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The U.S. relationship with South America is urgenti need of repair. The
strain and mistrust between Washington and mosthSAmerican capitals has grown
considerably over the past several years. As wadenclear at the General Assembly
meeting of the Organization of American States amdma earlier this month, working
together with our closest neighbors to effectivatidress even such questions as threats
to press freedom — the most essential element wibdecy — is very difficult in the
midst of such heightened tension and politicalrdésa Further, the 2005 election of the
OAS’s Secretary General was itself a measure ofhdmisphere’s deep and bitter
divisions. And the latest Summit of the Americaghgring in Argentina in November
2005 was notable for its sour mood and lack of ensgs on key policy questions. The
dramatic drop in U.S. credibility and the detertara in its relations with South America
should be of utmost concern — and requires an iwgonent in the quality of policy
attention devoted to the region.

How did the United States get to this point?

In my judgment, three factors have contributedhi® glide in U.S. relations with
South America. The first and most immediate loada with the misguided policies the
Bush administration has pursued towards the regier the past several years. The
second factor, perhaps even more significant, coscde Bush administration’s global
policies, particularly in the Middle East, that lealseen immensely unpopular in South
America and have alienated the region from WashmgtAnd, finally, the worsening
US-South America relationship stems from deepemenstructural changes linked with
globalization, that go beyond any single adminigirg and that reflect a move towards
greater independence and distance from Washingag@sda.

For most of the Bush administration — and partidulsince the terrorist attack on
September 11, 2001 - there have been consideralsleaations drawing the
administration’s attention away from South Americio be sure, some decisions have
been taken in response to evolving situations inéZeela, Colombia, Bolivia, Argentina
and Brazil, but there has been an absence of amgreat framework or vision to guide
those decisions. The policy has been reactive aghtioc, often resulting in serious
errors. At times, the United States has beeriferdnt to South American concerns; at
other times, when its agenda is clear, it has lm»enbearing. In either case, the costs
have been enormous and have only widened theariffiteér-American relations.



In 2002, for example, the Bush administration thite respond to an appeal for
modest support from a close ally, former Boliviaregpdent Gonzalez Sanchez de
Lozada, who warned that his government would keouble if aid was not forthcoming.
In October 2003, the government faced enormousakaairest and fell. To be sure, it
may have fallen regardless, but an unresponsivéhiWgten sent a message to the region
that when things get tough for a friend, the Unigtdtes is not prepared to be helpful.
The United States was similarly cavalier in theefat Argentina’s financial crisis in late
2001.

Even more costly have been serious missteps inngeaith Hugo Chavez, the
main adversary of the United States in South Arnaeric The United States lost
considerable credibility on the democracy questoApril 2002, when it expressed its
approval of the short-lived coup against Chavet.has been hard to square that initial
position (which was later corrected) with the Uctim that it is defending interruptions
in democratic, constitutional governments. In ggah the U.S. policy towards
Venezuela under Chavez has been inconsistent anchdictory. Sometimes the United
States has been confrontational — at other timepéssive. The approach has showed
little strategic thought, and has been ineffectivelhe occasional tit-for-tat rhetorical
exchanges with Chavez have been counterproducineke heve only bolstered his
popularity.  Our friends in the region have alesented the U.S. pressure on them to
stand up and condemn Chavez. Looking for a Soutlerican leader to play the role of
the anti-Chavez has proved futile and self-defgatin

The core problem over the past several years tswhat the United States has
most wanted from South America — opposing the élgranti-US Chavez, becoming
reliable partners in the US-led war on terror, lang tariffs to open up trade and
investment — has been notably out of sync with wbaith America has most wanted
from the United States — greater attention to #gon’s acute social agenda, reduced
agricultural subsidies, and more liberal immigrati@aws. It is essential for both
Washington and South American governments to attémjpridge that wide gap and
focus on pursuing common interests.

Beyond failing to respond more constructively tout®o America’s highest
priorities, some of Washington’s policies in recgetirs have further exacerbated the
relationship. That the United States has withtsgthe aid to roughly a dozen Latin
American countries for refusing to sign an Artiéi¢ agreement giving exemption to all
U.S. citizens before the International Criminal @duwas caused considerable irritation
and has hurt U.S. credibility on rule of law issuesnd even though immigration
guestions are higher on the agenda in Mexico andtr@leAmerica than in South
America, hard-line measures from Washington, swhbilding a “wall” on the US-
Mexico border, have significant and negative repssmons even in the most distant areas
of the continent.

To its credit, the Bush administration has recerignefited from greater
professionalism and has improved the tone of iteymaking towards South America.
An attempt has been made to be more attentiveetoetion’s core concerns, including



social inequalities, governance problems, and gneftpllenges. The trade deals
negotiated with Peru and Colombia were importantaades. That President Bush
openly recognized the centrality of social injustlmefore and during his March visit to
the region and has undertaken a promising inigatm ethanol production with Brazil
are indeed welcome signs of progress. But thesessthough positive, are too minor
and peripheral to make a significant dent in thatiooiing, strained relationship with
South American countries.

For that to happen, Washington will also have tiossly address the second and
third factors that account for the deterioratiorréfations with South America. In this
age of globalization and rapid communication, whatUnited States does or does not do
in other parts of the world has a huge impact ooguions in this hemisphere. The Iraq
war — a largely unilateral military action — pauiarly touched a nerve in Latin America,
even South America, given the historical recordJd. intervention in the region. The
preemption doctrine, though just formalized in emter 2002, has long been a reality in
this hemisphere. Moreover, it is hard to oveesthe sensitivity and reaction in much of
Latin America to the revelations of U.S. treatmehtprisoners in Guantanamo. The
perceived U.S. departure from basic internatiomains and standards and its disdain for
multilateralism in recent years have had an immensein this hemisphere.

Finally, and fundamentally, most U.S. policymakst#l fail to grasp that the
forces of globalization have inspired all of theugtries in this hemisphere to seek greater
elbow room from Washington. Signs persist thatUhéed States regards Latin America
as its “strategic preserve” or “backyard.” Wasgjtam still reflexively assumes that Latin
Americans should understand and support our irtkesesl objectives, since they are, we
presume, intrinsically good. The profound disapfpmoent felt towards Mexico and
Chile when, as non-permanent members of the UN rgddouncil, they failed to
support the United States in its Iraq positiomsttates this unfortunate tendency.

But if one looks at the global relationships thatdn been forged by Brazil and
Chile, the myriad options facing governments thieug the continent, and especially
the growing role of China and other world power$Swouth America — it is clear that the
traditional view of Latin America as a stepchild WfS. foreign policy has little to do
with current political and economic realities. uBo American governments should be
viewed as partners. Their own particular needgrésts, and agendas deserve respect.
Just like with other U.S. partners in the worlcertawill inevitably be closer cooperation
on some issues than on others.

What are the current challenges for U.S. policy irsouth America?

The United States confronts a variety of critigts in South America. Though
each country is, in its own way, wrestling with gwrial agenda and seeking to diversify
its foreign policy, there are enormous differenaesong the governments. It is far too
simplistic to refer, as many analysts have, toith shturn to the left in the region.



Venezuela under Chavez posesuageneris challenge. By now, after nearly
nine years in power, the autocratic and anti-USattar of Chavez’'s regime is clear.
With huge sums money at his disposal thanks to aigdrgy prices, Chavez is intent on
constructing a counterweight to U.S. power, in ha&imerica and throughout the world.
That is an essential part of his mission, and hmursuing it with growing belligerence.
In addition to his astuteness as a tactician antkllEat communication skills, his
“success” derives from the good fortune of havimgiaept and fractured domestic
opposition and a U.S. government with no consispaficy to deal with him. He also
benefits enormously from a region in disarray, wsdvere governance challenges and
acute problems of social inequality and injustic€havez’s rhetoric finds resonance in
some quarters of the region, as he has identifiegdjiimate grievance among the poor.
It is clear, however, that he is not able to de@sistainable solution to those problems
and that the model of governance he is promotingesowith an unacceptably high
political cost.

For the US, which continues to receive some 12querof its oil imports from
Venezuela, Chavez’s actions in three key respéasla be of particular concern. First,
his 2F' century socialism clearly means that he is the power and decision maker in
Venezuela. Chavez’s arbitrary decision not to netige license for the popular Radio
Caracas TV (RCTV), which went off the air on May, 2éveals his drive for absolute
control and desire to suppress any independenteair political or economic power.
This concentration of power, free from any checkd balances or minimal constraints
on his decisions, is bound to result in increadrdes.

In addition, Venezuela is too small a stage foa¥&z’s ambitions and appetites.
Through the political use of considerable petraasll he is attempting to spread his
influence throughout Latin America, in pursuit ois FBolivarian vision.  In South
America, his closest ally is Bolivian president BMorales, who has joined with Chavez
(along with Cuba’s Fidel Castro and Nicaragua's iBla®rtega) in the Bolivarian
Alternative for the Americas (ALBA), a responsethe stalled Free Trade Area of the
Americas (FTAA). Ecuador's Rafael Correa is alsaging a closer relationship with
Chavez in a variety of areas.

All three cases are examples of the rise of regonationalism in the region, an
effort to extract more favorable terms from foreigpmpanies in the petroleum and
natural gas sectors. The Venezuelan, Bolivian Bowhdoran governments also reject
the long-standing political establishments in thaesentries, and appeal to those who
have been previously excluded from decision-makinglenied the fruits of economic
development. New political forces are taking adage of the failure of traditional
parties, widespread social frustration and avditgitf resources from energy windfalls
to refashion institutions that bear less and lesemblance to liberal, representative
democracy. Though Correa and even Morales shooidoe regarded as Chavez'’s
clients — both are pressing the U.S. CongressxXtansion of trade preferences that are
due to expire at the end of the month, for examyteere is clearly shared an alignment
on key questions among the three governments.



Most other South American governments tend to meluChavez, chiefly for
pragmatic economic and political reasons. As awestexplore and exercise their
options in the global economy, what Chavez hasfter as clearly of interest. In
addition, Chavez has some limited constituenciesoumtries like Brazil and Argentina.
At the same time, most governments are palpablpmfartable with Chavez’s brand of
confrontational, divisive politics. For the mosarfy they are interested in pursuing
cooperation with the United States in a varietyaodas, including trade, energy and
counter-narcotics. Chavez has a disruptive eféectinter-American relations. His
actions and decisions — leaving the Andean Commuviiien Peru and Colombia made
trade deals with the US, for example — aim to gitrdries against Washington, and make
carrying out the U.S. agenda in the region morécdif.  Still, other South American
governments — even Colombia’s, despite securitgeas on the border — are pragmatic
in dealing with him.

To protect himself from a possible decision byltheted States to stop importing
Venezuelan oil, Chavez is trying to diversify mdske At present, he sells some 60
percent of oil exports to the US. China is a hgiority for Chavez, and in fact
Venezuelan oil exports to that country increasediotd between 2004 and 2006. Still,
experts agree that it is unlikely Chavez will béeato shift the market to China, at least
in the near term, due to the serious technicalemothomic obstacles in doing so.

Of greater concern for the United States is Chaveffort to protect himself from
what he views as a possible US-led military acagainst Venezuela. As a result of this
perceived invasion, he has been using oil monepuchase arms and prepare the
population for a possible military confrontatiorRussia has already provided Venezuela
with Kalashnikov rifles, Sukhoi fighter jets, andi$sian military helicopters, and there is
currently some discussion about Venezuela purchasaveral state-of-the-art Russian
submarines.

Chavez has also developed a closer political amshanic alliance with Iran.
The two governments share a similarly defiant pestawards the United States and, as
members of the Organization of Petroleum Exportdauntries (OPEC), have a keen
interest in coordinating energy policies and kegpit prices high. Although there are
limits to consolidating the Venezuela-lran relasbip, the alliance does inject an
additional geopolitical dimension in South Amerigaoiitics that should be of concern to
Washington and warrants careful vigilance.

Colombia, too, poses a major test for the UniteateSt Since 2000, Colombia
has received some $4.5 billion in U.S. security midking it the largest recipient outside
of the Middle East. Under the government of Abvalribe, there have undeniably been
important security gains, a reduction in homicidednappings and other atrocities. The
results in fighting drugs — the chief aim of U.&1 & have been far more disappointing.
It is hard to claim great success in achieving Rlafombia’s original, anti-drug goals.
Still, in part thanks to U.S. support, the Colommbstate has managed to reassert its
authority and better protect its citizens. Thelgpem, however, is that high levels of
violence persist, and recent revelations, and @resveal that there are disturbing links



between Colombia’s paramilitary forces — guiltyheiman rights violations and involved
in the drug trade — and political figures, someselto the Uribe administration. It is
essential to bring all of these connections totligtstrict accordance with the rule of law.
The United States should work with Colombia to oleat the political system and help
deal effectively with all illegal armed groups.

It is hard to survey South America and analyzelehgks for the region and for
U.S. policy without according high priority to Biaz As a significant regional power
with a pragmatic government and growing global r@djmins, Brazil needs to play a
critical role in pushing a more constructive So@itherican agenda. No matter what the
issue — energy, trade, democratic setbacks, thg tdade, or the environment — finding
common ground between Washington and Brasilia igraeto developing effective
solutions. Although there are apt to be diffeemnwith the United States on important
policy questions — trade, for example — there dneroareas such as a shared interest in
alternative energy and ethanol production thatro#al opportunities for a more strategic
collaboration. Brazil may pose the greatest fiast).S. policy, given South America’s
changing landscape.

How can the United States repair the damage?

The countries of South America are unlikely to beeoa top-tier priority for
Washington any time soon. Other regions in thealdvare understandably, and
manifestly, of higher priority.  Still, from theerspective of U.S. interests and values, it
is possible and desirable to devote more seriaugtaimed attention to the challenges in
the region. The costs of not engaging South Amednca spirit of genuine partnership
are considerable.

* The pursuit of our interests will be handicappedlume fathom that the new
realities in our hemisphere require an honest give take, that trust must be
earned, and that all must benefit to be able tkwogether effectively. Long-
term cooperation can only be based on activitias $brve the interests of others
as well as ourselves.

* On Venezuela, the United States should adopt a dinoh consistent strategy in
dealing with the challenge posed by Chavez. dughonly support democratic
and constitutional actions. It should avoid gofog Chavez’s bait and should
drop its unrealistic expectation that South Amerigavernments will unite and
stand up to him.

* The best way for the United States to deal withveha- to put him on the
defensive and offset his influence — is be engagethe region and pursue a
positive agenda. Unfortunately, that has happednedinfrequently in recent
years. The focus on a more strategic partnerstip Brazil — starting with
collaboration on energy but extending to other @reds an essential part of such
an approach. Pursuing a more independent eneofigyp with reduced
dependence on Venezuelan oil, deserves high priorit



* Another critical challenge for the United Statesistrengthen policy instruments
that more effectively respond to the region’s sobagenda. Beyond enlarging
conventional aid programs, some consideration shbalgiven to incorporating
serious compensation packages into trade agreenamtsexpanding eligibility
for Millennium Challenge Account support to partanly distressed regions in
middle-income countries. Proposals even for evedest Social Investment and
Development funds for South America also meritraita.

* The United States should also seriously rethinlcaisnter-drug approach in the
region. More resources and emphasis need to ke div social development
programs and there should be a higher-level palitiocus on multilateral
cooperation among the affected countries. Toonpfgpovernments look to
Washington, rather than each other, to deal wighdérious problem.

» Congress should back the pending trade agreemetitsPeru, Colombia, and
Panama, along the lines of the recent compromigehesl between the White
House and Congress. Otherwise, lingering doubistahe United States being a
reliable partner will multiply. An effort shouloe made to amend the agreements
to include labor provisions. If it is not feasiliie approve the Colombia deal
soon, it should be postponed, with the aim of wuwgkiowards a revised
agreement and eventual approval. The ATDPEA taafieuand Bolivia should
also be extended for another year.  Allowing pphagram to lapse would result
in greater unemployment and poverty in those camtivhile pushing the
position of those governments away from the USth&nlong run, this would be
detrimental to U.S. interests.

» The Congress should authorize continuing aid toblenaghe Colombian
government to consolidate its gains and end theiragng, drug-fueled armed
conflict that has taken such a tremendous tollhe tountry.  Security aid
remains important, though some reallocation of utwivards support for judicial
authorities and other democratic institutions ind0wia is essential as well.

» Liberal immigration reform, and especially a humamay to deal with illegal
residents already in the United States, shoulddogtad, in part to improve U.S.
relations with Latin America, including the couesiof South America. The
construction of a wall on the US-Mexico border iedully seen as an affront and
has wide, negative implications for the image @& tnited States throughout the
continent.

» The United States should close down the base aht&uw@mo. That decision
would be well-received throughout South America avalld send a positive
signal that the United States is sensitive to ima&gonal public opinion and is
prepared to take steps to repair the damage $taitsling.

It is important to approach the policy challengevdaods South America
realistically, with no illusions. Resources andligy instruments are limited for the
United States today, and the days of ambitiousrarog like the Alliance for Progress
are over. Our interests have never precisely atedcwith those of South America and
are unlikely to ever line up perfectly.



But there have been moments in the not too digiasit— as recently as the 1990s
— when there was much more trust, goodwill, andoeoation in inter-American affairs
than there is today. With a commitment to restrihat confidence and a full
recognition that our southern neighbors are indéeenglobal actors that will want to
maximize their options, the United States can parpalicies that will make a real
difference, both for South America and for our amerests.



