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The organizers of the Twelfth Foro Biarritz have invited me to participate in this exchange of views about whether a new model of development is possible in Latin America. More specifically, they have asked me to present some reflections on Latin America as a region, whether it is possible to think of two distinct ideological models as coexisting there, and how these would affect the region’s international relationships. 


The organizers appear to believe that Latin America is fundamentally “una sola region.” For the most part, I myself do not see the diverse countries south of the United States and Canada as comprising a particularly coherent and unified region. “Latin America,” after all, is a term that was imposed on these countries by a French geographer in the 19th century, and it has always seemed more of a reality from outside the Western Hemisphere than within it. From outside, and particularly from Europe, these countries often seem more related to each other and more unified than they usually appear to be up close. In fact, these diverse countries are divided by as much as that which unifies them: different colonial heritages and histories, radically different geographic and demographic sizes, different ethnic compositions, different levels and types of economic and social development, different political traditions and institutions, different modes of insertion into the international economy and different international policies and relationships.  

The policy communities, both in the United States and in Europe, tended in the 1990s to think of the Latin American countries, though diverse, as tending toward convergence, that is, mostly proceeding, at different paces, along the same path of political and economic liberalization, with Chile blazing the trail. I wonder whether this perception was even then truly warranted. It is certainly questionable now, as different countries proceed on different trajectories, pursuing distinct goals with contrasting approaches and policies. Easy rhetoric about regional integration, and even such institutional steps in that direction as CELAC, are mainly wishful thinking or, at best, “thoughtful wishing.” Rhetorical expressions of Latin American (or at least South American) unity are often contradicted in practice. Transnational integration is occurring in Latin America much more at the level of corporations and professional networks than at the level of governments and multilateral organizations.  

I see the countries of “Latin America” as quite heterogeneous, but as clustering over time in a few different groups, defined primarily by where they fit along five distinct dimensions:

· Their levels of demographic and economic interdependence with the United States; 

· Their resource endowments and their degree of openness to international competition, and the consequent nature of their insertion into the international economy

· The extent to which they face the challenge of incorporating traditionally excluded populations, including millions of marginalized and disadvantaged but increasingly mobilized indigenous people, as well as Afro-descendants and others in deep poverty who have not previously been fully integrated into the economy nor to effective citizenship;

· The relative strength and capacity of the state and of civil and political institutions beyond the state, such as political parties, trade unions, religious organizations, the media and other non-governmental entities; and

· The strength of such key aspects of democratic governance as separate branches of government, checks and balances, free and fair elections, independent media, accountability and the rule of law.

Where these countries are found along these five dimensions—rather than familiar dichotomous categories such as left or right, authoritarian or democratic, free market or statist, “West” or “rest”—seems to me to capture the most important variations among these many countries, differences that make it problematic to talk about “una sola región” and that make concerted and unified actions on the international scene quite difficult, if not impossible. 

Indeed, the very term “Latin America” is every year less useful, I think. I see among these countries several distinct clusters:  North America, including Mexico and the countries of Central America and the Caribbean, which is ever more closely integrated with the United States; Brazil, a nation of continental scope that has never felt itself closely and exclusively tied with the countries of South America and is now even more than before linked with Africa, Asia, the Middle East and Europe as well as with Latin America and the United States; the Amer-Indian nations, mostly on the Andean ridge, but also in southern Mexico, parts of Central America, and Paraguay, which are ever more shaped by their large indigenous populations; and the truly “Latin” (or European) countries of the Southern Cone, with ethnic compositions, social structures, political institutions and traditions broadly similar to the countries of continental Europe. Both in the United States and Europe, there is a recurrent and misleading tendency to project impressions onto the entire collection of diverse countries that are usually drawn from experience in just a few. 

These important differences, rather than aspirations of regional unity or coherence, seem to me necessary for understanding the diverse countries south of Canada and the United States, countries that have been and are on quite different paths, reflecting their distinct pasts and shaped by different political leaders, available resources, opportunities  and ideologies. 


The organizers of this Foro are certainly well aware of Latin America’s diversity and multiple trajectories, but they want to imagine a new development model arising from Latin America, one that can contribute sustainable solutions for this century’s problems, in the Americas and elsewhere. I sympathize with the Foro’s aim, and want to try to be helpful, despite my reservations about regional identity and unity. 


I would begin by reflecting on an experience I had in 1995 when I accompanied Oscar Arias, Osvaldo Hurtado, and several other members of the Inter-American Dialogue on a visit to Havana. One of our sessions was with the Minister of Basic Industry, who gave us an enthusiastic pitch about the excellent conditions Cuba was then providing to foreign investors in various sectors of the Cuban economy: tourism, mining, agriculture and others. During his whole presentation, I listened intently while also looking at the life-size photograph of revolutionary Cuba’s first Minister of Industry, none other than Ernesto “Che” Guevara. I wondered to myself what Che would have thought had he been able to hear the Minister’s presentation.


I imagined that he would have concluded three points: 

· First, for Cuba’s current leaders, “socialism” no longer refers to a particular form of economic or political organization but rather to a broad and general commitment to social equity; 
· Second, in pursuing the goal of “socialism,” defined as social equity, the Cuban leadership considers it perfectly legitimate to employ capitalist instruments; and 

· Third, as for the fundamental contradiction between “socialism,” even defined as social equity, and standard capitalist approaches, the Cuban authorities have no immediate solution, but hope to encounter one on the way. 

Further reflection, after this experience,  made me realize that it is not only Cuba but indeed all countries that are still searching for a way to reconcile social equity and social cohesion with the dynamics of free market economies. That is the central challenge in Latin America but also, in different forms, in the United States, Europe and elsewhere. It is certainly possible that Latin Americans can contribute importantly to finding creative and effective approaches to meet this universal challenge.

In their efforts to reconcile the economic advantages of market capitalism with the goals of socio-economic equity and social cohesion, Latin American countries have all moved in recent years, from different starting points, away from the polar extremes of unbridled capitalism on the one hand and state-run socialist economies on the other. 

Even Cuba, under the Castro brothers, which still today proclaims itself Socialist with a capital S, is radically reducing the number of state employees, authorizing private ownership of housing, encouraging private agricultural production and markets as well as small businesses of many types, and otherwise experimenting with the reintroduction of material incentives and other capitalist practices. Few well informed observers doubt that in the next decade Cuba’s economy,whether through gradual reforms or rupture, will be significantly transformed, and that domestic and international investment in private enterprises will spur a burst of economic growth. Nationalism, rather than socialism, is likely to be the lasting contribution of the Castro period to Cuban history.

Venezuela under Hugo Chávez has proclaimed that it is building “21st Century Socialism” (a goal that Chávez did not unveil until he had been in power for several years). It has nationalized various important companies, regulated and intimidated others, and undertaken social programs of a redistributive character (Misiones). But Venezuela has also preserved a well-rewarded financial sector, permitted significant private sector activity and the continuing accumulation of private wealth, and maintained a primary trade connection with the United States while also diversifying its international relationships in a deliberate effort to secure support and leverage by cultivating countries antagonistic to the United States. Recently, moreover, in the wake of his cancer surgery, President Chávez appears to be downplaying the “socialist” discourse and concentrating on encouraging the market-oriented middle class, recognizing how vital their confidence and participation can be for Venezuela’s national success.

In Bolivia, Ecuador and Nicaragua—three other members of the Bolivarian Alternative (ALBA), all countries that have employed “socialist” discourse in recent years—there are increased ,if ambivalent,efforts to attract foreign investment, cooperate with international financial institutions, and coax national private investors to participate more actively. Ecuador’s Rafael Correa has explicitly downplayed the rhetoric of “21st Century Socialism,” preferring the language of “buen vivir,” a concept of indigenous origins connoting “living well,” in a sustainable and normatively positive way, privileging solidarity rather than competition. A similar though less clearly articulated discourse has emerged in Bolivia, where Evo Morales attempts to balance an appeal to indigenous peoples and traditional cultures with pragmatic efforts to attract foreign investment for major projects in natural resource extraction and development. Daniel Ortega’s Nicaragua, too, albeit in a cruder way, combines old-style “socialist” rhetoric with pragmatic policies to retain international markets, attract both official development assistance and private investment from the capitalist world and coopt national business leaders by giving them opportunities to prosper. 
The “socialist” ideological model, in short, is giving way in 21st century Latin American practice to an evolving attempt, different in each “Bolivarian Alternative” case, to combine capitalist instruments with social priorities, community solidarity and the integration of disadvantaged sectors. In all these countries, however, popularly-oriented economic policies are accompanied by severely weakened restraints on executive power that facilitate populist appeals to disadvantaged majorities and favor systematic attacks on privileged elites and on “neoliberalism” (and behind that, the United States), rather than foster coalition-building across social sectors and/or Western Hemisphere cooperation, north and south, to confront shared challenges.  
There are, I would emphasize,many important differences among these cases. Daniel Ortega and his wife, Rosario Murillo, operate in large measure like traditional Central American/Caribbean caudillos, manipulating personal ambitions and relationships with little regard for ideological coherence or legal constraints. Hugo Chávez brings a special combination of charisma, audacity, social resentment, military authority and tactical flexibility to his leadership, which is overwhelmingly personalist. Rafael Correa is a PhD technocrat of Christian left background who is drawing on civil society activists to build technocratic bureaucracies, while continuing to attack discredited elites and institutions. Evo Morales builds upon and exacerbates long-standing and deep-seated ethnic and regional cleavages within Bolivia, while striking out against foreign “enemies” whenever domestic circumstances require a common foe. But with all these and other  variations, the “Bolivarian Alternative” is unified by deep suspicion of markets, free enterprise, globalization generally, and the institutions of liberal representative democracy, where horizontal accountability is achieved through independent branches of government, checks and balances, and the rule of law. These experiments with” refoundation” based on new principles of governance and economics have been made possibleby windfall profits from natural resource endowments.
In the rest of Latin America, with the possible exception of Argentina, the ALBA approach has not lately been gaining further traction, and it is less likely to do so as the ALBA countries experience growing internal difficulties that will be compounded if energy prices drop. But in many of the other Latin American countries there is emerging, to differing degrees, a somewhat comparable amalgam of market-oriented, socially responsive and redistributive policie.In these cases,however,there is  a much more institutional approach to governance and accountability, combined with concerted efforts at consensus-building and international cooperation rather than polarization.  Such attempts are evident in Chile, Brazil, Uruguay, Mexico, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Costa Rica, Panama, and now in Colombia and Peru, where the recently elected president, Ollanta Humala, originally aligned with the ALBA approach,  was finally elected and thus far appears to be governing in ways closer to the mainstream approach. . In these countries, highly diverse in so many other respects, there is a shared tendency to give high priority to achieving macroeconomic stability, demonstrating openness to foreign private investment, although on improved terms, especially in the mining and petroleum sectors; and achieving previsibilidad  (i.e stability of expectations about the rules of the game and about agreed procedures for changing these). These countries,at least in rhetoric and goals, are all emphasizing poverty-reduction and alleviation through economic growth and expanded employment, conditional cash transfers, social programs and, in some cases, progressive taxation; diminishing inequities; making conditions safer for the private sector by reducing social and political polarization; focusing on improving education and infrastructure; and strengthening accountable political, judicial and law enforcement institutions as vital requisites for 21st century success. 

This broad program, balancing economic, social and political objectives, seems to be emerging as a widespread Latin American approach,though implementation varies from country to country,in part because state capacity differs so widely. It has been appropriately called a “global social democratic” path by Fernando Henrique Cardoso in his insightful essay on “New Paths: Globalization in Historical Perspective.” It is largely being funded by income from commodity exports, and also made possible in part by the relatively mild impact on these countries of the international financial crisis, in turn mainly a result of financial institutions that were strengthened in response to previous debacles.   But it is also made possible, as Cardoso argues, by structural and political preconditions, including theprior diversification of economic production and the development of effective, albeit imperfect, democratic governance. In several countries—Mexico, Colombia and Peru, and most Central American and Caribbean nations—these advantages are in danger of being undermined,however, by the rapid growth of organized crime, much of it related to drug-trafficking organizations. 
There are also important differences, of course, in leaders’ backgrounds, political coalitions and specific programs. The presidents range from former guerrillas and leftist insurgents to former military officers, former business tycoons and an ex-priest; from internationally educated cosmopolitans to highly provincial figures; from very experienced politicians to newly minted ones. The political coalitions are grounded in some countries in the most modern and economically advanced regions, while in others, their base of support comes primarily from the most impoverished provinces, sometimes of different ethnic composition. The scope of state enterprises in these countries varies widely, with some of the largest and most powerful state enterprises (Petrobras in Brazil, PEMEX in Mexico, CODELCO in Chile, for example), operating in the most market-friendly nations. In all these diverse countries, however, the shared central challenge is how to combine the dynamics of market capitalism with improved social cohesion. Nowhere has the perfect solution yet been fashioned. Even in Chile, which had seemed the poster child for social democracy, strong pressures are building to redress class privileges, embodied in the country’s secondary and higher educational systems.
How do Latin America’s ideological divisions affect its international relations?


I have argued thus far that “Latin America” is not one well-defined and unified region, but a collection of heterogeneous countries, differing significantly regarding where they fit on at least five important dimensions. Despite their many and deep differences, however, they tend to cluster at present into two broad camps: the “Bolivarian Alternative” countries, suspicious of globalization, markets, liberal representative democracy, and cooperation with the well-established powers, but groping in different ways to attract resources and markets from the capitalist world; and a highly diverse group of other countries, globally social democratic in broad approach, that are trying to adjust to globalization by seeking access to the dynamic energies and resources provided by capitalist enterprise while counterbalancing capitalism’s negative effects on equity and social cohesion through concerted social policies.  I believe it is to these two broad and contrasting clusters that the organizers of the Foro refer in asking about “two distinct ideological models.” I myself see these as more fuzzy than distinct, more as “works in progress” than as ideological “models,” and as responding both to domestic pressures and to international constraints and opportunities. 

These broadly differing ideological and programmatic approaches do have international policy implications. This is most evident in the recurring, though uneven, tendency in Cuba, Venezuela, Bolivia, Nicaragua and sometimes Ecuador, to seek confrontation with the United States as one aspect of their domestic strategies for popular legitimacy. To the extent that these confrontational tactics are essentially symbolic, and contradicted by pragmatic cooperation, they have limited geopolitical importance as long as the US government (and European governments when relevant) responds with a rope-a-dope technique made famous by Muhammad Ali in the boxing ring: letting the punches fall unanswered, without causing real damage. An unanswered question thus far is whether a more beleaguered Chávez might eventually seek more meaningful and damaging cooperation with Iran, North Korea or perhaps Russia, directed against the United States; this is an unlikely, but certainly plausible, scenario. 

For me, however, the most important determinants of Latin America’s diverse countries are less ideological than geoeconomic and structural.

First I would emphasize an overwhelming distinction between the closest neighbors of the United States—Mexico and the countries of Central America and the Caribbean—and the nations of South America. During the past fifty years, the society and economy of the United States have become ever more intertwined with those of Mexico and the countries of Central America and the Caribbean, primarily as a result of massive migration, authorized and unauthorized, to the United States and of growing functional economic integration, particularly of labor markets and production processes. The frontier between the United States and its closest neighbors is porous. People, goods, money, and ideas flow easily back and forth across formal boundaries. Sixty percent of Mexico’s population have relatives in the United States, where nearly a fifth of Mexico’s population is employed, and more than half a million U.S. retirees reside in Mexico. Some fifteen percent of those born in the Caribbean and Central American countries alive today have also moved to the United States. In Mexico, remittances from the diaspora amount to more than $25 billion a year, almost as much as direct foreign investment. In Central America, Haiti and the Dominican Republic, remittances exceed foreign investment and foreign economic assistance combined. Campaign contributions and votes from the diaspora are crucially important in home country politics, while the votes of naturalized immigrants play an increasingly important role in U.S. elections. Juvenile gangs and criminal leaders socialized on U.S. streets and in U.S. jails are wreaking havoc in their countries of origin, in many cases after being deported from the United States, while Latino gangs expand violence in Los Angeles, Phoenix, Chicago and New York. 

The issues that flow directly from the growing mutual interpenetration between the United States and its closest neighbors—human, drug and arms trafficking, immigration, the environment and public health,  natural disasters, law enforcement and border management—pose particularly complex challenges for policy. These “intermestic” issues, combining international and domestic facets, are difficult to handle because the democratic political process pushes policies on both sides in directions that are often diametrically opposed to what would be needed to secure the international cooperation required to manage difficult problems that transcend borders. 

Brazil is an increasingly influential country with a population of more than 190 million and the world’s seventh or eighth largest economy, likely to become the fifth largest (with the United States, China, India and Japan) by mid-century or sooner. It has largely opened itself to international economic competition, dramatically modernized its vast agricultural sector, developed industries with continental and even worldwide markets and expanded the global competitiveness of its engineering, financial and other services. Brazil has also slowly but steadily strengthened both its state and its non-governmental institutions. And it has forged an increasingly firm centrist consensus on the broad outlines of macroeconomic and social policies, including the urgent need to reduce gross inequities and alleviate extreme poverty; to continue to expand its large, expanding and influential middle class (now numbering some one hundred million persons); to improve the quality of and access to education; and to improve productivity, infrastructure and efficiency.

Brazil today plays a growing role in international negotiations on trade, climate change, the environment, public health, food security and intellectual property. It is an active leader of the Global South and works closely with China, India and South Africa on several issues. It is also one of the influential and growing BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) nations, the darlings of international investors and geopolitical analysts. It is taking an ever more prominent leadership role in South America, a lead role in UN efforts to stabilize Haiti, and is increasingly active in the United Nations, the G-20 group of the world’s most important economies and other multilateral global and regional fora. The fundamental challenge for relations between Brazil and the United States as well as the EU nations at this stage is to overcome conflicting domestic political imperatives in order to build greater synergy on major global issues: strengthening regimes for trade, finance and investment; developing and implementing measures to cope with climate change; preventing and responding to pandemics; curbing nuclear proliferation; and reforming international governance arrangements.

The countries of the Southern Cone are neither as connected to nor as integrated with the United States as its closest neighbors, nor are they as globally influential or as important for Europoe as Brazil. Chile is the Latin American nation most fully engaged in the world economy, with the strongest political institutions, and the most entrenched democratic practices. Chile’s international influence, based on its “soft power,” is much greater than its size, military power or economic strength alone would command. It presents both to the United States and to European nations issues and opportunities comparable to those posed by long-time allies, grounded upon broadly shared interests. Argentina, by contrast, has had great difficulty over the years in building broad consensus, fortifying institutions, opening up its full economy to international competition and achieving the stability of expectations that is so important to overcome short-termedness (cortoplacismo) and to facilitate economic development and consistent international engagement. Uruguay is in some ways an extension of Argentina, but it acts internationally much like Chile, largely because of its well-developed political institutions. 

The Andean countries (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela) to differing degrees are plagued by severe problems of governance, deeply flawed political institutions, and the challenge of integrating large numbers of historically excluded citizens, living in poverty or extreme poverty, and in many cases from indigenous or Afro-descendant backgrounds. Poverty, inequities, mass exclusion, rising ethnic and class consciousness, market economies and electoral politics have made all the Andean nations unstable: all of them are mobilizing new participants in both politics and the economy, challenging institutions and established elites, fostering various efforts at “refoundation,” and favoring populist politicians who tend systematically to weaken parties and other institutions, preferring to communicate directly with the public. In different ways, these countries present,especially to the United States but also to Europe, tough issues that include resource nationalism, narcotics trafficking, authoritarian governance and violations of human rights, as well as international tensions arising from the ties some are developing with global adversaries of the United States and Europe. For both the United States and Europe,a key aim in the Andean region is to help Peru and Colombia resist the ALBA path,and to distinguish carefully among the ALBA countries,looking for common ground to permit substantive cooperation to confront shared problems as`possible.
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