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Ten years later, the U.S. agreed to a multi-billion dollar package in support of Plan Colombia.
Peru was largely ignored as it was less concerned with narco-trafficking than with bringing the
Fujimori saga to an end.

Now, after a 16 year hiatus, Garcia is once again president and prodding another U.S. leader.
During a visit to Washington in June, he told President Obama that because of successes in
Colombia, drug trafficking problems are moving back to Peru. Indeed, according to the United
Nations, Peru once again rivals Colombia in coca production. -It is the U.S.*s fault,ll he chided
Obama, and suggested that Peru would benefit from the same kind of assistance Colombia has
received.

Needless to say, other Andean leaders haven't exactly put themselves in a place to ask for
assistance. Chavez is currently asking Obama to withdraw his nomination of Larry Palmer to be
the next ambassador to Venezuela because Palmer has expressed concerns over Venezuela‘s ties
with the FARC. Meanwhile, Bolivia hasn‘t had a U.S. ambassador for nearly two years since
President Evo Morales accused Philip Goldberg of conspiring against democracy and expelled
him from La Paz.

Both Morales and Chavez have expelled the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency ending decades of



“Obama and the Americas: Promise, Disappointment, Opportunity”
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Incoming U.S. presidents, from John F. Kennedy to George W. Bush, have often announced a
new policy initiative toward Latin America and the Caribbean. But few expected this from
Barack Obama. His administration was inheriting too many far more pressing problems. During
the presidential campaign, moreover, he had said little about the region beyond suggesting that
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) be renegotiated and expressing vague
reservations about the pending free-trade agreements with Colombia and Panama.

Soon after Obama'’s inauguration, however, the administration organized high-level visits to
Latin America and the Caribbean and announced various initiatives toward the region. Calling
for a "new beginning” in U.S.-Cuban relations, it loosened restrictions on travel and remittances
to Cuba by Cuban Americans, said it would consider allowing U.S. investment in
telecommunications networks with the island, and expressed a willingness to discuss resuming
direct mail service to Cuba and to renew bilateral consultations on immigration to the United
States. The administration also backed away from Obama's earlier comments about the free-trade
agreements with Colombia and Panama. In April 2009, the president announced that he would
press for comprehensive immigration reform, a move that was welcomed throughout the region.



crisis, moreover, had illuminated the increasing everyday importance of Latin America and the
Caribbean to the United States, especially that of its closest neighbors in the region.

A POSITIVE VISION

In preparing for the summit in Trinidad and Tobago, the Obama administration assessed the
legacy of recent U.S. policies. Administrations of both parties had emphasized regionwide
summits, but these had produced little besides rhetoric and an occasional new process of
consultation. After 9/11, Washington mainly viewed the region through the prism of
international terrorism -- and therefore mostly as a low priority -- instead of focusing on the



the Middle East and with Iran. As actors outside the Americas have become more important to
Latin American and Caribbean countries, Washington's influence has declined perceptibly.

Recent U.S. administrations assumed that the paths of Latin American and Caribbean countries
were converging: with Chile showing the way, all (except Cuba) were thought to be moving
toward free markets, democratic governance, sound macroeconomic policies, and regional
integration. The Obama administration, however, recognized from the outset that the countries of
the region are actually going in very different directions. This is the result of important structural
differences among them, including the level of their demographic and economic interdependence
with the United States; the degree and nature of their openness to international economic



unfurl broad Pan-American initiatives, the new administration sought to bring together different
clusters of states with comparable concerns to deal with specific issues.

In its first months, the Obama administration refocused U.S. policy in Latin America and the
Caribbean from the "war on terror" to challenges more salient in the region, including economic
growth, job creation, energy, migration, and democratic governance. It also began to shift from
the so-called war on drugs, which had concentrated on eradicating crops and interdicting
narcotics, to focus instead on countering drug-money flows, reducing the demand for drugs, and
offering treatment to addicts. (Gil Kerlikowske, the former Seattle police chief, who is known for
treating the drug problem as a public health issue, not a criminal one, became the U.S. drug czar
in May 2009.)

The new administration eschewed hemisphere-wide approaches and identified four priority
regions: Mexico and the United States' closest neighbors in Central America and the Caribbean;
Brazil, the region's largest and most powerful country; the diverse and troubled nations of the
Andean ridge; and Cuba, a neuralgic issue for the United States long overdue for a new
approach. It seemed to recognize that the realities of the region called not for smaller but for
more efficient governments that would concentrate on combating crime and violence, expanding
education, and providing infrastructure and other needs that are not adequately provided by
market forces alone. The Obama administration also understood that progress on key issues
affecting U.S. relations with Latin America and the Caribbean -- immigration, narcotics, trade --
would require efforts from the United States at least as much as efforts from states in the region.
Washington began to acn.



In late 2009, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton seemed to dash hopes that the United States
would drop its hegemonic attitude when she warned Latin American and Caribbean governments
that might be tempted to "flirt with Iran" to "take a look at what the consequences might be."
Even Latin Americans wary of Iran were rankled. Obama's welcome call for a new approach to
Cuba produced little change. After reversing some sanctions imposed by the Bush
administration, the Obama government indicated that Cuba would have to make the next move
before Washington considered any more steps toward rapprochement. Far from ushering in a
new beginning, the Obama administration seemed to revert to the stance of several previous U.S.
administrations: it would wait for Cuba to change.

Obama's promise to prioritize comprehensive immigration reform gave way to a more limited
commitment to begin consultations soon -- and even that modest goal then receded. And after the
administration acknowledged the need to regulate the export of small weapons from the United
States to Mexico, Obama himself suggested this objective was unrealistic because of the power
of the U.S. gun lobby, especially in the politically contested mountain states.

The Obama administration's approach to trade policy was confusing at best. First, it rejected
protectionism; then, it accepted a "Buy American™ provision in the stimulus package. Having
signaled a willingness to proceed with the free-trade agreements with Colombia and Panama, it
postponed taking any concrete action. It talked up energy cooperation with Brazil but continued
subsidizing U.S. corn-based ethanol and maintained high tariffs on ethanol imported from Brazil.
Even as it was actively promoting an enhanced U.S. partnership with Mexico, it let lapse an
experimental program that allowed Mexican truckers to enter the United States, thus placing the
United States in noncompliance with an important NAFTA provision.

Perhaps even more damaging than the failure to implement its own stated goals was the
administration's handling of two issues that were not on its original to-do list. Washington's first
response to the overthrow and deportation of the constitutionally elected president of Honduras,
Manuel Zelaya, by the Honduran armed forces in June 2009 was to reject the move and push for
a strong multilateral response through the OAS. But then Washington proved reluctant to apply
the harsh sanctions that many Latin American countries -- not just those it often disagrees with,
such as Venezuela, but also Brazil, Chile, and others -- were calling for. Although its reticence
reflected its general preference for less intervention and its assessment that restoring Zelaya
would be widely unpopular in Honduras, Washington was also responding to criticism in the



ease the country's divisions. No Latin American government presented a practical alternative to
the U.S. approach, but many nonetheless criticized it on the grounds that Washington's behavior
had weakened the hard-won norm against condoning military coups in the region.

In August 2009, the Obama administration mishandled its communications with South American
nations about a new ten-year defense cooperation agreement it had negotiated with Colombia.
The plan would give U.S. military personnel in the country (capped at 1,400, as before) access to
seven Colombian military bases. When news of the accord was leaked in advance of an official
statement, Brazil and several other South American governments expressed concern, and some
called for full disclosure of the deal's provisions and formal guarantees that U.S. military
activities would be restricted to Colombian territory. Worry subsided when the U.S. and
Colombian governments provided additional details and, earlier this year, Brazil reached its own
security cooperation agreement with the United States. Still, the incident undercut the Obama
administration's stated commitment to consultation and transparency

CONFLICTING CONCERNS

It is much too early to know how the Obama administration's policy toward Latin America and
the Caribbean will develop or how U.S. relations with the region's diverse countries and
subregions will ultimately evolve. This is partly because U.S. policy toward Latin America and
the Caribbean is shaped less by strategic considerations than by the continuous interplay of
various domestic pressure groups in a policy process that is open to so many external influences.
On issues other than imminent threats to national security, it is often easier for various groups in
the United States to influence U.S. policy toward Latin America and the Caribbean than it is for
the U.S. government to coordinate or control it.

This tendency has been reinforced in recent years by the proliferation of U.S. government
agencies involved in inter-American affairs. The Departments of State and Defense and the CIA
no longer monopolize U.S.-Latin American relations, as they did from the 1940s through the
1970s. Today, the Department of the Treasury, the Federal Reserve, the U.S. Trade
Representative, the Department of Homeland Security, the Department of Justice, and the Drug
Enforcement Administration also have considerable influence in many Latin American and
Caribbean countries. Congress, with its various committees and caucuses, is more relevant than
the executive branch on many issues, including immigration, narcotics, and trade. Even state and
local governments have a say -- as was illustrated this spring, when Arizona passed a law
authorizing the detention of anyone reasonably suspected of being an undocumented resident.
The conflicting concerns of bureaucracies and interest groups generally have more impact on
U.S. policy toward Latin America and the Caribbean than do grand foreign policy designs.

All this was clear during the Obama administration's first year. The White House's approach to
Cuba was constrained both by pressure from Cuban Americans and by the procedures of the U.S.
Senate. Lobbying from labor unions precipitated the trucking dispute with Mexico and stalled
progress on the Colombian and Panamanian free-trade agreements (in the case of the deal with
Colombia, human rights groups also interfered). Throughout 2009 and in early 2010, the
administration failed to press forward with comprehensive immigration reform largely because it
feared that making an aggressive push would hurt its chances of getting congressional approval



for its ambitious health-care plan and for a bill to stimulate job creation. Lobbying from
agricultural groups in the Midwest ensured that both the subsidies for U.S. cotton and ethanol
producers and the tariffs on ethanol from Brazil would be maintained. The clumsy handling of
the Colombian bases agreement partly reflected a power imbalance between the Pentagon and
the State Department, thanks to blocks in the Senate on nominations for top posts in the Bureau
of Western Hemisphere Affairs. And Washington's ambivalent policy on Honduras was
influenced by the anti-Zelaya lobby in the United States, which seemed motivated more by an
eagerness to weaken Chavez and embarrass Obama than by any concern for Honduras itself.

The Obama administration has faced serious difficulties in implementing its incipient policy for
Latin America and the Caribbean. Its accomplishments to date should not be overlooked; nor
should one discount the possibility that many of these constraints could be at least partially
overcome if the administration were to clearly articulate and vigorously pursue the approach
implicit in its initial steps. More concretely, the Obama administration's tacit abandonment of
regime change as the primary aim of U.S. policy toward Cuba may turn out to be much more
important than its caution in moving toward normalizing relations with the Cuban government as
long as Havana is unwilling or unable to reciprocate. Likewise, the Obama administration's high-
profile commitment to working out a way to grant citizenship to millions of unauthorized
immigrants in the United States could be of historic import. And its increasingly close day-to-
day cooperation with Mexico on a wide variety of border, economic, social, health, and law
enforcement issues may ultimately transform this crucial bilateral relationship

LOOKING AHEAD

The evolution of the Obama administration's policy toward Latin America and the Caribbean
will largely depend on factors that are still difficult to gauge, including what the U.S.
government does about homeland security, its budget deficits, interest rates, trade and currency
issues with China, and Iran's nuclear program. A great deal will depend, for instance, on how
well the U.S. economy recovers. A prolonged downturn would mean a loss of the U.S. public's
confidence in the U.S. government. That, in turn, would undermine the Obama administration's
leverage and make it more vulnerable to pressure from interest groups on several issues in U.S.-
Latin American relations, ranging from trade and immigration to energy and narcotics. Whether
Obama can build momentum now, after the passage of his health-care reform package, to
increase his support in Congress and with the U.S. public will determine how much authority he
can bring to bear on a host of other issues.

The initial hope for a new era in inter-American cooperation may very well continue to be
dampened by the many pressures to which the administration is subject. But it is also still quite
possible for the Obama team to carry out the innovative approach that it began to pursue but
never clearly outlined during its first months: cooperating with different clusters of Latin
American and Caribbean countries on shared transnational challenges and opportunities;
developing innovative approaches to Mexico and the United States' closest neighbors in Central
America and the Caribbean; forging a strategic relationship with Brazil; responding in carefully
differentiated ways to the region's diverse populist and nationalist movements; moving
cautiously toward a pragmatic working relationship with Cuba without ignoring concerns about



fundamental human rights; and supporting efforts by Latin American and Caribbean
governments to strengthen their effective democratic governance.

Obama's positive but never fully articulated vision for Latin America and the Caribbean can still
be realized. It fits well with his overall internationalist approach, domestic priorities, and
political coalitions. It is supported not only by the president's own foreign policy team but also
by the career bureaucrats who specialize in Western Hemisphere affairs and by major groups
outside government. In that regard, unlike the Kennedy, Carter, and Reagan administrations, the
Obama administration is unlikely to see its policy for Latin America and the Caribbean
torpedoed by infighting between political appointees and career officials. Interest groups in the
United States will continue to press their views, but many of the most important ones -- large
corporations, religious organizations, environmentalists, human rights advocates -- generally
share the administration's vision.

Moreover, the 2008 elections weakened the groups that had been shaping U.S. policy toward
Latin America and the Caribbean in the recent past. Hard-liners in Florida's Cuban American
community have lost ground, while Cuban Americans born and raised in the United States and
Latino voters of other backgrounds -- groups that generally support the Obama administration's
proposals on immigration and toward their countries of origin -- have gained influence. The U.S.
farm lobby has lost clout during this period of fiscal concern, and the trade unions' calls for
protectionism have been weakened by the urgent need to increase U.S. exports in order to revive
the U.S. economy.

The Obama administration may well have more room to maneuver than did recent U.S.
administrations. Indeed, this is suggested by various steps it took in early 2010: Obama called for
doubling U.S. exports worldwide within five years, he identified Colombia and Panama as
important trading partners of the United States in his 2010 State of the Union address, there have
been moves to resolve the trucking dispute with Mexico, there have been growing efforts on
Capitol Hill to repeal the U.S. tariffs on ethanol from Brazil, the United States offered
concessions to settle the dispute with Brazil over cotton subsidies, and there has been a push to
produce a bipartisan plan for immigration reform.

Several Latin American and Caribbean governments, including some that differed sharply with
the Obama administration over how to handle the coup in Honduras and the U.S.-Colombian
defense cooperation agreement, may also be ready to reach out to Washington. Important groups
in foreign and finance ministries and in the private sector understand that the chances of forging
more positive relations with the United States are probably greater with the Obama
administration than they have been in many years. Facing mounting difficulties at home, Chavez
may not be able to exert as much pressure on Latin American governments to keep their distance



The catastrophic earthquakes that struck Haiti and Chile early this year were dramatic reminders
that policies must often respond to the unexpected. The Obama administration quickly
demonstrated its solidarity with the victims of the disasters by emphasizing multilateral
cooperation in its participation in relief efforts. In Haiti, it worked with Brazil, Cuba, the
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Venezuela, and others under the aegis of the United Nations to
provide rapid, substantial, and effective aid. High-level meetings between top U.S. officials and
their counterparts in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti,
Mexico, and Uruguay in the first few months of 2010 provided another chance for the Obama
administration to refocus on Latin America and the Caribbean. Considering how many other
problems, domestic and international, the administration was facing at that time, this spurt of
attention suggests that it is still eager to improve U.S. relations with the region.

In order to grasp that opportunity effectively, the Obama administration needs first and foremost
to articulate a broad framework and compelling goals for its relationships in the Americas. It was
prudent not to announce at the outset of the new administration an overly ambitious program,
like the Alliance for Progress, John F. Kennedy's sweeping plan for economic cooperation in the
Americas, and it was wise to attend the 2009 Summit of the Americas primarily in a listening
mode. But this sensible restraint should not preclude the administration now from clearly setting
forth why Latin America and the Caribbean matter to the United States; what interests, ideals,
and concerns they all share; and how they can work together to pursue common aims. Elements
of such a vision have been implicit in the Obama administration's approach to discrete issues, but
they need to be expressed in a comprehensive and authoritative way.

Latin America and the Caribbean matter to the United States today not for the traditional security
and ideological concern of limiting the influence of outside powers in the region but rather for
much more contemporary reasons. Massive, sustained migration and growing economic
integration between the United States and its closest neighbors in Latin America and the
Caribbean have given rise to "intermestic” issues, complex issues that have both international
and domestic facets: the narcotics trade, human and arms trafficking, immigrants' remittances,
youth gangs, and portable retirement pensions, among others. U.S. cooperation with Latin
American and Caribbean nations is critical in confronting these issues, as well as transnational
ones such as energy security, climate change, environmental protection, public health, and
nuclear proliferation.

Latin American and Caribbean countries are also a prime source of energy and other natural
resources for the United States and a major market for U.S. goods and services. About one-
quarter of the energy the United States imports comes from Latin American and Caribbean
suppliers, and there is great potential for expanded energy production in the Americas, from both
renewable and nonrenewable sources. The region buys 20 percent of all U.S. exports, more than
the European Union. U.S. firms -- which still have a competitive advantage in Latin American
and Caribbean markets thanks to proximity, familiarity, and demographic and cultural ties -- see
opportunities in expanding consumption among the region's fast-growing middle class,
especially at a time of economic stress in the U.S. market.

Finally, the people of Latin America and the Caribbean share important values with the people of
the United States, especially a commitment to human rights, effective democratic governance,



and the rule of law. In an international environment that is often hostile to the United States, the
Americas remain a largely congenial neighborhood.

For all these reasons, the Obama administration should reinvest in its relations with Latin
America and the Caribbean. To do so, it should certainly help strengthen the Inter-American
Development Bank, which has become more relevant in the wake of the international financial



“Latin America in US Foreign Policy: Changing Interests, Priorities and Policies”
Abraham Lowenthal
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Executive Summary
The significance of Latin American and Caribbean countries for the foreign policy of the United
States has changed in re



significant investment opportunities for US firms; and those which are or may become
substantial sources of energy, renewable or nonrenewable, to fuel the US economy.



preventing and responding to pandemics; curbing nuclear proliferation; and reforming
international governance arrangements.

All the Andean countries, to differing but high degrees are plagued by severe problems of
governance, deeply challenged political institutions, and the need to integrate large numbers of
historically excluded citizens, living in poverty or extreme poverty, in many cases from



the Organization of American States, the Inter-American Defense Board and elsewhere. During
the early years of the United Nations, for example, the Latin American bloc accounted for almost
one third of the membership of the General Assembly, and its alignment with the United States
on issue after issue—relating to Russia, China, Korea, Palestine and other issues—was of critical
importance.

Latin America was also generally perceived as of great economic worth to the United States,
both as the main source of various mineral and agricultural imports, and as an arena for US
private direct investment. Latin America was by far the most important such arena through the
first half of the 20th century, providing important opportunities for US economic expansion after
World War Il, as US firms displaced European companies in industry and commerce,
complementing their prior stake in mining, agriculture and utilities.

Although affirmations of the significance of Latin America for US security and diplomacy and
for the US economy long continued to appear, not only in rhetoric but also in strategic planning
documents, the fact is that all three reasons for Latin America‘s supposed importance to the
United States declined steadily from the mid-20th century to the 1990s.

Revolutions in military technology and in maritime trade reduced the strategic significance of
Latin America to the United States, even of the Panama Canal. Super-tankers used to transport
petroleum became too large to transit the Canal, as was also true for the aircraft carriers around
which US naval forces became organized. Latin America‘s possible use as a potential base for a



United States fell sharply. Diversification of sources and the use of synthetic materials reduced
the value of Latin American natural resources and primary products for the United States. By the
1980s, Latin America was still moderately important for a few particular US corporations, but
was not of high priority for the overall global economic role of the United States. By the same
token, the United States was still disproportionately important for the economies of many Latin
American and Caribbean countries. But many Latin American nations, especially in South
America, began to diversify their economic relationships away from the United States — building
much stronger investment, commercial and financial relationships with each other, with Europe,
and with Asia, first with Japan and, more recently, with China. This last trend has recently gone
so far that a CEPAL report in 2010 warns of the danger of Latin American dependence on China,
not the United States! A few Latin American countries, especially Mexico, are still important to



population of the United States has reached fifty million, mostly as a result of the massive






The US government today is no longer concerned with keeping the Latin American left from
power. From the 1960s through the 1980s, it would have been hard to imagine Washington
accommodating such Latin American leaders as Lula (or even Fernando Henrique Cardoso,
indeed) in Brazil, Ricardo Lagos and Michelle Bachelet in Chile, Tabaré Vasquez and José
Mujica of Uruguay, Mauricio Funes of El Salvador, Fernando Lugo in Paraguay or Leonel
Fernandez in the Dominican Republic—all of them lineal descendants of the parties, movements
and leaders against which the United States intervened in the 1960s. The United States
government has its discrepancies with Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, Evo Morales in Bolivia,
Daniel Ortega in Nicaragua, the Castros in Cuba and others, but there are evident limits on US
intervention against them, and practical cooperation continues between the United States and the
governments of all these countries, even Cuba. No one really expects the Marines to land in
Caracas or the CIA to assassinate Chavez or Morales; by the same token Venezuela is unlikely to
cut off petroleum exports to United States, and Bolivia seeks international investment from the
United States and other countries to develop its natural gas and lithium deposits.

China‘s commercial and investment presence in the Americas today far exceeds that of the
Soviet Union or Germany in earlier periods, but the Chinese presence does not raise serious
concerns for US policy. China‘s commercial exchange with many Latin American countries
strengthens those countries® economies, thus expanding their potential as markets for US
products. Contemporary Russia‘s presence in the Americas, partly commercial but also political
and military, has more to do with Russian attempts to establish that they want to be taken into
account in international arenas (mainly with respect to other issues) than with presenting any
consequential direct challenge to the United States or its interests in the Western Hemisphere.
Iran‘s efforts to build relationships with Venezuela, Brazil, Bolivia, Argentina and potentially
other countries is the one significant current extra-hemispheric concern for US policy, mainly
because Iran and the United States appear to be on a broad collision course, and Iran can
therefore be expected to use its presence in the Americas to cause problems for the






Changing US immigration lavl2 s and more stringent border enforcement procedures may reduce
the rate of entry by unauthorized migrants but are unlikely to change the causes, sources or
magnitude of overall migration flows.

During the past fifty years and especially since the 1980s, Mexico and the Caribbean and Central
American nations have become ever more fully absorbed into the US orbit, both because of
underlying demographic and economic trends and because of such policies as NAFTA and the
Dominican Republic-



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, and to improve the quality of education and access
to it at all levels.

Brazil 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





















Many of you have traveled throughout this region and elsewhere in the world. And it is amazing
how hard people work. But often times, that work keeps them not in the economy but actually on
the outside of the economy. And the society as a whole loses the benefits of that productivity.



we‘re looking at how we can develop new ways to enhance that money coming back, to give
small businesses and communities a chance to prosper. We‘re building new ways to leverage
remittances to expand credit for development and infrastructure projects without taking anything
from the hard-earned dollars being sent back to the families.

We want to promote financial inclusion, and that‘s why we‘re using microfinance. We‘ve seen
microfinance not go just only to an individual but to provide innovative banking services in poor
neighborhoods in Peru and providing health insurance and housing loans in Central America.
Last year, President Obama announced a new Microfinance Growth Fund, which has committed
more than $100 million to provide credit to individuals and small businesses, especially women.
And the U.S. Government has worked closely with multilateral institutions to expand financing
for the small and medium-sized enterprises. But we also call upon the existing financial
institutions — the banks, the credit unions — to do more to be cre



and the Inter-American Development Bank, the increase in trade, commerce and remittances, in
cultural ties and family relationships. So we have a lot to show for the last 50 years, but that
should be a spur to do even more, not an excuse for resting on our laurels.

We have seen just this past year in Haiti how strong we are when we come together. Every single
country in this hemisphere contributed something to the relief effort after the devastation in
Haiti. When | visited after the earthquake, | watched as people from all over our hemisphere —
indeed, all over the world, not just governments, but church groups and NGOs and so many
others — came to give help to people in need. There was no talk of ideology or division. There
was no arguments about the history or on the past. There was just pragmatism and unity around a
shared purpose.



Environment



A second factor that exacerbated tensions was the method of negotiation of the Copenhagen
A


http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1221_copenhagen_hultman.aspx







_non-contact* jungle native.ll The solution, according to Garcia, is to formalize property rights,



Hydrocarbons and mining in particular have recently seen significant hikes in capital investment.
They have also triggered the most contentious arguments between the state, the private sector,
and social movements over the territorial, environmental, and human implications of their
expansion. The result for those who live near extractive enterprises has been tension and conflict.

-Under siegell may sound too strong, but in large parts of the continent, peoples and
environments are increasinglybeing pressured from all sides. In the words of anthropologist



Figure 1 (above), drawn from a recent and influential inventory of hydrocarbon concessions and
contracts in the western Amazon, shows the sheer physical extent of this process. Meanwhile,
new hydrocarbon concessions have been carved out of the Central American isthmus, for
example, in Mosquitia and the Pacific coast. Thus, Garcia‘s manifesto must be seen as part of a
far larger set of policies and political commitments that have allowed this geographical
transformation to occur. Likewise, Bagua has to be seen as part of a wider set of consequences
and responses to this expansion—some of which have al ready occurred, many of which are yet
to come, even as Garcia and other presidents in the region argue that such protests are part of an
international conspiracy rather than legitimate expressions of citizen concern.*?

The image is similar for mining. At the beginning of the 1990s, Latin America received about
12% of global investment in mining; today the share is around one third."* Some estimate that
more than half of Peru‘s peasant communities are affected by mining concessions, while up until
mid-2008 the geography of mining concessions in Ecuador suggested something similar.?
Investment and exploration have likewise grown in Argentina, with a 740% increase in foreign
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investment since 2003.* The conflicts and socio-environmental preoccupations around the
Marlin mine in Guatemala described in the interview with activist Gregoria Crisanta Pérez (see
page 16) are part of this wider whole.



and Ecuador‘s governments seem just as likely as Peru‘s to tell activists and indigenous groups
to get out of the way of national priorities, just as likely to allow extractive industry into fragile
and protected ecologies, and just as determined to convince indigenous peoples that extractive
industry is good for them too, without fulfilling their right to free, prior, and informed
consultation (much less full consent).












We have, then, a tangle of currents that coexist within socio-environmental protests, and they can
and do pull movements in different directions. The tensions between the first two, more
conservation-minded environmentalisms and latter three, more socially concerned positions are
clear. Perhaps more thorny are the tensions that exist among the latter three, all of which might
be associated with a broad -leftll position in the region; while none is intrinsically opposed to
extraction on environmental grounds, each allows for quite different trade-offs among
environment, rights, and development, as well as between the local and the national. Arguably
the fifth current, resource nationalism, is the most clearly expressed among the broad social
bases of Correa‘s Alianza Pais and Morales‘s MAS. Conversely, indigenous and human rights
movements tend to express positions that are far closer to the ideas that underlie environmental
justice and the environmentalism of the poor.

How these differences are negotiated is critical. In some cases, negotiation has occurred through
co-optation and corruption—movement leaders take favors of some sort and tone down their
positions in return. Indeed, any commitment to these movements should not obscure a recogni-
tion that such corruption is serious and has affected how, for instance, the gas fields of Peru‘s
Camisea and Bolivia‘s Chaco have developed. In other cases, negotiation is conducted through
compensation—a similar mechanism to the first, except that benefits are transferred to a broader
group than just the movement leadership. These mechanisms help neither to consolidate
democracy nor to bring about institutions that could allow any sustained resolution of political
difference surrounding the relationships between extraction, environment, and rights. In yet other
cases, of which Bagua is an extreme example, —negotiationll occurs through violent conflict.

Ironically, one country where there has been some institutional innovation appears to be Peru—
the least likely candidate on the face of things. The state has begun to take faltering steps toward
stronger environmental regulation, while some regional governments and NGOs have begun to
experiment with ecologically based land-use planning, and, following the tragedy in Bagua and
other conflicts, conditions may now be in place for a more systematic debate on the rights of
local populations to free prior and informed consent regarding economic activities on their lands
and territories and for the passing of legislation to protect these rights. Indeed, the Bagua
incident took place just as the Ombudsman‘s office was pushing for such a debate.



both the Ombudsman and socio-environmental movements in elaborating strategies and
proposals.

In the end, whether such steps toward institutional change progress far will depend considerably
on the geopolitical relationships in which the extractive economy is embedded. In Peru, the
position that the United States takes on whether the decrees being protested in Bagua really were
necessary to satisfy the government‘s free trade agreement with the United States will matter.
Even if the Peruvian government‘s motivations are simply to facilitate extractive investment, it
has used the free trade agreement to assert the need for some of these decrees (interestingly, a
pres






This chapter first presents an overview of the social implications of climate change in the key
areas addressed in each chapter. Second, it outlines the main recommendations for incorporating
climate change adaptation measures into development planning at the government, community,
and household levels, as summarized in table 11.1. It concludes with perspectives for future
research on the social dimensions of climate change.
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The Social Implications of Climate Change



The findings in this book suggest that climate change may push the poor in Latin America and
the Caribbean (LAC) beyond their ability to cope. Poverty, inequality, water stress, disease
incidence, and migration patterns are and will be measurably affected by climate change, which
will affect people‘s livelihoods in unprecedented ways.

The LAC region is one of the most ecologically diverse regions in the world, and the close
proximity of different eco-zones means that climate change will affect local communities in
different ways. Social implications will differ significantly between—and even within—
communities, as the vulnerability context may vary greatly from neighborhood to neighborhood.
Some households will be able to rely on remittances to cope and rebuild following a disaster;
others may rely on educational attainment in taking preventive, adaptive measures against
climate change; and still others may use their mobility to their advantage and seek new economic
opportunities elsewhere.

Climate change presents both threats and opportunities for existing and new livelihoods. The



mosquitoes, with severe implications for human health. They also affect the range and yields of
crops, with implications for the viability of traditionally grown crop varieties and for agricultural
practices, food production and trade, and food security. In adults, temporary malnutrition reduces
body mass, immunity, and productivity, but the results are rarely permanent. In children it can
stunt growth, impede brain development, or cause death. Hence, risk is increased that climate
change may cause an intergenerational downward spiral in human potential. Higher air
temperatures also cause human health problems directly, including raising mortality rates among
infants, the elderly, and other vulnerable groups. Further, higher temperatures combined with






The incidence of natural disasters is rising, and poor areas are hit the hardest. The incidence of
major floods, droughts, and storms in Latin America and the Caribbean has been rising, from
roughly 100 in 1970-79 to more than 400 in 2000-08. Patterns of actual and predicted natural
hazards show that disasters are more likely to develop in poor areas, even if the hazard frequency
there is lower. While weather-related hazards are more frequent in South America, they cause
disproportionately more fatalities in Central America and particularly in the Caribbean.

Poverty makes people vulnerable to natural disasters, and natural disasters make people
vulnerable to poverty. More than 8.4 million people in the LAC region live in the path of
hurricanes, and roughly 29 million live in low-elevation coastal zones, making them highly
vulnerable to sea level rise and saline intrusion into groundwater supplies, storm surges, and
coastal flooding. On one hand, the impacts of natural disasters are socially differentiated, and the
poor are most affected by fatalities and injuries because they tend to live in areas with high risk
of floods, landslides, or droughts; because the quality of their housing is too poor to withstand
severe weather events; and because they lack resources to help them quickly recover lost assets.
The high density of urban slums makes the urban poor more susceptible to disease outbreaks
following natural disasters, while the rural poor are vulnerable because of their high dependence
on natural resources. On the other hand, natural disasters erode the asset base of poor households
by destroying natural and physical assets, diverting human capital, depleting financial resources,
and straining social assets, pushing the poor deeper into poverty. Thus, the impact of disasters is
superimposed on existing vulnerabilities and may compound the difficulties faced by the poor.

Disaster adaptation policies should combine a mix of hard and soft adaptation measures to
strengthen public infrastructure and protect the asset base of the poor. Supporting the
infrastructure needs in essential public service areas, such as schools, hospitals, and police
buildings, as well as safeguarding access to water, electricity, and sewerage connections, will
help build resilience in local communities and thus prevent natural hazards from turning into
disasters. In addition, applying a strategic focus to the infrastructure needs of the poorest, for
example, by building food and feed storage and safe livestock facilities, will help protect their
asset base during extreme weather events. In particular, hazard risk management frameworks
should focus on developing social capital in the community by incorporating participation and
voice coalition in the design of natural disaster adaptation initiatives. Key policy
recommendations include the following:

e Decentralize decision making, draw






Artisanal fishing. Climate change and variability, in the form of storms, increasing sea surface
temperatures, and rising sea levels, will significantly worsen current environmental problems
that threaten the livelihood and sometimes the food supply of artisanal fishing communities.
Changes in the migration patterns of fish stocks due to changing sea-surface temperatures, and
the destruction of fishermen‘s physical capital during natural disasters threaten the livelihoods of
artisanal fishermen. The particular vulnerability context of small-scale fishermen relates to their
lack of access to insurance and property rights, as the globalization of trade and the privatization
of access rights undermine their reliance on traditional areas for fishing. In addition, early
warning systems often do not reach the remote location of small-scale fishing