
  politics	
  was	
  defined	
  by	
  its	
  founding	
  fathers	
  as	
  “episodic,	
  public,	
  collective	
  interactions	
  
among	
  making	
  of	
  claims	
  and	
  their	
  objects	
  when	
  (a)	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  government	
  is	
  a	
  claimant,	
  an	
  object	
  of	
  
claims	
  or	
  a	
  party	
  of	
  the	
  claims	
  and	
  (b)	
  the	
  claims	
  would,	
  if	
  realized	
  affect	
  the	
  interests	
  of	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  
of	
  the	
  claimants.”	
  (McAdam,	
  Tilly,	
  &	
  Tarrow,	
  2001,	
  p.	
  5).	
  	
  
	
  



actors	
  making	
  consequential	
  claims	
  on	
  other	
  politically	
  relevant	
  actors”	
  (Tilly,	
  2010,	
  

p.	
  19)	
   (Tilly & Tarrow, 2007) (Tilly, 2008a) (Tarrow, 2012)	
  

	
  

Using	
   the	
   framework	
   of	
   “contentious	
   politics”	
   for	
   state	
   building	
   implies	
   that	
   the	
  

national	
   government	
   is	
   always	
   a	
   player	
   in	
   state-­‐building,	
   as	
   contentious	
   politics	
  

assumes	
   the	
   government	
   is	
   always	
   an	
   originator	
   or	
   recipient	
   of	
   consequential	
  

political	
   claims;	
   it	
   implies	
   also	
   that	
   non	
   continuous,	
   content	
   events	
   are	
   more	
  

predominant	
  in	
  state	
  building	
  than	
  continuous,	
  current,	
  normal	
  politics.	
  	
  (McAdam, 

Tilly, & Tarrow, 2001)	
   As	
   Tilly	
   nicely	
   put	
   it	
   “inevitably,	
   all	
   struggles	
   to	
   acquire	
   or	
  

retain	
  governmental	
  power	
  involve	
  contentious	
  politics”	
  (Tilly,	
  2010,	
  p.	
  21).	
  	
  

	
  

Tilly,	
   Tarrow	
   and	
   McAdam	
   proposed	
   a	
   process-­‐mechanism	
   approach	
   to	
   study	
  

contentious	
   politics	
   and	
   broadly	
   classify	
   all	
   the	
   possible	
   mechanisms	
   found	
   in	
  

contentious	
   events	
   in	
   three	
   types5:	
   environmental	
   (mechanisms	
   that	
   operate	
   as	
  

externally	
   generated	
   influences,	
   such	
   as	
   availability	
   of	
   resources),	
   cognitive	
  

(mechanisms	
   that	
  alter	
   individual	
  and	
  collective	
  perceptions,	
   such	
  as	
  commitment	
  

and	
  identity)	
  and	
  relational	
  (mechanisms	
  that	
  alter	
  connections	
  among	
  people,	
  such	
  

as	
  brokerage).	
  (McAdam,	
  Tilly,	
  &	
  Tarrow,	
  2001,	
  pp.	
  26-­‐27).	
  	
  

	
  

This	
  conceptual	
  and	
  methodological	
  framework	
  of	
  contentious	
  politics	
  is	
  compatible	
  

with	
  a	
  perspective	
  of	
   institutions	
  as	
   “distributional	
   instruments	
   laden	
  with	
  power	
  

implications”,	
   which	
   “invariably	
   has	
   distributional	
   consequences”	
   and	
   “unequal	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5	
  “Environmental	
  mechanisms	
  mean	
  externally	
  generated	
  influences	
  on	
  conditions	
  affecting	
  social	
  life.	
  Such	
  mechanisms	
  can	
  
operate	
  directly:	
  For	
  example,	
  resource	
  depletion	
  or	
  enhancement	
  affects	
  people’s	
  capacity	
  to	
  engage	
  in	
  contentious	
  politics	
  
(McCarthy	
  and	
  Zald,	
  ed.	
  1987).	
  
Cognitive	
  mechanisms	
  operate	
  though	
  alterations	
  of	
  individual	
  and	
  collective	
  perceptions;	
  words	
  like	
  organize,	
  understand,	
  
reinterpret,	
   and	
   classify	
   characterize	
   such	
   mechanisms.	
   […]	
   For	
   example,	
   commitment	
   is	
   a	
   widely	
   recurrent	
   individual	
  
mechanism	
  in	
  which	
  persons	
  who	
  individually	
  would	
  prefer	
  not	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  risks	
  of	
  collective	
  action	
  find	
  themselves	
  unable	
  to	
  
withdraw	
  without	
  hurting	
  others	
  whose	
  solidarity	
  they	
  value.	
  
Relational	
  mechanisms	
   alter	
  connections	
  among	
  people,	
  groups,	
  and	
   interpersonal	
  networks.	
  Brokerage,	
   [is]	
  a	
  mechanism	
  
that	
  recurs	
  […and]	
  we	
  define	
  as	
  the	
  linking	
  of	
  two	
  or	
  more	
  people	
  previously	
  unconnected	
  social	
  ties	
  by	
  a	
  unit	
  that	
  mediates	
  
their	
  relations	
  with	
  one	
  another	
  and/or	
  with	
  yet	
  other	
  sites.	
  Most	
  analysts	
  see	
  brokerage	
  as	
  a	
  mechanism	
  relating	
  groups	
  and	
  
individuals	
   to	
  one	
  another	
   in	
  stable	
  sites,	
  but	
   it	
   can	
  also	
  become	
  a	
  relational	
  mechanism	
   for	
  mobilization	
  during	
  periods	
  of	
  
contentious	
   politics,	
   as	
   new	
   groups	
   are	
   thrown	
   together	
   by	
   increased	
   interaction	
   and	
   uncertainty,	
   thus	
   discovering	
   their	
  
common	
  interests.	
  	
  
Environmental,	
  cognitive,	
  and	
  relational	
  mechanisms	
  combine.”	
  (McAdam,	
  Tilly,	
  &	
  Tarrow,	
  2001,	
  pp.	
  25-­‐26)	
  	
  
“Mechanisms	
  seldom	
  operate	
  on	
  their	
  own.	
  They	
  typically	
  concatenate	
  with	
  other	
  mechanisms	
   into	
  their	
  broader	
  processes	
  
(Gambetta	
   1998:	
   105).	
   Processes	
   are	
   frequently	
   recurring	
   causal	
   chains,	
   sequences,	
   and	
   combinations	
   of	
   mechanisms.”	
  
(McAdam,	
  Tilly,	
  &	
  Tarrow,	
  2001,	
  p.	
  27)	
  



implications	
   for	
   resource	
   allocation”	
   (Mahoney	
   &	
   Thelen,	
   2010,	
   p.	
   8).	
   Using	
   this	
  

“power-­‐distributional”	
  approach	
  of	
  institutions	
  is	
  compatible	
  with	
  using	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  

three	
  types	
  of	
  institutional	
  comparative	
  analysis	
  –rational,	
  historical	
  or	
  sociological-­‐	
  

(Mahoney	
   &	
   Thelen,	
   2010).	
   Yet,	
   this	
   paper	
   argues	
   in	
   favor	
   of	
   using	
   rational	
   and	
  

historical	
   comparative	
   analysis	
   and	
   process	
   tracing	
  methodology	
   for	
   the	
   study	
   of	
  

contemporary	
  state	
  building,	
   as	
   it	
  understands	
   it	
   as	
  a	
   contentious	
  process	
  of	
  both	
  

political	
   and	
   institutional	
   change	
   measurable	
   in	
   years,	
   rather	
   than	
   as	
   a	
   macro	
  

sociological	
  structural	
  change	
  measured	
  in	
  centuries.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

State	
  building	
  “power	
  distributional”	
  approach	
  of	
  institutions	
  is	
  also	
  able	
  to	
  account	
  

for	
  both	
  endogenous	
  and	
  exogenous	
  factors	
  and	
  paths	
  of	
  change	
  as	
  it	
  assumes	
  that	
  

“there	
  is	
  nothing	
  automatic,	
  self-­‐perpetuating,	
  or	
  self-­‐reinforcing	
  about	
  institutional	
  

arrangements”	
   (Mahoney	
  &	
  Thelen,	
   2010,	
   p.	
   8);	
   “The	
   need	
   to	
   enforce	
   institutions	
  

carries	
  its	
  own	
  dynamic	
  of	
  potential	
  change,	
  emanating	
  not	
  just	
  from	
  the	
  politically	
  

contested	
   nature	
   of	
   institutional	
   rules	
   but	
   also,	
   importantly,	
   from	
   a	
   degree	
   of	
  

openness	
   in	
   the	
   interpretation	
   and	
   implementation	
   of	
   these	
   rules.”	
   (Mahoney	
   &	
  

Thelen,	
  2010,	
  p.	
  10)	
  	
  

	
  

Based	
   on	
   al	
   the	
   aforementioned	
   qualifications,	
   this	
   paper	
   conceptualizes	
   state	
  

building	
   as	
   contentious	
   political	
   processes	
   that	
   intend	
   to	
   alter	
   the	
   allocation,	
  

enforcement	
  and	
  institutionalization	
  of	
  political	
  means	
  of	
  ruling	
  (coercion,	
  extraction,	
  

commitment	
   and	
   their	
   administration)	
   across	
   the	
   political	
   and	
   physical	
   spaces	
   of	
   a	
  

sovereign	
  state.	
  	
  

	
  

Institutionalization	
   is	
   what	
   allows	
   the	
   processes	
   and	
   mechanisms	
   developed	
   for	
  

state	
   building	
   to	
   become	
   stable	
   rules	
   of	
   the	
   game	
   of	
   centralized	
   and	
   responsive	
  

political	
   and	
   territorial	
   binding	
   by	
   the	
   accumulation	
   (monopoly)	
   allocation	
   (or	
  

reallocation)	
   and	
   enforcement	
   of	
   coercion,	
   extraction,	
   commitment	
   and	
   their	
  

administration;	
  in	
  sum,	
  for	
  the	
  state	
  to	
  become	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  complex	
  institutions	
  for	
  long	
  

lasting	
  ruling.	
  	
  	
  

	
  



Framing	
  that	
  definition	
  and	
  all	
  the	
  aforementioned	
  qualifications	
  within	
  a	
  process-­‐

tracing	
   schema	
  with	
   sufficient	
   and	
   necessary	
   conditions,	
   a	
   general	
   analytical	
   and	
  

methodological	
   framework	
   for	
   contemporary	
   state	
   building,	
   in	
  which	
   contentious	
  

politics	
  works	
  as	
  the	
  independent	
  variable	
  and	
  state	
  building	
  as	
  the	
  dependent	
  one,	
  

looks	
  like	
  this:	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  

This	
   general	
   framework	
   rests	
   upon	
   a	
   set	
   of	
   scope	
   conditions	
   and	
   analytical	
  

assumptions.	
  The	
  scope	
  conditions	
  of	
  contemporary	
  state	
  building	
  are	
  the	
  existence	
  

of	
  an	
  international	
  order	
  based	
  on	
  juridical	
  sovereignty	
  regardless	
  of	
  their	
  empirical	
  

foundations,	
   a	
   lack	
   of	
   monopoly	
   of	
   the	
   means	
   of	
   ruling	
   and	
   consequently	
   the	
  

existence	
   of	
   competing	
   forms	
   of	
   authority	
   (e.g.	
   what	
   Kalyvas	
   refers	
   as	
   “multiple	
  

sovereignties”	
   (Kalyvas,	
   Shapiro,	
   Masoud,	
   &	
   Eds.,	
   2008).	
   Within	
   these	
   scope	
  

conditions	
  the	
  state,	
  as	
  an	
  entity	
  with	
  the	
  empirical	
  and	
  not	
  only	
  juridical	
  means	
  for	
  

ruling,	
  is	
  still	
  an	
  option,	
  though	
  it	
  has	
  competitors	
  to	
  overcome.	
  	
  

	
  

Within	
  an	
  international	
  regime	
  of	
  dual	
  or	
  multiple	
  sovereignty,	
  in	
  which	
  some	
  states	
  

have	
  a	
  broader	
  gap	
  between	
  their	
  empirical	
  and	
  juridical	
  sovereignty	
  than	
  others,	
  or	
  

in	
  which	
   non	
   state	
   supranational	
   actors	
   have	
  means	
   of	
   political	
   influence	
   at	
   their	
  

disposal,	
   their	
   actions	
   became	
   fundamental	
   factors	
   shaping	
   contemporary	
  

strategies,	
   trajectories	
  and	
  outcomes	
  of	
  state	
  building.	
  The	
  closer	
  the	
  gap	
  between	
  

their	
   empirical	
   and	
   juridical	
   sovereignty	
   the	
   larger	
   the	
   influence	
   some	
   states	
  



exercise	
  upon	
  others;	
  and	
  the	
  larger	
  the	
  gap	
  the	
  more	
  subject	
  to	
  external	
  influence	
  a	
  

given	
  state	
  is.	
  	
  

	
  

Within	
   these	
   scope	
   conditions,	
   state-­‐building	
   processes	
   may	
   originate	
   at	
   the	
  

supranational	
  vs	
  national	
   level,	
   or	
  at	
   the	
  national	
  vs	
   subnational	
   level,	
   or	
   in	
  other	
  

possible	
   combinations	
   between	
   these	
   territorial	
   levels.	
   Contentious	
   political	
  

processes	
  at	
  any	
  of	
  these	
  levels	
  always	
  involved	
  the	
  national	
  government	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  

the	
  claimants	
  or	
  subjects	
  of	
  consequential	
  political	
  claims,	
  and	
  they	
  always	
  involved	
  

the	
  use	
  of	
  political	
  resources	
  (coercion,	
  extraction/capital,	
  and	
  commitment)	
  among	
  

political	
  relevant	
  actors	
  (Tilly	
  &	
  Tarrow,	
  2007)	
  (Tilly,	
  2010).	
  	
  The	
  state,	
  as	
  an	
  entity	
  

of	
   ruling	
  at	
   the	
  national	
   level,	
   is	
  a	
   contested	
   “field	
  of	
  power”	
   that	
   can	
  be	
  modified	
  

from	
   below	
   (the	
   subnational	
   level)	
   from	
   above	
   (the	
   supranational	
   level)	
   or	
   from	
  

both	
  levels	
  at	
  the	
  same	
  time,	
  but	
  not	
  necessarily	
  with	
  the	
  same	
  intend	
  or	
  direction.	
  

(Migdal,	
  2001)	
  (Migdal	
  J.	
  S.,	
  1988)	
  	
  

	
  

Contentious	
  political	
  processes	
  are	
  necessary	
  for	
  state	
  building,	
  as	
  they	
  attempt	
  to	
  

alter	
   the	
   allocation,	
   enforcement	
   or	
   distribution	
   of	
   political	
   resources	
   (means	
   of	
  

ruling)	
   within	
   a	
   sovereign	
   state.	
   State	
   formation,	
   the	
   outcome	
   derived	
   from	
  

processes	
   of	
   state	
   building,	
   occurs	
   when	
   changes	
   in	
   the	
   allocation	
   and	
   or	
  

enforcement	
  of	
  political	
   resources	
  became	
   institutionalized	
  at	
  any	
   territorial	
   level.	
  

Heterogeneous	
  effects	
  or	
  unevenness	
  of	
  institutionalization	
  of	
  political	
  resources	
  at	
  

one	
   territorial	
   or	
   population	
   level	
   at	
   the	
   expense	
   of	
   another	
   (e.g.	
   national	
   at	
   the	
  

expense	
  of	
   the	
  subnational,	
   the	
   inclusion	
  of	
  one	
  social	
  group	
  at	
   the	
  expense	
  of	
   the	
  

exclusion	
   of	
   another)	
   produces	
   or	
   makes	
   endure	
   unevenness	
   of	
   stateness.	
  

Unevenness	
   of	
   stateness	
   may	
   produce	
   or	
   endure	
   multiple	
   sovereignties	
   and	
   vice	
  

versa.	
   Consequently	
   state	
   building	
   is	
   also	
   a	
   “game”	
   of	
   not	
   only	
   dual	
   but	
  multiple	
  

sovereignties,	
   (Aalberts,	
  2004)	
  whose	
  dynamics	
  depend	
  on	
  the	
   initial	
  allocation	
  of	
  

political	
  resources,	
  their	
  eventual	
  redistribution,	
  and	
  the	
  gap	
  between	
  juridical	
  and	
  

empirical	
  sovereignty	
  among	
  actors.	
  

	
  



Based	
  on	
  this	
  analytical	
  framework,	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  this	
  paper	
  analyzes	
  the	
  influence	
  of	
  

US	
   policies	
   on	
   the	
   “war	
   on	
   drugs”	
   and	
   “the	
   war	
   on	
   terrorism”,	
   in	
   influencing	
  

Colombia’s	
   state	
   building	
   strategies	
   during	
   the	
   last	
   decade,	
   and	
   its	
   heterogeneous	
  

effects	
   for	
   state	
   formation	
   at	
   the	
  national	
   and	
   subnational	
   level.	
   	
   In	
  particular	
   the	
  

paper	
   focuses	
   in	
   ‘PC’,	
   a	
  US	
   and	
  Colombian	
   initiative	
   agreed	
   in	
   1999	
   and	
   executed	
  

until	
   2007,	
   with	
   the	
   main	
   goal	
   of	
   reducing	
   by	
   half	
   cocaine	
   production,	
   by	
  

strengthening	
  the	
  state	
  and	
  its	
  ability	
  to	
  exercise	
  the	
  rule	
  of	
  law	
  across	
  coca	
  infested	
  

and	
   contested	
   territories.	
   This	
   paper	
   analyzes	
   PC	
   origins,	
   transformation	
   and	
  

implementation	
  as	
  an	
  allegedly	
  state	
  building	
  strategy,	
   its	
  effects	
  and	
   implications	
  

for	
  state	
  formation.	
  	
  

	
  	
  

Colombia’s	
  regional	
  state	
  building	
  antecedents	
  	
  

	
  

Although	
  PC	
  is	
  usually	
  presented	
  as	
  a	
  US–Colombia	
  joint	
  initiative	
  to	
  reduce	
  illegal	
  

drug	
   production,	
   within	
   the	
   Colombian	
   political	
   context	
   PC	
   has	
   not	
   only	
   being	
  

presented	
  and	
  used	
  as	
  an	
  antinarcotics	
  strategy,	
  but	
  also	
  as	
  a	
  regional	
  state	
  building	
  

strategy.	
   Indeed,	
   the	
   official	
   Presidential	
   document	
   explaining	
   PC	
  was	
   titled,	
   “PC:	
  

Plan	
  for	
  Peace,	
  Prosperity,	
  and	
  the	
  Strengthening	
  of	
  the	
  State”6.	
  	
  

	
  

PC	
   actually	
   belongs	
   to	
   a	
   long-­‐lasting	
   set	
   of	
   Presidential	
   programs	
   aiming	
   at	
  

“bringing	
   the	
   central	
   state	
   into	
   conflictive	
   regions-­‐BSCR”7,	
   whose	
   antecedents	
   go	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6 	
  The	
   Presidential	
   document	
   stated	
   that	
   “The	
   government	
   [of	
   Colombia]	
   is	
   committed	
   to	
  
consolidating	
  the	
  central	
  responsibilities	
  of	
  the	
  state:	
  promoting	
  democracy	
  and	
  the	
  rule	
  of	
  law	
  and	
  
the	
  monopoly	
  in	
  the	
  application	
  of	
  justice,	
  territorial	
  integrity,	
  employment,	
  respect	
  for	
  human	
  rights	
  
and	
  human	
  dignity,	
   and	
   the	
  preservation	
  of	
  order	
  as	
  established	
  by	
  political	
   and	
   social	
   rules....It	
   is	
  
central	
  to	
  this	
  strategy	
  to	
  move	
  forward	
  	
  decisively	
  in	
  partnership	
  with	
  the	
  countries	
  which	
  produce	
  
and	
  those	
  which	
  consume	
  illegal	
  drugs,	
  under	
  the	
  principles	
  of	
  reciprocity	
  and	
  equality.”	
  
PC:	
  Plan	
  for	
  Peace,	
  Prosperity,	
  and	
  the	
  Strengthening	
  of	
  the	
  State,	
  
Government	
  of	
  Colombia,	
  Office	
  of	
  the	
  Presidency,	
  October	
  1999.	
  

	
  
7	
  Colombia	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  country	
  in	
  the	
  Western	
  Hemisphere	
  still	
  confronting	
  a	
  six	
  decades	
  long,	
  bloody	
  
civil	
  war7.	
  Since	
  the	
  1980s	
  the	
  political	
  armed	
  conflict	
  has	
  been	
  mixed	
  with	
  criminal	
  violence	
  related	
  
to	
   illegal	
  drug	
   trafficking,	
  as	
  Colombia	
  became	
  the	
  number	
  one	
  worldwide	
  producer	
  of	
  coca	
   leaves	
  
and	
  cocaine.	
  The	
  political	
  and	
  criminal	
  conflicts	
  mix	
  a	
  myriad	
  of	
  actors:	
  leftist-­‐guerrilla	
  groups,	
  right-­‐
wing	
  paramilitary	
  groups,	
  narco	
  gangs,	
  and	
  the	
  State	
  armed	
  forces.	
  	
  	
  



back	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  1950s.	
  These	
  type	
  of	
  Presidential	
  Programs	
  originated	
  in	
  1958	
  after	
  

the	
  period	
  known	
  as	
  “la	
  violencia”	
  when	
  the	
  Liberal	
  and	
  Conservative	
  parties	
  agreed	
  

a	
   consotional,	
   sharing	
   power	
   agreement	
   (El	
   Frente	
  Nacional)	
   to	
   stop	
   the	
  massive	
  

wave	
   of	
   political	
   violence	
   that	
   started	
   during	
   the	
   1940s8.	
   The	
   first	
   Presidential	
  

Program	
   intending	
   to	
   “bring	
   the	
   state	
   into	
   conflictive	
   regions”	
   was	
   named	
   “La	
  

Comision	
   Especial	
   de	
   Rehabilitation-­‐CER”,	
   and	
   was	
   initiated	
   in	
   1958	
   by	
   the	
   first	
  

President	
   of	
   the	
   Frente	
   Nacional,	
   the	
   liberal	
   Alberto	
   LLeras	
   Camargo.	
   The	
   CER	
  

intended	
   to	
   deal	
   with	
   the	
   social,	
   economic	
   and	
   political	
   consequences	
   of	
   “la	
  

violencia”	
  in	
  the	
  most	
  affected	
  and	
  still	
  contending	
  regions;	
  yet	
  after	
  intense	
  political	
  

debate	
  with	
  the	
  Conservative	
  party,	
  CER	
  was	
  ultimately	
  closed	
  in	
  1961.	
  

	
  

Amidst	
  that	
  debate,	
  during	
  the	
  second	
  Presidential	
  term	
  of	
  the	
  Frente	
  Nacional,	
  lead	
  

by	
  the	
  conservative	
  Guillermo	
  Leon	
  Valencia,	
  Colombia	
  and	
  US	
  launched	
  Plan	
  LASO	
  

(Latin	
   American	
   Security	
   Operation),	
   the	
   first,	
   joint	
   counterinsurgency	
   initiative	
  

embodied	
  within	
  US	
  President	
  Kennedy’s	
  Alliance	
  for	
  Progress	
  ideology	
  and	
  based	
  

on	
   the	
   national	
   security	
   doctrine	
   and	
   the	
   counterinsurgent	
   tactics	
   of	
   the	
   Vietnam	
  

war.	
   Yet,	
   rather	
   than	
   eradicating	
   the	
   by	
   then	
   self-­‐defense	
   peasant	
   groups,	
   they	
  

transformed	
   into	
   the	
   radicalized	
   and	
   offensive	
   guerrilla	
   movement,	
   later	
   named	
  

Fuerzas	
  Armadas	
  Revolucionarias	
  de	
  Colombia,	
  FARC.	
  Plan	
  LASO	
  officially	
  operated	
  

5	
  years.	
  (Federal Research Division , 2010, p. 339)	
  

	
  

Thus,	
  since	
  their	
   inception,	
  BSCR	
  type	
  of	
  Presidential	
  programs	
  departed	
   from	
  the	
  

idea	
   that	
   the	
   current,	
   normal	
   operation	
   of	
   the	
   Governmental	
   institutions	
   is	
   not	
  

enough	
   to	
   bring	
   the	
   state	
   into	
   conflictive	
   regions;	
   an	
   additional,	
   counterinsurgent	
  

and	
  focused	
  effort	
  is	
  required.	
  Usually	
  this	
  take	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  a	
  Presidential	
  Program,	
  

based	
  in	
  the	
  Executive’s	
  Office,	
  lead	
  personally	
  by	
  the	
  president	
  and	
  the	
  Army,	
  with	
  

autonomy	
   from	
   other	
   governmental	
   agencies,	
   having	
   independent	
   coordination,	
  

budget	
  and	
  operational	
  procedures,	
  regionally	
  focused,	
  and	
  relatively	
  isolated	
  from	
  

usual	
  partisan,	
  Congressional	
  dealings.	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  



	
  

For	
  reasons	
  beyond	
  the	
  reach	
  of	
   this	
  paper,	
  BSCR	
  Programs	
   faded	
  after	
   the	
  1960s	
  

and	
   only	
   regain	
   governmental	
   prominence	
   by	
   the	
   1980s,	
   when	
   violence	
   sparked	
  

again	
   amidst	
   the	
   ilegitimization	
   of	
   the	
   consocional	
   bipartisan	
   deal,	
   the	
   growth	
   of	
  

coca	
  production,	
  the	
  polarization	
  around	
  whether	
  to	
  deal	
  with	
  the	
  guerrilla	
  groups	
  

by	
   military	
   contestation	
   or	
   political	
   inclusion,	
   and	
   the	
   empowerment	
   of	
   narco	
  

cartels	
  and	
  paramilitary	
  groups.	
  	
  

	
  

Every	
  President	
  since	
  the	
  1980s	
  has	
  interpreted	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  bringing	
  the	
  state	
  

into	
   conflictive	
   regions	
   according	
   to	
   his	
   diagnosis	
   of	
  what	
   is	
   causing	
   political	
   and	
  

criminal	
  related	
  violence	
  and	
  how	
  to	
  deal	
  with	
  illegal	
  armed	
  groups	
  and	
  illegal	
  drug	
  

trafficking.	
   Some	
   of	
   them	
   have	
   put	
   emphasis	
   on	
   the	
   connection	
   between	
   political	
  

exclusion,	
  poverty	
  and	
  conflict	
  (Belisario	
  Betancur	
  1982-­‐1986	
  and	
  Ernesto	
  Samper	
  

1994-­‐1998),	
  others	
  on	
  the	
  issue	
  of	
  political	
  legitimacy	
  and	
  state	
  capacity	
  to	
  deliver	
  

public	
   goods	
   (Virgilio	
   Barco	
   1986-­‐1990),	
   others	
   on	
   liberalizing	
   the	
   economy	
   and	
  

strengthening	
   state	
   efficacy	
   from	
   the	
   national	
   up	
   to	
   the	
   local	
   level	
   (Cesar	
   Gaviria	
  

1990-­‐1994),	
   others	
   on	
   offering	
   peace	
   agreements	
   while	
   enhancing	
   military	
   state	
  

capacity	
  (Andres	
  Pastrana	
  1998-­‐2002	
  and	
  Alvaro	
  Uribe	
  2002-­‐2010).	
  	
  

	
  



	
  
	
  

All	
   these	
   Colombian	
   Presidents	
   have	
   argued	
   that	
   there	
   is	
   a	
   correlation	
   between	
  

State	
  absentee	
  or	
  weakness	
  and	
  drug	
  trafficking	
  production,	
  also	
  with	
  illegal	
  armed	
  

groups’	
   strength	
   across	
   territory9.	
   All	
   these	
   Presidential	
   Programs	
   have	
   received	
  

technical,	
  financial	
  and	
  military	
  cooperation	
  from	
  the	
  US	
  Government.	
  	
  

	
  

Thus,	
  PC	
  was	
  neither	
  the	
  first	
  nor	
  the	
  last	
  Presidential	
  initiative	
  aiming	
  to	
  bring	
  the	
  

state	
   into	
   conflictive	
   regions,	
   as	
   such	
   type	
  of	
  Programs	
  existed	
   since	
  decades	
   ago.	
  

Yet	
   PC	
  was	
   the	
   first	
   ‘comprehensive’	
  US-­‐Colombian	
   joint	
   initiative	
   to	
   reduce	
   drug	
  

production,	
  weaken	
  terrorist	
  groups	
  and	
  strengthen	
  state	
  capacity,	
  all	
  in	
  once.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
9	
  See	
  http://www.semana.com/especiales/articulo/el-­‐tercer-­‐cartel/11412-­‐3	
  	
  



Contentious	
   politics	
   within	
   the	
   game	
   of	
   dual&multiple	
   sovereignties	
   explaining	
   the	
  

adoption	
  of	
  PC	
  as	
  a	
  state	
  building	
  strategy	
  

	
  

According	
  to	
  official	
  data,	
  by	
  1999	
  Colombia	
  had	
  a	
  critical	
  situation	
  both	
  in	
  security	
  

and	
   drug	
   trafficking.	
   Since	
   the	
  mid	
   1990s	
   production	
   of	
   cocaine	
   and	
   political	
   and	
  

criminal	
   related	
   violence	
   skyrocketed.	
   Cocaine	
   production	
   almost	
   quadruple	
  

between	
   1994	
   and	
   1999,	
   passing	
   from	
   37,000	
   Ha	
   up	
   to	
   160,119	
   Ha,	
   making	
  

Colombia	
   the	
   top	
  worldwide	
  producer	
  of	
   cocaine,	
   of	
  which	
  60%	
  was	
   trafficked	
   to	
  

and	
   consumed	
   in	
   the	
   US.	
   (Mejia,	
   2012)	
   Although	
   the	
   average	
   homicide	
   rate	
   kept	
  

reducing	
   along	
   the	
   1990s,	
   by	
   1999	
   Colombia	
   had	
   the	
   top	
   worldwide	
   rate	
   of	
  

kidnappings	
   -­‐half	
   of	
   the	
   worldwide	
   kidnappings	
   occurred	
   in	
   Colombia-­‐,	
   40%	
  

allegedly	
   committed	
  by	
   guerrilla	
   groups;	
   403	
  massacres	
   occurred	
   in	
  1999	
   leaving	
  

1836	
  victims	
  -­‐an	
  increased	
  of	
  40%	
  compared	
  to	
  1998-­‐,	
  40%	
  allegedly	
  committed	
  by	
  

paramilitary	
   groups;	
   studies	
   showed	
   that	
   “from	
   April	
   to	
   December	
   1999	
   have	
  

produced	
   about	
   1500	
   episodes	
   of	
   political	
   persecution	
   and	
   abuse	
   of	
   authority	
  

involving	
  extrajudicial	
  killings	
  ,	
  disappearances,	
  violations	
  of	
  physical	
  integrity	
  and	
  

above	
   all,	
   arbitrary	
   detention	
   with	
   direct	
   involvement	
   of	
   state	
   agents”(CIDH, 

Comisión Interamercana de Derechos Humanos, 1999)	
  	
  

	
  

From	
   1994	
   to	
   1996,	
   the	
   so	
   called	
   “marchas	
   cocaleras”	
   (coca	
   growers	
   massive	
  

protests)	
   put	
   around	
   200,000	
   peasants	
   from	
   Putumayo,	
   Guaviare	
   and	
   Caqueta	
  

Provinces	
   marching	
   and	
   blocking	
   roads,	
   demanding	
   to	
   stop	
   aerial	
   spraying	
  

eradication	
  and	
   to	
   receive	
  alternatives	
   for	
  economic	
  development	
   (Ramírez, 2001).	
  

Colombian	
   authorities	
   denounced	
   these	
  marches	
  were	
   promoted	
   and	
   enforced	
   by	
  

guerrilla	
   groups,	
   in	
   particular	
   the	
   Farc,	
   along	
   with	
   interested	
   narco	
   cartels,	
  

intending	
   to	
   destabilize	
   the	
   country.	
   In	
   1997,	
   candidates	
   in	
   132	
   out	
   of	
   1,071	
  

municipalities	
   resigned	
   and	
   no	
   local	
   elections	
  were	
   held	
   as	
   scheduled	
   due	
   to	
   the	
  

Farc’s	
   acts	
   of	
   sabotage	
   and	
   threats	
   upon	
   these	
   candidates;	
   during	
   the	
   electoral	
  

campaign	
   in	
   1997	
   elections,	
   there	
   were	
   165	
   homicides,	
   431	
   kidnaps,	
   and	
   153	
  

murder	
   attempts	
   against	
   political	
   actors	
   (Avila Martínez, 2010, p. 180)	
   (López 

Hernández, 2010ii)	
  	
  	
  



	
  

	
  
	
  

	
  

Within	
   such	
   context,	
   in	
   1998	
   the	
   conservative	
   candidate	
  Andres	
  Pastrana	
  became	
  

President	
  of	
  Colombia	
  offering	
  peace	
  negotiations	
  with	
  the	
  Farc	
  (the	
  oldest,	
  largest,	
  

and	
   strongest	
   guerrilla	
   group)	
   and	
   to	
   reestablish	
   Colombia’s	
   international	
  

reputation	
   after	
   the	
   US	
   government	
   decertified	
   Colombia	
   and	
   cut	
   financial	
  

cooperation	
  because	
  drug	
  cartels	
  funded	
  the	
  campaign	
  of	
  President	
  Ernesto	
  Samper,	
  

the	
  liberal	
  candidate	
  who	
  defeated	
  Pastrana	
  in	
  the	
  1994	
  elections.	
  Samper	
  managed	
  

to	
   remain	
   in	
   power	
   in	
   spite	
   of	
   the	
   scandal	
   and	
   increasing	
   pressure	
   from	
   the	
   US	
  

government.	
  	
  

	
  

Samper	
   was	
   the	
   first	
   Colombian	
   President	
   who	
   institutionalized	
   within	
   the	
  

Executive	
  brunch	
  a	
  Program	
  –PLANTE-­‐	
  to	
  eradicate	
  (mainly	
  by	
  aerial	
  spraying)	
  and	
  

substitute	
   illicit	
  drugs	
   in	
  1995.	
  PLANTE	
  was	
   the	
  pioneer	
   in	
  utterly	
   integrating	
   the	
  

antinarcotic	
   component	
   into	
  a	
  presidential	
  program	
  aiming	
   to	
  bring	
   the	
   state	
   into	
  

conflictive	
   regions.	
   	
   In	
  spite	
  of	
   this,	
  because	
  of	
  Samper	
  mafia-­‐electoral	
   scandal,	
  US	
  

decertified	
   Colombia	
   for	
   its	
   lack	
   of	
   ‘effective	
   cooperation	
   in	
   drug	
   trafficking’	
   and	
  

revoked	
  Samper’s	
  US	
  visa.	
  	
  	
  

	
  



After	
   inaugurated	
   in	
   August	
   1998,	
   and	
   overpassing	
   the	
   opposition	
   of	
   the	
   Army,	
  

some	
   elites	
   and	
   right	
   wing	
   paramilitary	
   groups,	
   President	
   Andrés	
   Pastrana	
  

conceded	
  to	
  the	
  Farc	
  a	
  cease-­‐fire	
  zone	
  of	
  45.000	
  sq	
  kilometers,	
  known	
  as	
  El	
  Caguan,	
  

in	
   the	
   Provinces	
   of	
   Meta	
   and	
   Caqueta,	
   were	
   Farc	
   troops	
   were	
   supposed	
   to	
   be	
  

concentrated	
   while	
   negotiating.	
   	
   Additionally,	
   in	
   an	
   effort	
   to	
   make	
   credible	
   his	
  

commitment	
   with	
   the	
   negotiations	
   and	
   with	
   halting	
   the	
   Army’s	
   links	
   with	
  

paramilitary	
   groups,	
   Pastrana	
   removed	
   four	
   generals	
   from	
   active	
  military	
   service	
  

for	
   their	
  alleged	
   links	
  with	
  paramilitary	
  groups.	
  These	
  decisions	
  heighten	
  tensions	
  

with	
   the	
   right	
   wing	
   political	
   sectors	
   (some	
   elites,	
   the	
   Army	
   and	
   paramilitary	
  

groups),	
  which	
  honored	
  the	
  discharged	
  generals	
  in	
  a	
  highly	
  attended	
  and	
  publicized	
  

event,	
   whose	
   main	
   speaker	
   was	
   Alvaro	
   Uribe,	
   former	
   Provincial	
   governor	
   of	
  

Antioquia	
  Province	
  and	
  an	
  ascendant	
  political	
  figure.	
  	
  

	
  

President	
  Pastrana	
  attempted	
  to	
  initiate	
  peace	
  negotiations	
  also	
  with	
  the	
  ELN	
  –the	
  

second	
   largest	
   guerrilla	
   group-­‐,	
   but	
   the	
   attempt	
   failed	
   as	
   regional	
   elites	
   and	
  

paramilitary	
  groups	
  mobilized	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  population	
  against	
  it,	
  blockade	
  the	
  roads	
  

and	
  impeded	
  the	
  establishment	
  of	
  another	
  cease-­‐fire	
  zone	
  in	
  the	
  Magdalena	
  Media	
  

region,	
  along	
  the	
  Provinces	
  of	
  Antioquia,	
  Bolívar,	
  Cesar	
  and	
  Santander.	
  

	
  

As	
  aforementioned,	
  Colombian	
  government	
  framed	
  PC	
  as	
  its	
  center	
  peace	
  to	
  support	
  

the	
  peace	
  process,	
   promote	
  development,	
   strengthen	
   rule	
   of	
   law	
  and	
   reduce	
  drug	
  

trafficking,	
  while	
  the	
  US	
  government	
  emphasized	
  the	
  last	
  two	
  goals10.	
  In	
  the	
  rhetoric	
  

the	
  goals	
  nicely	
  overlap,	
  but	
  the	
  money	
  was	
  actually	
  8	
  out	
  of	
  every	
  $10	
  dollars	
  spent	
  

on	
   US	
   targeted	
   goals,	
   given	
   that	
   the	
   only	
   clear	
   numeric	
   goal	
   established	
   in	
   the	
  

actually	
   executed	
   version	
  of	
   PC	
  was	
   to	
   reduce	
   coca	
  production	
  by	
  half	
   in	
  7	
   years.	
  

“ACI [Andean Counterdrug Initiative] funding for PC from FY2000 through FY2005 

totals approximately $2.8 billion. When FMF [Foreign Military Fiancing] and DOD 
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
10	
  “The	
  primary	
  U.S.	
  objective	
  is	
  to	
  prevent	
  the	
  flow	
  of	
  illegal	
  drugs	
  into	
  the	
  United	
  States,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
to	
   help	
   Colombia	
   promote	
   peace	
   and	
   economic	
   development	
   because	
   it	
   contributes	
   to	
   regional	
  
security	
   in	
   the	
   Andes.	
   The	
   primary	
   objectives	
   of	
   Colombia	
   are	
   to	
   promote	
   peace	
   and	
   economic	
  
development,	
   increase	
   security,	
   and	
   end	
  drug	
   trafficking.	
   Both	
  U.S.	
   and	
  Colombian	
   objectives	
   have	
  
also	
   evolved	
   over	
   time	
   from	
   a	
   strict	
   counternarcotics	
   focus	
   to	
   encompass	
   counterterrorism	
  
activities.”	
  (Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  2005)	
  	
   



assistance is included, the total level of U.S. support to Colombia is $4.5 billion.” 

(Congressional Research Service, 2005) This	
  money	
  was	
  spent	
  mainly	
  on	
  aerial	
  coca	
  

eradication,	
   interdiction	
  and	
   infrastructure	
  protection	
  by	
  strengthening	
   the	
  state’s	
  

rule	
  of	
  law	
  capacity.	
   

	
  

This	
   so	
   called	
   “military”	
   component	
   of	
   PC	
   spent	
   84%	
   of	
   PC’s	
   budget,	
   of	
   both	
   US	
  

($3,252	
   millions)	
   and	
   Colombian	
   ($5,765	
   millions)	
   sources11	
  (DNP , 2006, p. 11),	
  

mainly	
   in	
   equipment,	
   intelligence	
   and	
   operational	
   capacity	
   for	
   the	
   Army	
   and	
   for	
  

Police’s	
  units	
  eradicating	
  and	
  interdicting	
  coca,	
  along	
  with	
  US	
  contractors,	
  by	
  aerial	
  

spraying.	
  A	
   smaller	
  part	
  of	
   this	
   component	
   ($93	
  million)	
  was	
   spent	
   in	
  nationwide	
  

support	
   to	
   the	
   Judicial	
   system,	
   the	
  Attorney’s	
   General	
  Office	
   and	
   the	
  Ombudsman	
  

Office12.	
   Up	
   to	
   2002,	
   90%	
   of	
   the	
   coca	
   eradication	
   effort	
   targeted	
   the	
   Putumayo	
  

Province,	
  along	
  the	
  border	
  with	
  Ecuador;	
  the	
  remaining	
  10%	
  took	
  place	
  in	
  Bolívar	
  

Province	
   and	
   in	
  Norte	
   de	
   Santander	
   Province,	
   along	
   the	
   border	
  with	
  Venezuela13.	
  

Initially,	
  both	
  US	
  Congress	
  and	
  the	
  Executive	
  insisted	
  PC’s	
  counternarcotics	
  money	
  

and	
  efforts	
  should	
  keep	
  independent	
  of	
  counterinsurgent	
  operations.	
  	
  

	
  

PC’s	
  so	
  called	
  “social”	
  component	
  received	
  16%	
  of	
  the	
  budget14	
  (DNP , 2006)	
  and	
  did	
  

not	
  have	
  any	
  clear	
  Provincial	
  or	
  municipal	
  targeted	
  regions	
  or	
  goals;	
  its	
  investments	
  

were	
   sparsely	
  distributed	
   along	
  272	
  municipalities,	
  mainly	
   in	
   small	
   infrastructure	
  

projects,	
  such	
  as	
  paving	
  local	
  roads,	
  rebuilding	
  schools	
  or	
  health	
  centers,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  

on	
   alternative	
   (to	
   coca)	
  development	
  projects.	
  As	
  part	
   of	
   this	
   social	
   component,	
   a	
  

nationwide	
  means	
  tested	
  poverty	
  reduction	
  program	
  known	
  as	
  Familias	
  en	
  Accion	
  

started	
  in	
  2001.	
  This	
  Program	
  supplements	
  poor	
  women’s	
  cash	
  income,	
  depending	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11	
  According	
  to	
  official	
  Colombian	
  documents,	
  Colombia	
  assigned	
  in	
  total	
  $6,950	
  millions	
  to	
  PC	
  from	
  
1999	
  to	
  2005	
  and	
  US	
  assigned	
  $3,782.	
  (DNP	
  ,	
  2006,	
  p.11).	
  Yet,	
  accrding	
  to	
  US	
  official	
  documents	
  
when	
  “FMF [Foreign Military Fiancing] and DOD assistance is included, the total level of U.S. support to 
Colombia is $4.5 billion.” (Congressional Research Service, 2005, p. 1)	
  
12	
  See	
  (Congressional Research Service, 2005)	
  	
  and	
  
http://www.state.gov/www/regions/wha/colombia/fs_000328_plancolombia.html	
  	
  
13	
  Interview	
  with	
  Gonzalo	
  de	
  Francisco,	
  Colombian	
  Presidential	
  Security	
  Adviser	
  and	
  Camilo	
  Gómez,	
  
Colombian	
  Presidential	
  Peace	
  Comissioner	
  under	
  President	
  Andrés	
  Pastrana	
  term.	
  	
  
14	
  Colombia	
  assigned	
  $1.185	
  millions	
  to	
  the	
  social	
  and	
  development	
  investments	
  in	
  PC,	
  and	
  US	
  
assigned	
  $530	
  millions	
  (DNP	
  ,	
  2006,	
  p11)	
  



on	
  her	
  children	
  school	
  attendance,	
  nutrition	
  and	
  overall	
  health	
  wellbeing,	
  verified	
  at	
  

least	
  twice	
  a	
  year.	
  Since	
  its	
  inception,	
  Familias	
  en	
  Accion	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  most	
  effective	
  

national	
  poverty	
  alleviation	
  program	
  in	
  rural	
  areas	
  (DNP, 2008).	
  	
  

	
  

Although	
   being	
   a	
   small	
   portion	
   of	
   PC’s	
   budget,	
   these	
   ‘social’	
   investments	
   became	
  

relevant	
  for	
  Colombia	
  regional	
  investments	
  after	
  1999,	
  when	
  the	
  country	
  was	
  hit	
  by	
  

the	
   back	
   slash	
   of	
   the	
   Asian	
   financial	
   crisis	
   and	
   the	
   bankruptcy	
   of	
   the	
   national	
  

mortgage	
   housing	
   system.	
   Amidst	
   economic	
   crisis,	
   intensified	
   violence,	
   and	
   a	
  

trembling	
  peace	
  process,	
  PC	
  resources	
  and	
  US	
  political	
  support	
  was	
  fundamental	
  for	
  

Pastrana’s	
   government	
   political	
   standing,	
   as	
   it	
   alleviated	
   regional	
   economic	
  

hardship	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  national	
  political	
   tensions	
  with	
  strong	
  sectors	
  of	
  the	
  elites	
  and	
  

Colombia’s	
  Army,	
  who	
  opposed	
  the	
  peace	
  negotiations,	
  but	
  agreed	
  on	
  PC	
  harder	
  line	
  

approach.	
  	
  

	
  

9/11	
  and	
  a	
  failed	
  peace,	
  the	
  critical	
  juncture	
  for	
  PC	
  shifting	
  towards	
  counterinsurgent,	
  

regional	
  state	
  building	
  approach	
  

	
  

In	
  February	
  2002,	
  President	
  Pastrana	
  halted	
  the	
  peace	
  negotiations,	
  and	
  required	
  to	
  

the	
   international	
  community	
   to	
  classify	
   the	
  Farc	
  as	
  a	
   terrorist	
  group,	
  alleging	
  they	
  

violated	
   the	
  peace	
   agreements,	
   and	
  use	
   the	
   cease-­‐fire	
   zone	
   to	
   recruit	
   combatants,	
  

increase	
  coca	
  production	
  and	
  keep	
  hostages.	
  	
  Within	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  the	
  war	
  against	
  

terrorism	
  launched	
  by	
  the	
  US	
  after	
  the	
  9/11	
  attacks,	
  and	
  as	
  requested	
  by	
  President	
  

Pastrana,	
  the	
  FARC,	
  ELN	
  and	
  the	
  AUC	
  (the	
  largest	
  confederation	
  of	
  narco	
  and	
  right	
  

wing	
   paramilitary	
   groups)	
  were	
   declared	
   terrorist	
   groups	
   by	
   US	
   government	
   and	
  

also	
  by	
  the	
  European	
  Union15.	
  Public	
  resentment	
  against	
  the	
  Farc	
  sky	
  rocketed	
  and	
  

whether	
   to	
   continue	
  peace	
  or	
   intensify	
  war	
  against	
   this	
   group	
  became	
   the	
   central	
  

debate	
  during	
  the	
  presidential	
  campaign	
  in	
  2002.	
  	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
15	
  FARC,	
  	
  ELN	
  and	
  AUC	
  were	
  “designated foreign terrorist organizations (FTOs) by the State Department, 
[pursuant to section 219 of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as amended by the Antiterrorism and 
Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-132).]6 In 2003 the FARC and AUC were designated 
Significant Foreign Narcotics Traffickers under the Foreign Narcotics Kingpin Designation Act (P.L. 106-
120).” (Congressional Research Service, 2005, p.3) 



	
  

A	
  cattle	
  rancher,	
  former	
  senator	
  and	
  provincial	
  governor,	
  and	
  a	
  Farc’s	
  victim,	
  Alvaro	
  

Uribe	
  took	
  the	
  oath	
  of	
  office	
  as	
  President	
  of	
  Colombia	
  in	
  August	
  2002.	
  Uribe	
  strongly	
  

opposed	
   the	
   negotiations	
   with	
   the	
   Farc	
   since	
   the	
   very	
   beginning	
   and	
   won	
   the	
  

Presidency	
  offering	
  to	
  defeat	
  the	
  Farc	
  under	
  a	
  new	
  ‘democratic	
  security	
  policy’-­‐DSP	
  

that	
  will	
  defeat	
   terrorists,	
  recover	
  governability	
  and	
  economic	
  development.	
  Uribe	
  

framed	
  his	
  anti	
  Farc	
  and	
  DSP	
  within	
  the	
  US	
  “war	
  on	
  terrorism”	
  agenda	
  and	
  jargon;	
  

since	
  2003	
  none	
  governmental	
  document	
  mention	
  a	
  situation	
  of	
  political	
  or	
  armed	
  

conflict	
   in	
   Colombia;	
   instead,	
   the	
   official	
   documents	
   referred	
   to	
   a	
   “narcoterrorist	
  

threat”.	
  Uribe	
  also	
  presented	
  himself	
  as	
  a	
   trustworthy	
  conservative	
  partner	
   to	
   the	
  

US	
  government	
  amidst	
  the	
  rising	
  of	
  the	
  left	
  in	
  Latin	
  American	
  Politics,	
  in	
  particular	
  

as	
  a	
  counterbalance	
  to	
  Venezuelan	
  President	
  Hugo	
  Chavez’s	
  influence	
  in	
  the	
  region.	
  	
  

Colombia	
  and	
  US	
  Governments	
  mutually	
  supported	
  their	
  own	
  “wars	
  on	
  terrorism”.	
  

Colombia,	
   under	
   President	
   Uribe,	
   was	
   the	
   only	
   Latin	
   American	
   country	
   that	
  

politically	
  supported	
  the	
  US	
  military	
  intervention	
  in	
  Irak	
  in	
  2003;	
  Costa	
  Rica	
  also	
  did	
  

it;	
   additionally,	
   Salvador,	
   Honduras,	
   Nicaragua	
   and	
   the	
   Dominican	
   Republic	
   sent	
  

troops (Tokatlian, 2004).	
  US	
  officials	
  gradually	
  started	
  emphasizing	
  Farc’s	
  deep	
  level	
  

of	
  involvement	
  in	
  drug	
  trafficking	
  and	
  terrorism,	
  in	
  particular	
  after	
  2003	
  when	
  3	
  US	
  

military	
   contractors	
   were	
   kidnapped	
   by	
   Farc;	
   some	
   years	
   after,	
   both	
   US	
   and	
  

Colombian	
  officials	
  started	
  making	
  public	
  statements	
  affirming	
  Farc	
  was	
  “the	
  largest	
  

worldwide	
  narco	
  cartel”16.	
  	
  

	
  

Based	
   on	
   their	
   mutual	
   and	
   converging	
   interests,	
   both	
   governments	
   agreed	
   to	
  

refocus	
  PC’s	
  goals	
  and	
  money.	
  US	
  government	
  lifted	
  the	
  restriction	
  of	
  “exclusive”	
  use	
  

for	
   counternarcotics	
   and	
   allowed	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   their	
   funds	
   for	
   counterterrorist	
  

assistance.	
  They	
  also	
  authorized	
  to	
  raise,	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  double,	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  US	
  military	
  

personnel	
   and	
   contractors	
   based	
   in	
   Colombia	
   and	
   a	
   more	
   direct	
   involvement	
   in	
  

military	
   planning	
   and	
   operation	
   on	
   the	
   ground.	
   (Tokatlian, 2004) (Congressional 

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
16	
  See	
  http://www.elespectador.com/noticias/elmundo/articulo-­‐270500-­‐talibanes-­‐y-­‐farc-­‐los-­‐
mayores-­‐narcotraficantes-­‐delmundo-­‐eeuu	
  	
  
http://www.lanacion.com.ar/1475921-­‐las-­‐farc-­‐son-­‐el-­‐mayor-­‐cartel-­‐de-­‐drogas-­‐del-­‐mundo	
  	
  



Research Service, 2005).	
  In	
  2002	
  Uribe	
  convinced	
  Colombia’s	
  elites	
  to	
  pay	
  a	
  one-­‐time	
  

security	
  tax	
  over	
  wealth	
  and	
  patrimony	
  to	
  enhance	
  Colombia’s	
  army	
  capabilities	
  and	
  

to	
  support	
  DSP.	
  This	
  was	
  the	
  first	
  time	
  since	
  the	
  civil	
  war	
  started	
  during	
  the	
  1950s	
  

that	
  a	
  Colombian	
  President	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  levy	
  a	
  national	
  tax	
  exclusively	
  to	
  fund	
  public	
  

security.	
  This	
  new	
  tax,	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  more	
  flexible	
  reallocation	
  of	
  PC’s	
  resources	
  for	
  

counter	
  guerrilla	
  operations,	
  allowed	
  Uribe’s	
  government	
  to	
  overhauled	
  Colombia’s	
  

Armed	
   Forces’	
   strategies	
   and	
   refocuses	
   their	
   operations	
   towards	
   combined	
  

antiterrorist	
  and	
  counternarcotic	
  tasks	
  in	
  selected	
  targeted	
  regions.	
  	
  

	
  

In	
  2003	
  the	
  Army	
  launched	
  the	
  biggest	
  counter	
  guerrilla	
  operation	
  since	
  the	
  1960s	
  

called	
   “Plan	
   Patriota”	
   to	
   attack	
   Farc’s	
   economic	
   and	
   territorial	
   strongholds	
   in	
  

different	
  regions,	
   in	
  particular	
   in	
  el	
  Caguan	
   region.	
  Meanwhile	
  Uribe	
  started	
  peace	
  

negotiations	
   with	
   the	
   AUC	
   narcoparamilitary	
   groups,	
   who	
   vowed	
   to	
   agree	
   to	
   a	
  

cease-­‐fire	
   and	
   demobilization	
   process.	
   Even	
   though	
   the	
   cease-­‐fire	
   was	
   violated	
  

several	
   times,	
   the	
   negotiations	
   continued	
   and	
   the	
   AUC	
   demobilization	
   started	
   in	
  

2004	
   and	
   culminated	
   in	
   2007.	
   By	
   2003	
   official	
   data	
   estimated	
   AUC	
   rank	
   and	
   file	
  

troops	
  in	
  13,500;	
  by	
  2007	
  roughly	
  35,000	
  paramilitaries’	
  rank	
  and	
  file	
  demobilized.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

In	
   2008,	
   Uribe	
   extradited	
   to	
   the	
  United	
   States	
   14	
  AUC	
   top	
   commanders,	
   accusing	
  

them	
   of	
   violation	
   of	
   the	
   peace	
   agreements	
   and	
   continued	
   involvement	
   in	
   drug	
  

trafficking.	
   The	
  peace	
  process	
  broke	
  up;	
   some	
   combatants	
   effectively	
  demobilized	
  

and	
   an	
   uncertain	
   number	
   reengage	
   in	
   violence.	
   Nevertheless	
   the	
   government	
  

declared	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  paramilitarism	
  and	
  from	
  2007	
  on	
  used	
  the	
  term	
  “criminal	
  gangs”	
  

(Bacrim	
  by	
  their	
  Spanish	
  acronym)	
  to	
  refer	
  to	
  “emerging”	
  narcocriminal	
  gangs.	
  	
  

	
  

Initially	
   journalist	
   investigations	
   in	
   2005	
   and	
   then	
   formal	
   judicial	
   investigations	
  

since	
  2007	
  unraveled	
   the	
  massive	
   intervention	
  of	
  narcoparamilitary	
  groups	
   in	
   the	
  

2002	
  national	
  elections.	
  By	
  2011,	
  45	
  Congress	
  members	
  elected	
   in	
  2002	
  had	
  been	
  

sentenced	
   guilty	
   under	
   electoral	
   fraud	
   and	
   joint	
   criminal	
   enterprise	
   charges	
  with	
  

narco	
   paramilitary	
   groups;	
   8	
   out	
   of	
   10	
   of	
   these	
   Congress	
   members	
   belonged	
   to	
  

President	
  Uribe	
   coalition.	
  Another	
  2	
  Congress	
  members	
  were	
   sentenced	
  guilty	
   for	
  



similar	
  charges	
  with	
  guerrilla	
  groups;	
  both	
  belonged	
  to	
  opposition	
  parties.	
  	
  Several	
  

prominent	
  members	
  of	
  Uribe’s	
  coalition	
  and	
  cabinet	
  were	
  also	
  sentenced	
  guilty	
  for	
  

joint	
   criminal	
   enterprise	
   with	
   narco	
   paramilitary	
   groups,	
   including	
   his	
   cousin,	
  

Senator	
  Mario	
  Uribe,	
  the	
  Director	
  of	
  the	
  Presidential	
  Security	
  Office17	
  (equivalent	
  to	
  

US	
   Secret	
   Service)	
   and	
   the	
   Director	
   of	
   The	
   Presidential	
   Intelligence	
   Department-­‐

DAS18	
  (equivalent	
  to	
  US	
  CIA)	
  (López	
  Hernández,	
  2010ii).	
  

	
  

The	
   2002	
   elected	
   Congress	
   approved	
   2004	
   Law	
   #175,	
   known	
   as	
   the	
   Peace	
   and	
  

Justice	
   Law,	
   under	
   which	
   paramilitary	
   groups	
   demobilized	
   and	
   were	
   prosecuted.	
  

They	
   also	
   amended	
   Colombia’s	
   Constitution	
   to	
   allow	
   one	
   term	
   consecutive	
  

Presidential	
   reelection,	
   and	
   approved	
   the	
   US	
   Colombia	
   Free	
   Trade	
   Agreement.	
  

Alvaro	
  Uribe	
  was	
  the	
  first	
  president	
  to	
  be	
  reelected	
  after	
  the	
  constitutional	
  reform	
  

in	
  2006	
  by	
  a	
  super	
  majority	
  53%	
  vote	
  share.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  

CCAI’s	
   subnational	
   institutional	
   repertoire,	
   the	
   regional	
   state	
   building	
   component	
   of	
  

PC	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Confident	
  on	
  the	
  prospects	
  of	
  the	
  ‘democratic	
  security	
  policy’,	
  but	
  worried	
  about	
  the	
  

challenges	
  to	
  its	
  sustainability,	
  US	
  and	
  Colombian	
  military	
  officials	
  recommended	
  to	
  

President	
  Uribe	
  the	
  adoption	
  of	
  an	
  institutional	
  coordination	
  mechanism	
  to	
  ensure	
  

the	
   arrival	
   of	
   national	
   civilian	
   institutions,	
   public	
   goods	
   and	
   services	
   to	
   the	
   Plan	
  

Patriota’s	
   regions;	
   in	
   other	
   words	
   another	
   “bringing	
   the	
   state	
   into	
   conflictive	
  

regions”	
   type	
  of	
  program.	
  This	
  new	
  approach	
   (new	
   for	
  PC,	
   but	
  not	
   for	
  Colombia’s	
  

pubic	
   policy)	
   was	
   institutionalized	
   in	
   the	
   Center	
   for	
   Coordinated	
   and	
   Integrative	
  

Action-­‐CCAI,	
  which	
  started	
  operations	
  in	
  2004.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
17	
  See	
  http://www.verdadabierta.com/component/content/article/75-­‐das-­‐gate/4394-­‐el-­‐general-­‐
santoyo-­‐y-­‐los-­‐paramilitares	
  	
  
18	
  See	
  http://www.semana.com/nacion/articulo/jorge-­‐noguera-­‐condenado-­‐25-­‐anos-­‐carcel/246385-­‐
3	
  	
  



CCAI	
  works	
   as	
   an	
   ad	
   hoc	
   interagency	
   coordination	
  mechanism	
   for	
   the	
   operations	
  

and	
  investments	
  of	
  14	
  Executive	
  Ministries,	
  Colombia’s	
  Army	
  and	
  National	
  Police	
  in	
  

some	
   targeted	
   municipalities	
   unraveled	
   by	
   violence,	
   coca	
   crops	
   and	
   weak	
   state	
  

presence.	
   On	
   a	
   year	
   basis,	
   the	
   CCAI	
   selects	
  municipalities	
   for	
   its	
   intervention	
   and	
  

designates	
   a	
   “padrino”	
   (liaison),	
   who	
   coordinates	
   the	
   delivery	
   of	
   the	
   CCAI’s	
  

institutions’	
  programs	
  into	
  the	
  selected	
  municipalities.	
  Such	
  institutional	
  delivery	
  is	
  

implemented	
  sequentially.	
  First,	
  the	
  Army	
  achieves	
  some	
  level	
  of	
  territorial	
  control	
  

and	
  progressively	
   the	
  set	
  of	
  civilian	
   institutions	
  came	
   in	
  parallel	
   to	
  achieve	
  “social	
  

recovery”	
  of	
  these	
  territories.	
  The	
  CCAI	
  has	
  no	
  involvement	
  whatsoever	
  in	
  military	
  

operations’	
  planning	
  or	
  execution;	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  civilian	
  institutional	
  mechanism	
  to	
  enhance	
  

coordination	
   and	
   effectiveness	
   in	
   the	
   delivery	
   of	
   public	
   services,	
   programs	
   and	
  

investments	
  at	
  the	
  municipal	
  level.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

CCAI’s	
   rational	
   follows	
   the	
   typical	
   “clear	
   and	
   hold”	
   and	
   “hearts	
   and	
   minds”	
  

counterinsurgency	
  approaches	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  part	
  of	
  US	
  military	
  and	
  non-­‐military	
  

assistance	
   to	
  Colombia	
  since	
   the	
  1960s;	
  yet,	
  both	
  US	
  and	
  Colombia’s	
  governments	
  

affirm	
   the	
   CCAI	
   is	
   not	
   simply	
   another	
   counterinsurgency	
   initiative,	
   but	
   a	
  

comprehensive	
   state	
   building	
   program,	
   applied	
   regardless	
   of	
   the	
   type	
   of	
   illegal	
  

group	
   -­‐guerrilla	
   or	
   neo-­‐paramilitary	
   group	
   (bacrim)-­‐	
   challenging	
   the	
   state,	
   and	
  

CONTROL 

Objective:  
Reduce coca 
production, gain 
territorial control, 
defeat contenders 
INTENSIVE 
MILITARY EFFORTS 

Areas with active 
presence of Illegal 
Armed Groups, coca 
crops and high violence 

CONSOLIDATION 

Stabilized areas, 
democratic and 

efficacious functioning of 
Institutions  

Objective: 
Consolidated state 
authority, established 
institutions and public 
services delivery 

INTESIVE POLICE 
EFFORTS 

STABILIZATION 

Controlled areas in 
process of social and 

instituional recuperation 

Objective: 
Manintain order and 
safety in the community. 
Attract stable institutions 

INTENSIVE MILITARY 
AND POLICE EFFORTS  

CCAI - INTEGRAL ACTION DOCTRINE 
ALIGMENT OF MILITYARY + POLICE + SOCIAL + ANTINARCOTIC EFFORTS 

Source: Minister of Defense 2009. Modified by author  



having	
   as	
   ultimate	
   purpose	
   not	
   only	
   the	
   defiance	
   of	
   these	
   illegal	
   groups,	
   but	
   the	
  

establishment	
  of	
  long	
  lasting	
  democratic	
  state	
  ruling	
  in	
  these	
  regions.	
  	
  

	
  

The	
   CCAI	
   “treatment”	
   package	
   (repertoire)	
   consists	
   on	
   three	
   different	
   types	
   of	
  

interventions:	
   1.	
  Military	
   and	
   Police	
   deployment	
   in	
   the	
   targeted	
  municipalities	
   to	
  

combat	
  illegal	
  armed	
  groups,	
  diminish	
  coca	
  crops	
  and	
  increase	
  state	
  led	
  security;	
  2.	
  

Targeting	
   nationwide	
   social	
   programs	
   and	
   investments	
   towards	
   CCAI’s	
  

municipalities	
  so	
  that	
  their	
  security	
  and	
  social	
  indicators	
  reach	
  the	
  national	
  average.	
  

These	
   programs	
   usually	
   focused	
   on	
   the	
   provision	
   of	
   health	
   care,	
   schooling,	
   land	
  

registration	
  and	
  titling	
   to	
  habilitate	
  access	
   to	
  official	
  subsidies	
  and	
  credit	
   for	
  rural	
  

development	
   projects,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   support	
   to	
   the	
   municipality	
   to	
   improve	
   its	
  

planning,	
   administrative	
   and	
   fiscal	
   procedures;	
   and	
   3.	
   Executing	
   CCAI’s	
   exclusive	
  

programs	
   –usually	
  micro	
   economic	
   projects	
   to	
   substitute	
   illegal	
   crops-­‐	
   as	
  well	
   as	
  

small	
   infrastructure	
   projects	
   to	
   facilitate	
   agricultural	
   production	
   and	
  

commercialization.	
  These	
   local	
  projects	
  are	
   funded	
  by	
  US	
  Agency	
   for	
   International	
  

Development-­‐USAID	
  and	
  carried	
  out	
  by	
  USAID’s	
  contractors.	
   In	
  order	
   to	
  avoid	
   the	
  

program	
   to	
   look	
   like	
   “outsourcing	
   state	
   building	
   to	
   the	
   US”	
   and	
   to	
   ensure	
   public	
  

recognition	
  goes	
  to	
  the	
  Colombian	
  government,	
  USAID	
  contractors	
  and	
  investments	
  

are	
   presented	
   in	
   the	
   regions	
   and	
   municipalities	
   under	
   the	
   name	
   ‘Colombia	
  

Responde’.	
  

	
  

Since	
   its	
   inception	
   in	
   2004	
   CCAI	
   has	
   brought	
   its	
   institutional	
   package	
   up	
   to	
   82	
  

municipalities,	
   though	
   the	
   figure	
   varies	
   per	
   year.	
   On	
   average,	
   municipalities	
  

remained	
  5.4	
  years	
  under	
  CCAI	
  intervention	
  up	
  to	
  2010	
  when	
  CCAI	
  schema	
  changed	
  

and	
  the	
  CCAI	
  as	
  such	
  ceased	
  to	
  exist.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

CCAI’s	
   initial	
   repertoire	
  was	
   adjusted	
   twice.	
   In	
   2007	
  when	
   the	
   former	
  Minister	
   of	
  

Defense,	
  Juan	
  Manuel	
  Santos,	
  updated	
  the	
  national	
  “Democratic	
  Security	
  Policy”	
  and	
  

created	
   a	
   particular	
   CCAI	
   version	
   for	
   the	
   Macarena	
   region	
   named	
   “Programa	
   de	
  

Consolidacion	
  de	
   la	
  Macarena-­‐PCIM.	
  The	
  Macarena	
  region	
   is	
   located	
   in	
  Colombia’s	
  

eastern	
  plains	
  in	
  the	
  Meta	
  Province,	
  which	
  is	
  a	
  historical	
  stronghold	
  of	
  the	
  FARC,	
  as	
  



well	
   as	
  a	
   large	
   coca	
  production	
  area.	
  The	
  PCIM	
  encompass	
   three	
  main	
  differences	
  

from	
   CCAI’s.	
   First,	
   a	
   regional	
   development	
   and	
   national	
   integration	
   approach	
   as	
  

compare	
  to	
  the	
  more	
  local,	
  municipal	
  focus	
  of	
  the	
  CCAI.	
  Second,	
  a	
  permanent	
  civilian	
  

teamwork	
   based	
   on	
   the	
   region,	
   as	
   opposed	
   to	
   the	
   individual	
   liaison	
   of	
   the	
   CCAI	
  

schema.	
   	
   Third,	
   a	
   more	
   comprehensive	
   intervention	
   “package”	
   focused	
   on	
   three	
  

main	
   areas:	
   regional	
   economic	
   development,	
   local	
   institutional	
   development,	
   and	
  

citizen	
  participation.	
  PCIM	
  operates	
  in	
  6	
  municipalities	
  in	
  the	
  eastern	
  Meta	
  Province	
  

since	
  2007.	
  	
  A	
  mix	
  of	
  CCAI	
  and	
  PCIM	
  approaches	
  were	
  adopted	
  as	
  a	
  national	
  public	
  

policy	
  in	
  2009	
  when	
  President	
  Alvaro	
  Uribe	
  issued	
  the	
  Presidential	
  Order	
  (Directiva	
  

Presidencial)	
   No.	
   001	
   of	
   2009,	
   creating	
   the	
   National	
   Plan	
   for	
   Territorial	
  

Consolidation.	
  

	
  

The	
  second	
  and	
  definite	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  CCAI	
  schema	
  came	
  in	
  2010	
  when	
  the	
  former	
  

Minister	
  of	
  Defense,	
  Juan	
  Manuel	
  Santos,	
  became	
  President.	
  Santos	
  incorporated	
  the	
  

National	
  Policy	
  of	
  Territorial	
  Consolidation	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  his	
  National	
  Development	
  Plan	
  

approved	
  by	
  Congress	
  in	
  2011.	
  Then	
  in	
  November	
  2011	
  the	
  government	
  issued	
  the	
  

Decree	
  4161	
  creating	
  the	
  ‘Administrative	
  Unit	
  of	
  Territorial	
  Consolidation-­‐UACT’,	
  a	
  

formal	
   institutional	
   branch	
   of	
   the	
   also	
   newly	
   created	
   “Executive	
   Department	
   for	
  

Social	
   Prosperity”.	
   The	
   UACT	
   formal	
   institutional	
   unit	
   substituted	
   the	
   ad	
   hoc	
  

coordination	
  mechanism	
  of	
  CCAI.	
   	
  UACT	
  adopted	
   the	
  PCIM	
  as	
   a	
   role	
  model	
   for	
   tis	
  

operation.	
  During	
  the	
  transition	
  in	
  2010,	
  CCAI-­‐UACT	
  announced	
  the	
  selection	
  of	
  100	
  

municipalities	
  for	
  its	
  intervention	
  (including	
  CCAI’s	
  82	
  municipalities	
  and	
  adding	
  18	
  

more,	
  see	
  Map	
  5),	
  but	
  ultimately	
  in	
  2011	
  the	
  UACT	
  selected	
  only	
  51	
  municipalities	
  

for	
  its	
  intervention,	
  of	
  which	
  47	
  were	
  previously	
  intervened	
  by	
  CCAI	
  (see	
  Map	
  6).	
  	
  

	
  

Assessing	
  Plan	
  Colombia-­‐CCAI’s	
  State	
  Building	
  Effects	
  

	
  

According	
   to	
   this	
   paper’s	
   state	
   building	
   analytical	
   framework,	
   so	
   far	
   it	
   has	
   been	
  

argued	
  how	
  contentious	
  politics	
  and	
  the	
  game	
  of	
  dual&multiple	
  sovereignties	
  at	
  the	
  

supranational,	
  national	
  and	
  subnational	
  level	
  explain	
  the	
  adoption	
  of	
  the	
  democratic	
  

security	
  policy-­‐DSP	
  and	
  Plan	
  Colombia-­‐CCAI,	
  (from	
  know	
  on	
  PC-­‐CCAI)	
  and	
  also	
  how	
  



these	
   policies	
   intended	
   to	
   alter	
   the	
   distribution,	
   enforcement	
   and	
  

institutionalization	
   of	
   the	
   state	
   means	
   of	
   coercion,	
   extraction	
   and	
   commitment	
  

(political	
  and	
  territorial	
  responsive	
  binding)	
  across	
  Colombia’s	
  political	
  and	
  (some)	
  

territorial	
   spaces	
   (mainly	
   82	
  municipalities).	
   This	
   analysis	
   corresponds	
   to	
   the	
   left	
  

hand	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  process-­‐tracing	
  schema	
  proposed	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  section,	
  which	
  for	
  this	
  

specific	
  case	
  looks	
  like	
  this:	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  

This	
   section	
   analyzes	
   what	
   have	
   been	
   the	
   state	
   building	
   effects	
   of	
   such	
  

policies/strategies,	
  both	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  and	
  subnational	
  level,	
  whether	
  such	
  effects	
  

have	
  been	
  relatively	
  homogeneous	
  or	
  heterogeneous	
  between	
  these	
  two	
  levels,	
  and	
  

how	
  institutionalized	
  they	
  become.	
  This	
  analysis	
  corresponds	
  to	
  the	
  right	
  hand	
  side	
  

of	
  the	
  process-­‐tracing	
  schema.	
  	
  

	
  

To	
   assess	
   the	
   effect	
   at	
   the	
   national	
   level	
   the	
   paper	
   continues	
   using	
   mainly	
  

qualitative	
   analysis.	
   To	
   asses	
   the	
   effects	
   at	
   the	
   subnational	
   level,	
   the	
   paper	
   uses	
  

additionally	
   quantitative	
   causal	
   estimation	
   methods	
   -­‐Matching-­‐	
   to	
   estimate	
   the	
  

overall	
   average	
   effect	
   of	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   (the	
   treatment)	
   in	
   the	
   13	
   regions	
   and	
   82	
  

municipalities	
  intervened,	
  and	
  also	
  to	
  find	
  out	
  and	
  estimate	
  likely	
  differential	
  effects	
  

between	
   regions.	
   The	
   analysis	
   is	
   also	
   complemented	
   with	
   information	
   collected	
  

through	
   70	
   semi-­‐structured	
   interviews	
   held	
   in	
   the	
   summer	
   2012	
  with	
   officials	
   in	
  



charge	
   of	
   the	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   policies/programs,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   with	
   local	
   officials	
   and	
  

community	
  leaders	
  in	
  the	
  regions	
  intervened19.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

For	
  this	
  section	
  analysis,	
  the	
  paper	
  uses	
  some	
  “proxy”	
  variables	
  to	
  account	
  for	
  each	
  

of	
   the	
  3	
  means	
  of	
  political	
   ruling	
  and	
  stateness	
   (coercion,	
  extraction,	
   commitment	
  

and	
   their	
   administration)	
   that	
   define	
   whether	
   or	
   not	
   an	
   intervention	
   is	
   an	
   state	
  

building	
  initiative	
  and	
  its	
  effects.	
  The	
  general	
  list	
  of	
  proxies	
  is	
  summarized	
  in	
  table	
  

1;	
  their	
  specific	
  used	
  is	
  explained	
  along	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  

	
  
TABLE	
  1.	
  Proxy	
  variables	
  accounting	
  for	
  stateness	
  	
  

Means	
  of	
  coercion	
  
	
  

Means	
  of	
  extraction	
  
	
  

Means	
  of	
  commitment	
  
(political	
  and	
  territorial	
  

binding)	
  
	
  

Proxys	
  at	
  the	
  National	
  level	
  
Security	
  and	
  defense	
  
expenditures	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP	
  

National	
  Tax	
  collection	
  (direct	
  
and	
  indirect	
  taxes)	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP	
  

Electoral	
  participation	
  in	
  
Presidential	
  and	
  Congressional	
  
elections	
  

Proxys	
  at	
  the	
  Subnational	
  –	
  Municipal	
  level	
  
Rate	
  of	
  State	
  lead	
  military	
  
operations	
  	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

Municipal	
  Development	
  
Indicator	
  (fiscal	
  sustainability	
  
and	
  administrative	
  capacity	
  at	
  
the	
  municipal	
  level)	
  

Percentage	
  of	
  national	
  cash	
  
transfers	
  towards	
  provincial	
  
and	
  municipal	
  governments	
  

Rate	
  of	
  non-­‐state,	
  illegal	
  armed	
  
groups	
  attacks	
  	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

Local	
  Tax	
  collection	
  
Land	
  taxes	
  
Economic	
  activity	
  taxes	
  

Electoral	
  participation	
  in	
  
Mayors	
  elections	
  

Number	
  of	
  municipal	
  judicial	
  
tribunals	
  	
  
(per	
  1.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

Number	
  of	
  Ha	
  of	
  coca	
  
(per	
  rural	
  inhabitant)	
  
as	
  proxy	
  for	
  illegal	
  armed	
  
groups	
  “tax”	
  collection	
  

	
  

Rate	
  of	
  homicides	
  	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

	
   	
  

Rate	
  of	
  kidnappings	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

	
   	
  

Rate	
  of	
  massacres	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

	
   	
  

Rate	
  of	
  forced	
  displacement,	
  
idps	
  	
  
(per	
  100.000	
  inhabitants)	
  

	
   	
  

	
  

PC-­‐CCAI	
  National	
  state	
  building	
  effects	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
19	
  Appendix	
  A	
  has	
  the	
  full	
  list	
  of	
  persons	
  interviewed	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  basic	
  questionnaire	
  used.	
  	
  



During	
  three	
  decades,	
  from	
  1950s	
  until	
  mid	
  1980s,	
  Colombia	
  spent	
  in	
  Security	
  and	
  

Defense-­‐S&D	
   about	
   2%	
   of	
   its	
   GDP;	
   then	
   after	
   the	
   Constitutional	
   Reform	
   in	
   1991,	
  

S&D	
   expenditures	
   started	
   growing	
   up	
   steadily	
   (Giha Tobar, Riveros Reyes, & Soto 

Velasco, 1999, p. 168).	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

Official	
  methodology	
   for	
  calculations	
  of	
  S&D	
  expenditures	
  varies.	
  According	
   to	
   the	
  

National	
  Department	
  of	
  Planning-­‐DNP,	
  by	
  1998	
  Colombia	
  spend	
  3.26%	
  of	
  its	
  GDP	
  in	
  

S&D	
   and	
   by	
   2005	
   4.23%	
   	
   (mainly	
   taking	
   into	
   account	
   the	
   Armed	
   Forces	
   and	
   the	
  

National	
   Police	
   budget)	
   (DNP , 2006).	
   But	
   according	
   to	
   the	
   Minister	
   of	
   Defense	
  

methodology	
  the	
  figure	
  was	
  4.2%	
  in	
  1998	
  (including	
  all	
  civilian	
  agencies	
  of	
  the	
  S&D	
  

sector);	
   and	
   5.3%	
   by	
   2007.	
   (Ministry of National Defense, 2009).	
   This	
   paper	
   will	
  

follow	
   the	
   Minister	
   of	
   Defense	
   data	
   as	
   it	
   has	
   the	
   longest	
   time	
   series,	
   and	
   also	
  

includes,	
  on	
  comparable	
  basis,	
  US	
  financial	
  military	
  assistance.	
  	
  

	
  



	
  	
  
	
  

This	
  additional	
  1.1%	
  of	
  GDP	
  in	
  5	
  years	
  was	
  financed	
  both	
  by	
  Colombia	
  and	
  US’	
  Plan	
  

Colombia	
  resources.	
  Colombia’s	
  input	
  came	
  mainly	
  through	
  the	
  ‘new	
  security	
  tax’20,	
  

which	
   collected	
   $2.06	
   billion	
   pesos	
   (roughly	
   US$1.1	
   billion	
   dollars)	
   in	
   2002,	
   and	
  

similar	
  amounts	
  in	
  2003,	
  2006	
  and	
  2009	
   (Ministry of National Defense, 2009).	
  	
  

	
  

On	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   US	
  military	
   assistance	
   (the	
   green	
   line	
   in	
   Figurexx)	
   in	
   the	
   first	
  

year	
  of	
  PC	
  was	
  equivalent	
  to	
  an	
  additional	
  1%	
  of	
  GDP,	
  but	
  up	
  to	
  2007,	
  on	
  average	
  

was	
   equivalent	
   to	
   0.5%.	
   Thus,	
   Colombia	
   and	
   US	
   funded	
   almost	
   half	
   and	
   half	
   the	
  

increase	
   of	
   Colombian	
   S&D	
   expenditures	
   as	
   %	
   of	
   GDP	
   between	
   1999	
   and	
   2007;	
  

0.6%	
   Colombia	
   and	
   0.5%	
   the	
   US.	
   (Ministry of National Defense, 2009, p. 26).	
  	
  

Colombia’s	
   steady	
  upsurge	
   in	
  S&D	
  expenditures	
   is	
   reflected	
   in	
  manpower	
  growth;	
  

the	
  number	
  of	
  soldiers	
  per	
  10.000	
  inhabitants	
  grew	
  from	
  35	
  in	
  1991;	
  to	
  60	
  in	
  1998,	
  

to	
  70	
  in	
  2002,	
  up	
  to	
  88	
  in	
  2007	
  (Giha Tobar, Riveros Reyes, & Soto Velasco, 1999, p. 

178)	
  (Ministry of National Defense, 2009, p. 17).	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  Ministry	
  of	
  Defense,	
  

between	
  2002	
  and	
  2007,	
  Colombia	
  Armed	
  Forces	
  grew	
  30%,	
  roughly	
  100.000	
  new	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
20	
  Executive	
   Decree	
   1838/2002	
   levied	
   the	
   security	
   “tax”	
   as	
   a	
   one-­‐time	
   ‘emergency	
   contribution’,	
  
which	
   has	
   been	
   renewed	
   in	
   2003,	
   2006	
   and	
   2009	
   by	
   Congressional	
   Law.	
   Yet,	
   the	
   ‘emergency	
  
contribution’	
   can	
  disappear	
  at	
   any	
  point,	
   if	
   either	
   the	
  Executive	
  does	
  not	
   request	
   it	
  periodically	
  or	
  	
  
Congress	
  does	
  not	
  renew	
  the	
  approval.	
  	
  



troops	
   were	
   recruited21.	
   (Ministry of National Defense, 2009, p. 12).	
   The	
   Army	
  

distributed	
   its	
   new	
   personnel	
   in	
   2	
   military	
   divisions,	
   17	
   new	
   counter	
   guerrilla	
  

battalions,	
  7	
  meteoro	
  companies,	
  24	
  units	
  of	
  highly	
  specialized	
  snipers.	
  The	
  Police	
  

invested	
   in	
   168	
   Police	
   stations	
   and	
   108	
   substations	
   across	
   the	
   country,	
   13	
   urban	
  

antiterrorists	
  units,	
  and	
  3	
  additional	
  units	
  specialized	
  in	
  preventing	
  kidnaps	
  (Gaula	
  

groups)	
  (Ministry of National Defense, 2009, p. 17).	
  	
  

	
  

Institutionally	
  speaking,	
  since	
  2002	
  both	
  the	
  Armed	
  Forces	
  and	
  the	
  Police	
  strove	
  to	
  

achieve	
  better	
  coordination	
  and	
  division	
  of	
  labor.	
  The	
  Police	
  leads	
  coca	
  eradication	
  

while	
  the	
  Army	
  counter	
  insurgent	
  operations.	
  Both	
  the	
  Police	
  and	
  the	
  Army	
  invested	
  

in	
  tactical,	
  intelligence	
  and	
  operational	
  equipment	
  to	
  improve	
  mobility	
  and	
  combat	
  

capacity.	
  To	
  improve	
  coordination	
  and	
  efficacy	
  the	
  Armed	
  Forces	
  created	
  Joint	
  Task	
  

Forces	
   Commands-­‐JTF	
   (Comandos	
   Conjuntos)	
   who	
   operate	
   at	
   the	
   regional	
   level,	
  

overcoming	
   Provincial	
   political	
   limits,	
   which	
   are	
   artificial	
   and	
   nonsensical	
   for	
  

military	
  purposes.	
  Some	
  of	
  these	
  JTF	
  matches	
  with	
  CCAI	
  regions	
  and	
  support	
  their	
  

operation.	
  	
  

	
  

The	
   intelligence	
   units	
   of	
   the	
   Executive	
   brunch	
   (DAS),	
   the	
   Army	
   and	
   the	
   Police	
  

established	
   protocols	
   and	
   rules	
   to	
   share	
   information	
   and	
   plan	
   more	
   highly	
  

sophisticated	
  operations,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  rescue	
  of	
  hostages	
  –e.g.	
  the	
  rescue	
  in	
  2010	
  of	
  

the	
  3	
  US	
  contractors	
  and	
  another	
  7	
  Colombians	
  kidnapped	
  by	
  the	
  Farc-­‐	
  or	
  to	
  jointly	
  

attack	
  “high	
  value”	
  targets,	
  such	
  as	
  FACR	
  top	
  commanders	
  –	
  e.g.	
   the	
  attack	
  against	
  

FARC	
  second	
  top	
  commander,	
  alias	
  ‘mono	
  Jojoy’,	
  in	
  2010-­‐.	
  To	
  cover	
  highly	
  strategic	
  

geographic	
   points,	
   the	
   Army	
   increased	
   in	
   6	
   the	
   number	
   of	
   Mountain	
   Battalions	
  

(Batallones	
  de	
  Alta	
  Montaña)	
  to	
  cut	
  some	
  strategic	
  points	
  of	
  illegal	
  groups’	
  logistics	
  

and	
  operation	
  between	
  inter	
  valley	
  regions;	
  these	
  Batallions	
  are	
  complemented	
  with	
  

8.000	
  campesino	
  soldiers	
  and	
  31	
  additional	
  Police	
  Carabineers	
  units	
  in	
  rural	
  areas.	
  

2.400	
  additional	
  Police	
  officials	
  and	
  1.200	
  motorized	
  units	
  were	
  assigned	
  to	
  patrol	
  

main	
  national	
  and	
  provincial	
  roads.	
  (Ministry of National Defense, 2009, p. 24)	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  



	
  

In	
  2002,	
  169	
  Colombian	
  municipalities	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  Police	
  presence,	
  either	
  because	
  

Farc	
   expansion	
  during	
   the	
  mid	
  1990s,	
   and	
   their	
   tactic	
  of	
   razing	
   towns	
   to	
  displace	
  

authorities	
   (majors,	
   council	
  members	
   and	
   Police),	
   forced	
   the	
   Police	
   to	
   retreat,	
   or	
  

because	
   of	
   peace	
   negotiations	
   in	
   El	
   Caguan	
   the	
   Police	
   had	
   left.	
   	
   By	
   2007	
   all	
  

municipalities	
   had	
   recover	
   Police	
   presence,	
   at	
   least	
   in	
   their	
   inner	
   areas.	
  

Additionally,	
  municipalities	
  in	
  the	
  Provinces	
  of	
  Caqueta,	
  Meta	
  and	
  Guaviare,	
  where	
  

the	
   Plan	
   Patriota	
   was	
   launched,	
   received	
   17.000	
   soldiers	
   specialized	
   in	
   counter	
  

insurgent	
   operations,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   Provinces	
   of	
   Cundinamarca	
   and	
   Antioquia	
  

where	
   smaller	
   counterinsurgent	
   operations	
   –e.g.	
  Operation	
  Libertad	
   I	
   and	
   II,	
  with	
  

roughly	
   2.000	
   soldiers	
   each-­‐	
   were	
   launched.	
   Furthermore,	
   the	
   Police	
   increased	
  

deployment	
   and	
   security	
   operations	
   in	
   the	
   National	
   and	
   Interprovincial	
   road	
  

system,	
   which	
   consequently	
   decreased	
   by	
   more	
   than	
   50%	
   guerrilla	
   attacks,	
  

blockades	
  and	
  “pescas	
  milagrosas”	
  –random	
  kidnaps-­‐	
  in	
  these	
  roads.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

This	
   deployment	
   was	
   focused	
   in	
   targeting	
   Farc	
   and	
   ELN	
   strategic	
   areas	
   at	
   the	
  

expense	
   of	
   other	
   illegal	
   armed	
   groups	
   strongholds.	
   However	
   the	
   government	
  

claimed	
   this	
   targeting	
  was	
  due	
   to	
   the	
   fact	
   that	
  AUC	
  accepted	
  a	
   cease-­‐fire	
  and	
  was	
  

negotiating	
   demobilization.	
   Dissident	
   AUC	
   factions	
   were	
   also	
   attacked	
   within	
   the	
  

new	
  deployment	
  of	
  the	
  Armed	
  Forces	
  between	
  2002	
  and	
  2007,	
  in	
  particular	
  in	
  Meta	
  

and	
   Casanare	
   regions.	
   Yet,	
   by	
   2007,	
   when	
   AUC	
   demobilization	
   finished,	
  

Neoparamilitary	
  groups	
  remained	
  operating	
  in	
  AUC	
  previous	
  strongholds;	
  by	
  2010	
  

these	
   Neoparamilitary	
   groups	
   (named	
   Bacrin	
   by	
   the	
   government)	
   had	
   4.500	
  

members	
   according	
   to	
   official	
   figures;	
   non-­‐governmental	
   sources	
   estimate	
   this	
  

figure	
  in	
  10,000	
  members	
  (CNAI,	
  CERAC)	
  

	
  	
  

This	
   ‘colombian’	
   state	
   building	
   effort	
   was	
   half	
   done	
   with	
   another	
   country	
   and	
  

citizens’	
   tax	
   money;	
   a	
   fact	
   that	
   could	
   be	
   interpreted	
   as	
   a	
   contemporary	
   form	
   of	
  

“outsourcing	
   state	
   building”.	
   However,	
   beyond	
   the	
   security	
   tax,	
   Colombia’s	
  

taxpayers	
   almost	
   double	
   their	
   tax	
   payments	
   as	
  %	
   of	
   GDP	
   during	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   period.	
  

According	
   to	
   Colombia’s	
   Ministry	
   of	
   Treasury,	
   in	
   1999	
   national	
   tax	
   collection	
   as	
  



percentage	
   of	
   GDP	
   drops	
   to	
   7.8%,	
   compared	
   to	
   8.7%	
   in	
   1998,	
   as	
   a	
   result	
   of	
   the	
  

economic	
  crisis;	
  but	
   since	
  2000	
   that	
  percentage	
   increased	
  steadily	
  up	
   to	
  13.4%	
   in	
  

2007,	
  remain	
  there	
  for	
  a	
  couple	
  of	
  years,	
  and	
  then	
  marginally	
  dropped	
  to	
  12.2%	
  in	
  

2010.	
  Since	
  1999,	
  Colombian	
  authorities	
  approved	
  6	
  Tax	
  Laws	
  (indicated	
  in	
  dotted	
  

red	
   lines	
   in	
   the	
   figure),	
   including	
   three	
   in	
   which	
   the	
   security	
   contribution	
   was	
  

reformed.	
  In	
  spite	
  of	
  the	
  security	
  contribution	
  and	
  its	
  transformation	
  into	
  a	
  tax	
  over	
  

wealth	
  and	
  patrimony	
  during	
  this	
  period,	
  direct	
  taxes	
  as	
  proportion	
  of	
  total	
  national	
  

tax	
   collection	
   dropped	
   from	
   65%	
   in	
   1990	
   to	
   55%	
   in	
   2010,	
  while	
   indirect	
   taxes	
   –

most	
  regressive	
  and	
  mainly	
  levied	
  over	
  consumption-­‐	
  increased	
  from	
  35%	
  in	
  1990	
  

to	
  45%	
  in	
  2010. (Ministry of Treasury, DIAN, 2013)	
  

	
  

	
  

	
   	
  
	
  

On	
  average,	
  55%	
  of	
  the	
  security	
  contribution	
  –later	
  the	
  wealth&patrimony	
  tax-­‐	
  was	
  

paid	
  by	
  large	
  corporations,	
  other	
  corporations	
  and	
  individuals	
  leaving	
  in	
  the	
  capital	
  

city,	
  Bogota;	
  18%	
  by	
  those	
  living	
  in	
  Medellin,	
  the	
  second	
  largest	
  city;	
  8%	
  in	
  Cali	
  and	
  

4%	
  in	
  Barranquilla,	
  correspondingly	
  the	
  third	
  and	
  fourth	
  largest	
  cities	
  in	
  Colombia;	
  

the	
  remaining	
  25%	
  was	
  paid	
  in	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  the	
  country	
  (Ministry of Treasury, DIAN, 

2013).	
   Thus,	
   collecting	
   this	
   new	
   contribution/tax	
   was	
   not	
   so	
   much	
   an	
   issue	
   of	
  

extending	
   taxation	
   capacity	
   throughout	
   the	
   country,	
   but	
   of	
   exercising	
   political	
  

leverage	
  upon	
  wealthy	
  elites	
  to	
  increase	
  their	
  share	
  in	
  the	
  provision	
  of	
  security.	
  In	
  



this	
   sense,	
   the	
   causal	
  mechanism	
  between	
   increase	
   taxation	
  and	
   increase	
   security	
  

provision	
   in	
   this	
   case	
   looks	
   closer	
   to	
   Slater’s	
   argument	
   of	
   elites’	
   collective	
   action	
  

under	
  conspicuously	
  contentious	
  threats	
  (Slater, 2010)	
  (Rodríguez-Franco, 2012)	
  than	
  

the	
  Tilly’s	
  bellicist	
  argument	
  of	
  strengthening	
  taxing	
  capacity	
  to	
  fight	
  external	
  wars	
  

(Tilly, 1992).	
   However,	
   these	
   two	
   arguments	
   miss	
   the	
   role	
   of	
   the	
   game	
   of	
   dual	
  

sovereignty	
   and	
   subnational	
   contentious	
   politics	
   in	
   explaining	
   what	
   enemies	
   and	
  

wars	
  are	
  picked	
  up,	
  financed	
  and	
  fought,	
  which	
  consequently	
  shapes	
  state	
  building	
  

strategies	
  and	
  outcomes.	
  	
  

	
  

As	
   it	
   was	
   mentioned,	
   the	
   main	
   interest	
   of	
   the	
   US	
   government	
   with	
   PC	
   was	
   to	
  

decrease	
   by	
   half	
   cocaine	
   production	
   in	
   Colombia,	
   and	
   correspondingly	
   cocaine	
  

trafficking	
   and	
   consumption	
   in	
   US.	
   According	
   to	
   the	
   US	
   Congressional	
   Research	
  

Service	
  “Despite	
  increased	
  eradication	
  of	
  drug	
  crops	
  and	
  interdiction	
  efforts	
  under	
  

PC,	
  U.S.	
   government	
   agencies	
   responsible	
   for	
   tracking	
  drug	
   trends	
   report	
   that	
   the	
  

availability,	
   price,	
   and	
   purity	
   of	
   cocaine	
   and	
   heroin	
   in	
   the	
   United	
   States	
   have	
  

remained	
   stable.”	
   (Congressional	
   Research	
   Service,	
   2005,	
   p.	
   4).	
   UNDOC	
   data	
   also	
  

supports	
   the	
   same	
   conclusion,	
   as	
   the	
   following	
   figures	
   (taken	
   from	
   (Mejia, 2012))	
  

show:	
  	
  

	
  

	
  	
  
	
  

The	
  implication	
  of	
  these	
  results	
  for	
  the	
  “war	
  un	
  drugs”	
  policy	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  concern	
  of	
  

this	
   paper,	
   but	
   its	
   implications	
   for	
   state	
  building.	
  The	
   rents	
   of	
   cocaine	
  production	
  

are	
  taken	
  in	
  this	
  analysis	
  as	
  proxy	
  of	
  Illegal	
  armed	
  groups’	
  (IAG)	
  “tax”	
  collection,	
  as	
  



these	
  groups	
  (ELN,	
  FARC	
  and	
  Paramilitaries	
  as	
  AUC)	
  are	
  all	
  heavily	
  involved	
  in	
  drug	
  

production	
  and	
  trafficking.	
  	
  

	
  

Cocaine	
   rents	
   feed	
   the	
   coffers	
   of	
   the	
   state’s	
   armed	
   competitors	
   and	
   additionally	
  

serve	
   as	
   a	
  mean	
   to	
   corrupt	
   its	
   own	
   officials,	
   an	
   additional	
   collateral	
   damage.	
   It	
   is	
  

hard	
  to	
  estimate	
  exactly	
  how	
  much	
  money	
  the	
  cocaine	
  rents	
   is,	
  so	
  endless	
  debates	
  

surround	
  this	
  topic	
  (Chris	
  &	
  Al,	
  1994) (Dermot, 2009)	
  (Gaviria & Mejía, 2011)	
  Yet,	
  the	
  

most	
  recent	
  calculations,	
  estimate	
  that	
  in	
  a	
  year	
  (2008)	
  “between	
  $7	
  billion	
  and	
  $8	
  

billion	
  (US	
  dollars)	
  entered	
  the	
  Colombian	
  economy	
  due	
  to	
  cocaine	
  production	
  and	
  

trafficking	
  [which]	
  corresponds,	
  on	
  average,	
  to	
  about	
  2.3%	
  of	
  Colombian	
  GDP	
  in	
  that	
  

year”	
   (Mejia,	
   2012).	
   If	
   this	
   figure	
   approximates	
   reality,	
   then	
   Colombia’s	
   state	
  

competitors’	
   “tax”	
   rents	
   could	
   have	
   offset	
   PC’s	
   contribution	
   to	
   increase	
   S&D	
  

expenditures	
   –1.1%	
   of	
   GDP	
   between	
   1999	
   and	
   2007-­‐,	
   although	
   as	
   a	
   whole,	
  

Colombian	
  state	
  spend,	
  at	
  least,	
  twice	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  their	
  competitors	
  in	
  S&D,	
  in	
  total	
  

5.3%.	
  	
  

	
  

Given	
   these	
  ambiguous	
  results	
  on	
  cocaine	
  production	
  and	
   trafficking,	
  both	
  US	
  and	
  

Colombian	
   official	
   assessments	
   of	
   PC	
   have	
   praised	
   it	
   for	
   its	
   results	
   in	
   terrorism	
  

reduction	
   (United States Government Accountability Office , 2008)	
   (Congressional 

Research Service, 2005) (DNP , 2006).	
  Though	
  no	
  word	
  was	
  mention	
   in	
  the	
  original	
  

Plan	
   about	
   negotiating	
   and	
   demobilizing	
   narcoparamilitary	
   groups,	
   PC’s	
  

governmental	
   assessments	
   pointed	
   out	
   the	
   AUC	
   demobilization	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   the	
  

successful	
   effects	
   of	
   PC.	
   Curiously,	
   Colombia’s	
   assessment	
   (DNP , 2006)	
   did	
   not	
  

mention	
   a	
  word	
   about	
   the	
   Plan	
   Patriota	
   (the	
   biggest	
  military	
   campaign	
   launched	
  

against	
  the	
  Farc	
  in	
  2003).	
  Some	
  information	
  about	
  Plan	
  Patriota	
  results	
  is	
  provided	
  

in	
   the	
   US	
   assessment,	
   mentioning	
   that	
   “anecdotal	
   evidence	
   indicates	
   that	
   the	
  

Colombian	
  Military	
  has	
  forced	
  the	
  Farc	
  to	
  change	
  tactics	
  by	
  atomizing	
  into	
  smaller	
  

cells	
  to	
  avoid	
  detection	
  and	
  reducing	
  the	
  number	
  of	
   large	
  scale	
  attacks	
  on	
  military	
  

facilities.”	
   “Colombian	
   military	
   claims	
   that	
   Plan	
   Patriot	
   has	
   reduced	
   FARC	
   ranks	
  

from	
  18.000	
  to	
  12.000	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  year.”	
  (Congressional Research Service, 2005, p. 8)	
  	
  	
  

	
  



The	
  US	
  Report	
  also	
  cites	
  a	
  reduction	
  in	
  measures	
  of	
  violence	
  and	
  oil	
  infrastructure	
  

attacks	
   that	
   coincide	
   with	
   Colombian	
   official	
   statistics,	
   which	
   show	
   the	
   following	
  

trends	
  in	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  main	
  indicators	
  of	
  armed	
  groups	
  attacks	
  and	
  violence,	
  before,	
  

after	
  and	
  during	
  PC.	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  



Given	
  disparate	
  trends	
  on	
  aggregate	
  data	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  level,	
  it	
  is	
  hard	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  

correlation	
   of	
   PC’s	
   execution	
   on	
   security	
   and	
   anti	
   terrorism,	
   and	
   practically	
  

impossible	
   to	
   determine	
   any	
   type	
   of	
   causality	
   at	
   this	
   aggregated	
   national	
   level.	
  

These	
   types	
   of	
   effects	
   will	
   be	
   analyzed	
   at	
   the	
   subnational	
   level.	
   However,	
   these	
  

graphs	
   indicate	
   that	
   during	
   the	
   initial	
   period	
   of	
   PC,	
   from	
   1999	
   to	
   2002,	
   violence	
  

indicators	
   continued	
   deteriorating,	
   while	
   on	
   overall,	
   they	
   start	
   improving	
   after	
  

2002,	
   as	
   the	
   sharp	
   decreased	
   of	
  massacres	
   and	
   kidnappings,	
   steady	
   decreased	
   in	
  

homicides	
  and	
  much	
  slower	
  decreased	
  in	
  forced	
  displacement	
  indicates.	
  Massacres	
  

were	
  a	
  war	
   tactic	
  heavily	
  used	
  by	
  paramilitary	
  groups,	
   so	
  both	
   its	
   increase	
  before	
  

2002	
   and	
   posterior	
   declined	
   could	
   be	
   more	
   correlated	
   with	
   AUC	
   operation	
   and	
  

partial	
   demobilization	
   than	
   with	
   PC	
   execution.	
   As	
   it	
   has	
   been	
   argued,	
   neither	
  

Colombia’s	
   Army	
   operations	
   nor	
   PC	
   military	
   component	
   was	
   targeted	
   towards	
  

paramilitary	
  groups,	
  so	
  it	
  is	
  questionably	
  to	
  accrue	
  AUC	
  demobilization	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  

Colombia’s	
  military	
  pressure	
  or	
  PC	
  execution.	
  Confronting	
  Farc	
  and	
  negotiating	
  with	
  

paramilitary	
  groups	
   is	
  better	
  explained	
  by	
  Colombia’s	
  contentious	
  politics	
   than	
  by	
  

US	
   policies.	
   Yet,	
   9/11	
   and	
   US	
   shift	
   towards	
   the	
   war	
   on	
   terrorism	
   explains	
   the	
  

alignment	
   of	
   these	
   two	
   factors	
   and	
   also	
   the	
   shift	
   of	
   PC	
   towards	
   a	
   regional	
   state	
  

building	
  focus.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

The	
   opposite	
   could	
   be	
   argued	
   for	
   the	
   sharp	
   decrease	
   in	
   the	
   rate	
   of	
   kidnappings,	
  

which	
   were	
   a	
   war	
   tactic	
   heavily	
   used	
   by	
   both	
   the	
   ELN	
   and	
   Farc.	
   Reducing	
   both	
  

massive-­‐random	
  kidnappings	
  (e.g.	
  ELN	
  pescas	
  milagrosas)	
  and	
  individual-­‐extortive	
  

kidnaping	
  (practiced	
  by	
  both	
  ELN	
  and	
  Farc)	
  require	
  investing	
  in	
  intelligence,	
  tactical	
  

and	
   operational	
   capacity	
   on	
   the	
   ground,	
   patrolling	
   roads,	
   cutting	
   illegal	
   groups’	
  

logistics	
  and	
  communications,	
  and	
  sustaining	
  offensive	
  operations	
  so	
  that	
  no	
  illegal	
  

‘safe	
  heavens’	
  can	
  endure.	
  	
  As	
  PC’s	
  official	
  and	
  academic	
  sources	
  testify	
  these	
  were	
  

the	
   types	
   of	
   investments	
   that	
   PC	
   emphasized,	
   so	
   it	
   is	
   reasonable	
   to	
   argue	
   that	
  

kidnappings	
  decrease	
  is	
  correlated	
  with	
  PC	
  execution.	
  	
  

	
  

Nevertheless,	
   during	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   execution	
   or	
   aftermath,	
   the	
   Colombian	
   state	
  

improved	
   its	
   tax	
  collection	
  as	
  well	
  as	
   the	
  deployment	
  and	
  enforcement	
  of	
  military	
  



capacity;	
  one	
  state’s	
  competitor	
  –	
  the	
  AUC-­‐	
  was	
  partially	
  disbanded-­‐,	
  and	
  another	
  –

FARC	
  and	
  ELN-­‐	
  partially	
  weakened,	
  are	
  all	
  signs	
  of	
  positive	
  state	
  building	
  effects	
  in	
  

coercion	
  and	
  extraction	
  stateness	
  indicators	
  (proxys).	
  	
  

	
  

Finally,	
  if	
  one	
  takes	
  electoral	
  participation	
  as	
  a	
  proxy	
  for	
  stateness’	
  political	
  binding	
  

there	
   is	
   another	
   angle	
   to	
   analyze	
   PC	
   state	
   building	
   national	
   effects.	
   National	
  

elections	
   in	
   1998	
   were	
   heavily	
   contested	
   between	
   the	
   conservative	
   candidate,	
  

Andrés	
   Pastrana,	
   and	
   the	
   Liberal,	
   Horacio	
   Serpa.	
   Serpa	
   was	
   the	
   successor	
   and	
  

favorite	
  candidate	
  of	
  President	
  Samper,	
  who	
  defeated	
  Pastrana	
  in	
  1994,	
  by	
  a	
  small	
  

margin	
   (amidst	
   the	
   narco	
   financial	
   scandal	
   of	
   his	
   campaign);	
   as	
   a	
   result,	
   the	
  

bitterness	
   of	
   the	
  1998	
   campaign	
  was	
  memorable.	
  Along	
  with	
   the	
  national	
   context	
  

explained	
  in	
  the	
  initial	
  sections	
  of	
  this	
  paper,	
  this	
  polarization	
  increased	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  

electoral	
  participation	
   from	
  43%	
  in	
   the	
  second	
  electoral	
  round	
  (it	
  was	
  33%	
  in	
   the	
  

first	
   round)	
   of	
   1994	
   to	
   52%	
   in	
   the	
   first	
   electoral	
   round	
   on	
   1998.	
   According	
   to	
  

Colombia’s	
  Constitution	
   if	
  no	
  candidate	
  achieves	
  a	
  super	
  majority	
  51%	
  of	
   the	
  vote	
  

share	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  round,	
  there	
  has	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  second	
  round	
  between	
  the	
  two	
  most	
  voted	
  

candidates.	
  In	
  the	
  second	
  round	
  in	
  1998	
  electoral	
  participation	
  increased	
  up	
  to	
  59%,	
  

and	
  Pastrana	
  was	
  elected	
  with	
  50.39%	
  of	
   the	
  vote	
   share,	
   compare	
   to	
  a	
  46.53%	
  of	
  

Serpa.	
   	
   Pastrana	
   then	
   introduced	
   Plan	
   Colombia,	
   as	
   the	
   centerpiece	
   of	
   his	
   foreign	
  

and	
  national	
  peace	
  policies.	
  	
  

	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

With	
   a	
   failed	
   peace	
   process,	
   violence	
   raising,	
   illegal	
   armed	
   groups	
   massively	
  

interfering	
   in	
  politics,	
  economic	
  downturn	
  and	
  a	
  massive	
  outrage	
  against	
  the	
  Farc,	
  



Alvaro	
  Uribe	
  won	
  the	
  Presidency	
  in	
  2002	
  with	
  a	
  super	
  majority	
  53%	
  vote	
  share	
  in	
  

the	
  first	
  round	
  (versus	
  32%	
  of	
  his	
  closest	
  competitor,	
  Horacio	
  Serpa	
  of	
  the	
  Liberal	
  

Party).	
  Uribe	
  was	
  the	
  first	
  President	
  since	
  the	
  Constitutional	
  reform	
  in	
  1991	
  to	
  win	
  

the	
  Presidency	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  round.	
  Even	
  though,	
  polarization	
  and	
  bitterness	
  was	
  not	
  

lower	
  in	
  2002	
  than	
  in	
  1998,	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  electoral	
  participation	
  decreased	
  from	
  59%	
  

to	
   46%.	
   After	
   another	
   Constitutional	
   reform	
   in	
   2004,	
   Uribe	
   was	
   also	
   de	
   first	
  

President	
   to	
   be	
   sequentially	
   re-­‐elected	
   in	
   2006,	
   once	
   again	
  with	
   a	
   super	
  majority	
  

vote	
  share	
  of	
  62%	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  round	
  and	
  an	
  electoral	
  participation	
  of	
  45%.	
  The	
  DSP	
  

popularity	
   and	
   the	
   competitive	
   advantages	
   attached	
   to	
   the	
   incumbent	
   candidate	
  

made	
  the	
  rising	
  tide	
  that	
  took	
  Uribe	
  towards	
  his	
  reelection.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  

Uribe’s	
   2002	
   and	
   2006	
   national	
   super	
   majority	
   vote	
   shares	
   distributed	
  

heterogeneously	
   across	
   Colombian	
   municipalities;	
   for	
   example,	
   in	
   2002	
   Uribe	
  

obtained	
   less	
   than	
  25%	
  of	
   the	
  vote	
   share	
   in	
  216	
  municipalities,	
  while	
   in	
  other	
  89	
  

municipalities	
   won	
   by	
   and	
   more	
   than	
   76%	
   of	
   the	
   vote	
   share.	
   In	
   2006	
   this	
  

proportions	
  of	
  electoral	
  dominion	
  reversed;	
  in	
  65	
  municipalities	
  Uribe	
  obtained	
  less	
  

than	
  25%	
  of	
  the	
  vote	
  share,	
  while	
  in	
  other	
  365	
  municipalities	
  won	
  with	
  more	
  than	
  

76%.	
  The	
  following	
  maps	
  compare	
  Uribe’s	
  electoral	
  dominion	
  across	
  municipalities	
  

in	
  2002	
  and	
  2006	
  elections;	
  the	
  darker	
  the	
  color,	
  the	
  higher	
  the	
  dominion;	
  last	
  map	
  

showed	
  the	
  location	
  of	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
  intervened	
  regions.	
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On	
   the	
   one	
   hand,	
   Uribe’s	
   supermajority	
   vote	
   shares	
   can	
   be	
   interpreted	
   as	
   a	
  

responsive	
   relationship	
   between	
   an	
   electorate	
   demanding	
   state	
   protection	
   and	
  

offering	
   support	
   towards	
   the	
   candidate	
   who	
   offered	
   to	
   curb	
   violence,	
   increase	
  

security	
  and	
  to	
  defeat	
  illegal	
  armed	
  groups.	
  Uribe’s	
  electoral	
  results	
  are	
  compatible	
  

with	
  public	
  opinion	
  polls	
  in	
  which	
  reiteratively	
  security	
  ranked	
  as	
  the	
  number	
  one	
  

topic	
  for	
  voters	
  in	
  both	
  elections	
  (Semana,	
  2002,	
  2006)	
  both	
  in	
  largest	
  urban	
  centers	
  

and	
  small	
  rural	
  towns.	
  Yet,	
  studies	
  about	
  the	
  electoral	
  interference	
  of	
  illegal	
  armed	
  

groups	
  in	
  2002	
  elections	
  found	
  that	
  paramilitaries	
  presence	
  significantly	
  correlates	
  

with	
  higher	
  electoral	
  participation	
  and	
  higher	
  vote	
  shares	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  their	
  preferred	
  

candidates	
  (López	
  Hernández,	
  2005)	
  (López Hernández, 2010ii).	
  	
  

	
  

This	
   type	
   of	
   effects	
   are	
   statistically	
   significant	
   for	
   at	
   least	
   25	
   Congressional	
  

candidates	
   elected	
   in	
   2002	
   and	
   also	
   for	
   Uribe	
   in	
   small	
   and	
   mid	
   size	
   towns,	
   in	
  

particular	
  in	
  the	
  Caribbean	
  region,	
  where	
  Uribe	
  was	
  not	
  the	
  strongest	
  candidate,	
  but	
  

paramilitaries	
   were	
   the	
   strongest	
   armed	
   group	
   (Acemoglu, Robinson, & Santos, 

2013).	
   There	
   could	
  be	
   a	
  quit	
  pro	
  quo	
   relationship	
  between	
  a	
   candidate	
   and	
   illegal	
  

armed	
   groups,	
   in	
   which	
   candidates	
   received	
   electoral	
   support	
   and	
   illegal	
   armed	
  

groups	
   tend	
   to	
   endure	
   in	
   regions	
   where	
   they	
   support	
   candidates	
   who	
   win	
  

(Acemoglu, Robinson, & Santos, 2013).	
   On	
   the	
   other	
   hand,	
   Farc	
   armed	
   presence	
  

significantly	
   correlates	
   with	
   municipalities	
   having	
   much	
   lower	
   electoral	
  



participation	
  and	
  higher	
  number	
  of	
  acts	
  of	
  electoral	
  sabotage	
  (Gallego,	
  2011).	
  Thus,	
  

for	
  example,	
  Uribe	
  obtained	
  majority	
  vote	
  shares	
  on	
  average	
  of	
  55%	
  in	
  largest	
  urban	
  

centers,	
   on	
   average	
   of	
   78%	
   in	
   paramilitary	
   dominated	
   municipalities	
   in	
   the	
  

Caribbean,	
  and	
  lost,	
  with	
  average	
  vote	
  shares	
  lower	
  than	
  30%,	
  in	
  municipalities	
  of	
  El	
  

Caguan	
  region,	
  considered	
  Farc’s	
  strongholds,	
  in	
  which	
  electoral	
  participation	
  is,	
  on	
  

average,	
  half	
  	
  (25%)	
  of	
  the	
  national	
  average	
  (45%).	
  (MOE,	
  2007),	
  (MOE,	
  2010	
  (MOE,	
  

2011)	
  (López Hernández, 2010ii)	
  

	
  

In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  difficulty	
  of	
  interpreting	
  preferences	
  through	
  aggregate	
  electoral	
  

results,	
   these	
  myriad	
   and	
   conflicting	
   influences	
   and	
   results	
  makes	
   difficult	
   to	
   get	
  

certain	
   conclusion	
   about	
   electoral	
   results	
   as	
   proxy	
   for	
   state	
   building	
   as	
   political	
  

binding.	
  Yet,	
  regardless	
  of	
  the	
  motivations	
  and	
  means	
  (clearly	
  some	
  legal	
  and	
  some	
  

illegal,	
   some	
   violent	
   and	
   some	
   pacific),	
   strengthening	
   state	
   led	
   security	
   was	
  

endorsed	
   at	
   the	
   polls	
   in	
   Uribe’s	
   Presidential	
   elections,	
   including	
   controversial	
  

policies	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   tax	
   levied	
   for	
   security.	
   This	
   preference	
   of	
   the	
   electorate	
  

sustained	
   during	
   three	
   consecutive	
   presidential	
   elections.	
   In	
   2010,	
   Uribe’s	
  

candidate,	
   his	
   former	
  Minister	
   of	
   Defense,	
   Juan	
  Manuel	
   Santos,	
   campaigning	
   on	
   a	
  

platform	
  vowing	
  to	
  continue	
  Uribe’s	
  DSP,	
  won	
  the	
  Presidency	
  with	
  a	
  supermajority	
  

vote	
  share	
  of	
  67%	
  in	
  the	
  second	
  round,	
  and	
  a	
  level	
  of	
  electoral	
  participation	
  of	
  44%.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

After	
  decades	
  in	
  which	
  powerful	
  regional	
  political	
  elites,	
  narcos,	
  some	
  state	
  officials	
  

and	
   sectors	
   of	
   the	
   Army	
   strongly	
   coalesced	
   in	
   supporting	
   private	
   paramilitary	
  

groups,	
   fragmenting	
   rather	
   than	
   monopolizing	
   coercion,	
   (Lopez, 2012)	
   electoral	
  

support	
   towards	
   policies	
   and	
   candidates	
   offering	
   strengthening	
   public,	
   state	
   led	
  

security	
  is	
  a	
  reasonable	
  strong	
  sign	
  of	
  political	
  binding	
  towards	
  state	
  building.	
  	
  

	
  

PC-­‐CCAI’s	
  effects	
  at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level	
  	
  

	
  

PC-­‐CCAI	
   causal	
   effects	
   at	
   the	
   subnational	
   level	
   can	
   be	
   estimated	
   by	
   comparing	
  

stateness’	
   proxys	
   in	
   the	
  78	
  municipalities	
   selected	
   for	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   intervention	
   to	
   a	
  

control	
   group	
   of	
   similar	
   municipalities	
   that	
   did	
   not	
   receive	
   this	
   intervention.	
  



Unfortunately	
   between	
   1999	
   and	
   2002,	
   there	
   is	
   no	
   specific	
   information	
   about	
  

municipalities	
  selected	
  for	
  Plan	
  Colombia	
  intervention.	
  The	
  only	
  clear	
  target	
  during	
  

this	
   period	
  was	
   the	
   Province	
   of	
   Putumayo	
   (6	
  municipalities),	
  where	
   90%	
   of	
   coca	
  

eradication	
   by	
   aerial	
   spraying	
   took	
   place.	
   In	
   2003,	
   Plan	
   Patriota	
   targeted	
   some	
  

municipalities	
  in	
  Guaviare,	
  Caqueta	
  and	
  Meta	
  Provinces,	
  which	
  were	
  included	
  since	
  

2004	
   in	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   repertoire,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   ones	
   intervened	
   previously	
   in	
  

Putumayo.	
  Thus,	
  only	
  since	
  2004,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  has	
  a	
  known	
  (and	
  sufficiently	
  large	
  N)	
  list	
  

of	
  78	
  municipalities	
  targeted	
  for	
  its	
  intervention.	
  	
  

	
  

Consequently,	
  to	
  assess	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  stateness’	
  effects	
  at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level	
  this	
  paper	
  

scale	
  down	
  the	
  unit	
  of	
  analysis	
  to	
  the	
  municipal	
   level	
  (Snyder, 2001)	
  and	
  continues	
  

breaking	
   stateness	
   out	
   into	
   its	
   three	
   dimensions,	
   defined	
   as	
   the	
   state	
   constitutive	
  

attributes:	
  means	
  of	
  coercion,	
  extraction,	
  commitment	
  and	
  their	
  administration.	
  	
  

	
  

This	
  paper	
  uses	
   the	
  Genetic	
  Matching	
  method	
   to	
   calculate	
   the	
  Average	
  Treatment	
  

Effect	
   of	
   the	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   by	
   selecting	
   a	
   control	
   group	
   with	
   similar	
   covariates’	
  

distributions	
  and	
  estimating	
  the	
  significance	
  of	
  the	
  covariates’	
  variation	
  among	
  the	
  

treated	
  and	
  control	
  groups,	
  before	
  and	
  after	
  the	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  treatment.	
  Matching	
  select	
  

samples	
   of	
   both	
   the	
   treated	
   and	
   control	
   groups	
   that	
   are	
   balance	
   –only	
   randomly	
  

different	
  and	
  having	
  the	
  same	
  distribution-­‐	
  on	
  all	
  the	
  observed	
  covariates.	
  	
  Matching	
  

methods	
  rely	
  on	
  the	
  assumption	
  that	
  achieving	
  balance	
   in	
  the	
  observed	
  covariates	
  

implies	
   also	
   balance	
   in	
   the	
   non-­‐observed	
   (Sekhon & Grieve, 2008)	
   (Sekhon J. S., 

2011) (Sekhon & Diamond, 2012).	
  	
  

	
  

To	
  do	
   the	
  matching,	
   this	
  paper	
   includes	
  variables	
   selected	
  as	
  proxys	
   for	
   the	
   three	
  

dimensions	
   of	
   stateness	
   (coercion,	
   extraction,	
   commitment	
   and	
   their	
  

administration)	
  at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level	
  indicated	
  in	
  table	
  1.	
  For	
  example,	
  means	
  of	
  

coercion	
  is	
  tested	
  through	
  municipal	
  rate	
  of	
  state	
  led	
  offensive	
  attacks,	
  rate	
  of	
  illegal	
  

armed	
   groups’	
   led	
   offensive	
   attacks,	
   and	
   violence	
   indicators	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   rate	
   of	
  

homicides,	
  forced	
  displacement,	
  kidnappings	
  and	
  massacres.	
  The	
  expectation	
  is	
  that	
  

PC-­‐CCAI	
  must	
  increase	
  state	
  led	
  attacks	
  and	
  reduce	
  illegal	
  armed	
  groups’	
  attacks;	
  it	
  



must	
   also	
   reduce	
   violence	
   indicators.	
   	
   The	
   per	
   capita	
   number	
   of	
   hectares	
   of	
   coca	
  

crops	
  tests	
  both	
  illegal	
  armed	
  presence	
  and	
  alternative	
  sources	
  of	
  taxing	
  accruing	
  to	
  

these	
  groups.	
  The	
  expectation	
  is	
  that	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  must	
  reduce	
  it.	
  	
  

	
  

To	
  test	
  if	
  a	
  process	
  of	
  strengthening	
  the	
  state	
  means	
  of	
  extraction	
  is	
  happening	
  also	
  

at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level,	
  the	
  matching	
  model	
  includes	
  municipal	
  indicators	
  of	
  fiscal	
  

capacity,	
   such	
   as	
   level	
   of	
   local	
   tax	
   collection	
   (on	
   land	
   and	
   economic	
   activity)	
   as	
  

percentage	
  of	
  local	
  resources	
  and	
  a	
  municipal	
  indicator	
  of	
  institutional	
  performance.	
  

The	
   expectation	
   is	
   that	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   must	
   improve	
   these	
   indicators.	
   Finally,	
   for	
  

territorial	
   and	
  political	
   binding	
  matching	
   tests	
   the	
   level	
   of	
   national	
   cash	
   transfers	
  

towards	
  municipalities	
   as	
   percentage	
   of	
   local	
   resources,	
   and	
   the	
   level	
   of	
   electoral	
  

participation	
   in	
   local	
   elections	
   for	
   Mayors.	
   The	
   expectation	
   is	
   that	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   must	
  

increase	
   both.	
   Additionally,	
   measures	
   of	
   population	
   density	
   and	
   proxys	
   for	
  

municipal	
   poverty	
   indicators,	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   Index	
   of	
   basic	
   necessities-­‐NBI,	
   are	
  

included	
  as	
  controls.	
  	
  

	
  

Genetic	
  Matching	
  method	
  uses	
  an	
  algorithm	
  that	
  improves	
  the	
  covariate	
  balance	
  of	
  

the	
   variables	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   model.	
   This	
   reduces	
   the	
   bias	
   of	
   selection	
   on	
   the	
  

observable	
  variables	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  in	
  the	
  selection	
  of	
  the	
  control	
  group.	
  After	
  estimating	
  

the	
  algorithm,	
  Genetic	
  Matching	
  uses	
  it	
  to	
  estimate	
  the	
  covariate	
  balance	
  for	
  each	
  of	
  

the	
  variables	
  (stateness	
  proxys	
  +	
  controls)	
   included	
   in	
   the	
  model.	
   	
   	
   	
  High	
  p-­‐values	
  

and	
   high	
   KS	
   bootstrap	
   p-­‐values	
   during	
   the	
   pretreatment	
   period	
   (2000-­‐2002)	
  

indicates	
   that	
   the	
   treated	
  and	
  control	
  groups	
  achieved	
  covariate	
  balance	
  and	
  have	
  

not	
   only	
   comparable	
  means,	
   but	
   also	
   similar	
   distributions;	
   these	
   in	
   turn	
   indicates	
  

that	
  the	
  two	
  groups	
  are	
  actually	
  pairs	
  or	
  matches,	
  and	
  so	
  comparable.	
  	
  The	
  following	
  

table	
   shows	
   the	
   variables	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   matching	
   to	
   find	
   a	
   comparable	
   control	
  

group	
  for	
  each	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  municipality;	
   it	
  also	
  shows	
  that	
  Genetic	
  Matching	
  achieves	
  

statistical	
  covariate	
  balance	
  in	
  all	
  the	
  variables,	
  both	
  in	
  their	
  means	
  (p-­‐values)	
  and	
  

distributions	
  (KS	
  p-­‐values).	
  	
  



	
  
	
  

Finally,	
  the	
  Genetic	
  matching	
  model	
  estimates	
  mean	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  treated	
  

and	
   control	
   groups	
   for	
   each	
   of	
   the	
   variables	
   and	
   test	
   how	
   statistically	
   significant	
  

these	
   differences	
   are	
   after	
   the	
   treatment,	
   in	
   the	
   year	
   2011.	
   	
   The	
   standard	
   for	
   a	
  

significant	
  difference	
  is	
  set	
  at	
  0.1	
  in	
  this	
  research.	
  Thus,	
  p.values	
  equal	
  or	
  under	
  0.1	
  

during	
   the	
  post	
   treatment	
  period	
   (2011)	
   indicates	
   significant	
  differences	
  between	
  

the	
   treated	
  and	
  control	
  groups’	
  means,	
   and	
  so	
   the	
  average	
   treatment	
  effect	
  of	
  PC-­‐

CCAI.	
  	
  

	
  

PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   institutional	
   repertoire	
   is	
   relatively	
   homogeneous	
   and	
   it	
   is	
   applied	
  

consistently	
  in	
  the	
  78	
  municipalities	
  selected	
  for	
  its	
  intervention,	
  but	
  there	
  are	
  two	
  

factors	
   that	
  may	
   cause	
   variation	
   in	
   effects.	
   First	
   not	
   all	
   78	
  municipalities	
   entered	
  

into	
   the	
   Program	
   at	
   the	
   same	
   time.	
   The	
   Program	
   started	
   intervening	
   39	
  

municipalities	
   the	
   first	
   year,	
   and	
   ended	
   up	
   intervening	
   78	
   the	
   last	
   one.	
   Thus,	
   the	
  

number	
   of	
   years	
   (of	
   treatment)	
   into	
   the	
   Program	
   may	
   have	
   differential	
   effects.	
  

Second,	
  CCAI	
  groups	
  municipalities	
  into	
  regional	
  clusters	
  for	
  its	
  intervention;	
  there	
  

are	
  in	
  total	
  13	
  regional	
  clusters,	
  each	
  with	
  a	
  coordinating	
  team.	
  There	
  could	
  be	
  some	
  

regional	
  or	
  team’s	
  specific	
   factors	
  that	
  may	
  have	
  differential	
  effects.	
  To	
  control	
   for	
  

these	
  eventual	
  differential	
  factors,	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  four	
  matching	
  models	
  were	
  run.	
  	
  

	
  



	
  
	
  

Model	
   1	
   estimates	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   average	
   treatment	
   effect	
   for	
   the	
   78	
   municipalities	
  

based	
   on	
   the	
   average	
   number	
   of	
   years	
   into	
   the	
   treatment	
   (5.6	
   years);	
   Model	
   2	
  

includes	
  a	
  variable	
  distinguishing	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  13th	
  regions	
  in	
  Model	
  1	
  to	
  control	
  for	
  

regional	
   effects;	
  Model	
   3	
   estimates	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   average	
   treatment	
   effect	
   for	
   the	
   39	
  

municipalities	
   that	
   have	
   been	
   the	
   largest	
   number	
   of	
   years	
   into	
   the	
   treatment	
   (7	
  

years);	
   finally,	
   model	
   4	
   estimates	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   average	
   treatment	
   effect	
   for	
   17	
  

municipalities	
   that	
   have	
   been	
   the	
   lowest	
   number	
   of	
   years	
   into	
   the	
   treatment	
   (3	
  

years).	
   Model	
   1	
   is	
   taken	
   as	
   the	
   average	
   based	
   model	
   for	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   effects	
   on	
  

stateness	
   at	
   the	
   subnational	
   level.	
  Model	
   2	
   to	
   4	
   explore	
   heterogeneous	
   treatment	
  

effects,	
   controlling	
   for	
   region	
   and	
   length	
   into	
   the	
   treatment.	
   The	
   following	
   table	
  

shows	
  the	
  results	
  for	
  the	
  four	
  models.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  

Based	
   on	
   Model	
   1,	
   PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   repertoire	
   has	
   significant	
   effects	
   in	
   the	
   78	
   treated	
  

municipalities	
   in	
  5	
  out	
  of	
   the	
  16	
  variables	
  measured	
   in	
   the	
  post	
   treatment	
  period.	
  

On	
  average,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  treatment	
  significantly	
  increases	
  the	
  rate	
  of	
  homicides,	
  the	
  rate	
  

of	
   state	
   offensive	
   attacks,	
   the	
   rate	
   of	
   Farc’s	
   unilateral	
   attacks	
   and	
   the	
   rate	
   of	
  

kidnappings.	
  PC-­‐CCAI,	
  on	
  average,	
  decreases	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  local	
  electoral	
  participation	
  



in	
  the	
  treated	
  municipalities.	
  	
  

	
  

According	
   to	
  Model	
  1,	
  at	
   the	
  subnational	
   level,	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   repertoire	
  causes	
  partial	
  

significant	
   effects	
   on	
   only	
   two	
   out	
   of	
   the	
   three	
   dimensions	
   of	
   stateness	
   (coercion	
  

and	
   political&territorial	
   binding),	
   but,	
   in	
   general,	
   in	
   directions	
   different	
   to	
   the	
  

anticipated.	
  As	
  expected,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  treatment	
  increased	
  the	
  rate	
  of	
  state	
  led	
  offensive	
  

attacks,	
  but,	
  different	
  from	
  the	
  expected,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  also	
  increased	
  the	
  rate	
  of	
  Farc	
  lead	
  

attacks,	
  and	
  the	
  rate	
  of	
  homicides	
  and	
  kidnappings.	
  To	
  some	
  extend,	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  

the	
  Farc’s	
  rate	
  of	
  atttacks	
  could	
  be	
  taken	
  as	
  an	
  expected	
  result	
  if	
  it	
  is	
  interpreted	
  as	
  

the	
   consequence	
   of	
   a	
   central	
   government’s	
   initiative	
   to	
   attack	
   and	
   eliminate	
   an	
  

armed	
   competitor	
   in	
   their	
   regional	
   strongholds,	
   to	
   approach	
   the	
   monopoly	
   of	
  

coercion.	
  	
  The	
  competitor,	
  in	
  this	
  case	
  the	
  Farc,	
  is	
  capable	
  of	
  opposing	
  resistance	
  by	
  

increasing	
  their	
  number	
  of	
  attacks.	
  Maybe	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  matter	
  of	
  time	
  to	
  see	
  how	
  prevails	
  

upon	
  whom,	
  taken	
  into	
  consideration	
  that	
  PC	
  at	
  the	
  most	
  has	
  12	
  years	
  of	
  operation	
  

(if	
  counted	
  since	
  1999),	
  and	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  7	
  years.	
  	
  

The	
  increase	
  in	
  the	
  rate	
  of	
  homicides	
  and	
  kidnappings	
  could	
  also	
  be	
  interpreted	
  in	
  

the	
   same	
   logic,	
   however,	
   these	
   results	
   could	
   be	
   more	
   problematic	
   for	
   both	
   the	
  

coercion	
   and	
   commitment	
   dimensions	
   of	
   stateness;	
   they	
   could	
   be	
   interpreted	
   not	
  

only	
  as	
  the	
  incapacity	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  to	
  protect	
  civilians’	
  lives	
  in	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
  regions,	
  but	
  

actually	
  as	
  a	
  cause	
  increasing	
  the	
  risk	
  of	
  being	
  either	
  killed	
  or	
  kidnapped.	
  	
  

	
  

On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  expected,	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  local	
  electoral	
  participation	
  

actually	
   reduced	
   in	
   the	
   municipalities	
   intervened	
   by	
   PC-­‐CCAI,	
   compare	
   to	
   the	
  

control	
   group.	
   	
  Based	
  on	
  other	
   studies	
   (García, 2011)	
   (MOE,	
  2007,	
  2010)	
   (Gallego,	
  

2011)	
  it	
  was	
  expected	
  that	
  local	
  electoral	
  participation	
  in	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  regions	
  must	
  be	
  

lower	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  influence	
  of	
  large	
  cultivations	
  of	
  coca	
  and	
  Farc.	
  	
  

	
  

Recent	
   studies	
   (García, 2011)	
   show	
   that	
   cocaine	
   production	
   and	
   eradication	
  

strategies	
  produces	
  multiple	
  collateral	
  damage	
  for	
  state	
  building	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  political	
  

binding.	
  In	
  coca	
  infested	
  municipalities	
  where	
  aerial	
  eradication	
  is	
  intensified	
  trust	
  

for	
   the	
   Police	
   –clearly	
   identified	
   as	
   the	
   institution	
   leading	
   the	
   eradication	
   effort-­‐	
  



declines	
  twice	
  as	
  much,	
  10%,	
  as	
  places	
  where	
  manual	
  eradication	
   is	
   implemented,	
  

where	
  for	
  Police	
  declines	
  5%.	
  In	
  coca	
  infested	
  municipalities	
  electoral	
  participation	
  

and	
   trust	
   in	
   the	
   local	
   government	
   drops	
   by	
   10%	
   on	
   average,	
   and	
   trust	
   in	
  

paramilitary	
  groups	
  grow	
  between	
  10%	
  to	
  16%,	
  depending	
  on	
  gender	
  and	
  partisan	
  

identification:	
  men	
  aligned	
  with	
  the	
  Liberal	
  or	
  Conservative	
  parties	
  trust	
  more	
  the	
  

paramilitaries	
  than	
  other	
  partisan	
  or	
  independent	
  voters	
  and	
  women	
  (García, 2011).	
  

Thus,	
   the	
   higher	
   the	
   level	
   of	
   coca	
   production	
   in	
   a	
   municipality	
   the	
   higher	
   the	
  

influence	
   of	
   illegal	
   armed	
   groups	
   in	
   regulating	
   the	
   social	
   order	
   and	
   political	
  

preferences	
   of	
   the	
   population,	
   in	
   particular	
   when	
   illegal	
   groups	
   and	
   traditional	
  

bipartisan	
   elites	
   coalesce	
   (García, 2011).	
   These	
   political	
   counterproductive	
   effects	
  

not	
   only	
   occurred	
   in	
   Colombia;	
  militarized	
   and	
   aerial	
   spraying	
   campaigns	
   of	
   coca	
  

eradication	
  have	
  also	
  had	
  similar	
  collateral	
  political	
  effects	
  in	
  other	
  countries,	
  such	
  

as	
  Afganistan	
  and	
  Burma	
  (Felbab-Brown, 2010)	
  

	
  

	
  

However,	
  the	
  expectation	
  was	
  that	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  could	
  moderate	
  such	
  influences.	
  On	
  the	
  

contrary,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  further	
  reduced	
  electoral	
  participation.	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  has	
  no	
  significant	
  

effects	
  in	
  coca	
  cultivation,	
  measured	
  by	
  number	
  of	
  Ha,	
  so	
  it	
  is	
  unlikely	
  that	
  electoral	
  

participation	
  decreases	
  due	
  to	
  higher	
  concentration	
  of	
  coca	
  cultivation	
  as	
  Garcia	
  and	
  

Felbab-­‐Brown	
   studies	
   suggest	
   (García, 2011) (Felbab-Brown, 2010).	
   	
   Another	
   likely	
  

alternative	
   explanation	
   is	
   that	
   Farc	
   is	
   exercising	
   additional	
   pressure	
   upon	
   voters	
  

and	
   authorities	
   in	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   municipalities,	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   their	
   offensive	
   attacks.	
   This	
  

could	
  be	
  a	
  temporal	
  phenomenon	
  and	
  so	
  no	
  problematic	
  for	
  long	
  lasting	
  responsive	
  

political	
   integration,	
   or	
   it	
   could	
   be	
   a	
   long	
   lasting	
   additional	
   effect	
   of	
   PC-­‐CCAI.	
   If	
  

electoral	
   participation	
   keeps	
   reducing	
   or	
   being	
   much	
   lower	
   than	
   the	
   national	
  

average,	
   then	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   intervened	
  municipalities	
   could	
  have	
  pervasive	
  effects	
   for	
  

subnational,	
  responsive	
  political	
  and	
  territorial	
  binding.	
  	
  

	
  

On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  has	
  no	
  effect	
  on	
  the	
  proxys	
  of	
  taxation	
  at	
  the	
  local	
  level;	
  

neither	
   tax	
   on	
   land	
   nor	
   tax	
   on	
   economic	
   activity	
   changed	
   significantly	
   in	
   the	
  

municipalities	
   intervened	
   by	
   PC-­‐CCAI.	
   Actually	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   did	
   not	
   include	
  within	
   its	
  



institutional	
   repertoire	
   any	
   concrete	
   action	
   to	
   affect	
   local	
   taxation.	
   DSP-­‐PC-­‐CCAI	
  

work	
  under	
  the	
  assumption	
  that	
  after	
  improving	
  security,	
  other	
  dimensions	
  of	
  state	
  

institutional	
  performance	
  will	
  improve	
  some	
  how	
  consequentially;	
  this	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  

the	
  case	
  in	
  local	
  taxation,	
  yet.	
  	
  

	
  

Based	
  on	
  Model	
  1,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  relates	
  to	
  very	
  different	
  effects	
  on	
  the	
  aggregate	
  national	
  

level	
  than	
  at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level.	
  On	
  average,	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  level	
  during	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  

operation	
   the	
   rate	
   of	
   homicides	
   and	
   kidnappings	
   have	
   sharply	
   decreased;	
   while	
  

Farc’s	
   unilateral	
   attacks	
   decreased	
   on	
   average	
   at	
   the	
   national	
   level,	
   they	
   have	
  

increased	
  on	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  regions.	
  State	
  led	
  attacks	
  increased	
  both	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  level	
  

and	
   in	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   regions.	
   Taxation	
   has	
   improved	
   at	
   the	
   national	
   level	
   and	
   such	
  

capacity	
   is	
   being	
   translated	
   into	
   state	
   led	
   security	
   deployment	
   across	
   some	
  

territories,	
  including	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  regions,	
  but	
  nothing	
  comparable	
  is	
  happening	
  within	
  

these	
  regions.	
  Although,	
  means	
  of	
  coercion	
  are	
  supposed	
  to	
  be	
  centralized	
  and	
  so	
  it	
  

is	
  expected	
  that	
  the	
  big	
  effort	
  is	
  national,	
  its	
  sustainability,	
  in	
  particular	
  for	
  Policing	
  

in	
  the	
  decentralized	
  context	
  of	
  Colombia,	
  depends	
  also	
  on	
  local	
  government	
  capacity	
  

to	
  provide	
  and	
  extend	
  such	
  service	
  not	
  only	
  on	
  central	
  government	
  willingness	
  or	
  

resources.	
  Indeed,	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  struggles	
  of	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  officers	
  and	
  regional	
  teams	
  is	
  to	
  

try	
   to	
   compromise	
   local	
   mayors	
   to	
   match	
   CCAI	
   investments	
   with	
   local	
   public	
  

expenditures	
  to	
  make	
  their	
  work	
  sustainable.	
   If	
  no	
  work	
   is	
  done	
  on	
  the	
  extraction	
  

dimension	
   of	
   stateness	
   in	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   regions	
   and	
   more	
   broadly	
   at	
   the	
   subnational	
  

level,	
  such	
  sustainability	
  is	
  dubious.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Miguel	
  Garcia’s	
   studies	
   show	
  that	
   in	
  Colombia’s	
   coca	
   infested	
  municipalities	
  when	
  

government,	
  either	
  local,	
  national	
  or	
  both,	
  invest	
  in	
  public	
  goods	
  provision	
  trust	
  in	
  

local	
  government	
  increases	
  on	
  average	
  by	
  10%	
  and	
  when	
  the	
  prospects	
  of	
  economic	
  

growth	
   look	
  positive	
  trust	
   in	
  government	
  could	
   increase	
  up	
  to	
  25% (García, 2011).	
  	
  

Considering	
  the	
  political	
  ‘collateral	
  damage’	
  that	
  coca	
  eradication	
  programs	
  have,	
  it	
  

looks	
   important	
   to	
   take	
   into	
   account	
   the	
   ‘collateral	
   benefit’	
   that	
   public	
   goods	
  

provision	
  has	
  in	
  these	
  municipalities.	
  	
  



Thus,	
   investing	
   in	
   state	
   capturing	
  of	
   cocaine	
   rents	
  –which	
  as	
   this	
  paper	
  and	
  other	
  

studies	
   prove	
   is	
   not	
   the	
   same	
   thing	
   as	
   investing	
   in	
   coca	
   crops	
   eradication-­‐	
   looks	
  

critical	
   for	
   state	
   building	
   as	
   means	
   of	
   coercion	
   and	
   extraction,	
   and	
   investing	
   in	
  

subnational	
   public	
   goods	
   and	
   development	
   seams	
   critical	
   for	
   state	
   building	
   as	
  

political	
  binding.	
  Yet,	
  PC’s	
  budget	
  has	
  gone	
  8.4	
  out	
  of	
  10	
  to	
  coca	
  aerial	
  spraying,	
  the	
  

US-­‐Colombian	
   preferred	
   antinarcotic	
   ‘state	
   building’	
   strategy,	
   and	
   to	
   anti-­‐Farc	
  

operations,	
  the	
  preferred	
  US-­‐Colombian	
  antiterrorist	
  ‘state	
  building’	
  strategy.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

When	
  controlling	
  for	
  region,	
  in	
  Model	
  2,	
  all	
  the	
  aforementioned	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
  effects	
  in	
  

Model	
   1	
   hold	
   in	
   the	
   same	
   direction,	
   but	
   additionally	
   central	
   government	
   cash	
  

transfers	
   towards	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   municipalities	
   decreased	
   on	
   average	
   compared	
   to	
   the	
  

control	
   group.	
   This	
   effect	
   seams	
   rare	
   since	
   central	
   cash	
   transfers	
   are	
   relatively	
  

rigorous,	
   legal	
  prescriptions.	
   It	
  means	
   that	
  municipalities	
   in	
   the	
   control	
   group	
  are	
  

receiving,	
   on	
   average,	
   higher	
   cash	
   transfers	
   from	
   the	
   central	
   government	
   than	
  

municipalities	
   on	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
   regions.	
   Cash	
   transfer	
   formulas	
   are	
   based	
   mainly	
   on	
  

population	
   proportions	
   and	
  marginally	
   on	
   fiscal	
   and	
   administrative	
   performance,	
  

but	
   since	
   the	
   matching	
   model	
   obtained	
   statistical	
   covariate	
   balance	
   in	
   all	
   16	
  

variables,	
   including	
  population	
  density,	
   fiscal	
   and	
  administrative	
  performance,	
   the	
  

control	
  and	
  treatment	
  groups	
  are	
  comparable	
  in	
  all	
  of	
  them.	
  

	
  

Model	
   3	
   and	
   4	
   control	
   for	
   the	
   number	
   of	
   years	
   receiving	
   the	
   treatment;	
  Model	
   4	
  

indicates	
  that	
  when	
  a	
  municipality	
  has	
  been	
  only	
  3	
  years	
  into	
  the	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  treatment	
  

–the	
  shortest	
  period-­‐	
  only	
  state	
  lead	
  attacks	
  are	
  significantly	
  different	
  in	
  the	
  treated	
  

than	
   in	
   the	
   control	
   groups;	
   no	
   other	
   variable	
   has	
   significant	
   differences.	
   On	
   the	
  

contrary,	
  when	
  a	
  municipality	
  has	
  been	
  7	
  years	
  into	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  treatment	
  –the	
  largest	
  

period-­‐	
  state	
  led	
  attacks,	
  Farc’s	
  attacks	
  and	
  the	
  homicide	
  rate	
  increased,	
  as	
  in	
  Model	
  

1	
   and	
  2,	
  but	
   the	
  effect	
  on	
  kidnappings	
  disappeared;	
   central	
   cash	
   transfers	
   toward	
  

PC-­‐CCAI	
  municipalities	
  are	
  lower	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  control	
  group,	
  as	
  in	
  Model	
  2;	
  and	
  two	
  

new	
   and	
   additional	
   effects	
   appeared:	
   the	
   municipal	
   institutional	
   performance	
  

indicator	
  worsen	
  and	
  the	
  Indicator	
  of	
  unsatisfied	
  basic	
  needs-­‐NBI	
  also	
  worsen.	
  NBI	
  

is	
   a	
   national	
   indicator	
   of	
   poverty	
   based	
   on	
   a	
  minimum	
   threshold	
   of	
   public	
   goods	
  



access,	
  quality	
  and	
  consumption	
  for	
  a	
  given	
  family.	
  The	
  indicator	
  assess	
  if	
  a	
  family	
  is	
  

economically	
   dependent	
   or	
   not,	
   if	
   it	
   inhabits	
   a	
   house	
   of	
   qualified	
  materials,	
   with	
  

access	
   to	
   public	
   utilities,	
   such	
   as	
   water,	
   sewage	
   and	
   energy;	
   and	
   if	
   children	
   in	
  

schooling	
  age	
  are	
  attending	
  school.	
  	
  If	
  these	
  basic	
  needs	
  are	
  met,	
  NBI	
  index	
  is	
  low,	
  if	
  

not	
   it	
   is	
  high;	
   the	
  higher	
  the	
  NBI	
  the	
  worse	
  the	
  poverty	
  situation	
  of	
   families.	
   	
   	
  The	
  

institutional	
   performance	
   indicator	
   (Indemun	
   by	
   its	
   Spanish	
   acronym)	
   assess	
  

municipalities’	
   social	
   and	
   financial	
   performance	
   according	
   to	
   NBI	
   components,	
  

illiteracy	
   rates,	
   schooling	
   rates,	
   fiscal	
   dependency	
   of	
   central	
   cash	
   transfers,	
   per	
  

capita	
  local	
  tax	
  collection	
  and	
  per	
  capita	
  public	
  investments	
  (DNP , 2013)	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  

On	
  average,	
  when	
  treated	
  municipalities	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  largest	
  period	
  under	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  

treatment,	
   their	
   municipal	
   institutional	
   performance	
   and	
   their	
   poverty	
   NBI	
  

indicators	
   worsen;	
   the	
   former	
   is	
   significantly	
   lower	
   than	
   in	
   municipalities	
   in	
   the	
  

control	
  group,	
  and	
  the	
  later	
  is	
  higher.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Model	
  3	
  reinforces	
  the	
  conclusion	
  that	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  related	
  effects	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  level	
  

differ	
   substantially	
   from	
  PC-­‐CCAI’s	
   effects	
   in	
   the	
   intervened	
   regions.	
   According	
   to	
  

Colombia’s	
  National	
  Planning	
  Department-­‐DNP,	
  poverty	
  based	
  both	
  on	
  income	
  and	
  

public	
  good	
  measures,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  NBI	
  indicator,	
  has	
  been	
  decreasing	
  during	
  the	
  last	
  

decade,	
   on	
   average,	
   at	
   the	
   national	
   level;	
   yet,	
   in	
   largely	
   treated	
   PC-­‐CCAI	
  

municipalities,	
   poverty	
   by	
   NBI	
   has	
   worsen.	
   At	
   the	
   national	
   level,	
   institutional	
  

performance	
  of	
  governmental	
  agencies	
  involved	
  in	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  planning	
  and	
  execution	
  

has	
   improved,	
   as	
   the	
   data	
   and	
   analysis	
   given	
   about	
   tax	
   collection,	
   coercion	
  

deployment	
   and	
   administrative	
   coordination	
   testify.	
   At	
   the	
   municipal	
   level,	
  

however,	
   local	
   fiscal	
   collection	
   does	
   not	
   change	
   in	
   treated	
   versus	
   control	
  

municipalities,	
  and	
  instead	
  fiscal	
  and	
  social	
  performance	
  is	
  worse	
  in	
  treated	
  versus	
  

control	
  municipalities.	
  	
  

	
  

Some	
  conclusions.	
  	
  

	
  



Vast	
   differences	
   in	
   stateness	
   across	
   Colombia’s	
   territory	
   were	
   not	
   caused	
   by	
   PC-­‐

CCAI;	
  they	
  have	
  existed	
  since	
  independence	
  and	
  have	
  deep	
  rooted	
  causes.	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  

is	
  having	
  positive	
  signs	
  of	
  state	
  building	
  at	
  the	
  central,	
  national	
   level	
  that	
  does	
  not	
  

correlate	
  with	
  its	
  effects	
  at	
  the	
  subnational	
  level.	
  At	
  best,	
  PC-­‐CCAI	
  is	
  not	
  closing	
  the	
  

stateness	
   gap	
   between	
   the	
   national	
   and	
   subnational	
   level;	
   at	
   worst	
   it	
   could	
   be	
  

deepening	
   it.	
   What	
   could	
   be	
   the	
   implications	
   of	
   this	
   finding	
   for	
   Colombia	
   in	
  

particular	
  and	
  for	
  state	
  building	
  in	
  general?	
  

 

Unevenness	
   of	
   stateness	
   is	
   not	
   simply	
   a	
   Colombian	
   particularity;	
   it	
   is	
   a	
   global	
  

phenomena	
   that	
   deserve	
   our	
   intellectual	
   attention	
   beyond	
   the	
   ups	
   and	
   downs	
   of	
  

great	
  powers	
  threats	
  or	
  current	
  humans	
  tragedies.	
  If	
  political	
  science	
  has	
  any	
  hope	
  

in	
   understanding	
   variation	
   of	
   stateness,	
   and	
   so	
   state	
   building	
   processes,	
   it	
   must	
  

consider	
  to	
  take	
  the	
  subnational	
  level	
  vis	
  a	
  vis	
  the	
  national	
  as	
  the	
  appropriate	
  unit	
  of	
  

analysis;	
  not	
  as	
  a	
  strategy	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  N,	
  but	
  as	
  a	
  must	
  to	
  understand	
  the	
  Ns.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

It	
  should	
  also	
  take	
  on	
  the	
  methodological	
  challenge	
  that	
  the	
  great	
  Tilly	
  left	
  us:	
  “[to]	
  

bridge	
   the	
   chasm	
  between	
   structural	
   and	
   process	
   approaches	
  without	
   falling	
   into	
  

the	
   “old	
   structuralism”	
   (Tarrow,	
   2012,	
   p.	
   25)	
   and	
   take	
  O’Donnell’s	
   legacy	
   and	
   his	
  

warnings	
   about	
   the	
   “illusions	
   of	
   consolidation”	
   seriously	
   and	
   further,	
   beyond	
  

imagining	
  blue,	
  green	
  and	
  brown	
  areas.	
  

	
  

This	
  paper	
  proposes	
  and	
  applies	
  a	
  framework	
  to	
  advance	
  towards	
  these	
  directions.	
  

It	
   argues	
   that	
   to	
   study	
   contemporary	
   state	
  building	
  one	
   should	
   focus	
  on	
   the	
   state	
  

three	
  constitutive	
  attributes	
  –coercion,	
  extraction	
  and	
  commitment-­‐,	
  break	
  them	
  out	
  

to	
  analyze	
  each	
  separately,	
  and	
  scale	
  them	
  down	
  to	
  the	
  subnational	
  level	
  to	
  analyze	
  

their	
  variation	
  across	
  time	
  and	
  space.	
  It	
  argues	
  that	
  state	
  building	
  should	
  be	
  studied	
  

by	
   constitutive	
   attributes	
   not	
   by	
   messy	
   adjectives.	
   It	
   argues	
   that	
   within	
  

contemporary	
   scope	
   conditions,	
   contentious	
   politics	
   (from	
   the	
   supra	
   to	
   the	
  

subnational	
  level)	
  is	
  the	
  independent	
  variable	
  that	
  explains	
  state	
  building	
  strategies.	
  



And	
   it	
   finds	
   heterogeneous	
   state	
   building	
   effects	
   between	
   the	
   national	
   and	
  

subnational	
  levels	
  in	
  a	
  particular	
  case.	
  	
  

	
  

During	
  DSP-­‐PC-­‐CCAI	
   execution	
   or	
   aftermath	
   Colombian	
   state	
   at	
   the	
   national	
   level	
  

improved	
   its	
   tax	
   collection,	
   military	
   capacity,	
   one	
   competitor	
   –	
   the	
   AUC-­‐	
   was	
  

partially	
  disbanded-­‐	
  and	
  another	
  –FARC-­‐	
  agreed	
  to	
  start	
  peace	
  negotiations	
  with	
  the	
  

government	
   in	
   2011.	
   These	
   are	
   all	
   signs	
   of	
   state	
   building	
   effects	
   in	
   all	
   three	
  

measures	
  of	
  stateness	
  at	
  the	
  central,	
  national	
  level.	
  This	
  indicates	
  that	
  the	
  building	
  

process	
   is	
   advancing	
   towards	
   the	
   institutional	
   monopoly	
   and	
   enforcement	
   of	
   the	
  

means	
   of	
   coercion	
   and	
   taxation;	
   rather	
   than	
   its	
   fragmentation.	
   	
   However,	
   at	
   the	
  

subnational	
  level,	
  this	
  reallocation	
  is	
  not	
  as	
  institutionalized	
  as	
  at	
  the	
  national	
  level,	
  

and	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  the	
  effects	
  vary	
  strongly	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  the	
  national.	
  	
  

	
  

Is	
  this	
  a	
  Colombian	
  particularity?	
  	
  I	
  do	
  not	
  think	
  so.	
  Within	
  the	
  scope	
  conditions	
  of	
  

contemporary	
   state	
   building	
   such	
   heterogeneity	
   is	
   the	
   norm	
   rather	
   than	
   the	
  

exception.	
  And	
  it	
  is	
  precisely	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  reasons	
  why	
  political	
  science	
  should	
  retake	
  

predominance	
   in	
   theorizing	
   and	
   analyzing	
   such	
   heterogeneity	
   beyond	
   the	
   failed	
  

indexes	
  and	
  interested	
  recipes.	
  	
  

	
  

It	
   is	
  said	
   that	
  studying	
  politics	
   is	
  about	
  studying	
  who	
  gets	
  what	
  and	
  how.	
  Actually	
  

studying	
  contemporary	
  state	
  building	
  is	
  about	
  understanding	
  who	
  gets	
  what,	
   from	
  

whom,	
  how	
  and	
  where.	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  reason	
  to	
  exclude	
  any	
  of	
  these	
  basic	
  questions.	
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