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Preface 

 
The past year has been a controversial, productive, and—perhaps above all else—highly 
visible one for Brazil. Last summer saw massive waves of protests, as Brazilians took to 
the streets to demand that the government provide more robust and generous social 
services. Just as those protests lost their fervor, the National Security Agency (NSA) 
revelations hit the news (including reports about NSA surveillance of Brazilian 
authorities and the company Petrobras), raising doubts in Brazil over the country’s 
relationship with the United States. In the aftermath of those revelations, President 
Dilma Rousseff postponed her long-planned state visit to the White House and, just a few 
months later, decided to award a major military contract to Swedish manufacturer Saab 
over both the U.S. aerospace company Boeing and the French company Dassault. 

Then came the World Cup. Despite the prevailing pessimism over the country’s ability to 
handle the logistical behemoth the World Cup represented, Brazil pulled of an 
exceptional event. The stadiums were beautiful, the games ran smoothly, visitors flocked 
to Brazil from every corner of the world, and the country welcomed them with open 
arms. But Brazil’s own crushing defeat to Germany in the semifinal match soured an 
otherwise overwhelmingly successful event for Brazilians, whose hopes for a triumphant 
final match and closing ceremony were dashed in the national team’s loss. 

As election season began, this effervescent trend only continued. As Dilma Rousseff 
(Workers’ Party, PT) and Aécio Neves (Social Democratic Party, PSDB) appeared poised to 
face off in a second round, Socialist Party (PSB) candidate Eduardo Campos tragically 
died in a plane crash. In the weeks that followed, his running mate, Marina Silva, 
assumed his nomination, changing the electoral game. With her support surging 
forward, Marina seemed—very suddenly—positioned to overtake even Dilma and pull 
off a second-round victory, as many Brazilians increasingly viewed the relative outsider 
as the apparent solution to their dissatisfaction and disillusionment. 

Though the polls appeared to stabilize, the most recent data suggests that support for 
Dilma is on the rise. Still, this will likely be among the most contested elections in Brazil’s 
recent history. Uncertainty over what will happen on October 5—and in the likely second 
round later this month—is rampant. Both in Brazil and all around the world, people are 
waiting and watching, eager to see what is in store in these elections. 

Notwithstanding the rhetorical polarization during the electoral campaign, the 
respective foreign policies of the three candidates should not be seen as a paradigmatic 
shift from Brazilian diplomatic tradition and historical foreign policy tenets. As a rising 
power in the realm of global politics and economics, Brazil is capable of exercising an 
assertive and independent foreign policy on diverse fronts. 

There is today a unified Brazilian perspective on key foreign policy issues that will 
remain priorities for Brazil irrespective of the individual or political party in power. 
These include Brazil’s efforts to obtain a permanent seat on the UN Security Council, the 
defense of the rule of international law, and the enhancement and support of the 
multilateral system. It is, however, realistic to acknowledge possible changes in the 
narrative and in the emphasis of some strategic relations for each of Brazil’s presidential 
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candidates, particularly with regard to bilateral relations with Washington, Beijing, 
Moscow, South American countries, and at the United Nations.  

Amidst all this curiosity and uncertainty, there remain countless unanswered questions 
as to what this election will mean for Brazil—both domestically and in a broader global 
context. And many of these questions come from a lack of understanding of Brazil’s 
priorities and interests. What will the next administration do to revitalize the Mercosur 
trade bloc (the “Common Market of the South”)? How will the administration handle its 
trade relations abroad—and what blocs and countries it will prioritize in that strategy, 
particularly given Brazil’s ties to Argentina and the rest of Mercosur? What can we 
expect of the next government in its relations with the United States, in the context of the 
past year’s tensions? Given its role in the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South 
Africa) emerging economies, how will Brazil reconcile its competing priorities—human 
rights and nonintervention? What is the future of Brazil’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs? 

In short, what can we expect from Brazil on the international stage? 

More than anything else, this report seeks to provide clarity, answering the pressing 
questions about Brazilian foreign policy under the next government and demonstrating 
where the country’s interests overlap with the United States and its other primary 
partners in every part of the world—whoever wins in October. 

Carl Meacham 
Director, CSIS Americas Program 
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Brazil’s Presidential Elections 
Expectations for Foreign Policy 

Carl Meacham and Hussein Kalout 

 

Introduction 

The presidential election of 2014 is, undoubtedly, one of the most competitive in the last 
two decades. Among the 11 official candidates vying for the presidency, the following 
candidates are the principal competitors for the office: the current president of Brazil 
from the Workers’ Party (PT), Dilma Rousseff; the former governor of the State of Minas 
Gerais and currently senator from the Social Democratic Party (PSDB), Aécio Neves; and 
former senator and environment minister during the Lula da Silva administration, 
Marina Silva, affiliated with the Socialist Party (PSB). 

The purpose of this policy analysis is to outline the likely foreign policy profiles and core 
diplomatic priorities of these candidates. The objective is to measure their focus in 
geographical regions and major players such as Latin America, the United States, Africa, 
Asia, the Middle East, and Europe. Additionally, the analysis will outline the foreign 
policy views of each candidate with regard to multilateral forums like the United Nations 
(UN), World Trade Organization (WTO), Common Market of the South (Mercosur–Brazil, 
Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Venezuela), and BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, 
and South Africa). 

Zooming Out: An Overview of Dilma’s, Aécio’s, and Marina’s 
Foreign Policy Proposals 

Before diving into the specifics of what to expect from each candidate on a region-by-
region or issue-by-issue basis, it is useful first to turn to what each has articulated in the 
way of a foreign policy platform. Based on their historical positions, their campaign 
platforms, and their statements thus far, the following is what we might expect from 
each candidate’s foreign policy. 

The Workers’ Party foreign policy under the Dilma Rouseff administration seeks to 
present Brazil as the standard bearer for the developing world. The dynamism during 
Lula’s government (2003–2010) presented Brazil as a country with aspiration to be the 
leader of the Global South in juxtaposition with the developed nations of the Global 
North. Dilma’s administration believes that being a steadfast leader among the 
developing world will be a plausible path for Brazil to slightly rebalance the 
international order and to push forward the idea of reform within some multilateral 
organizations such as the UN Security Council, International Monetary Fund (IMF), and 
World Bank, among others. 
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Based on this logic, if Dilma is reelected, her priorities will likely remain concentrated in 
Latin America, Africa, and Asia. Dilma’s diplomacy for South America appears poised to 
remain the same as the last four years without any substantial change. A unique point of 
inflection could be a long-pending trade agreement between Mercosur and the European 
Union, as it remains unclear if Brazil under Dilma will be able to persuade Argentina to 
move forward with such an agreement.  

Dilma is also likely to continue her practice of dealing with international organizations 
with a deep awareness of Brazil’s national interest and an overriding pragmatism when 
dealing with foreign powers. While international law and human rights are important 
for Dilma and her party, they have not driven a purely idealistic foreign policy. This can 
be seen in Dilma’s relative silence on issues such as the crises in Syria and Crimea 
beyond the usual reiteration of general principles of international law and votes in favor 
of UN Human Rights Council resolutions on Syria. Brazil’s general silence on these issues 
was an example of Dilma’s pragmatism and commitment to Brazilian specific interests, 
particularly in the case of Crimea, where Brazil took pains to avoid offending its BRICS 
partner. In a second term, there is little reason to believe that Dilma would abandon this 
pragmatic approach. 

The Social Democratic candidate, Aécio Neves, aspires to forge a foreign policy focused 
on inserting Brazil into the orbit of the western powers and converting Brazil into a 
principal trade partner for the developing world. Positive relations with the United 
States and the European Union would likely be the main priorities of his government in 
the international arena, and the World Trade Organization could remain a strong 
instrument of political-economic engagement for the PSDB, although Aécio’s campaign 
has stressed the need to explore bilateral and multilateral trade agreements.  

The architects of the PSDB foreign policy strongly believe that Brazil’s elevation to the 
rank of international power will depend mainly on a close partnership with Washington 
and Brussels. Strong ties with Beijing and Moscow would remain important factors in the 
commercial field, but would not be as central in the political sense. The priority to be 
given to the relations with the United States and EU will not mean, though, that Aécio’s 
foreign policy will favor automatic alignment with those powers. 

Marina Silva (PSB) aspires to be recognized as the world’s “humanitarian-
environmentalist” in the realm of foreign policy, with the capacity to influence the global 
debate about sustainable development. Marina’s foreign policy will likely be conducted 
through a combination of factors associating trade export and renewable energy 
resources, along with the protection of the environment. 

Marina aspires to represent “new politics,” which in her view calls for a government that 
supersedes ideological divides in the name of the common good. Her foreign policy 
would likely distance itself from an allegedly more ideological foreign policy under the 
Workers’ Party, especially with regard to Brazil’s relations with left-leaning governments 
in Latin America. In this aspect, Marina’s position does not differ substantially from 
Aécio’s foreign policy.  

The main challenge of a Marina administration remains the difficulty of articulating a 
strategy that walks the fine line between moralistic actions and pragmatic interests, 
while providing coherent guidelines for Brazilian diplomacy.  
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It is likely that as president, both Marina Silva and Aécio Neves would strongly 
emphasize the respect for and protection of human rights based on international 
conventions and the norms of international law. Based on their political records and 
statements on the issue, the protection of democratic values and civil rights will likely be 
crucial elements in how each would go about forming their strategy. This outlook would 
likely lead both Marina and Aécio to take a much harder line on issues such as Syria and 
Crimea than the current administration has taken. The challenge of this tactic will be 
determining how best to defend increasing global interests for Brazil while upholding an 
idealistic foreign policy.  

South America, Latin America, and Regional Integration 

Whatever its role on the global stage, Brazil has certainly come to symbolize growth and 
development in Latin America. The Western Hemisphere’s second-largest economy and 
second-most-populous country—exceeded only by the United States—Brazil is a pivotal 
player in regional affairs, and each candidate’s plan for the country’s place in the region 
going forward is key. 

For Dilma, South American integration will likely remain a top priority in her foreign 
policy agenda. Since Lula took office in 2003, the Workers’ Party has focused on the 
strength and the consolidation of Brazil’s influence over South America. From the 
perspective of the Workers’ Party, what ultimately gains traction with their base is the 
notion that South American problems should be discussed and solved by South American 
countries—under Brazil’s leadership. 

From the perspective of the Workers’ Party, the Union of South American Nations 
(UNASUR) remains the region’s essential diplomatic project. Based on the premise that 
isolation is unproductive for solving problems, Dilma’s foreign policy for the region has 
been based on the adoption of a persuasive approach to preserving democratic order in 
the region. UNASUR integration has, in turn, a robust ideological component that joins 
the countries ruled by center-left governments, driving Brazil’s greater attentiveness to 
the region under Lula and Dilma. 

From a PT perspective, Mercosur is not exclusively a trade bloc. Rather, it is a political, 
cultural, legal, economic, and social integration project. As result, Dilma’s administration 
has supported Argentina despite Argentina’s obstruction of the EU trade deal. Similarly, 
Brazil has often turned a blind eye when countries have flaunted Mercosur trade rules—
they are, from a Brazilian perspective, merely one piece of a much larger pie. For Dilma 
and the PT, these are secondary bumps in the road for Brazil toward the ultimate goal of 
greater South American integration under Brazil’s leadership. 

The principal regional foreign policy challenges for a second Dilma term will likely be 
sustaining and revitalizing Mercosur, avoiding and addressing undemocratic tendencies 
in certain parts of the region, and maintaining the relevance and productivity of 
UNASUR. 

An Aécio administration is unlikely to abandon efforts toward South American 
integration, as any action in this direction could imply a retreat from Brazil’s leadership 
in the region. Instead, Aécio’s policy will likely remain attentive to preserving Brazil’s 
prestige in UNASUR as a space for political negotiations and the preservation of the 
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democratic order in the region. That said, Aécio is unlikely to dedicate as much time and 
effort to his foreign policy in Latin America—at least relative to Marina or Dilma. In that 
vein, it is plausible that he would look to make a soft disengagement from the idea of 
regional integration, instead investing in more concrete projects focused on developing a 
free trade zone in the Americas. 

At the same time, Mercosur would likely pose a real challenge for Aécio’s regional policy. 
Most of the leaders inside his Social Democratic Party argue that the bloc today 
represents an uncomfortable geo-economical straitjacket for Brazil’s extraregional trade 
policy. Based on the PSDB perspective on Mercosur, it is conceivable that Aécio may take 
a generally terse stance toward Mercosur. And he may prove particularly unforgiving of 
the restrictive forces exerted by Argentina and Venezuela—Aécio’s diplomatic advisers 
largely blame the Cristina Kirchner government for many of Mercosur’s failures, 
including the stalled trade talks with the European Union. 

Realistically, in trade negotiations, Aécio is the most likely to forego Argentina (and the 
Mercosur framework), instead unilaterally seeking a trade agreement with the European 
Union. Regardless, there is little doubt that Aécio and PSDB would be able to push 
through a new trade policy for the alliance. In addition, PSDB harshly criticized the 
approval of Venezuela’s admission as a member of Mercosur in 2013, and Aécio could 
seek to question the legitimacy and legality of Venezuela’s membership in the bloc.  

Marina’s foreign policy toward South America and Latin America will likely be 
established in three main lines: 1) political integration; 2) democracy and stability; and 3) 
Mercosur challenges. Under Marina’s administration, South American integration will 
likely take an important role as the immediate zone of Brazil’s political influence. The 
maintenance of a peaceful and stable region has been a foreign policy priority for Brazil 
for years, particularly under the administrations of Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Lula, 
and Dilma. Marina’s objective will likely be to intensify the integration process in 
different sectors such as energy, transportation, communications, and infrastructure, 
linking Brazil from the Atlantic fringe to the Pacific borders.  

From a Brazilian perspective, UNASUR has been a successful forum to promote the 
political integration of the region, but has not been able to develop into a comprehensive 
free trade zone. To achieve this, Marina’s regional foreign policy goal will likely push for 
the convergence of two existing trade zones, Mercosur and the Pacific Alliance 
(composed of Chile, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru), creating a broader Latin American 
gateway to Asian markets.  

Marina’s foreign policy advisers hint that she believes that Mercosur, at least in its 
current form, has not fulfilled its original goal and that its current structure has been an 
obstacle, particularly for Brazil, to concluding a trade agreement with the European 
Union. Based on the assumption that the European Union will eventually bridge its 
internal differences and be ready to sign an agreement, Brazil has two options. The first 
is to persuade Argentina to support the agreement, offering some manner of 
compensation or incentive for this support. The second option would be for Brazil to 
move forward with an EU agreement unilaterally, accepting negative consequences both 
in its bilateral relations with Argentina and in its dealings within Mercosur. Marina’s 
inner circle tends to favor Brazil’s taking a leading role, perhaps undertaking 
fundamental reforms in Mercosur in order to bypass the gridlock in the bloc.  
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In a wider Latin American context, Marina appears more critical toward the current 
Venezuelan government than is the Dilma administration, particularly in light of recent 
civil unrest in Venezuela and the treatment of opposition elements there by the 
government. The heavy-handed actions of Venezuelan president Nicolas Maduro’s 
government reverberated negatively within Marina’s core group of advisers, generating 
hints that a Marina administration would be a staunch supporter of democratic values in 
the region. This tendency indicates that Marina could likewise look harshly on 
antidemocratic elements in Cuba, particularly with respect to political prisoners. It is 
worth noting, as well, that this support for democratic values could prove challenging for 
Marina within her adopted Socialist Party, which has historically looked fondly on the 
revolutionary regimes in Cuba and Venezuela. 

Bilateral Relations with the United States 

The last year has been a rocky one for U.S.-Brazil relations, despite the relationship’s 
strong foundations. With the National Security Agency (NSA) revelations that came to 
light in the summer of 2013, Presidents Obama and Rousseff found the bilateral 
relationship strained, subject to political tensions that neither could easily brush aside. 
But as that tension eases, the next president of Brazil will face a series of decisions that 
collectively determine the future of the country’s relationship with the United States—a 
country that, despite occasional disagreements, remains among Brazil’s most important 
political and economic partners. 

Dilma’s foreign policy toward the United States will likely depend on how the Obama 
administration navigates mending its relation with Brazil after last year’s reports that 
the NSA spied directly on President Rousseff. Dilma’s government will likely require 
concrete and strong action from Washington to restore confidence and to rebuild the 
relationship between Brazil and the United States in her potential second term.  

Under the Workers’ Party administration, Brazilian foreign policy has sought to be 
elevated to the category of strategic partner with the United States. Dilma herself 
emphasized relations with Washington earlier in her first term, seeking a partnership 
congruent with Brazil’s growing status. From Dilma’s perspective, the basis for a 
strategic relationship with the United States would likely require Washington to take 
three steps: 1) make a strong gesture to overcome the malaise generated by the NSA 
revelations; 2) recognize and declare Brazil as a key partner and close friend that 
deserves systematic engagement; and 3) openly support Brazil’s aspiration for a 
permanent seat in the UN Security Council.  

To Dilma’s PT base, which at the fringes is not the most pro-American to begin with, 
standing up to the United States is vital. She did not come up through the political ranks 
as a PT insider, and she must constantly revalidate her role as the flag bearer for the 
Workers’ Party, particularly in the face of a heated election where the party’s active 
support and organization is key. Beyond her own party, though, this is an issue that has 
resonated with the general electorate, who are hungry to see Brazil stake its claim to its 
rightful role within the global balance of power—in this case standing up to what it 
views as an incursion from a traditional partner. 

Based on these circumstances, from Dilma’s perspective, the ball is in Washington’s 
court. For the political reasons laid out above, Dilma is in the position of needing the 
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United States to provide her with a ladder—in the form of a public apology or political 
concessions—to climb out of the political hole she finds herself in domestically vis-à-vis 
the United States. Absent any overwhelming evidence that the United States intends to 
restore privileged relations with Brazil along these terms, Dilma’s second administration 
is unlikely to quickly put the NSA revelations behind it and accept the status quo. All in 
all, it is not unconceivable to project that Dilma’s second term could include an effort to 
reengage Brazil-U.S. relations. One such maneuver could include the renouncement on 
the request of a public apology in return for a firm statement from the U.S. government 
identifying Brazil as an inalienable strategic partner. 

The United States will likely also occupy a central role in Aécio’s foreign policy. From the 
Social Democratic Party’s perspective, strong ties between Washington and Brasilia will 
elevate Brazil’s importance in the international arena. To Aécio, the United States is an 
indispensable partner, with whom Brazil should have a mature relationship based on 
mutual respect and the recognition of the broader national interests of each of the 
countries. The pillars of U.S.-Brazil relations under Aécio would likely be based on the 
expansion of trade, the stimulation of development, and the preservation of 
international security and peace.  

The Social Democratic Party has emphasized that there is no strategic conflict between 
the United States and Brazil and that it is possible to accommodate the interests of 
Washington and Brasilia in the same agenda—as long as the two countries work to find 
where their interests overlap. Aécio’s evaluation supposes that the bilateral relationship 
can be expanded while taking into consideration Brazil’s and United States’ economic, 
commercial, and political standing. 

For Aécio, a privileged relationship with the United States does not mean an automatic 
alignment of interests, but rather preferential strategic relations. Of all the candidates, 
Aécio faces the fewest roadblocks from his base to seeking closer relations with the 
United States. Based on indications from his campaign and the historical priorities of the 
PSDB, Aécio would likely seek the following agenda with regard to the United States: 1) 
the expansion of trade; 2) the attraction of investments from U.S. companies; and 3) the 
repositioning of Brazil as the main partner of Washington in the southern hemisphere. 
The PSDB foreign policy will likely also be closer to that of the United States on 
international controversies such as the Iranian nuclear issue, the civil war in Syria, and 
the Russia-Ukraine conflict.  

Still, Aécio will likely be forced to seek a balanced position on U.S.-Brazil relations, 
particularly in light of the 2013 NSA revelations, walking the fine line of pivoting toward 
the United States while at the same time maintaining Brazilian autonomy and ensuring 
there is no appearance of a subordination of interests. Aécio could also be forced to 
navigate a potential negative backlash from regional neighbors to a rapprochement with 
the United States—particularly the Bolivarian countries that are typically mistrustful of 
the United States. 

Lastly, Aécio will face a strong test in his effort to increase trade with the United States. 
He will need to address the sticking point of U.S. subsidies in certain sectors that 
negatively affect Brazilian agriculture and industry while navigating the taxation and 
regulatory issues that dissuade U.S. businesses from further involvement in Brazil. As 
the current government, Aécio’s policy will likely include pushing forward the Doha 
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Development Round at the WTO with the support of the United States and elevating 
bilateral trade to the level of US$100 billion per year. 

Marina would likely prioritize revitalizing relations with the United States, seeking to 
address this issue by working to expand trade with the United States while reducing 
dependency on China. Marina has also emphasized supporting cooperation with the 
United States in the fields of science and technology. Marina’s foreign policy toward the 
United States will likely be founded on the reinforcement of a new standard of 
cooperation based on mutual trust and purposeful dialogue. That trust and 
communication can, in turn, underpin positive interactions between Brasilia and 
Washington, improving the level of transparency, elevating the level of commitment 
between the two countries, and seeking to establish strategic relations without an 
unconditional alignment or the subordination of either country’s national interests. 
What Brazil under Marina would likely expect from the United States is a real alliance 
constructed upon mutual understanding and the fundamental values that both countries 
share in areas such as international security, democratic stability, and international 
trade. But restoring the level of confidence between Brasilia and Washington will 
depend on series of crucial elements.  

The first obstacle is inherent in the internal dynamic of Marina’s Socialist Party. A 
considerable segment of that party views last summer’s NSA revelations as directly 
infringing on Brazilian sovereignty. A rapprochement without tangible apologies or 
positive political actions from the United States will likely deter Marina’s efforts to 
convince her own coalition of the importance of reconciliation. Similarly, a unilateral 
move from Marina’s side could impact the cohesiveness of the Socialist Party and its 
coalition. The second element is the Obama administration’s ability to attract Marina’s 
attention and appetite for real cooperation. From Brazil’s perspective, an assertive and 
proactive U.S. policy could include support of Brazil’s aspirations in multilateral forums 
such as the UN Security Council, the elimination of trade barriers that impact Brazilian 
industries and agriculture, and concrete actions encompassing Brazil in global 
governance forums such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. A 
third factor is related to the expansion of U.S. investments in the Brazilian economy, 
especially in the technological and infrastructure sectors. One of Marina’s primary goals 
is to attract direct and productive investments in Brazil’s educational, technological, and 
industrial fields.  

In general, because Marina’s administration would not be under the same pressures and 
confines as Dilma’s government, she would be more able to make positive steps to 
resetting U.S.-Brazil relations. 

The Interface with the European Union  

The relationship between Brazil and the European Union is historic, strategic, and 
essential for Brazil’s global aspirations. Today, Brazil and the European Union have 
strengthened their relationship by reinforcing political consultations on international 
issues of mutual interest. In the last two decades, the Brazil-EU Strategic Partnership was 
established to further the rule of law and democracy, the respect for human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, the promotion of sustainable development with social inclusion, 
and the furthering of international peace and security.  
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Bilateral trade between Brazil and the European Union in 2014 will be close to the 30 
percent of Brazil’s global trade exports, and the European Union is Brazil’s third-largest 
trade partner, after China and the United States. Furthermore, the European Union and 
Brazil have agreed to promote the bi-regional strategic partnership between the 
European Union and Latin America and the Caribbean States in order to expand their 
bilateral trade. A similar path has begun between Mercosur and the European Union. 
And in the political field, European powers such as France, the United Kingdom, and 
Germany have publicly ensured full support for Brazil’s aspiration to become a 
permanent member of the UN Security Council. For the three main candidates to the 
presidency, these three countries will remain privileged in the Brazilian foreign policy 
agenda. 

Brazil’s strategic partnership with Europe also includes close coordination to support 
and strengthen multilateral treaties, agreements, and legal regimes in the area of 
disarmament and nonproliferation. Accordingly, during the 7th EU-Brazil Summit, Brazil 
and the European countries agreed to further pursue bilateral negotiations on 
disarmament and nonproliferation, including the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
review process, the Conference on Disarmament, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA), entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), 
and the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT). 

Currently, the EU-Brazil strategic partnership is based on three key areas of cooperation: 
first, cooperation aims to ensure strong, balanced, and sustainable economic growth and 
job creation, including in new emerging fields; second, to cooperate more effectively on 
key foreign policy issues, and humanitarian affairs in particular; and third, to jointly 
address global challenges in areas such as sustainable development, climate change, and 
environment, energy, and international cyber policy. 

Since the Workers’ Party took power under Lula, Brazil and the European Union have 
established a strong alliance, and Dilma has followed this same pattern as president. In 
addition to strengthening economic ties, during a second term, Dilma is likely to continue 
to prioritize Europe, focused on deepening cooperation in sectors like energy, education, 
science, and technology. Dilma would also likely continue her cooperative effort with 
Berlin in leading the establishment of international norms to protect data in cyberspace.  

Aécio’s foreign policy agenda with regard to Europe is, in general, unlikely to diverge 
from the Workers’ Party. Aécio is likely, however, to somewhat alter the narrative with 
regard to Europe, setting out a course focused heavily on the expansion of commercial 
relations and Brazilian exports to EU countries. Aécio is likely to emphasize the necessity 
to move forward on a Mercosur-EU trade agreement, or to go it alone on a Brazil-EU 
trade agreement, foregoing Brazil’s South American partners on this issue. 

The PSDB is also likely to work with European states to explore engagement in the 
implementation of Doha Development Round principles and the Bali Ministerial 
Declaration, and to generally support a multilateral trade system focused on lowering 
global trade barriers and reducing import tariffs and agricultural subsidies.  

Marina is also likely to focus her engagement with the European Union on the 
implementation of the Doha and Bali agreements. Her foreign policy would also likely 
seek special ties supporting the environment and sustainable development. Alongside 
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the European Union, Marina would likely emphasize the importance of the commitment 
to the Rio+20 principles on sustainable development and establish a partnership for the 
creation of consensus toward international climate negotiations.  

Another field that Marina could explore in cooperation with the European Union is the 
development of a partnership based on a mutual agreement on renewable resources 
development, including joint initiatives in energy efficiency and sustainable production 
of biofuels. Regarding the need to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases in the 
transportation sector, Marina’s foreign policy will likely reinforce the importance of 
developing viable alternatives to fossil fuels. 

Marina may also work with the European Union to develop a coherent approach toward 
biodiversity conservation, sustainable use and access to genetic resources, and benefit 
sharing. Marina’s presidency will likely be attentive to the implementation of sustainable 
trade in wildlife and wildlife products, sustainable consumption and production, clean 
technologies, and sustainable water management, thus contributing to the protection 
and rational use of natural resources and sustainable development.  

Lastly, all three candidates support a strong commitment to taking on the ever-growing 
challenges associated with cyber activity. For all three, the establishment of a Brazilian-
European dialogue on international cyber policy will be crucial, especially to delineate 
specific priorities, including the right to freedom of expression and privacy. Each 
endorses the idea that Internet governance should be inclusive, transparent, and based 
on a genuine multistakeholder model. This is one area where Brazil has much more in 
common with the European Union than its BRICS partners, for example. EU-Brazil 
cooperation on this issue will be a formidable alliance as the world looks to take on the 
important issue of Internet governance.  

The Middle Eastern Dimension in Brazil’s Agenda  

Brazil’s relation with the Middle Easters countries has improved considerably since the 
Workers’ Party came to power. In line with its aspirations of being a true global player, 
Brazil has placed the strengthening of its ties with the Arab and Islamic countries as a 
central piece of its foreign policy new priorities. In historical terms, the Middle East has 
always been considered an area of minor importance to Brazilian diplomacy.  

Today, involvement in the Middle East is considered strategic for expanding the 
country's participation in international politics writ large. Home to the largest Arab 
population outside the Middle East, Brazil recently realized that the Arab, Muslim, and 
Jewish communities in the country constitute a valuable political instrument to boost a 
more assertive foreign policy toward that region. Beyond demonstrating political 
influence, there are other compelling reasons to deepen the Brazilian relationship with 
the Middle East. Closer ties will serve as a gateway for increasing commercial relations 
with the region and further the Brazilian ambition for a permanent seat on the United 
Nations Security Council. It is worth noting that Mercosur has signed a trade agreement 
with both Israel and Palestine. 

While the challenges that Brazil still faces in these relationships are serious, they are 
simply part of the learning curve. After all, the Lula administration was the first in 
Brazil’s history to make concerted efforts to reach out to the Middle East; it will take time 
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for Brazil to fully understand the complexities of the region. It is encouraging to note 
that Brazil has already seen so much success in the economic realm in a relatively short 
period of time. Furthermore, it appears that the strengthened economic relationship has 
begun to reap political rewards for Brazil as well. For instance, in the successful 
campaign of the Brazilian candidate for the director general position at the World Trade 
Organization, Brazil won with overwhelming support from Arab countries. Having 
proven that it can make substantial strides in economic policy toward the Middle East, 
Brazil now must focus on crafting a coordinated and organized foreign policy strategy 
for amplifying its influence in the political-diplomatic plane. 

In Dilma’s second term, the Middle East will likely remain an important front for trade 
expansion and political engagement. In the Workers’ Party perception, it is not 
conceivable to play an important role in the global geopolitical order without being 
present and active in the Middle East.  

Nevertheless, Dilma will face important challenges in order to maintain and fulfill the 
existing robust trade relationships, especially with the Arab countries. These difficulties 
stem from three basic factors: 1) the absence of treaties regarding the reduction of tariffs 
and customs; 2) the excessive fiscal bureaucracy that slows flow of capital; and 3) the 
lack of sectorial strategic policy on commercial promotion. In the next few years, Brazil 
must make internal changes with the objective of alleviating these problems. 

Aécio’s proposal for the Middle East will be similar to Dilma’s with regard to trade. The 
PSDB foreign policy toward the Middle East will similarly look to increase the trade 
relationship and to explore new sectors to amplify trade and engagement such as 
services and technologies. On the other hand, in the political field Aécio’s presidency will 
likely be more inclined to avoid highly sensitive issues in the region, such as the Iran 
nuclear program, a process that would develop by means of incremental adjustments. 
However, in a crisis similar to that in Syria, Aécio is likely to be more critical and vocal 
on the issue than the current government, though without any hard or practical policy 
action.  

Marina’s foreign policy toward the Middle East has yet to be articulated fully, and thus is 
harder to pin down. But based on her historical positions and tendencies, we draw 
certain conclusions. For example, if Marina’s environmentalist tendencies heavily 
impact her trade policy in the Middle East, she could face serious difficulties engaging 
the region. A decrease in the trade relations between Brazil and Arab and Islamic 
countries will be disastrous for some industrial sectors, and the powerful agro-business 
sector in particular. She already maintains a shaky relationship with this sector based on 
her strong environmental views, and will need to support Brazilian agro-business where 
she can for domestic political reasons. Marina’s presidency will likely face pressure from 
the Brazilian-Arab Chamber of Commerce and the Federation of Muslim Associations to 
avoid a decrease in commercial relations with the region.  

In the political field, beyond some very general rhetoric on select issues, it is still unclear 
how Marina’s foreign policy will approach several issues like the Syrian crisis, relations 
with Iran, the ISIS threat, and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It is possible, however, that 
there could be a considerable change in Brazil’s political engagement in the Middle East 
under Marina. Based on her commitment to human rights as an overriding guide to 
Brazilian engagement, Marina could step up as a harsh critic of the Assad regime in 
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Syria. Similarly, Marina could be less interested in deepening political relations with 
Iran. 

Additionally, regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Marina will likely be more 
susceptible to pressure by Brazil’s Evangelical lobby, which will push her to avoid 
condemning Israeli policies; it has yet to be seen if Marina’s very open allegiance to the 
evangelical movement in Brazil will impact her foreign policy on this issue.  

Because of her strong views on human rights and her evangelical faith, it remains to be 
seen if Marina will practice realpolitik with regard to the Middle East. 

Foreign Policy toward Africa 

Since Lula assumed office in 2003, the Workers’ Party strategy for Africa has been 
orientated to make the Brazilian presence continuous and felt concretely in the political, 
economic, and humanitarian fields there. On the economic front, trade relations with the 
African continent have increased substantially over the last decade—from US$ 5 billion 
in 2002 to US$ 28.5 billion in 2013.1  

The main guidelines are to assist African countries in agriculture, food safety, health, 
state reconstruction, conflict pacification, good governance, and democratization. 
Brazil’s core goals are to create a policy of solidarity based on long-term cooperation.  

Brazil under the Workers’ Party has established a framework toward Africa aimed at: 1) 
building relations with all African countries; 2) assuring the forgiveness of financial 
debts of these countries held in Brazil; and 3) convincing African states of the necessity 
for United Nations reform—and of Brazil’s leadership role in that process. 

The immediate results of this foreign policy could be seen in the expansion of Brazilian 
companies and industries in Africa and in broad African support for Brazilian 
candidates within multilateral organizations. For example, Brazil received the full 
support of the African Union to elect the Brazilian director general of the Food and 
Agricultural Organization at the United Nations and, more recently, Brazil gained 
widespread support from African countries in the successful campaign of the Brazilian 
candidate for the director-general position at the World Trade Organization.  

Despite Dilma’s resolve to preserve the main guidelines of Lula’s policy of broad 
engagement and solidarity with the African states, her foreign policy to Africa has been 
less robust in her first term—with the exception of her administration’s ability to 
support a considerable role for Brazilian companies in infrastructure and energy 
exploration projects in Africa. Brazil’s relationship with Africa in Dilma’s potential 
second term will likely be a greater challenge. Policies to promote Brazilian solidarity 
and cooperation in Africa are likely to take a hit as economic realities and budget 
constraints settle in. It will be difficult for Brazil to maintain the broad, constant 
presence in Africa that just recently had been seen as a significant pillar of Brazil’s 
foreign policy, as budget realities make Africa less of a priority. 

1 “África: Intercâmbio Comcercial com o Brasil,” Ministério das Relacões Exteriores, September 2014, 
http://www.brasilglobalnet.gov.br/ARQUIVOS/IndicadoresEconomicos/ICBrasilAfrica.pdf. 
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Aécio’s and Marina’s foreign policy teams have provided indications that Brazil will 
have special ties with Africa under their leadership, but with a different strategy than 
that promoted by the Workers’ Party. 

Under Aécio’s plan, Brazil would likely reduce the Brazilian diplomatic presence on the 
continent and recalibrate the policy of solidarity. Aécio would likely diversify the level of 
engagement by Brazilian companies in Africa and work to reduce constraints on the 
African market to take Brazilian business engagement beyond that of only civil 
construction and mining companies. 

During the administrations of Lula and Dilma, PSDB emphatically criticized PT foreign 
policy toward Africa, particularly on the point of opening diplomatic missions in what 
PSDB deemed inconsequential countries without real objective for the Brazilian 
government. It will be interesting to see how Aécio, should he win the presidency, 
matches this viewpoint up with his stated goal to win space in Africa for Brazilian 
industry and build African support for Brazil in multilateral forums. 

Marina’s project for Africa will be grounded in the perception of deep bilateral 
cooperation—but with delineated and focused engagement aligned with Brazilian 
interests. In this sense, the pillars of Marina’s foreign policy toward Africa would likely 
be focused on alliances and selective trade engagement.  

As she looks to focus Brazil’s engagement in Africa, Marina will likely elevate the role of 
the Community of Portuguese Language Countries (CPLP). Marina’s immediate strategy 
would likely opt for the reactivation of Brazil’s role within the CPLP, seeking the 
enhancement of bilateral relations with member countries of the CPLP by leading 
projects in development and government building. In addition to CPLP, Marina may also 
seek to maintain the level of trade with Arab-African countries like Egypt and the 
strategic relations with historical partners like South Africa, via the BRICS alliance, and 
Nigeria.  

Lastly, it is likely that Marina would look to draw down Brazil’s diplomatic presence in 
countries where relations with Brazil are relatively inactive or underdeveloped. 
Marina’s calculus for weighing Brazil’s strategic interests in Africa is likely to include 
identifying where Brazil can most efficiently invest in Africa for economic gain, for 
support in multilateral organizations, and to support international efforts on 
environmental issues, which will be central to Marina’s foreign policy. 

The BRICS and Asia  

The BRICS, composed of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa, today is arguably 
the most important interregional political mechanism in which Brazil is involved. 
Economic projections indicate that, in less than one decade, the BRICS could be 
responsible for approximately 60 percent of the global economy.  

The BRICS will likely be a cornerstone of foreign engagement for any of the three 
presidential candidates, with none of them in a position to diminish the generally 
accepted position it holds among Brazil’s foreign policy priorities. The BRICS summit 
held in Brazil this summer demonstrated as-yet unseen coordination among the member 
states for the future of this alliance in various areas. Arguably, the main goal of 
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synchronizing policy between the BRICS members is more than simply an international 
policy complementing the present efforts of multilateral and regional financial 
institutions for global growth and development.  

In spite of the preliminary discussion on the possible creation of the BRICS Defense 
Council (or Security Forum), it could be difficult to align the objectives of the five 
members of the bloc in the realm of security and defense. The defense interests of BRICS 
countries are currently asymmetrical, leading many to argue that the BRICS could not be 
more than a financial and trade bloc due to the asymmetry of political goals between its 
members. The similarities of the BRICS countries are mostly linked to their economic and 
trade capacities rather than their political aspirations or security capabilities.  

As a result, Dilma’s foreign policy in a potential second term would likely be 
predominantly focused on the enhancement of Brazil’s connections with the BRICS. To 
Dilma, the BRICS is the strategic forum in which Brazil can definitively gain a steady 
voice in the world order. Her foremost strategy will be centered on strengthening the 
influence of the bloc.  

Aécio’s perspective on the BRICS is unlikely to differ from Dilma’s. Even though his 
foreign policy team has provided indications that his party will not tolerate human rights 
violations, the PSDB diplomacy will be sufficiently pragmatic in order to assimilate 
China’s and Russia’s respective styles to deal with this matter. Aécio would likely practice 
realpolitik with the BRICS, maintaining their status as a cornerstone of Brazil’s foreign 
policy.  

For Marina, the BRICS alliance will also be crucial, though she is likely to emphasize the 
economic side of the partnership. Marina’s foreign policy advisers have also hinted that 
she could actively use the alliance to promote her agenda on sustainable development 
projects and pressuring for more regulation on this issue in the international arena. 
Marina’s team is cognizant of the difficulties that could arise from pursuing an advanced 
economic agenda with China while pushing strict environmental regulations, and it is to 
be seen how these issues will actually be handled during a prospective Marina 
presidency. Likewise, Marina’s rhetorical commitment to human rights may not survive 
beyond her campaign within the BRICS context—given both Russia’s and China’s 
complex stance toward these issues. Marina’s ultimate foreign policy challenge may be 
how she balances the dynamic of her support for multilateral forums and commitment 
to strategic partners against her commitment to human rights as one of the top priorities 
governing foreign engagement.  

Lastly, in general terms, Brazil’s foreign policy decision-making toward Asia, with the 
exception of China and India who stand alone as strategic partners for Brazil, has 
matured over recent years and continues to progress. Among the three candidates, Aécio 
is the most likely to take interest in that part of the world and explore opportunities for 
Brazil there. From the point of view of some Brazilian diplomats, Brazil is capable of 
playing a positive economic role in this region, but is not ready yet to compete politically 
with China and the United States in these areas. 
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The Multilateral Organizations and Global Governance 

From a general perspective, Brazil’s foreign policy toward multilateral institutions is in 
line with its historical foundations as a state. Brazil has been and will remain a legalist 
state in international forums, defending the rule of law and the respect of international 
norms. In rough terms, Dilma’s, Aécio’s, and Marina’s policies overlap on this point, with 
some divergence on which issues will be the focus of engagement in multilateral settings.  

Aside from UN Security Council reform, the Workers’ Party objective in Dilma’s second 
mandate will likely be focused on the construction of a global alliance for the adoption of 
international legislation to protect the illegal interception of communications and data. 
Alongside Germany, Brazil’s ambition under Dilma’s administration is to lead the effort 
to create reasonable legal boundaries and to constrain global powers to follow explicit 
international norms on the matter. Dilma will likely also seek to create a complement to 
international financial organizations like the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund. In this case, the creation of the BRICS Development Bank could also be 
an effective attempt to create a new impetus to reform these institutions. 

Aécio’s foreign policy toward global governance and multilateral organization, on the 
other hand, will likely be orientated toward the improvement of Brazilian participation 
in forums such as the G20, thus presenting Brazil as an important economic powerhouse. 
Aécio’s foreign policy is also likely to pressure for a rebalancing of the world financial 
institutions, particularly the IMF and the World Bank. The United Nations will likely also 
take a special place in Aécio’s international affairs agenda, in line with the PSDB agenda 
pursued during the administration of Fernando Henrique Cardoso (1995–2002). 

On the spectrum of global governance, Marina stands to stake a leading role for Brazil 
on the issues of the environment and sustainable development. She is likely to orient 
Brazil’s priorities here toward climate change and clean energy, sustainable transport, 
sustainable consumption and production, conservation, and the management of natural 
resources. Marina’s foreign policy will likely have a similar emphasis as the Workers’ 
Party on the subject of a prospective position for Brazil on the UN Security Council.  

Conclusion: Defining Expectations 

Traditionally, foreign policy is an area that does not command much attention during 
electoral campaigns in Brazil. Presidential candidates rarely talk about foreign policy on 
the air and hardly address it, if at all, in televised debates. The 2014 elections are no 
exception, with the bulk of the candidates’ time and platforms dedicated to internal 
matters. This is understandable in the country’s current context, where inflation remains 
stubbornly close to the government’s target ceiling of 6.5 percent, while economic 
growth seems to have come to a halt—in fact, the latest Organization of Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) forecast predicts that Brazilian economy will grow 
a meager 0.3 percent in 2014.2 

However, unlike in previous years, this year foreign policy might, to some extent, help 
shape the results of the election. During Dilma’s presidency, the Brazilian Ministry of 

2 Chris Giles, “Outlook darkens on global economy, OECD says,” Financial Times, September 15, 2014, 
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/677aacee-3cc9-11e4-871d-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3DVew3JlK.  
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Foreign Relations (Itamaraty) has suffered multiple budget cuts and observers have 
questioned her interest in foreign affairs.  

An insipid Brazilian foreign policy might not have mattered much, internally or 
externally, 20 years ago. But now, thanks to the country’s growth over the last two 
decades and to the persistent efforts of Dilma’s predecessors, Brazil has earned its place 
as a major international player. And Brazilians are now learning that with growing 
influence comes higher expectations and scrutiny, from internal and external audiences 
alike.  

It is abundantly clear that whoever wins the presidential elections will have to prioritize 
foreign policy once again. Whether it is Dilma Rousseff, Aécio Neves, or Marina Silva, the 
new president will have to reassert Brazil’s role in the world. 

The principles that guide Brazilian foreign policy are enshrined in its Constitution and, 
therefore, are unlikely to change. These principles—national independence; the 
promotion of human rights; self-determination; nonintervention; equality among states; 
defense of peace; peaceful settlement of conflicts; repudiation of terrorism and racism; 
cooperation among peoples for the progress of mankind; and the granting of political 
asylum—have underwritten Brazilian foreign policy for decades, and will continue to do 
so as we move forward. This is testament to the country’s foreign policy independence 
and continuity. 

Because of that, in many senses there is a lot of predictability to Brazilian foreign policy, 
even in times of electoral uncertainty. Even though priorities and approaches can and 
will change from one candidate to the other, the overarching principles of their foreign 
policy platforms are still the same. As such, in order to strengthen a relationship with 
Brazil, understanding the country’s larger context and current interests is as important 
as understanding the candidates, their priorities, beliefs, and orientations. 

And this is particularly true in the case of U.S.-Brazil relations, especially in light of the 
rocky year following the NSA revelations. For decades, U.S. engagement with Latin 
America has been dominated by drug trafficking, immigration, and free trade 
promotion. While these issues remain widely relevant these days, the region has 
changed significantly over the past few years—and perhaps no other country has 
changed as much as Brazil. Brazilians have reinvented themselves as major global 
players and the United States has to acknowledge these changes. For the two countries to 
maintain their close and productive partnership, they must, more than ever, look for 
where their interests overlap, where they might cooperate, rather than focusing on 
where their priorities diverge. 

Of course, even as a new and revitalized relationship develops, the traditional issues will 
remain relevant. Brazil is still very much interested in being included in the American 
Visa Waiver and Global Entry programs. A more ambitious trade agreement between 
both countries, while difficult, remains a possibility. After more than 15 years of 
negotiations, the EU-Mercosur trade agreement seems finally to be gaining modest 
traction. Brazil is in the process of completely eliminating tariffs for Chile, Colombia, and 
Peru. And although nothing has been formalized yet, the country has also expressed 
interest in pursuing a similar arrangement with Mexico—a step that could, on its own, 
prove instrumental in bringing Brazil and the United States closer on commercial terms. 
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As Brazil’s second-biggest trading partner—in 2013, trade between both countries 
amounted to US$60 billion3 (according to Brazilian official sources) or US$72 billion 
(according to American official sources)—if the right conditions can be met, the United 
States could be next in coming to an agreement. 

But where else might the two countries find a true common ground ripe for cooperation? 

• One potential area for cooperation between Brazil and the United States is 
energy. As the United States goes through its so-called “Shale Gas Revolution,” 
which has set the country on a path to energy self-sufficiency, Brazil is on the 
brink of an energy revolution of its own. Currently the world’s eighth-largest 
energy consumer and tenth -largest energy producer,4 the recent discovery of 
shale gas and pre-salt oil reserves in Brazilian territory could transform the 
country into an energy powerhouse. Brazil is now believed to have one of the ten 
biggest shale gas reserves in the world and, by 2035, is expected to become the 
sixth-biggest oil producer on the planet.5 All of this potential cannot be realized 
without adequate investment and, given its vast resources and expertise in the 
area, the United States could play a crucial role to that effect. In fact, in a meeting 
in Brasilia last year, U.S. Energy Secretary Ernest Moniz highlighted the interest of 
American companies in tapping into the Brazilian shale gas market. 

• Another area for potentially increased cooperation between the two countries is 
competitiveness, innovation, and technology. Despite being the world’s 
seventh-largest economy, when it comes to competitiveness, Brazil is lagging far 
behind. According to an assessment by the World Economic Forum, Brazil was 
ranked 56 out of 148 countries in competitiveness—the United States, in turn, 
places fifth in this same ranking.6 Bilateral cooperation on innovation and 
technology transfers could greatly improve Brazilian competitiveness while 
providing a valuable outlet for U.S. intellectual capital and investment. 

• A third key area of potential bilateral cooperation is the environment. Brazil has 
long been a steward of renewable energy sources, most notably biofuels and 
hydropower—the latter accounts for 80 percent of Brazilian electricity and over 
one-third of their total energy consumption. Brazil has also led efforts in slashing 
CO2 emissions over the last few years. In fact, Brazil has achieved the biggest 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions of any country in the world—largely due 
to a 70 percent decrease in deforestation since 2005.7 As a developing country that 
is not shying away from international commitments in this field, Brazil might be 
uniquely positioned to act as an honest broker and help bridge the gap between 
the developed and the developing world when it comes to the environment—an 

3 Brazilian Ministry of External Relations, “Estados Unidos: Comércio Exterior,” March 2014, 
http://www.brasilglobalnet.gov.br/ARQUIVOS/IndicadoresEconomicos/INDEstadosUnidos.pdf.  
4 U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Brazil.” October 2013, http://www.eia.gov/countries/ 
analysisbriefs/brazil/brazil.pdf.  
5 International Energy Agency, “World Energy 2013 Outlook Factsheet,” http://www.iea.org/media/files/ 
WEO2013_factsheets.pdf.  
6 Klaus Schwab, “The Global Competitiveness Report 2013–2014,” World Economic Forum, 
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2013-14.pdf.  
7 Brian Clark Howard, “Brazil Leads World in Reducing Carbon Emissions by Slashing Deforestation,” 
National Geographic, June 5, 2014, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2014/06/140605-brazil-
deforestation-carbon-emissions-environment/.  
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issue long promoted by the U.S. government both at home and in international 
forums. 

While not exhaustive, this list provides a realistic starting point. Developing a solid basis 
of mutual understanding is necessarily the way forward from the U.S.-Brazil bilateral 
relationship—only from there can the two countries work together in their common 
interests. Regardless of who wins the elections this month, the United States and Brazil 
will have an opportunity to reinvent their relationship, developing a powerful and 
productive framework for regional leadership in the coming decades. Focusing on areas 
that are ripe for mutual benefits may be a wise approach in overcoming recent 
disagreements. It will certainly require a sustained effort from both sides. It is crystal 
clear for most Americans and Brazilians that the two largest democracies and economies 
of the Western Hemisphere cannot afford not to build a true strategic partnership based 
on common values and interests. 
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