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Obama and Brazil

Jodo Augusto de Castro Neves and Matias Spektor

When Barack Obama met Brazil’s Luiz Indcio Lula da Silva for the first
time in March 2009, his tone was deferential. Not unlike his predecessor,
Obama praised the “progressive, forward-looking leadership” qualities of his
Brazilian counterpart and underlined the importance of Brazil’s increasing
role in global affairs.! However, there was not much to the meeting beyond
the flattery, Except for discussing the difficulties in expanding cooperation
on biofuels, the two presidents paid almost no attention to issues in which
both countries play a relevant role, such as international trade, the environ-
ment, nuclear proliferation, and the global financial architecture. Since then,
relations between Brazil and the United States have been marked by consid-

~~grable friction and relative distance.

That is not to say that their relationship has negative undertones. Quite
the opposite. Since 2000 it has been fairly positive. Nevertheless, since the
end of the cold war Brazil has shown less enthusiasm toward engagement
with the United States than have countries like Argentina, Chile, or Mexico.
For Brazil, the moments of close alignment have been uncommon, while
the overall attitude of the United States may be described as one of benign
indifference.” Not even the good personal relationship between presidents
Fernando Henrique Cardoso and Bill Clinton and between presidents Lula
and George W. Bush were enough to alter that scenario. All in all, the numer-

ous high-level meetings and memoranda of understanding between the two
countries have amounted to a respectful, yet almost stale bilateral relation-
ship. After the failed attempts to establish a Free Trade Area of the Americas
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(FTAA) in the 1990s, they still have made;» :)i.tt};;;;rogress toward bilateral
eration, even on the promising issue of biotuels. '
cocnglrcaenzc())l(]);thé U.S.-Br:zil agenda has been increasingly‘marked by dlffe;-
ences in the regional sphere. President Obama’s inauguration occu}'red only
months after the creation of the South American Defense Council (2008?:;

an arm of the Union of South American Nations (UNA?.UR) spearhea{t:d;
by Brazil. This backdrop also includes a proje':ct to establ.ish the Bank of t e;
South (a financial institution of South Amer.lcan countries) al?d a p_rc__)p_os_azi
to strengthen other regional political mechanisms such as the Rio GFoup an
the Latin American and Caribbean Summit (CALC). All t}‘le.:se bodies ?r:;;ate
new spaces for Brazilian leadership at the expense of tra41flppa1 US 1r?duc—i
. ence-inthe-region, Furthermore, Obama’s_arrival on _Vthg__‘s__cg_ne coincide
. with the emergence of China as the main market for Bra_z;l%an__e{cports,'s'ur-
passing the United States. Although the United States regained its posﬂ;im
as Brazil’s major export market in the ﬁ_rst half of 2010, the qvgraﬂ effe.ct t}'c:s
been to reinforce a common perception in Brazil that U.S. influence in the

Americas is dwindling, . .
This chapter examines the relationship between Brazil and the United

States in the period that coincides with the beginning of :che Obama adm‘m—
istration and the end of Lula’s second term. The goal is to closely review
issues that characterized the agenda and to illustrate the overall dynamics

that guide the bilateral relationship.

Antecedents

Brazil watched the U.S. presidential election of 2093,‘,,@@;1?“11 expecta-
tion ard uncertainty. Obama’s surprising and fast=p'z‘rced-‘p.oht1f:ai~ trajectory
pointed to new priorities and a new style of leadersh}p,ﬁ quite dlfferc:nt fl;c'>m
that of the Bush era. Lula’s government, however, _Wgs__g§ef;1_to deal;.ng w1t'h
the Republican administration rather well and found the d1a1c?gue appro'ljin—
ate and satisfactory, if somewhat distant. In fact, many Brazilians consider
the period of the Bush and Lula presidencies to be one _o_f the bes_t in recent
i r bilateral relations. : S S o
hlsfi(‘)lz ilationship between Lula and Bush paved the Way.for. a s.1gfnﬁ—
cant increase in the number of high-level visits -and-c?o?eratlve '1n1t1at1ves-.
In March 2003 the cabinets of both countries held a ;omt. meeting for the
first time in history. Three months later, fourte.e;; new b11atere'11 consglt?v
tion mechanisms were in place. U.S. secretaries of state were in Bra?il in
2004 (Colin Powell} and in 2005 and 2008_,(Qggd__g}ggvzg_q‘_&ce). President
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Bush visited Brazil in 2005 and 2007, leaving behind agreements on biofuels,
education, and science and technology. President Lula visited Washington
in 2002 (as president-elect) and twice in 2003, In 2007 he met Bush at Camp
David. It was no secret that in 2004 Bush was Brasilia’s favored candidate for
reelection against the Democratic candidate, Senator John Kerry.?
According to Brazil’s assessment, Bush’s foreign policy created an unex-
pected opening for Brasilia on the regional stage. As the terrorist attacks of
9/11 shifted the attention of the United States away from Latin America,
Brazil began to intensify its diplomacy toward the region, seeking a fresh
regional consensus, New regional mechanisms were created to serve as
possible alternatives to traditional institutions such as the Organization of
American States (OAS), the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB),
and the Inter-American Defense Board (JID}). For many Brazilian strate-
gists, the exclusion of the United States from these initiatives was not the
result of a deliberate anti-American stance—although that notion may be
_ disputed—but was a desirable outcome nonetheless. At the second meeting
of CALG, held in 2010 in Mexico, the region’s heads of state decided to estab-
lish a Community of Latin American and Caribbean States that excluded the
United States and Canada. Lula dubbed the event historic, proclaiming “the
region was finally seeking its own personality,™

Therefore it was no surprise that Bush’s departure from office would
increase Brasilia’s uncertainties. A sudden change in the cast of main charac-
ters that managed the bilateral relationship could bring about the reshaping
of the essence and general orientation of U.S. foreign policy. Note, however,
that Brasilia’s mild preference toward Bush did not translate into an accep-
tance of the Bush Doctrine. President Lula, like his predecessor, Fernando
Henrique Cardoso (1995-2003), was in fact a fierce and systematic opponent
of Bush’s neoconservative agenda, particularly of the U.S.-led invasion of
Iraq in March 2003, :

Brazil also began to question America’s role in the global economy, which
by the end of the Bush presidency was battling one of the worst financial
crises since the Great Depression. In response to the meltdown, the United
States promoted the G-20 over the G-7/8 as the world’s main forum for

economic and financial coordination. As a result, Brazil’s economic clout
grew considerably, making it an important member of the G-20 along with
other emerging countries. Still, Brazilians remained unsure of the future of
 this new mechanism of global governance under President Obama. The new
Democratic administration had yet to make a gesture of goodwill toward
_the emerging powers, such as enhancing consultation instruments at the
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bilateral level (for example, the economicand strategic dialogt'le with Chfna)
or becoming more responsive to the demands of these countries at multilat-
eral negotiations (such as the Doha Round or climate change talks).

Obama, Lula, and Hemispheric Relations

In its first eighteen months, the Obama administration facecll several prob-
lems that ended up creating some friction between the -[.Imtedetates,and
Brazil. One arose from Obama’s first message to the region, addressed to
Cuba. Its promise of looser restrictions on travel and remittances generated
some optimism throughout the hemisphere and helped squelch somewhat

e threumtiAmrericanrthetoricon the rise insome countries--To-many observers,

the ideological polarization-between-Bush’s-unilateralism and the-so-called
Bolivarianism movement led by President Hugo Chévez appeared close to

__an_end. These gestures by the United States, however, failed to rfadu'ce the

pressure from Latin America to bring Cuba back to the Orgamzrat.;(‘)n'of
American States (QAS). In July 2009, within a few months_ of an 11.11.t1at;v¢

spearheaded by Brazil to coordinate a common Latin Amencan. position on
Cuba’s status in regional forums, the QAS revoked t.he suspension of Cuba.
(By the end of 2008, Cuba was invited to join the Rio Group, an important
regional political organization.) ‘

Despite initial signs of resistance, the U.S. governr'nent did not oppose the
QAS ruling. All the same, differences between Brazil and 'fhe United States
remained significant, as demonstrated in early 2010 follomnglthe death of a
Cuban political dissident after a hunger strike in prison. While the Obama

administration publicly condemned the incident, President Lula downplafyfg* i
its seriousness and even defended the Castro regime during a visit to Havana.

This was not so surprising in view of the historical links betweel:j Cuba and
Lula and his Wotkers’ Party (PT). All in all, President Obama did not have
much to offer in the months following his warmly received debut a‘d:dress to
the region in April 2009. With no major announce_men"cs or new visions for
cooperation, Latin American optimism toward its relations with the United
States soon became diluted. -

Political events in Honduras revealed fissures between Brazil and the
United States as well after the sudden ousting of President Manuel Zelaya

- inJune 2009 by the-armed. forces, backed by the legislative and judiciary

branches of government. Although the coup was rapidly condemned jby the
‘region, the OAS, the United Nations, and both Obama and Lula, Brazil-U.S.
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in Tegucigalpa. Brazil argued for his return to power before the Novem-
ber presidential election as a precondition for negotiating a solution, With
the election drawing near, the United States believed the inauguration of
a new president was the best way out of the impasse. By December 2009
the regional division was clear. The new government of Honduras under
Porfirio Lobo was recognized by the United States but not by the Mercosur
bloc (Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay), Venezuela, or even Mexico.
That turn of events, remarked a high-level Brazilian official, would leave the
United States “isolated in its relation[s] with Latin America.” With the sup-
port of other countries in the region, Brazil then threatened to boycott the
European-Latin American summit in Spain in May 2010 if the Honduran
president were to-attend. Lobo succumbed: to appease his neighbors, he
attended only a small discussion at the summit.$

In 2009 Haiti became another litmus test for Brazil-U.S. relations. Since
2004 Brazil had been leading the United Nations Stabilization Mission in
Haiti (MINUSTAH), a relatively safe task in terms of financial and military
risks. Moreover, it gave Brazil an opportunity to increase its international
status and strengthen its bid for a permanent seat in the UN Security Council
without the common problems associated with military operations abroad.
The catastrophic earthquake that hit Haiti in early 2010, however, changed
those conditions. For the first time since World War 11, Brazil buried sol-
diers killed in a military mission overseas. Furthermore, the Brazilian com-
manders had to deal with increasing American and European involvement
in Haiti immediately after the tragedy. The enhanced U.S. opetations created
2 dilemma for Brazilian foreign policy operators. With far less resources and
experience, Brazil was likely to become a minor partner in the relief and

" reconstruction efforts, but a retreat amid the crisis was not a feasible option.

Once viewed as a potential instrument for regional affirmation, Brazil’s Haiti
mission thus became a compromised strategy.

Colombia placed another complicated issue on the South American chess-
board. In August 2009 it signed a deal to increase the U.S. military presence
in Colombia that triggered a round of fierce criticism and suspicion in neigh-
boring countries and underlined the distance between Colombian foreign
policy and the scope of new subregional institutions such as UNASUR and
the South American Defense Council (CDS). Since these institutions showed
mild interest in the security threat posed by the Revolutionary Armed Forces

of Colombia (FARC), Colombia saw the continuity of its engagement with
the United States as the best option available to deal with the matter. The

relations began to cool when Zelaya took refuge in the Brazilian embassy.

Brazilian government.strongly condemned the deal, declaring that it was
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alert to any foreign military base in South Ame'rica, :cmd press'ed Colombia
for formal assurances about U.S. military operau.ons in the. region. 2008

Brazil had mistrusted U.S. military presence in the regxon.i:re;xlx ut: fthe,
when the Bush administration decided to reestablish the Four;i1 Cee ; t())bean
U.S. Navy in the Southern Command area, enc?mpasa.ng the Banz e
and waters surrounding Central and South America. 1\.Iot1ng ; 1at ra e
recently discovered oil 300 kilometers offshiore, Pre:?ndent1 ula ée}r:'.:nd th;_
“Now, obviously, we want the U.5. to explain what-is-the logic- e ! lém_
Fourth Fleet.”” From a Brazilian perspective, the U.S. presence in f_o o
bia and reactivation of the Fourth Fleet are‘part ofa coperent'set o nltnovef
tives emanating from Washington. Despite its general disappointme

“military issues, brazil entered into a defense cooperation-agl:een;e:; \:}Z}: |
the Unite'd'Stafés'ih"A"pfil"ZO1'0.'"'A1thou'gh'?h'e"deal- dOCS"nf)t“-Slg'nE; a beiJn
practical shift in the military relationship, it has a s.ymbohc weig t--l—9 - j
‘the first such agreement between Brazil ax?d the United States since N
and may pave the way for more cooperation between the two coun
< . . >
thePr;erircf? ttl}lll;e problem hampering cooperation resided in V\{;shlnfgzﬁzrf
expectation that Brazil would be keen,. or at least‘ open, to the:f i te:h: shar
ing the burdens and costs of maintaining the regional ?lrder. i e xecur.
ring message from Brazil remained a genfaral one: that the cm;lr? r};erritorial
should help build the global order, consctous of its fie.mograp ic, itort ;
economic and cultural weight and of the facjc 'fhat. itisa demo;ra;y mid e
process of social transformation.” No f{xp11c1t views emerge a tlc;n; re
7il’s responsibility, as the largest country ¥n.South .Amer.ma, 'to ;ois e
. régional stability and the costs of maintaining regional institutio s Breal s
starice became even clearer amid the debates on the forthco;nnlljg (?ted on !
the secretary general of the OAS in Matrch 2010. W}’lereas the Unite States
backed the reelection of José Miguel Insulza, ].Srazﬂ.s ,repr'esentatwe. ra%ion
for an open election, declaring that “the OAS is no't a b.usmess ;:lorpoankin )
it is a democracy; one country, one vote.” A legislative au.ie to aL igh-r Stakeg-
U.S. senator replied: “It would be great for other countries to Zcome e
holders and give more money to the OAS—sEnd Brazﬂ- is a goo i};a:ip <o
an emerging country that wants a larger role in the region. It wou g

if Brazil reaches into its wallet.”

Brazil's appru‘a"ch“towthe*regionnmay—relatent@_threempossible__m_ter_pt@I_a:_ _—

tions of its national interests. If correct, they clearly hamper attempts to

achieve more active cooperation between Brazil and the United States on

regional affairs.
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First, being one of Brazil’s main sources of external instability in the
world, the countries of the region may be too close for comfort, What hap-
pens in Paraguay, Bolivia, or Ecuador increasingly affects Brazil’s interests in
terms of direct investments in those countries, For example, energy security
became an important issue for Brazilian officials after the recent political
turbulence in Bolivia and Paraguay. In 2006 Bolivia nationalized its hydro-
carbon industry, directly affecting Brazil’s state-owned oil company, Petro-
bras; and in.2008 Paraguay began pressing Brazil to renegotiate the terms of
a treaty for binational use of energy derived from Itaipu Dam—an impor-
tant source of electricity for Brazil’s industries in the southeast and of funds
for the Paraguayan government. Indeed, growing instability and increasing

~ Brazilian interests at stake in neighboring countries may help explain why
- Brazil decided to forgoe its conservative stance and finally agree to deepen
institutions of regional governance. Perhaps it felt that more institution-
alized regional architecture, such as the South American Defense Coun-

... cil,-would help it deal with instabilities and fend off U.S. intromission in

regional affairs.

Second, Brazil may believe the region works as a protective shield against
negative externalities of global capitalism, particularly in the sphere of trade.
After all, the long-term goal behind Brazilian regional policies is to man-
age globalization and to protect the national economy from external shocks.
This is a well-known concern among Brazilian elites dating back to the 1960s
and surviving the end of the cold war. Note that this approach to regionalism
emphasizes not the sharing of goals with neighboring countries as a legiti-
mate and desirable means to manage the world order, but the protection of

Brazil’s national potential to deal with the challenges of globalization. For
‘Brazil, it translates into a process of adaptation (or expansion) of traditional
national goals (such as autonomy) to a regional scale.

Third, Brazil might consider the region a portal to global power. As the
dominant economy in the region, Brazil would mold relations in its vicin-
ity to foster understandings and prevent conflicts, thereby increasing its
leverage in global arenas. It is difficult, however, to find explicit references
to this power-driven attitude in Brazilian rhetoric. As the nation’s minister
of foreign relations has pointed out, “Even a large country like Brazil is a
small country in a world like this. . . . We do not have the capacity to stand

_alone. . . . I believe that Brazil does not fully exist without the union [with
South America].”** Nevertheless, the underlying logic points to the region as
a launching pad for Brazilian power, with Brazil as a natural center of politi-

—cal and economic gravity in the region,
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Copenhagen

For both the United States and Brazil, 2009 brought' a new‘perspectn{e t?
environmental issues. Under -the new Obama. adml'mstration, :Amerz‘c;zez
approach to climate change altered :significantly, with greater mc};en :ive
for stricter clean energy legislation by the states and a more comp.reAertl .
interpretation of existing federal legistation such as the Clean Air cd. th};
the end of that year, the U.S. House -of'-Represegtatlves had-also passed. :
cap-and-trade bill, establishing an emissions trading sy.stem between g:;.mpa:e
nies. In Brazil, the Lula administration launched a Nat1?nal ?ian onﬂ' m}l:‘is_
Change stipulating deforestation targets for the first time in Brazilian

fory. (Deforestation is thie cause of more-than 70-percent of Brazil's green-
hoﬁ:siai:eegfcs)::ersls th the national levels and their similar interests lndthe
climate issue, Brazil and the United States showed no movemerllt towarl an
international understanding in the months preceding the United I;atlons
Climate Change Conference in Copex:ihagen in December 2009. Each coun-
ined focused on its own agenda. . '
try';;r:;f;?lf:n strategy was to coordinate a common position m:}hlother
developing countries in the G-77, on the assumption that'thel globa etco:
nomic crisis of 2008—-09 might persuade developed states to 1n'st1tute pro1 ec
tionist measures such as those already revealed in the economic rescue p1 ans;
of the U.S. and French governments. Brazil was upholding the princip. ebcl)
common but differentiated responsibilities, a f:ornerstone c')f.su.staxéla 1r;e
| development set by the Kyoto Protocol in.19.97 in order to mmlmxze-s ;\; ;
oping countries’ obligations to reach il,ltf;man??l?‘l,85??2.‘192??3?59’7‘? & the
targets. In a meeting in May 2009, Brazil also‘staught to articulate wi t
Brazil, Russia, India, and China (BRIC) coalition a somewhat accusatory
i developed world. i
su%igzh?ﬁe:;c;}:side, it ‘If)v‘as clear that Obama’s in'ternaFif)nal nf:gotiatu;g
leverage was constrained by the dynamics of domestic pohtlcs.. W}thoz;: It1 :
full support of Congress (the Senate had yet to .vote on t}le climate ;den;g:e
bill), the United States would have a very hard t1me. winning the con
of other countries. Indeed, as the Copenhagen rr}eetmg drew neat, cor?v‘el:'sa-
tions between Brazil and other emerging countries were marked by criticism

of the-U-S-stance-on-climate-change.-At the same time, Brazil began promot-._ .

ing the idea of “ethanol diplomacy”—an effort to link the talks on reducing
" greenhouse gas emissions to the use of renewable sources of energy. The Bra-

i i ~ irely on trying to -
zilian government’s international engagement focused entirely on trying
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establish an alternative energy market to oil, as was evident even in the orga-
nization chart of the Ministry of Foreign Relations, the Itamaraty: most cli-
mate change negotiations were conducted by the ministry’s energy division,
not by the environmental sector. By the time of the Copenhagen meeting,
however, the ethanol diplomacy initiative had lost most of its momentum,
owing to a combination of factors. For one thing, controversy erupted over
the adverse impact of biofuels on food production and prices. For another,
Brazil’s energy priorities began to shift after several discoveries of offshore
oil reserves,

. When it became clear that the Copenhagen summit was headed for a stale-
mate, Brazil decided to substantially alter its negotiating strategy. Instead

- of emphasizing emerging coalitions such as BASIC (between Brazil, South
... Africa, India, and China) to counterbalance the developed world (the United

States and the European Union), Brazil shifted to more progressive rhetoric,
announcing more ambitious voluntary targets for the reduction of green-

.. house gas emissions. Moreover, during the meeting president Lula agreed to

contribute to a global fund to tackle climate change, a position that had been
at odds with that of the Brazilian delegation moments before.!!

fran

In 2010 the U.S.-Brazil relationship became even more strained. Brazil hap-
pened to be elected to a nonpermanent seat in the UN Security Council just
as. the United States was working to convince other permanent members of
the council to support a new round of economic sanctions against Iran. With

_the discovery of secret nuclear facilities and further evidence that the Iranian

regime was seeking to enrich uranium, the Obama administration aban-
doned its efforts to try to engage with Iran and pressed for harsher measures
against it. Brazil rejected the proposed sanctions, however, and stressed the
civil purpose of Iran’s nuclear program. Amid the social unrest in June 2009
following Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s disputed reelection, Lula came out in
defense of the Iranian regime. Soon after, the Iranian leader visited Brasilia,
and Lula was set to visit Teheran in early 2010,

In May 2010 Brazil and Turkey, also a nonpermanent member of the
Security Council, clinched a deal with Iran that would resume negotiations

and possibly avoid a new round of sanctions by the Security Council. The
proposal restored ideas put forth by the same Security Council in October
2009, when Iran was invited to exchange uranium ore for enriched fuel from

-another. country to allay suspicions about the goals of the Iranian nuclear
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program. Soon after the proposal was made, the Security Council, persuaded
by the United States, passed a.sanctions resolution against Iran. Although it
is not clear if a deal mediated by Brazil and Turkey will succeed in the near
future, Brazil’s initiative was not enough to restore confidence among the
permanent members of the Security Council toward Iran and vice versa.
Why was Brazil trying to become a broker with Iran? Economic inter-
ests were clearly not the reason.™ Rather, by pursuing a prominent role in
the matter, Brazil was undetlining the problems surrounding power politics
while trying to indicate alternative formulas for negotiation and confidence
building. Moreover, it was attempting to test its influence outside its region
and to reinforce the idea that it is an emerging power with global interests, as

“indicated by its reaction to the skeptical remarks of the permanent members
of the Security Council about the Brazilian-Turkish effort: “Before.it was
common to ask permission to do things, habit of being small. Brazil has
“finally come of age and does not need to ask permission to maintain relations
with any country.”* C -

Brazil’s resistance to economic sanctions against Iran also appears to
spring from three deeper reasons. First, it considered the sanctions a pos-
sible pretude to a military intervention in Iran. The Iraq invasion of 2003
was fresh in the memory of Brazilian officials, who argued that the last time
the Security Council acted upon inconclusive evidence, the world had to deal
with an illegitimate war in the Persian Gulf.

Second, Brazil did not believe that UN sanctions could bring Iran back
to the negotiating table “in good faith.” On the contrary, it argued, exter-
nal pressures and isolation could encourage Iran to pursue nuclear weap-
ons. Drawing support from its own recent history, Brazil noted that when
the military regime of 196485 encountered enormous international cen-
sure in response to its efforts to develop a civilian nuclear program outside
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), it simply turned its back on
the opposition and Jaunched a secret nuclear program in the late 1970s.
Although the results were limited and the cost great, the country was able to
develop the technology needed to enrich uranium. As a Brazilian diplomat
pointed out at a seminar on the Iranian question, “When Brazil looks at Iran,

it does not see Iran alone; it also sees itself.”
Third, in Brazil’s view, the nuclear powers use the NPT selectively. After

all, thefe 15T pres'sure"on"Israel-toaeknewledgetitsﬁnuclear_weappns,hn_qr____vggs_ .

_ India punished when it openly defied the NPT by becoming a nuclear state.
On the contrary, India was recently granted a favorable nuclear cooperation

treaty with the United States. Furthermore; argue Brazilian-authorities, the . .
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major nuclear powers do not have the moral authority to invoke the NPT
b‘ecause they failed to honor their part of the agreement, which is to progres-
sively dismantle the existing nuclear arsenal. In fact, Brazil’s official positifn in
not ratifying the additional protocol to the NPT rests on this last argument,
It \.fvould be a mistake to dismiss these three points simply as ant.i-
Americanism, although they speak to what Brasilia regards as an unfair
aspect of the U.S. nonproliferation policy. This does not mean, however
t%1at the two. countries do not share common interests on the nuc’:lear ues:
t}on. As one of the main beneficiaries of the collective security system e(itab-
llsh.ed in 1945, Brazil did not challenge the conception of the existing inter-
~ national order. As an emerging country with a long history of vulnerabili
and dependence, however, Brazil sought to obstruct the use of internationz
norms in favor.of the dominant states.
The impact of the Iranian question on Brazil-U.S. relations was summed
up ‘by the U.S. ambassador to Brazil, Tom Shannon: “As Brazil becomes
mort?-assertive globally . . ., we are going to bump into Brazil on new issues
and in new placgs such as Iran, the Middle East and Haiti.” Perhaps, added
1Shar}norilt, th;: ti}znefhaé‘come for a clear reappraisal on both sides: “It ’is chal-
enging for both of us bec i i
Lengl cg)ur etiondhip ™ ause it means we have to rethink how we under-
. Br.azil and the United States are arguably the two most influential coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere today, which means the imporfance of each
coun:cry to the other can only increase. Their current relationship, however
u'nvells the difficulty for both in forging a consensus on critical iss:xes a clea;
sign that more friction lies ahead in the near future. Neither their sha;ed val-
ues—democracy, human rights, a market economy—nor common interests
seemn strong enough to ensure a close partnership. Rather, bilateral relations
will most. likely continue to suffer from mutual frustrations, with less intense
. cooperation on many issues.
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The United States and Colombia:
Recalibrating the Relationship
Michael Shifter

Tl{é.Uﬁi.te.d.Stétes and Colombia have enjoyed a long and close, yet often

- complicated, relationship that has gone through various stages. In light of the

changed political environment both in Washington and in Bogotd under the
new administration inaugurated in August 2010, the time has come to rethink
that relationship. Such a rethinking might begin with the current moment.
The United States, faced with severe and competing budget pressures, is
planning to wind down its decade-long anti-drug package generally known as
Plan Colombia, a comprehensive program designed to reduce drug trafficking
and restore security chiefly by providing military equipment and training to the
Colombian government. Meanwhile Colombia is preparing to assume greater
Ers‘pdﬁ's’ibﬂity for tackling its security-related challenges. Also important to
consider is Colombia’s performance in improving the quality of its democratic
governance. That record is decidedly mixed, marked by impressive institu-
tional strengths and notable advances in recent years, but also by an array of
pending and profound problems, including a continuing armed conflict and a
serious human rights situation. All in all, the decade of Plan Colombia yields a
number of lessons that should help the United States decide how best to recali-
brate its relationship with such an important South American partner.

-Changed Context, New.Opportunity . -

On February 26, 2010, Colombia’s respected Constitutional Court put to
rest a question that had long been looming, and that created uncertainty and
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