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“I’ve always felt that good foreign policy starts in your neighborhood.”

- President George W. Bush, November 2005, Press Roundtable at Fourth Summit of the Americas

Introduction

If good foreign policy starts in our neighborhood, as President George Bush suggests, then the United States has failed to develop a well-crafted foreign policy strategy that would engage Latin American states in a constructive manner.  The issues of immigration, free trade, democratization, oil politics, environmental politics, and aid assistance programs have all created a high degree of tension between the United States and the Latin American region as a whole.  Added to these problems are the potential negative perceptions in Latin America regarding the Bush Doctrine, the War on Terror, and the use of torture that have all contributed to a changed relationship between Latin America and the United States since 9/11.  

In September 2002, the White House released the National Security Strategy document.  This document represents a profound change in direction for American Foreign Policy.  The National Security Strategy aims to justify a shift from the containment and deterrence polices of the Cold War to a doctrine of preemptive action against rogue states or terrorist threats.  An important unanswered question remains, what impact will this profound strategic shift have on Latin America foreign policy and views of the United States within Latin America?


We must analyze Latin America’s response to the Bush Doctrine because: the strategic resources (oil) endowed to some Latin American states make them important allies, there is a large number of Latin American people who migrate to America, and because of the proximity of the states in question to the United States.  Hakim (2006) writes, “the United States still has a big market in Latin America, with U.S. exports to the region valued at more than $150 billion a year, almost as much as the value of its exports to the European Union.”  It is therefore important to ask what are the preferences of some states that have traditionally been U.S. allies?  What are the preferences of some states that have already experienced U.S. intervention and unilateralism in the countries’ past history?  How this group of states reacts to the shift in strategic doctrine will influence whether or not this change becomes a political norm for international action.   

In this paper, we discuss Latin American responses to the U.S.’s strategic doctrine under the Bush administration in a similar manner to the recent Buckley and Singh (2006) volume, which left out Latin America.  The emphasis will be on theoretical and ideological responses and challenges to the change in America’s strategy put forth by Latin American states.   We discuss Latin America’s response to two distinct areas of American foreign policy: the global fight against terrorism and threats from perceived rogue nations such as Iraq, North Korea, and Iran.  Finally, we will assess the use of diplomacy and public opinion among Latin American countries in response to the Bush Doctrine and the United States unilateral efforts to deal with threats to the American national interest.  


To assist our analysis, we have created a typology of Latin American states.  This typology will give us analytical leverage to dissect responses to the doctrine in a simplified manner and hopefully be useful to other scholars in the future.  The classification system has three types of states, those that are liberal institutionalist, those states that are leftist, and those states whose relations are dominated by drug questions, which we call Narco states.  The liberal institutionalist classification mainly groups those states that have demonstrated a strong commitment to democracy and economic institutions in the region.  The leftist classification groups those states that exhibit leftist and socialist policies, many of which are against institutional arrangements such as the IMF and the World Bank.  Finally, the Narco classification group gathers those countries that may be a source of drugs or a pathway for drug transport and looks at their international outlook.

The Bush Doctrine

“And our security will require all Americans to be forward-looking and resolute, to be ready for preemptive action when necessary to defend our liberty and defend our lives.”

- President George W. Bush, May 2002 West Point Graduation Speech

The National Security Strategy of the United States (NSS 2002) includes a phrase that sums up preemptive action quite nicely, “the only path to peace and security is the path of action.”  Preemptive strategies suggest that a state must act before a threat becomes imminent. 
  The idea is that as time goes by, states or non-state actors can become even stronger and pose an even greater threat to national security in the future.  It is through this assumption that early action is then advocated to “preemptively” strike a threatening nation if the threat is deemed imminent.

In the introduction of the National Security Strategy document, President Bush notes, “The events of September 11, 2001 taught us that weak states, like Afghanistan, can pose a great danger to our national interests as strong states.” (NSS 2002)  Any idea of conflict among equals is therefore abandoned.  Through low level conflict and terrorism, it is understood that rogue nations can indeed threaten the national security of the United States and initiate a rivalry.

The goal of new U.S. strategy is to prevent American enemies from threatening the United States and its allies with weapons of mass destruction.  Once the United States considers its national interest threatened, the strategy of the United States is to act early.  As Rumsfeld puts it, “if it is worth doing, U.S. leadership should make a judgment as to when diplomacy has failed and act forcefully, early, during the pre-crisis period, to try to alter the behavior of others and to prevent the conflict.” (Rumsfeld 2002)  Accordingly, it is now considered prudent to act before a crisis begins in order ensure the security of the state.


The National Security Strategy outlines policy intentions including, “defending the United States, the American people, and our interests at home and abroad by identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders.  While the United States will constantly strive to enlist the support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting preemptively against such terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm against our people and our country.”  The official strategy of the United States is now to act preemptively against any state that can threaten its national interest.  The question that is left is what impact this policy will have on U.S.-Latin American relations?
Terrorism versus Imminent Threats


One important consideration for this study is what does the Bush Doctrine mean for foreign policy?  It has two implications, one that the United States should go on the offensive in a war on terror against non-state actors.  As Bush remarked during the debate with John Kerry on September 30, 2004, “the best way to defeat them (terrorists) is to never waver, to be strong, to use every asset at our disposal. It's to constantly stay on the offensive.”  So by that logic, the Bush Doctrine means the United States must find and defeat terrorists before they are able to attack on American soil. 

The second interpretation holds that we should go on the offensive against states that support terrorism, pursue weapons of mass destruction, or are generally considered “rogue” nations.
  This interpretation also holds that America should extend its values and push democracy into new regions such as the Middle East.  This interpretation leads to offensive military action against established states for a variety of possible reasons.  The logic suggests the United States must identify imminent threats to its national interest (Morgenthau 1952) and defeat these threats before they can attack America.  

When is a threat imminent?  In the current climate, the United States government believes that any rogue nation presents an imminent threat.  The National Security Strategy notes, “deterrence based only upon the threat of retaliation is less likely to work against leaders of rogue states more willing to take risks, gambling with the lives of their people, and the wealth of their nations.” (NSS 2002)  Any nation that is considered to be a rogue nation is then an imminent threat because of their disregard for the safety of a population and nation.  


How one state views the Bush Doctrine will have important implications for the Doctrine’s acceptance across the world.  States and leaders will generally support a doctrine that advocates action against terrorist groups, such as launching a missile strike against a terrorist camp.  Nation-states and leaders generally will not accept the Bush Doctrine if it advances the cause for offensive action against other states, bypasses the international community (the UN), and if there is no clear and present danger of attack.  The situation in Iraq perfectly illustrates this problem.  Most leaders did not have a problem with the Bush Doctrine in its application against Afghanistan because of the connection between the Taliban and terrorists, but leaders generally were not willing to accept the extension of the Bush Doctrine to Iraq.  What then do Latin American elites and the public prefer regarding external U.S. foreign policy actions and how will these preferences affect bilateral relations in the region? 

Ideology of Force and Latin America


As a political region it can be argued Latin America likely conjures quite a different idea than other parts of the world when the term ‘use of force’ is mentioned.  Understanding what is meant by the use of force in this context makes it much easier to appreciate Latin American perspectives on the subject.  Certainly the classical conception of the use of force is rooted in realist theory.  Dating back to the time of Thucydides but more formally a post-World War II theoretical construct (Morgenthau 1948), realism describes an international system dominated by the major powers operating under a system of anarchy.  Though major powers may be economically developed and wealthy, they all have in common fungible military resources that can and are often used to influence the behavior of many other states in the system.  The United States and Russia are perhaps the two most relevant examples, post-World War II.


For realists, therefore, the use of force is best manifested in military action against other less powerful states (Mearsheimer 2001).  Since the system lacks any real supranational authority, states are free to pursue their own interests as a means of survival and security.  A common theoretical foundation of all versions of realist theory understands that military might is the most important factor in determining interstate relations, influence, and safety.


Yet, while this realist conception of power and force might explain much of the interaction the United States has had with other regions and states around the world it fails to accurately describe the historical use of force in Latin America.  A quick recollection of recent history will show that there have been no major military offensives by a major power against a Latin American state for around 100 years.  Indeed, the most significant military conflict involving Latin America and an outside state was the Falklands War, twenty fives years since passed and a conflict that barely counts as a interstate war under most definitions.


Observers of Latin American history will note here that isolated incidents have certainly occurred.  Grandin (2006, 5) notes that “Reagan’s Central American wars can best be understood as a dress rehearsal for what is going on now in the Middle East.”  Military interventions in Nicaragua/El Salvador and Panama are specific examples of the use of overt military force to influence policy.  In the case of Nicaragua and El Salvador, the Reagan administration fought insurgency groups (Contras) while Panama saw the first Bush administration apprehend and extradite General Manuel Noriega.  Furthermore, allegations persist about various covert operations executed in Chile, amongst other states, in an effort to overthrow regimes considered hazardous by the United States.  Haugaard (2006, 1) notes, “The United States’ image problem in Latin America is nothing new.  U.S. military interventions, support for dictatorships in the Southern Cone and abusive militaries in Central America, and its reputation as an overbearing superpower is too pervasive in history, and too recent, to be ignored or forgotten.”  


Still, none of these incidents – some documented, others strictly alleged – can be considered full scale military uses of force similar to interstate conflicts/invasions in Iraq, Korea, Vietnam, or Afghanistan.  A realist conception of force – that powerful states are powerful because they can use their superior military advantage to pursue their interests simply does not fit very well into a discussion of Latin America.  


Although Latin America may have little experience with the military uses of force by the United States or other great powers, the collective consciousness of Central and South Americans has certainly been defined by the use of force in regard to ideological issues.  Dating back to the original Monroe Doctrine in 1823, but more narrowly defined by the Roosevelt Corollary in 1901, the United States has been explicitly preoccupied with exerting policy influence in Latin America for nearly two hundred years.  Current Latin American states have been subjected to a consistent use of force (short of war) centered on the issues of economic and ideological policy differences.


Latin America is at a crossroads in that the public, as well as their newly elected leaders, are now vocally opposed to coercive efforts promoted by the United States, even if these efforts are used in combination with economic carrots.  Latin America does follow some of the typical realist folklore (Johnston 1995) views on military and diplomatic policy that the United States has developed on its road to global hegemony.  The question then is what preferences do Latin Americans have regarding the use of force by the United States and how will this affect policy and issue positions?   

Anti-Americanism and a Typology of Latin American States

Katzenstein and Keohane (2006, 2) define anti-Americanism as “the expression of negative attitudes toward the United States…[anti-Americanism] has spread far and wide, including in parts of the world where publics showed deep sympathy with the Untied States after the 9/11 attacks.”  Yet, anti-Americanism as a political opinion is not a new post-9/11 political factor.  McPherson (2003, 10) notes that, “by 1958, however, the right conditions lined up to transform widespread anti-US sentiment into a compelling political strategy.”  What is new is that the source of discontent might be based on external United States actions, rather than a feeling of jealousy over the economic opportunities available in the United States (McPherson 2003, 19).

We must be clear here that we do not intend to measure anti-American bias, only rejection of what the U.S. does based on a country’s most pressing issue concerns, or opinion.  Although we mainly rely on polling data to measure anti-American expressions, other sources such as leadership statements, policy positions, and general reactions are also utilized.  A more nuanced analysis should follow this research effort using the typology to study film, literature, and other sources of public opinion in the anti-American context (Katzenstein and Keohane 2006, 23).  It also might be useful to disaggregate the data utilized here to understand generational, economic, and structural impacts on public opinion, but this was not done as this research is only in its infancy. 

Current events in Latin America (Central and South America, Cuba) suggest that the political climate and policies of these nations with respect to their relationship with the United States can be reasonably classified into the following three types: Liberal Institutionalist, Leftist, and Narco.  The goal of this typology is to accurately classify each Latin American country into a precise categorical grouping in order to aid in empirical analysis.  This grouping differs from the Katzenstein and Keohane (2006, 29) typology in that we do not first assume that a state is either positive or negative.  Instead, we first construct categories based on issues of concern, then look at the reactions based on the typology.  

Bailey (1994, 4) notes, “a typology is generally multidimensional and conceptual.  Typologies generally are characterized by labels or names in their cells.”  Here our typology is conceptually broken down into three types.  As with any typology, the goal is to create an accurate generalization as opposed to a perfect descriptive fit.  A classification system cannot exhaustively describe the nature of the country’s relationship with the United States, nor should it.  The goal is to increase the ease of analysis and construct accurate groupings of foreign policy views in Latin America for future use. 
Liberal Institutionalist States

The foundation of the liberal classification is on democratic values and economic institutional engagement.  The liberal institutionalist category contains those countries that exhibit generally good relations with economically developed nations.  These are states whose governments are recognized as legitimate and whose leadership maintains a functional and positive relationship with global institutions.  Policy disagreements do not overshadow the willingness of these countries to work effectively with developed, free market states.

Leftist States

The leftist political nomenclature reflects the left-leaning, sometimes radical history of Latin American countries and their leaders.  Recent elections in many Latin American states are a testament to the persistence of leftist-Marxist ideology in this region.  Countries classified as such may have a leadership group who largely pursues independent and non-aligned policies, reject free market policies, and generally foster populist-socialist policies.

Narco States

The Narco category is especially unique and relevant to Latin America (bar Afghanistan).  Nowhere else is the international drug trade more salient than in certain parts of Latin America.  Countries classified as Narco are considered to be primary players in the proliferation of drugs either through plant harvesting, production, refinement, transport, or finance.  These states are not assumed to have adversarial or contentious relations with the United States, though certainly this may be the case with some.  Rather, their classification as Narco simply suggests drug trafficking is the issue that dominates their external relations with other states.

General Latin American Responses

The United States seems to be paying little attention to Latin American after 9/11.  Osava (2005) quotes Clovis Brigagao (director of the Centre of Studies on the Americas) as saying, “the loss of interest became very evident during George W. Bush’s first term (2001-2005), when Latin America was free to forge new alliances, like the Group of 20 developing nations in the World Trade Organization, or the Group of Three formed by Brazil, India, and South Africa.”  In the State of the Union address in 2003, Latin America was the only region not mentioned by Bush.  Bush also failed to mention Latin America in the 2004 and 2005 State of the Union addresses.  Hakim (2006) notes, “much of this progress (efforts in the 90s) has since stalled, with U.S. policy on Latin America drifting without much steam or direction.”  

In March 2006, the Bush Administration released an updated and revised National Security Strategy (NSS 2006).  The new document tones down remarks regarding preemption and unilateralism, but also lays out a global strategic foreign policy for the United States towards each region of the world.  

Unsurprising, when one considers the current mood, Latin America is hardly mentioned in the updated National Security Strategy.  On page 28, the document highlights the promotion of free trade agreements in the hemisphere, listing Latin America as the last bullet point.  The only other mention of Latin America comes on page 37 in the section that outlines the “way ahead” for each region.  Latin American is discussed in only two paragraphs in contrast to Asia which gets covered in three pages.  

In the Western Hemisphere – “way ahead” section of the new National Security Strategy, no specific plans are made in relation to Latin America.  The document notes that the Administration will “continue to work with our neighbors in the Hemisphere to reduce illegal immigration and promote expanded economic opportunity.” (NSS 2006, 37)  The only two countries to be mentioned specifically are Canada and Mexico.  The document notes that the goal of the United States “remains a hemisphere fully democratic, bound together by good will, security cooperation, and the opportunity for all our citizens to prosper.”  Once again, no specifics are made and no initiatives are proposed.  The document then follows with a warning for some leaders in the region.  “Tyrants and those who would follow them belong to a different era and must not be allowed to reverse the progress of the last two decades.” (NSS 2006, 37)  

What responses besides negative responses can the United States hope for in the region when there are no concrete plans proposed that would strengthen institutions or prosperity in the region?  What hope can there be when threats are issued towards some the United States might perceive as a tyrant (Chavez), yet was still democratically elected and remains a popular leader in the region?  An editorial in the Chilean newspaper La Tercera (as cited by a Latin American Working Group Education Fund Report) illustrates the point clearly.  “It is understandable that the foreign policy of the current President of the United States unleashes strongly-held opinions and sparks an intense debate – there are more than enough reasons for this in the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, in the rejection of the Kyoto Protocol or in the idea of democratizing the Middle East.” (Haugaard 2006, 4) 

There are a variety of issues at stake in the region and our theoretical approach suggests that issues are the main source of conflict between states (Mansbach and Vasquez 1981).  Immigration is a key problem for all states in the region, particularly Mexico.  The rise of oil prices has allowed some regimes to operate with a degree of foreign policy freedom for the first time.  War and the use of force are prime concerns in that if the United States is so willing to use force to topple undemocratic regimes in the Middle East, what of similar regimes in Latin America?  Drug trafficking is such a key problem in some countries that their policies cannot be discussed without drugs as the orientating principle.  Along with democracy and freedom, Latin American states suggest that the United States has lost its moral authority in the region due to charges of torture (Guantanamo, secret detentions in Europe, and Abu Ghraib) and lack of support for the International Criminal Court. 


The trend in Latin America is for positive growth dynamics.  The IMF notes, “regional growth exceeded the historical average during 2004-2005 and is set to continue at a rapid clip exceeding 4 percent this year.” (Singh 2006)  Yet this growth has not exceeded other regions of the world, particularly Asia.  The IMF is hopeful that growth will continue to create a favorable external environment for investment.  Brazil and Argentina have been able to pay off their debts.  The remaining goal is to translate this growth into poverty reduction (Singh 2006) and income equality.  This is a platform many leftist-populist leaders run on.  However, Hakim (2006) points to an opposing sentiment, “few analysts are confident that the gains can be sustained.  The region’s economic improvement is mostly the result of a particularly benign global economy that has boosted Latin America’s commodity exports and kept interest rates down, easing the burden of the region’s high debt.”  Economic dreams are not always optimistic.  

Table 1 presents data from the Latinobarometro survey (Latinobarómetro 2005) concerning the question of the overall opinion of each Latin American state regarding the United States.  The survey asked respondents in each state if they have a very good, good, bad, or very bad opinion of the United States.  The table is organized according to our typology. 

The entire region has seen a negative trend regarding public opinion on the United States.  Chart 1 demonstrates this trend visually.  In 2000, the region was 73 percent positive about the United States but that number dropped to 61 percent (-12%) in the 2005 poll.  The Associated Press notes, “the Iraq war, says former Mexican Foreign Minister Jorge Castaneda, has “contributed to a wide, deep and probably lasting collapse of sympathy for the United States in the region.”

A recent Zogby International poll (2005) also shows general perceptive trends for Latin American elites.  It is found that 26 percent of elites favor engaging Europe while 23 percent polled desire further engagement with the United States.  There seems to be a movement (37 percent) that believes that China will eventually become a major economic partner in the region.  This feeling is born out by increased investment and diplomatic exchanges between the region and China.  

Generally, elites do not seem to favor new free trade agreements with the United States (Zogby International 2005).  Of those polled, 47 percent believe the United States should have more balanced trade with the region and 22 percent said the United States should help create a European Union style monetary institution in the region.  Only 17 percent feel that the United States should work towards the establishment of free trade agreements in the region.  Hakim (2006) suggests that, “few Latin Americans, in or out of government consider the United States to be a dependable partner.”  

When asked about President Bush’s impact on relations, only 6 percent of those polled felt he made relations between the region and the United States better.  Fully 50 percent felt his policies were worse for the region.  When asked about Bush’s handling of world conflict, a staggering majority (86 percent) disagree with his decisions.  81 percent of elites sampled gave Bush a negative job approval rating
; clearly Latin America hates Bush. 

Liberal Institutionalist Responses


Table 1 demonstrates that in relation to liberal institutionalist states, the general trend seems to be positive support of the United States overall, with only a few deviations (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras seem to exhibit overwhelmingly positive views regarding the United States.  Each state seems to hover around the 80 percent approval mark.  What is more interesting is that these four states did not demonstrate a uniform rejection of the United States and its policies in the post-9/11 world.  Three states coded as liberal institutionalist did exhibit a precipitous drop in positive opinion about the United States.  Mexico, Nicaragua, and Paraguay each have seen a trend towards negative opinions about the United States.  In 2000, Mexico, Nicaragua, and Paraguay each felt overwhelmingly positive towards the United States with opinions ranging from 72 percent approval to 89 percent approval, with Nicaragua on the high end.  Each has seen a drop to current levels in 2005, where only 53 percent of Mexicans and 48 percent of Paraguayans have positive views about the United States.  

Generally the typology seems to work well in grouping those countries that have positive opinions on the issues of democracy and international institutional arrangements.  They each seem to exhibit positive views about the United States and, with a few exceptions, those preferences largely held post-9/11.  Mainly Mexico has seen a relevant decline in public opinion due to the lack of engagement with the United States after the country turned its eye to the Middle East and Central Asia in response to 9/11.  Valeriano and Powers (2008) have done further research on the decline and convergence of public opinion views between Mexicans and Americans.   In this group, only Paraguay has a majority of the population with a negative opinion about the United States in 2005, and that country is only 52 percent negative overall.  

Table 2 looks at overall relations between the respondents “home” country and the United States.  For the liberal institutionalist category, there seems to be a stable view as to bilateral relations.  Only Nicaragua has seen a precipitous drop in opinon regarding bilateral viewpoints.  In 1997, 92 percent of the respondents felt that there was a good relationship between the United States and Nicaragua, but this number dropped to 72 percent in 2004.  While not overwhelmingly negative, there is a negative trend within this country.  Generally, this drop was caused by internal political dynamics as shown the reassertion of Daniel Ortega, an anti-American figure, as a political figure.  In the future Nicaragua may exhibit leftist tendencies, but as of now the relationship overall is positive.  

In the liberal institutionalist camp, only Mexico seems to have negative relations with the United States as far as bilateral perceptions are concerned.  This is clearly shown by a stable low positive view of relations from 1997 (58%) to 2004 (57%).  The reason for these low figures is probably a result of immigration and drug policy concerns.  Also, recent relations have been negative in that Mexico does not support the War in Iraq by any margin.  Hakim (2006) notes, “the White House was outraged when Chile and Mexico, Latin America’s representatives on the UN Security Council in 2003 and two of Washington’s closest allies in the region, opposed a resolution endorsing the invasion of Iraq.”  Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Paraguay all have strong positive views as to the tone of bilateral relations.  

Regarding Iraq, liberal institutionalist states are uniformly opposed to the war.  Table 3 outlines this view.  In the liberal states, only 16.6 percent of the population agree with the actions of the United States in Iraq.  Mexico, as previously noted, is at the low end of the scale with only 4 percent of the population supporting the war.  Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Honduras all exhibit moderate support, at least comparatively, for the war in that their agreement levels hover at the 25 percent mark.  Nicaragua (14%), Paraguay (11%), and Guatemala (16%) all disagree with the war at high levels in that very few people support the action.  Hakim notes that, "in fact, of the 34 Latin American and Caribbean countries, only seven supported the war."  It also must be remembered that approval of the war in Iraq hovered around 60-70 percent prior to the war and now seems to have leveled off at 40-50 percent after the war (Relations 2004).   

On the other hand, there does not seem to be uniform agreement that the War in Iraq will impede efforts to democratize the nation as demonstrated by Table 3.  When asked if they agree violence “will impede democracy in Iraq,” the total category of liberal states only supports this view at 33.6 percent (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Paraguay seems to be an outlier in that 47 percent of the population agrees with this sentiment.  The rest of the countries hover at the 20-30 percent agreement level.  

When asked if the countries in this grouping agree with how the U.S. is managing conflict in the world, only 25.7 percent of the population approve of U.S. actions.  Mexico exhibits the lowest levels of support at 9 percent.  Honduras seems to be at the upper level of the scale in that 41 percent of the population agrees with American actions.  Further, a recent BBC World Service poll notes Mexico’s substantial disagreement with most U.S. policies.
  Only 4 percent of Mexicans feel the reelection of Bush was a positive trend for peace and security throughout the world.  Only 11 percent of Mexicans polled view the U.S. influence in the world as mainly positive.  Absolutely zero percent of Mexicans polled support sending troops to Iraq, an embarrassing response for the United States.  


Perhaps a surprising result, we find that Latin Americans are deeply concerned about terrorism.  In some cases they are more concerned about the problem than Americans, particularly Mexico (Relations 2004).  It is unclear why this response might be found empirically, yet it is evident in all polls.  Table 3 shows that 76.6 percent of the people in liberal states are “worried that terrorism will have negative consequences for” their country (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Costa Rica (80%) and Paraguay (85%) both exhibit high levels of “worry” about the terrorist issue.  The rest of the states all hover around the 70 percent mark.  One might be surprised by these results, but even though Latin America has not been subjected to a terrorist event like 9/11, the region still worries about the problem in connection to drugs, Marxist rebellions, and porous borders.   

Leftist State Responses


A subset of Latin American states have rejected the Washington Consensus and have installed leadership that reject the American economic model.  These were leaders that upheld leftist/populist agendas and believed economic success could best be achieved by bypassing the internationalist model.  These states disregarded the economic policies of liberalization, privatization, and free trade and instead turned to inward economic austerity measures.  

Most widely practiced in the 1970’s, a significant portion of Latin America decided to institute ‘import substitution industrialization’ (ISI) policies.  These states created import tariffs so high that most states could no longer reasonably export goods to them.  Governments then funded the development of state industries to manufacture goods for sale and export.  Unfortunately, the lack of free trade and private industry created a lack of competition.  This all translated into inefficient and corrupt state industries producing substandard goods and charging inflated prices.


The ISI reaction to American policy influence was massively unsuccessful.  Hence, Latin America adopted a different reaction to the United States and its economic demands.  A new leadership emerged, the technocrats, who were Western educated (the ‘Chicago School/Chicago Boys’), fiscally conservative and believed the only proper way for Latin America to develop was through liberal, privatized and free-market economies.  Economic trials during the 1980’s and 1990’s attempted to do just that but the results were unimpressive for many Latin American states.  Though large state industries were privatized, the economic gains remained primarily centralized within the small group of elite political and business leaders.  Those already privileged and wealthy became more so, while the other social segments – an entirely other subject – were left unchanged in economic status.  Though the rhetoric of the technocrats remained, the lack of popular economic gains coupled with corruption did little to endear free market policies with greater Latin America.  Therefore we currently see the rise of the “left” in Latin America.
Table 1 groups leftist countries in Latin America into a relevant and workable typology.  The great majority of these states have a negative view of the United States and this view has only increased since 9/11.  Each state, except for Ecuador, has seen a double digit drop in opinion regarding the United States since 9/11.  Now only 32 percent of Argentines and 38 percent of Uruguayans view the United States positively.  

Since 9/11, both Chile and Venezuela have exhibited overwhelmingly negative views about the United States.  Chile’s public had a positive view of the United States in the range of 73 percent in 2000, but by 2005 that number had dropped to 57 percent.  Venezuela was 65 percent positive regarding the United States in 2000, but that figure dropped to 41 percent in 2005.  The decline is clearly caused by Chavez’s vocal condemnation of the United States and the United State’s support for the opposition parties during the 2002 coup attempt.  Chavez has publicly said, “we do have reasons to be worried, Mr. Danger (Bush), about the U.S. arms build-up, about U.S. threats, about the presence of U.S. soldiers in Columbia.”
  Washington has only inflamed the situation, with Rumsfeld, at one point, comparing Chavez to Hitler.  Krauze (2003) notes, “unfortunately, populist sentiment has been reinforced by Washington’s mistakes.  It lost democratic credibility by not condemning the coup against the populist but democratically elected Mr. Chavez.”


When asked about the general tone of bilateral relations between the respondent’s country and the United States, the leftist states exhibit no clear pattern according to Table 2.  It is of note that Argentina has demonstrated a strong drop in public perceptions as to the tone of the relationship between the country and the United States.  In 1997, the poll found that 76 percent of the population felt Argentina had a positive relationship with the United States.  By 2004, this figure had fallen to 45 percent.  The steep 33 percentage-point drop is one the highest negative slides for all countries in the region.  


On the other hand, Chile seems to be moving towards an increase in perception of positive relations between the two countries.  In 1997, 76 percent of the population viewed the bilateral relationship positively.  By 2004, this figure had risen to 84 percent.  Uruguay also seems be moving towards a positive view of the United States, but the values seem to fluctuate.  Brazil and Ecuador have been moving slightly negative with a 7 and 9 percent slide in positive viewpoints for the time period under consideration.  


In addition to internal dynamics that exhibit leftist tendencies, the United States seems to also be pushing these states to perceive relations as negative.  The Washington Post notes, “nowhere is that more true than in Latin America, a region where political instability and anti-American feeling are steadily mounting, where Fidel Castro suddenly finds he has more friends than at any time in his four-plus decades in power – and where the United States is seemingly doing out of its way to punish the region’s largest democracies, such as Mexico, Brazil, and Chile.”


The debate in Latin America about the International Criminal Court has come out soundly in favor of rejecting the United States desired amendment that would deny the court the ability to prosecute American citizens.  Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Ecuador have all rejected the amendment and therefore have seen aid programs terminated.  Brazil is also facing a fight with the United States on drug policy.  The United States wants Brazil to use its military to curb drug production, particularly in Rio de Janeiro.  “The Lula government rejects this thesis.”
  There is hope in some policy arenas for leftist countries.  During the Fourth Summit of the Americas, Uruguay and the United States signed a bilateral investment treaty.  


The reaction against the invasion of Iraq has been particularly strong for leftist countries in our typology (Table 3).  Hakim (2006) notes, “Latin Americans, mindful of what have often been devastating U.S. military actions in the region, have never been comfortable with unilateral U.S. interventions and have steadfastly resisted the use of force to promote democracy.”  Overall, only 12 percent of people in the leftist states “agree with the actions of the U.S. in Iraq.” (Latinobarómetro 2004)  While Venezuela (23%) and Ecuador (22%) seem to exhibit slight support for the war in Iraq, the rest of the countries in the leftist grouping all reject the war out of hand.  Argentina (3%), Brazil (10%), Chile (9%), and Uruguay (5%) all agree with the war at levels below or at 10 percent.   


When asked if the leftist states agree that violence will impede democracy in Iraq (Table 3), surprisingly they generally seem to disagree with the total category, having a negative view for future democracy at 40.6 percent (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Brazil (64%) seems to strongly agree violence will be negative for democratic growth, while the rest of the states hover at the 30 percent agreement level.


Overall, the leftist grouping does not approve of how the United States is managing conflict in the world.  Ecuador (26%) and Venezuela (31%) are not as extreme in their rejection of American foreign policy.  Argentina (6%), Brazil (13%), Chile (16%), and Uruguay (7%) all reject U.S. management of world affairs to a large degree. 


Final support for the trend in leftist countries that observes negative relations with the United States comes from a BBC World Service poll.  The poll notes, “given that Latin American has had less direct involvement in the foreign policy issues of the first Bush term, it is striking how negative public feelings are toward Bush there.  Argentines were 79 percent negative, as were 78 percent of Brazilians, and 62 percent of Chileans.”
  Only 17 percent of Brazilians, 8 percent of Argentines, and 19 percent of Chileans feel that the reelection of Bush would be positive for peace and security throughout the world.  When asked if they would be willing to send troops to Iraq, only 3 percent of Argentines, 12 percent of Brazilians, and 9 percent of Chileans agreed.  No country in the world seems to be willing to send troops to Iraq, but the lowest numbers of support are found in Latin American countries polled.


Once again, we find that Latin Americans are deeply concerned with the problem of international terrorism (see Table 3).  When asked if terrorism will have negative consequences for their country (Latinobarómetro 2004), 72.6 percent of the leftist states seem to be “worried.”  Argentina (83%) and Ecuador (78%) both seem to exhibit high levels of “worry.”  The rest of the states all hover at 70 percent. 

Narco State Responses


The Narco countries seem to be all over the map when asked about the United States.  Table 1 shows that Columbia, Panama, and Peru seem to be positive about the United States.  Panama, in fact, is the only country in Latin America to see a positive trend regarding public feelings about the United States.  In 2000, 75 percent of the population felt positively about the United States and this number increased to 83 percent in 2005.  Predictably, with the rise of the leftist Morales, Bolivia has exhibited a strong negative trend regarding views about the United States.  In 2000, 69 percent of the population was positive about the United States and that number dropped to 45 percent in 2003 and 41 percent in 2004.  The 2005 numbers demonstrate some hope in that the level of positive responses increased to 50 percent, yet the overall trend shows a negative movement of 19 percentage points since 2000.  Colombia and Peru seem to be stable and positive about the United States, showing little movement between the years 2000 and 2005. 


Table 2, once again, demonstrates the variability of views regarding the United States in countries whose relations are dominated by questions of drug policy.  Bolivia and Columbia seem to be mirroring each other as they slide towards negative and positive views of the United States.  In 1997, 77 percent of the Bolivian population surveyed felt that relations between the United States and Bolivia were “good.”  By 2004, this view had dropped to a minority when one considers that only 45 percent of the population view bilateral relations as positive.  On the other hand, Colombia shows a strong trend towards positive views of the relationship.  In 1997, only 40 percent of the population viewed the bilateral relationship as positive.  By 2004 this number had increased to 75 percent of the population who viewed bilateral relations as “good.”  Panama and Peru seem to be slightly stable in the view that relations between the countries and the United States are positive.  


Bolivia is an interesting case in and of itself.  It could be classified a leftist state, due to the Morales government’s socialist politics.  These policies have yet to become entrenched and there is much internal discord as to the future of the Bolivian government so it is not yet evident that Bolivia will have a lasting leftist legacy.  Bolivia is still a democracy and committed to international institutions.  Much of the internal and external debate regarding Bolivia revolves around its coca production and recent legalization of the practice.  It is for this reason that we classify Bolivia as a narco state.    


Peru may be moving towards the leftist camp at this current time.  Tables 1 and 2 show a slide towards a negative view of the United States.  While still a state dominated by questions over drug policy, the left slide seems to be a worrying trend for the United States.


On the issue of Iraq, the Narco states only agree with the action at a level of 14.5 percent, see Table 3 (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Bolivia seems to reject the war at a high level with only 8 percent agreeing with the action.  Colombia and Peru both reject the war with only 15 percent of the population agreeing with the war.  Panama has a modestly higher level of agreement at 20 percent, which might be surprising since it was invaded by the United States in 1989.   


When asked if violence in Iraq will impede the development of democracy in the country, Narco states generally disagree at lower levels than both liberals and leftists (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Overall, 31.5 percent of Narco states do not agree that Iraq is on the road to democracy (see Table 3).  When polled, Bolivia exhibited the lowest rate of optimism regarding Iraq in the entire region at 19 percent.  The rest of the states remain around 30 percent with Colombia (35%), Panama (42%), and Peru (30%) all agreeing that democracy in Iraq is in trouble.


The Narco states generally seem to agree with how the U.S. is managing conflict in the world at a level higher than the rest of Latin America (Latinobarómetro 2004).  Panama shows support for the United States at 42 percent of the population agreeing with the foreign policy of America.  Generally, no state in the region agrees with the direction of United States foreign policy.  


Overall the Narco states seem to worry about terrorism just as much as other regions and more so than leftist states with the regional average reaching 75 percent (see Table 3).  Panama seems to be worried about terrorism at the highest level of Latin American states, 85 percent.  Both Columbia (79%) and Peru (75%) also seem deeply concerned with the problem.  Bolivia reaches the lowest level of concern in the region at 61 percent.   There is no doubt that Chavez and his anti-American policies may be making people in Bolivia believe that the “War on Terror” is not their problem or that Bolivia may be a target.

Assessment and Conclusion


Following McPherson (2003, 169), we agree that anti-Americanism in Latin American is not purely a bias or prejudice, but rather a “complex cultural and political concept that merits serious treatment.”  This research has proposed no general hypotheses or causal mechanisms regarding relations between Latin American countries and the United States.  We only posit that views in Latin America have changed since 9/11 and seek to delineate the response to this change according to our useful typology.  From that perspective we could ask ourselves, what would relations be like if 9/11 had not changed the inter-hemispheric dialogue?  What if Latin American had not become more anti-American?


Counterfactual thought experiments are in no way intended to be useful for theory testing, but they are useful as learning devices.  Without the foreign policy moves of the United States, the leftist trend in the region would have progressed peacefully.  Leaders such as Chavez would be elected, but mainly to increase the internal well being of their populations, not to challenge the foreign policy of the United States.  Aid would increase and possibly an economic development plan would have been proposed in the region to make the region as competitive as Asia.  Free trade agreements would not have stalled and possibly they would have been given more time to have a direct impact on all of society.  A strong partnership could have been developed, yet now relations are fractured.     


The steps-to-war (Vasquez 1993) research program was developed to look at the use of force and its global implications.  It is generally found that moves made to increase your security, end up decreasing the security of your state.  While the United States is not threatened by Latin American states, relations are clearly strained and largely negative.  There is much room to work together, primarily since polls show that Latinos are just as concerned, or more concerned, about terrorism than people in the United States (Economicas 2004; Latinobarómetro 2004).  

In the end, it is the moves the United States has made to increase its security (the War on Terror, Afghanistan, Iraq, and unilateralism) that have pushed Latin American states towards negative opinions of them.  The current international climate is dangerous for business and travel, and a cooperative foreign policy that could tackle mutual interests like immigration and drug trafficking.  The question then remains - what is to be done to fix the situation?

The first step is clearly not a wall between Mexico and the United States.  While it may functionally limit immigration, the symbolic meaning of the wall will have definite negative consequences for bilateral relations.  The Los Angeles Times notes, “The wall does not yet exist, and it may never be built, but already the proposed 700 miles of fencing and electric sensors loom like a new Berlin Wall in the Latin American imagination”

The next step would be for leaders of American foreign policy initiatives to focus back on their own neighborhood.  Moves to strengthen the economic well being of the Middle East are important and needed, but what about economic progress in Latin America?  Growth has clearly slowed.  Investment and educational exchanges are needed.

Good policy and relations clearly begin at home.  The United States has been distracted by the War on Terror and has forgotten the important developing problems to the South.  These problems are important since drugs, immigration, and economic stagnation all affect the United States in a direct manner.  This article concludes that while relations have been impacted by the post-9/11 policies of the United States, there is clearly hope that positive progress can be made in the future if only the United States would devote some attention to its neighbors.

Figure 1: Typology Table of Latin America

N = 19, two regions: Central American (C.A.) and South American (S.A.)

	Typology             (
	Liberal Institutionalist
	          Leftist
	         Narco

	States                   (
	Mexico

Guatemala

Belize

Honduras

El Salvador

Nicaragua

Costa Rica

Paraguay
	Venezuela

Brazil

Uruguay

Cuba

Ecuador

Chile

Argentina
	Panama

Peru

Colombia

Bolivia

	Total % of States (
	42%
	37%
	21%

	Regional %          (
	88% C.A.
	86% S.A.
	75% S.A.


	Table 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Question:
	I would like to know your opinion about the United States. Do you have a very good or good opinion of the United States?

	
	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	Dif.

	Country
	Typology
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	post 9/11

	Costa Rica
	1
	81
	81
	84
	75
	80
	75
	-6

	El Salvador
	1
	82
	82
	85
	80
	84
	81
	-1

	Guatemala
	1
	78
	79
	81
	67
	77
	77
	-1

	Honduras
	1
	87
	86
	89
	80
	81
	87
	0

	Mexico
	1
	72
	73
	63
	41
	41
	53
	-19

	Nicaragua
	1
	89
	89
	84
	69
	69
	68
	-21

	Paraguay
	1
	79
	78
	70
	50
	62
	48
	-31

	1 Total
	
	81
	81
	79
	66
	71
	70
	-11

	Argentina
	2
	53
	52
	39
	30
	31
	32
	-21

	Brazil
	2
	68
	68
	54
	50
	50
	53
	-15

	Chile
	2
	73
	73
	70
	58
	61
	57
	-16

	Ecuador
	2
	77
	78
	87
	68
	77
	71
	-6

	Uruguay
	2
	58
	58
	49
	46
	44
	38
	-20

	Venezuela
	2
	65
	67
	70
	59
	55
	41
	-24

	2 Total
	
	66
	66
	62
	52
	53
	49
	17

	Bolivia
	3
	69
	69
	61
	45
	41
	50
	-19

	Colombia
	3
	71
	74
	79
	68
	73
	70
	-1

	Panama
	3
	75
	75
	89
	80
	82
	83
	8

	Peru
	3
	72
	72
	76
	69
	72
	71
	-1

	3 Total
	
	72
	73
	76
	66
	67
	69
	-3

	Total
	
	73
	74
	72
	61
	64
	61
	-12

	n =
	
	18,135
	18,135
	18,522
	18,658
	19,605
	20,207
	

	Countries sorted according to the typology as follows:
	
	
	
	

	
	1 =
	Liberal Institutionalist
	
	
	
	

	
	2 =
	Leftist 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3 =
	Narco
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source:
	Latinobarómetro survey 2001/2002/2004/2005
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Table 2

	Question:
	How would you describe the relations between (your country) and USA?

	
	Would you say that they are very good, fairly good, fairly poor, or poor? *

	
	Here only ‘Very good’ plus ‘fairly Good’ are presented
	
	

	Country
	Typology
	1997
	2003
	2004
	Difference
	
	

	Costa Rica
	1
	83
	82
	84
	1
	
	

	El Salvador 
	1
	88
	79
	85
	-2
	
	

	Guatemala 
	1
	72
	60
	70
	-2
	
	

	Honduras 
	1
	85
	79
	81
	-4
	
	

	Mexico
	1
	58
	57
	57
	-2
	
	

	Nicaragua 
	1
	92
	77
	72
	-20
	
	

	Paraguay 
	1
	73
	62
	78
	4
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Argentina
	2
	76
	44
	45
	-31
	
	

	Brazil 
	2
	71
	73
	64
	-7
	
	

	Chile
	2
	76
	81
	84
	7
	
	

	Ecuador
	2
	83
	74
	74
	-9
	
	

	Uruguay
	2
	74
	81
	76
	2
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bolivia 
	3
	77
	57
	43
	-33
	
	

	Colombia
	3
	40
	76
	75
	35
	
	

	Panama
	3
	89
	78
	83
	-5
	
	

	Peru 
	3
	79
	73
	70
	-9
	
	

	Total
	
	76
	70
	70
	-6
	
	

	1997, 2003, 2004: n
	
	17,767
	18,658
	19,605
	
	
	


Table 3

	Source:
	Latinobarómetro survey
	
	
	

	
	2004 survey
	
	
	

	Country
	Typology
	Worried that terrorism will have negative consequences for your country
	Agree with how the U.S. is managing conflict in the world
	Agree with the actions of the U.S. in Iraq
	Agree violence will impede democracy in Iraq

	Costa Rica
	1
	80
	37
	25
	35

	El Salvador
	1
	70
	28
	20
	28

	Guatemala
	1
	69
	24
	16
	24

	Honduras
	1
	79
	41
	26
	38

	Mexico
	1
	79
	9
	4
	33

	Nicaragua
	1
	74
	23
	14
	30

	Paraguay
	1
	85
	18
	11
	47

	Total Avg.
	
	76.6
	25.7
	16.6
	33.6

	Argentina
	2
	83
	6
	3
	39

	Brazil
	2
	70
	13
	10
	64

	Chile
	2
	74
	16
	9
	37

	Ecuador
	2
	78
	26
	22
	36

	Uruguay
	2
	61
	7
	5
	29

	Venezuela
	2
	70
	31
	23
	39

	Total Avg.
	
	72.6
	16.5
	12
	40.6

	Bolivia
	3
	61
	14
	8
	19

	Colombia
	3
	79
	33
	15
	35

	Panama
	3
	85
	42
	20
	42

	Peru
	3
	75
	26
	15
	30

	Total Avg.
	
	75
	28.8
	14.5
	31.5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total All
	
	75
	23
	15
	35

	N
	
	19,605
	19,605
	19,605
	19,605
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Appendix A
Liberal Institutionalist States

Mexico – The past decade has seen Mexico become highly integrated with North American states.  The free trade agreement as well as frequent interactions and state visits between 2000’s landmark presidential victor Vicente Fox (the first non-PRI president elected democratically) and President George W. Bush indicates both nations’ willingness to work together for a common good.  Though there have been issue of disagreement, the desire to reconcile solutions indicates the good standing both Mexico and its more developed neighbors share with one another.

Guatemala – recent external foreign relations have been positive.  Aid was suspended in the 1980’s and 1990’s due to human rights violations and dictatorial control of the government.  However, recent elections have returned more reasonable leadership to the Guatemalan government and encouraged other states to work with Guatemala on economic integration and development as well as attempting to help resolve the territorial issues Guatemala has had with Belize.

Belize – this Central American nation has also enjoyed favorable relations regionally and with more developed nations to the north.  It has benefited from recent and consistent foreign engagement meant to promote economic development and democratic stability.  Important issues between Belize and regional neighbors/North America have centered upon international crime and illegal immigration.

Honduras – much like other Central American nations, regional neighbors and the developed North remain dedicated to promoting economic development and democratic institutions in Honduras.  Current political leadership has tackled issues of crime and government corruption and the state has signed onto free trade agreements.

El Salvador – the revolutionary and guerrilla politics of the 1980’s have given way to democratically elected leadership over the past decade.  Dedicated to free trade policies, El Salvador has enjoyed good diplomatic relations with the developed North (even providing a battalion in the recent Iraqi war) and has received monetary aid meant to enhance economic development.

Nicaragua – this country has enjoyed free and democratic elections since 1990 which has motivated other more developed regional states to offer foreign aid in the realm of debt relief, economic development, and health and education support.  Dialogue concerning human rights and crime/corruption remains open between both nations and suggests the leadership of Nicaragua is vested in positive political achievements.

Costa Rice – many credit this Central American nation has having the strongest democratic tradition in the region.  It has benefited from strong investment into its economic and tourism sectors as well as continuing free trade policies.  Costa Rica tends to support the developed North on most international issues and recent elections have strengthened its commitment to the democratic process.

Paraguay – The 2003 election of Niconar Duarte Frutos suggests an administration concerned with reducing corruption and halting economic depression.  Regional partners as well as North America, however, have made concerted efforts to work together with Paraguay on issues of drug/human trafficking, money laundering, and counternarcotics.  Paraguay is also one of the original signatories of the free trade zone Mercosur.

Leftist States

Venezuela – The current relations with the West could not be more fractured.  Leftist leader Hugo Chavez (a former military officer) has been public in his political and personal criticisms and attacks on President Bush, or Mr. Danger as he refers to him.  Rejecting free market/capitalist policies, Chavez has pushed his populist-socialist agenda since taking power in 1998 and passed legislation that has increased his presidential powers.  It is unclear the extent to which Chavez has retained power through democratic means, some consider the regime democratic in there have been frequent elections.  Others suggest the outcomes are manipulated or influenced by bribes and job grants.

Brazil – for more than a decade Brazil has suffered severe economic recession and discouraging levels of debt.  Though democratic institutions have generally persisted, the recent election of the first “working class” president Lula Da Silva has drawn close attention.  Elected on a platform of social and economic reforms not dissimilar from communism, Da Silva is clearly dedicated to the enactment of leftist policies in Latin America’s largest country.  Although President Bush and Da Silva have met several times in Washington since 2002, Da Silva believes the West should curb influence in South American domestic politics – specifically the insistence on regional free trade.

Uruguay – the previous election in 2004 of Tabare Vazquez is consistent with other countries that have used the democratic process to elect left-leaning leadership.  Uruguay has rejected the free market economic policies proposed by the International Monetary Fund and supported by the West. 

Cuba – the political circumstances regarding Cuba and Western states since post World War II are well known.  As of today, there remain difficult relations between Cuba and other developed states in the region.  President Fidel Castro (and his brother) continues to rule Cuba with totalitarian leftist policies that have made Cuba one of the most isolated nations in the world.

Ecuador – political developments over the past several years in Ecuador have made it difficult to easily classify this Andean nation.  Pre-2005 administrations espoused leftist policies but gave into IMF pressures to enact market reforms/policies in order to receive loan packages.  The recent replacement of President Lucio Guitierrez with vice president Alfredo Palacio has seen harsher criticism of drug enforcement and eradication techniques.  Palacio has criticized the use of the nearby naval base Manta for counter narcotic missions and procedures and has labeled ‘Plan Colombia’ an unmitigated failure.

Chile – this country’s long history of leftist/military dictatorship came to an end in 1990 when popular democratic elections were restored.  However, Chileans have used their power to install generally leftist presidential candidates, the most recent being Michelle Bachelet.  Surprising for a country as socially conservative as Chile, this first female president has vowed to narrow the gap between Chile’s rich upper class and the poor but with less radical policies than some of her other left leaning contemporaries.

Argentina – the recent leadership of President Nestor Kirchner has demonstrated a left leaning, populist agenda.  Just several years removed from massive economic instability and unemployment, Argentina’s leadership has focused on instituting governmental controls on the economy – previously currency evaluation but now debt restructuring – and has rejected free trade policies proposed by the developed North.  

Narco States

Panama – relations with North America have been much more strained than other Central American nations and culminated with the Noriega fiasco of the late 1980’s.  Although recent elections have sustained the democratic process and legitimate leadership, Panama is classified as Narco due to its proximity to major cocaine producers (it borders Colombia).  The issue of drug trafficking throughout Panama – as well as illegal arms trafficking, a semi-related product of the drug trade – remains the primary concern of the developed North and overshadows much of their relations with Panama.

Peru – most similar to Bolivia in its social problems, recent administrations here have failed to improve economic conditions and improve the lives of the indigenous majority.  However, Peru’s most pressing issue remains coca production.  This Andean nation remains a significant player in narco-trafficking as a producer of coca and cocaine.  Many states have been adamant about coca eradication and have offered significant funding to assist governments in this cause.

Colombia – This country perhaps may be the Narco country that has suffered most as a result of the international drug trade.  The people and the government of Colombia have been terrorized for several decades now by the powerful and ruthless drug cartels that thrive there.  In cooperation with the revolutionary armed forces (guerillas, most notably the FARC), the cartels and rebels have funded themselves through the production and exportation of cocaine.  The wealth and armaments these groups have enjoyed has made any attempts to curb their activities extremely difficult and unbelievable dangerous.  Current President Alvaro Uribe, however, has gained much support and popularity for his zero-tolerance approach and close cooperation with others in combating these groups.

Bolivia – the recent presidential election here made history by installing the first indigenous leader in the country’s history, Evo Morales.  President Morales has largely rejected the free market policies and privatization of natural resources that have failed to uplift the majority indigenous population of this Latin America’s poorest country.  Nonetheless, coca production remains the single issue dominating Bolivian foreign policy.  Although Bolivia does not suffer from the violent cartels and rebel forces at work in Colombia, it remains the major producer of coca – the raw material for cocaine.  However, Morales has argued that the coca crop itself is a livelihood for the majority indigenous population that cannot simply be taken away due to international concerns.  Rather, more efforts must be made by the West to curb its desire for cocaine.



� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� A New York Times article (March 23, 2003) notes that the origins of the Bush Doctrine on preemptive action can be found in an open letter conservative policy advocates wrote to President Clinton.  Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Armitage, and Richard Perle all were signers.  It is also noted that in 1992, Sectary of Defense Cheney’s aides, including Wolfowitz, prepared a memo that argued that the United States should be prepared to use force to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.


� A third way would perhaps be the use of force to implement democracy.  This seems to be the causal observation as to what the Bush Doctrine means, yet it has not been spelled out formally and has not been used in reality.  Much post-invasion talk was made regarding the efficacy of force in Iraq to install a democracy, yet this was not the pre-war stated objective nor the objective outlined in strategic doctrines.  


� Gedda, G. (2004). War in Iraq sullies U.S. image in Latin America. AP.


� American internal polls did not drop so steeply until 2007 and 2008.


�British World Service. (2005). World Poll on Bush's Reelection, BBC.	


� Bush is Mr Danger, says Chavez (2005). Associated Press.	


� Diehl, J. (2006). Are We About to Punish Democratic Allies? Washington Post.


� British World Service. (2005). World Poll on Bush's Reelection, BBC.	


� Tisdall, S. (2006). Another angry neighbour for Bush. The Guardian. London.


� Tobar, H. (2006). Border Plan Seen as U.S. Conceit. Los Angeles Times.
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Sheet1

		Source:		Latinobarómetro survey

				Corporación Latinobarómetro, Santiago Chile

		Years used:		2004, 2005

		Question:		I would like to know your opinion about the United States. Do you have a very good, good, bad or very bad

				opinion of the United States? And of the European Union? And of Japan? China? And of Spain? * Here ‘Very good’ plus ‘Good’

				Numbers for USA: Opinion of USA Decreasing Since 9-11

				%		%		%		%		%		%		Dif.

		Country		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		post 9/11

		Argentina		53		38		38		30		31		32		-21

		Bolivia		69		55		55		45		41		50		-19

		Brazil		68		54		54		50		50		53		-15

		Chile		73		70		70		58		61		57		-16

		Colombia		71		76		76		68		73		70		-1

		Costa Rica		81		84		84		75		80		75		-6

		Dominican Republic		.		.		.		.		85		74		.

		Ecuador		77		85		85		68		77		71		-6

		El Salvador		82		84		84		80		84		81		-1

		Guatemala		78		80		80		67		77		77		-1

		Honduras		87		89		89		80		81		87		0

		Mexico		72		63		63		41		41		53		-19

		Nicaragua		89		84		84		69		69		68		-21

		Panama		75		89		89		80		82		83		8

		Paraguay		79		70		70		50		62		48		-31

		Peru		72		75		75		69		72		71		-1

		Uruguay		58		51		51		46		44		38		-20

		Venezuela		65		68		68		59		55		41		-24

		Total		73		71		71		61		64		61		-12

		2000-2004: n =		18,135		18,135		18,522		18,658		19,605		20,207

		Question:		I would like to know your opinion about the United States. Do you have a very good, good, bad

				or very bad opinion of the United States?

				Here ‘Very good’ plus ‘Good’.												NOTE:		2000 report was for 1999 and 2000

		Year		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005

		%		73		74		72		61		64		61

		Question:		How would you describe the relations between (country) and USA?

				Would you say that they are very good, fairly good, fairly poor, or poor? *

				Here ‘Very good’ plus ‘fairly Good’

		Country		1997		2003		2004		Difference

		Argentina		76		44		45		-31

		Bolivia		77		57		43		-33

		Brazil		71		73		64		-7

		Chile		76		81		84		7

		Colombia		40		76		75		35

		Costa Rica		83		82		84		1

		Dominican Republic		.		.		87		.

		Ecuador		83		74		74		-9

		El Salvador		88		79		85		-2

		Guatemala		72		60		70		-2

		Honduras		85		79		81		-4

		Mexico		58		57		57		-2

		Nicaragua		92		77		72		-20

		Panama		89		78		83		-5

		Paraguay		73		62		78		4

		Peru		79		73		70		-9

		Uruguay		74		81		76		2

		Total		76		70		70		-6

		1997, 2003, 2004: n		17,767		18,658		19,605

		Question		Q. I will list you a number of foreign leaders. I want you to evaluate them on a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means a

				very bad evaluation and 10 very good. Or do you not know them enough to have an opinion?

		Rating		Very bad		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		Very Good		DNK/DA

		George Bush		11		5		4		5		5		12		6		6		7		3		7		28%

		Hugo Chavez		7		3		4		6		6		11		6		5		5		3		7		37%

		Lula da Silva		2		1		2		3		4		9		6		6		6		3		4		53%

		Fidel Castro		15		6		5		5		5		10		5		5		5		3		8		28%

		n: 20,207

		"Do you approve or disapprove of the job President Bush is doing in handling the illegal immigration problem?"

		.
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