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Abstract. South—South Cooperation (SSC) has become one of the major trends in the International
Relations of the new millennium. Initiatives of political cooperation, economic and technical assistance
can be traced back to the 1960’s, for example the Bandung Conference of non-aligned countries or the
creation of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) under Ratl Prebisch’s
aegis [Braveboy-Wagner 2009; Prebisch 1954, 1969]. Nevertheless, the emergence of China and the BRICS
and a new period of high oil prices have produced an increased involvement of middle-income states
in initiatives of cooperation with other countries of the Global South.

Venezuela has been an actor in this wave of SSC during the government of Hugo Chévez. Certainly,
SSC is not new in the Venezuelan external relations because Caracas implemented programs of cooperation
to supply oil in special conditions to some Central American and Caribbean countries since the 1970’s.
Example of this were the Puerto Ordaz Agreement, approved during the Carlos Andrés Pérez administration
(1974—1979) and the San José Agreement, a Venezuelan-Mexican initiative implemented in the early
1980’s [Grayson 1985]. Similarly, Carlos Andrés Pérez played a role in the promotion of a New International
Economic Order and in the establishment of the Latin American Economic System (known in Spanish
as SELA) [Pérez 1980, 1983].

However, the logic of Venezuelan South—South cooperation was transformed since the rise to power
of Chavez in 1999 and in particular after his victory in the recall referendum convened in 2004. Chavez
aimed to transform the Venezuelan foreign policy since the beginning of his government. One of his goals
was obviously the deepening of the relations with the Global South. Venezuela as a middle-income country
became a driver in the new dynamics of SSC both in Latin America and the Caribbean and beyond the
Western Hemisphere.

This paper analyses this increasing involvement of Venezuela in initiatives of SCC, in particular
the reasons that led Chavez to promote those initiatives. Due to the particular narrative furthered by the
Venezuelan government to explain its SSC agenda, supposedly based on solidarity, complementarity
and cooperation, this paper compares Venezuelan strategy of international cooperation with more traditional
forms of North—South Cooperation (NSC). To achieve such a goal, a qualitative methodology is used
in the paper based on the review of the literature on international cooperation and on the evaluation of
international cooperation promoted by the Venezuelan government.

Key words: South—South cooperation (SSC), Hugo Chavez, Venezuela, the “Bolivarian revolution”,
oil diplomacy

MODALITIES AND REASONS
OF SOUTH—SOUTH COOPERATION

Liberal theory has associated the emergence of an interdependent world to the need
for cooperation and the creation of international regimes [Keohane 1984]. By contrast,
realists argue that liberal optimism on international cooperation has proved to be wrong
due to the perennial impact of anarchy on the behavior of states [Axelrod 1984; Grieco
1991]. Cooperation in this logic refers to a kind of state behavior in areas where
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potential common interests exist, such as finances, trade or communications. However,
cooperation has another meaning, in particular in the Development Studies. Thus,
cooperation refers to diverse programs furthered by developed countries to assist
developing world in the context of the postwar era. Cooperation was understood mainly
as foreign aid, development assistance, technical assistance or technical cooperation.
Behind all these notions was the key idea of transfers of funds from the Northern
developed countries to foster economic development and social progress in the Southern
developing countries. Thus, international cooperation was linked to economic develop-
ment and was mainly North—South oriented.

The United Nations played a crucial role in this process by implementing programs
of technical assistance since 1948. Beyond the UN, developed countries also created
their own programs labelled as Official Development Assistance (ODA) and national
agencies to manage foreign assistance, the best known of which is the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID). Developed countries decided to create
a common framework within the Organization of European Economic Cooperation
(OEEC) to deal with aid and assistance to the Third World countries. A Development
Assistance Group (DAG) was created in 1960 within the OEEC, and when the OEEC
was transformed in the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) in 1961, the DAG became Development Assistance Committee (DAC).

Nevertheless, the decolonization in Africa and Asia led to new interpretations of
economic development, cooperation and aid. The paramount moment of this process
was the Summit of Bandung (1955), when 25 Asian and African countries met to create
mechanisms to coordinate their interests and strengthening their position vis-a-vis
industrialized countries [De Renzio, Seifert 2014: 1862]. Very soon in 1961 in Belgrade
there was created the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM). As a result of these events,
a new narrative challenged the postwar hegemonic view on international cooperation
that had been associated almost exclusively to economic development and modernization.
After Bandung and Belgrade, cooperation took on a political dimension and began
to be also treated as “coalition building” among the Third World countries, particularly
in multilateral institutions [Lecchini 2012: 12]. The creation of the G77 in 1964 demon-
strated the trend. This approach to international cooperation led to the creation of the
Organization of Exporting Petroleum Countries (OPEC) in 1960. Further events such
as the establishment of UNCTAD, the proposal of creating of New International Eco-
nomic Order (1974) or the Buenos-Aires Plan of Action on South—South Cooperation
(1978) were the natural dvelopment of the process initiated in Bandung.

These innovative multilateral initiatives were accompanied by concrete bilateral
actions of economic cooperation implemented by Thailand, China and India, countries
that in the 1960’°s began to develop programs outside the schema advocated by the
OECD-ODA. The rise of emerging economies in the new millennium, in particular
China, led to a relaunch to bilateral programs of cooperation. The so-called BRICS
(Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) have played a crucial role in the new
momentum of the SSC in the last two decades. Moreover, other middle-income countries
such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar and Venezuela implemented programs of cooperation with
the Global South.

480 TEMATHYECKOE JIOChE: IepcrniextuBs! cotpynamdectsa FOr—IOr. K 40-netnro BysHoc-Alipecckoro miaHa aefictuit



Bricefio-Ruiz J. VESTNIK RUDN. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 2018, 18 (3), 479—496

Thus, after seven decades since the first initiatives of technical assistance in the UN,
the current scenario is quite diverse. On the one hand, one observes the traditional
OECD-ODA NSC that still represents the largest amount of global assistance and,
on the other hand, Global South emerging actors are furthering modalities of SSC. One
can even perceive some forms of triangular cooperation in which traditional and
emerging donors are involved. In this scenario, questions arise on the nature of these
diverse modalities of cooperation, in particular on how they work and the extent to
which they are compatible. Another crucial question is related to the reasons behind
the SSC initiatives: are they different from to those argued by traditional OECD-ODA
donors?

NSC and SSC are slightly different. The OECD-ODA’s narrative on cooperation
is related to foreign aid or economic assistance to development. Conversely, SSC is often
described a multidimensional because of the political, technical and economic objectives
to be achieved. The political dimension of cooperation refers to the creation of multi-
lateral or regional forums among developing countries to improve coordination and
their bargaining power vis-a-vis the developed countries [Lecchini 2012]. The technical
dimension or technical cooperation is “essentially a process whereby two or more
developing countries pursue their individual or collective development through coope-
rative exchanges of knowledge, skills, resources and technical know-how” [Revised
Guidelines for the Review... 2003: 4]. The economic dimension of cooperation refers
to the promotion of closer relations in trade, finance, investments and social policy.
Even technical and economic dimension contrasts from the traditional ODA’s view
on economic assistance because SSC cooperation involves “different and evolving forms,
including the sharing of knowledge and experience, training, technology transfer,
financial and monetary cooperation and in-kind contribution” [What is South—South
Cooperation 2015].

SSC would differ from NSC not just in terms of the practice of cooperation but
also on the principles in which would be based on. Thus, SSC would aim at ascertain
principles such as horizontality, consensus and equity. Horizontality means that coope-
ration is developed among countries that perceive each other as partners. In consequence,
cooperation should be voluntary and untied to a compromise to buy goods and services
from the donor. Consensus implies a common framework to negotiate and manage
cooperation. Finally, equity indicates that benefits and costs derived from cooperation
should be shared among the partners.

The dichotomy NSC and SSC evidences the diversity of logics of associative
relations in the international system. None of them could pretend to have a moral
superiority over the other. However, the alleged innovative principles and practices
of SSC could lead to argue that the reasons of emerging powers or middle-income
countries to promote it are different from those one of developed states. This is a crucial
issue when analyzing SSC and the strategies followed by countries such as Venezuela
help to understand the issue.

Studies on foreign aid promoted in the OECD-ODA perceives two kinds of reasons
to foster it: humanitarians and self-interest. For pundits such as Lumsdaine [Lums-
daine 1993], aid is given basically due to ethical and moral concerns related to the

THEMATIC DOSSIER: Prospects for South—South Cooperation. 40th Anniversary of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action 481



Bpucenvo-Pyns X. Becmuux PYJ[H. Cepusa: MEJK/[VHAPO/HBIE OTHOILIEHNA. 2018. T. 18. Ne 3. C. 479—496

fight against global poverty. Thus, “there has been an extended argument that it is the
moral responsibility of rich countries to assist in reducing poverty and enhancing
economic development in poor countries, over and above any considerations of self-
interest” [Ruttan 1989: 415]. This narrative subscribes to the liberal tradition, that treats
aid as “as an instrument or reflection of the tendency of states to cooperate in addressing
problems of interdependence and globalization” [Lancaster 2007: 4]. Aid would be
“a moral action that embodied a vision of international peace and prosperity” [Hattori
2003: 229]; a moral action the inhabitants of developed countries have “to assist the
inhabitants of the poor countries by transferring resources to them” [Opeskin 1996: 21].

Foreign aid is perceived in another narrative on the issue as a donor countries’
strategy to promote their political and economic interests. A political explanation
considers aid as a component of the donor’s foreign policy. Hans Morgenthau [Mor-
genthau 1962] and George Kennan [Kennan 1971], founders of the classical realism
theory, considered that political and strategic imperatives and not altruism were the
reasons behind cooperation with developing countries. In Carol Lancaster’s words:
“...aid (for purposes other than humanitarian relief) began as a temporary expedient of
Cold War diplomacy... If there had been no Cold War threat, the United States — the
first and, for most years, the largest aid-giving country — might never have initiated
programs of aid or put pressure on other governments” [Lancaster 2007: 5]. The
economic explanation considers that aid “constitutes a part of donor nations’ commercial
strategy to secure a larger trade benefits... Donors also use aid as an instrument for
improving goodwill while expecting that recipients will reciprocate by buying more
of their products” [Younas 2008: 662]. Younas argues that aid may also be given
as a reward to the recipient nations for promoting imports and removing trade restrictions.
This implies that donors can influence recipients to get preferential treatment on the
goods imported from them without entering formal trade agreements [ Y ounas 2008: 662].

In contrast, SSC would not be based on economic or political self-interest. SSC
would be based on mutual benefits among the countries. SSC would be based on post-
colonial solidarity and non-conditionality and it implies the share of expertise “based
on direct experience of pursuing development in a poor country circumstances”
[Mawdsley 2012: 264].

However, the claim of solidarity as the motivation of the SCC is contested. SSC
is also promoted because of political and strategic reasons. From the Bandung Summit
to the BRICS, SSC has been associated to goals such as the increase of bargaining
power, the reform of global institutions, the democratization of international relations
and the challenge of Northern hegemony. Certainly, the logic and instruments of SSC,
for example non-intervention, respect to sovereignty and non-reciprocity, are different
from those of NSC. This notwithstanding, if the SSC’s logic of implementation differs
from the NSC’s one, the political and strategic motivations do not. Benzi and Zapata
assert that the experiences of SSC “unequivocally suggest that the direct and symbiotic
relationship between aid, foreign policy and security, trade and economic interests and
power projection inherent to the North South Cooperation also exists in the case of
South—South [cooperation]” [Benzi, Zapata Mafla 2013: 68].
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The extension of this paper does not allow in-depth analysis of the diverse views
about the similarities and differences between NSC and SSC. Nevertheless, the case
of Venezuela in the Chéavez era is an excellent case to evaluate the logic of SSC and
the reasons behind it. One argues in this paper that the Venezuelan initiatives of SSC
cannot be understood and explained without considering their relation with the foreign
policy and the narratives and interests furthered by the so-called Bolivarian revolution.

VENEZUELA AND SSC UNDER THE CHAVEZ AEGIS'

International cooperation is not something new in the Venezuelan foreign policy’.
Manuel Pérez Guerrero (1911—1985), a close collaborator of presidents Romulo
Betancourt and Carlos André Pérez, was a figure in the development of SSC initiative
since the 1960s. He was one of the inspirers of the Organization of United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and served as the first executive
secretary of the Technical Assistance Committee Developing Countries of the United
Nations. He was elected president of the Economic and Social Council of the United
Nations (ECOSOC) for the period 1967—1969 and became later Secretary of the Con-
ference of the Nations United Nations on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) between
1969 and 1974 as successor to Raul Prebisch. He promoted the creation of Generalized
System of Preferences and the approval of the Least Developed Countries category (LDC).

Caribbean Basin was the preferential area where Caracas developed cooperation.
Rafael Caldera promoted closer relations with the English-Speaking Caribbean during
his administration (1964). His Minister of Foreign Affairs Aristides Calvani was
an enthusiastic promoter of a rapprochement to the Caribbean, a region considered
of strategic importance for Venezuela. Carlos Andrés Pérez signed the Puerto Ordaz
Agreement in 1976 and Luis Herrera Campins subscribed the San José¢ Agreement (1980).
The Puerto Ordaz agreement allowed Venezuela to sell oil in special conditions to
Caribbean islands, countries on which the Venezuelan government led by Pérez aimed
to have a political influence. The San José Agreement was also a program of cooperation
in the field of energy, developed in collaboration with México that sold oil in special
condition to some Caribbean and Central American countries. Both Puerto Ordaz
Agreement and San José Agreement sought to the projection of the Venezuelan interests
and narratives in the Caribbean Basin. In a context of decolonization of the Caribbean
islands, revolutionary civil war in Central America and the expansion of Cuban influ-
ence in the region (even in Venezuelan neighbors such as Grenada and Guyana) in the

' The two following sections of this paper are based on the paper “Venezuela and South—South
Cooperation: Solidarity or Realpolitik?” published in South—South Cooperation Beyond the Myths
Rising Donors, New Aid Practices? edited by 1. Bergamaschi, P. Moore and A.B. Tickner.

2 On the evolution of Venezuelan from 1958 to nowadays, see: [Romero 2003, 2010; Romero,
Curiel 2009; Corrales 2009; Clem, Maingot 2011; Bricefio-Ruiz 2011; Serbin y Serbin Pont 2014;
Romero, Mijares 2016]. For Russian views on the issue, see: [Dabagyan 2012, 2014], Rosenthal, D.
(2013). Caracas y Washington: las relaciones en el fondo de la crisis politica en Venezuela. Paper
presented at the International Forum “Russia and Iberoamerica in a globalizing world: history and
modernity”, St. Petersburg, Russia, 26—28 September 2013.
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1970’s and early 1980’s, President Pérez used oil diplomacy as a mechanism to promote
the national interest. Cooperation was linked to the narrative of defense of democracy
that was considered a Venezuelan foreign policy goal. Behind this, the interest was
to preserve the stability of a region that was crucial for the Venezuelan national security
and even for its economy because the Caribbean Sea was the major trade route of the
Venezuelan oil exports. Thus, those initiatives used oil as a foreign policy tool, a reason
that allowed arguing that Carlos Andrés Pérez was the initiator of the so-called oil
diplomacy that used oil as an instrument to promote the international projection of
Venezuela.

Beyond the Caribbean, Venezuela was founder of the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries and it was member of UNCTAD since its early years in 1960’s.
The country became a member of the Non-Aligned Movement in 1974 and Pérez was
a promoter of the North—South Dialogue [Pérez 1980]. This was a policy initially
promoted by the Social Democratic party Accion Democratica (AD) and it was continued
by Christian Democrat party COPEI. Venezuela played a crucial role in the foundation
of OPEC, one of the promoter was Juan Pablo Pérez Alfonso. As known, OPEC became
a crucial player in the determination of oil prices since the 1970’s onwards. Venezuela
was also a player at UNCTAD and during the Pérez administration backed initiatives
such as the creation of a New International Economic Order (NIEO), a goal promoted
by the so-called Third World in those days [Pérez 1977]. Pérez also fostered closer
relations with African countries (it was well-known his friendship with Tanzanian
President Julius Nyerere) and with the European social democracy. Thus, it is also valid
to argue that the first attempt to promote Venezuela as a leading actor was developed
by Carlos Andrés Pérez in the 1970’s.

This is also valid at Latin American level. Pérez was a promoter of SELA in 1976,
in collaboration with Méxican President Juan Martin Echeverria. SELA was an important
initiative in 1970’s. The Organization of American States (OAS), created in 1948, had
been the regional framework for political dialogue, collaboration and cooperation among
the Latin American countries. However, OAS was not a Latin American institution
but a Western Hemispheric one in which the United States played a hegemonic role.
By contrast, SELA was conceived an “exclusive Latin American” space, in which the
Latin American countries could discuss their regional affairs without the US intervention.
Even if soft, SELA was a challenge to the US in the region [Maldonado-L 1982; Salazar
Santos 1985].

Therefore, the Venezuelan foreign policy previous to rise to power of Hugo Chéavez
included consistent and coherent initiatives to promote SSC. President Pérez granted
particular importance to those initiatives, particularly in the Caribbean Basin, but also
beyond that region. He was the initiator of the Venezuelan oil diplomacy and he made
the initial effort to promote policies leading to make Venezuela a true global actor. How-
ever, those policies were mainly autonomist, as proposed by the academic Juan Carlos Puig
[Puig 1980] and Helio Jaguaribe [Jaguaribe 1979]. They not aimed at a rupture with
the capitalist international order or a permanent conflict with the United States but an
increasing autonomy for the Third World countries. Similarly, the initiatives of SSC
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were closely related to the defense of democracy, a goal promoted by one of the few
democracies in the region for the time.

The new foreign policy aimed at producing a rupture with some aspects of that
promoted in the 1970’s and 1980’s. New premises were established: a) the promotion
of a multipolar world; b) the “Bolivarian” ideal of regionalism; c) the fight against
neo-liberalism and d) the strengthening of South—South cooperation.

Chavez strongly highlighted the need for a multipolar world, what in reality meant
the rejection of the post-Cold War global order that had initially been based on the US
unipolarism. For Chavez, this situation had produced a power imbalance in the interna-
tional system and, in consequence, “alternative poles of power” should be created
to restore balance. The promotion of a multipolar world led to foster “an independent
foreign policy”, manifested in closer relations with countries such as Cuba, China, Brazil,
Iran and Russia, with the goal of promoting alternative poles to unipolarism. Venezuela
also promoted what Chéavez called ‘the Bolivarian dream to constitute a great Con-
federation of racially mixed nations’, or the “Bolivarian integration™. This strategy
excluded the United States, as expressed in the radical opposition to the proposal of
establishing a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) [Briceno-Ruiz 2006]. The fight
against neo-liberalism became also a foreign policy goal. Chavez rejected the adoption
of neoliberal policies at domestic level but also criticized the way as neo-liberalism had
influenced the so-called new regionalism in the Americas.

The agenda stressed another issue, closely related to the fight against unipolarism,
the promotion of South—South cooperation. The Venezuelan diplomacy initially
intended reactivating mechanisms of cooperation among developing nations, such as
the Non-Aligned Movement and the Group of Rio. Venezuela also participated in the
creation of G20, a group of underdevelopment countries generated at the World Trade
Organization Trade Ministerial Meeting held in Cancun, Mexico, in November 2003.

A key element of this strategy was the “oil diplomacy” that had a two-fold
dimension. The first one was global: the restoration of the role of OPEC in the determi-
nation of oil prices, as exemplified in the convening of an OPEC Summit of Heads
of State in 2000, in Caracas. The second dimension was the use of oil as a mechanism
to promote SSC. Venezuela had sold oil in special conditions to Central American and
Caribbean since the early 1980, but in the era of Chavez new initiatives were set up to
incorporate Cuba, Uruguay, Paraguay and Argentina. Similarly, Venezuela promoted
join ventures with Brazil, Uruguay and Cuba, where were projected the building of
refineries. Moreover, Chavez promoted the creation of a South American pipeline to
send gas from Venezuela to Argentina. All these initiatives were part of more global
proposals such as Petrocaribe or Petroamérica. Another innovative aspect of the SSC
strategy was concrete actions of financial aid and technical assistance, sometimes
as donor, other times a recipient, with China, Russia, Belorussia, Iran and some African
countries [Bricefio-Ruiz 2006].

After 2004, the Venezuelan foreign policy was radicalized. Thus, the narrative based
on a criticism of unipolarism was transformed into anti-imperialism. Similarly, after
the adoption of the 21st Century Socialism, the anti-capitalist discourse complemented
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the criticism to neo-liberalism. At that moment, the problem for Chavez was not a parti-
cular way to understand capitalism (the neo-liberalism), but the capitalist system itself.

In this context, SSC and the promotion of initiatives of regional integration in Latin
America became fundamental goals in the Venezuelan international strategy. Favorable
conditions created by high oil prices allowed Chévez to create new programs and initia-
tives in Latin America and the Caribbean and in the other regions of the Global South,
particularly in Africa. Venezuelan actions of SSC included political, technical and
economic cooperation.

The political cooperation is related to the aim of achieving a multipolar world. In the
case of Latin America and the Caribbean, Chavez became a leader in the promotion
of regional initiatives of political dialogue and cooperation such as UNASUR and
CELAC. ALBA was also an instrument of political cooperation in which Venezuela has
had a hegemonic role. While the ideological diversity in UNASUR and CELAC led
in many occasions to political compromises based on a minimum common denominator,
the ideological uniformity in ALBA allowed adopting policies that fully coincided with
the Venezuelan foreign policy objectives. ALBA is a multidimensional process. Born
as a Venezuelan alternative to the FTAA in December 2001, ALBA became a regional
space after the signing of the Havana agreements in December 2004. Thus, ALBA is
a process of regional cooperation in the social and economic spheres. At the same time,
it has developed mechanisms of economic integration but, at least in the view of the
promoters of this regional initiative, based on cooperation, solidarity and comple-
mentarity. This is the reason why it is described in the official documents of its member
countries as a new model of regional integration. Finally, ALBA was conceived as
an instrument of political cooperation to establish a multipolar world and foster anti-
imperialism’.

The second dimension of Venezuelan actions is technical cooperation. Venezuela
strengthened the technical cooperation with Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay and Cuba
in sectors such as health, agriculture and agro-food, environment, energy, education,
among others. In the oil industry, Venezuela provided technical assistance to Ecuador
in oil refining and Bolivia in the production of gas.

In the field of economic cooperation, Venezuela developed cooperation in social
programs, finance and energy with the Caribbean and Latin American countries.

The “internationalization of the Misiones”, namely, the implementation of social
programs in certain Latin American and Caribbean countries, mostly members of ALBA,
was crucial in the Venezuelan strategy. Misiones was the name given to the social
programs in the field of health and education implemented in Venezuela since 2004.
Mision Milagro provided free medical attention and free eyes surgery to low-income
people from Latin America and the Caribbean countries. Another social program was
the Mision Yo si Puedo (Yes I can), a program also managed by Cuban specialists, the
goal of which is to teach to illiterates to read.

* On the evolution of ALBA, see: [Bricefio-Ruiz 2011, 2014, 2015; Bagley & Defort 2015;
Cusak 2015; Benzi 2016].
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The financial cooperation aims at creating mechanisms to diminish the Latin
American and Caribbean dependence on multilateral financial institutions, such as
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB). Examples of this are
the Bank of the South, formally set up in December 2007 and the ALBA Bank, created
in 2008. However, these initiatives were not actually implemented. The agreement that
created the Bank of the South was approved in 2007. This was conceived as a mechanism
to finance developmental initiatives in South America but the agreement was not ratified
by countries such as Brazil and other states such as Colombia, Chile and Peru did not
participate in this initiative. The ALBA Bank was not properly an institution to deal
with financial crisis but a source of resources to pay projects in areas such as health,
education, energy in the Caribbean Basin. The financial dimension was developed mostly
at bilateral level. Thus, Venezuela provided 8.6 billion of US dollars in financing
to Argentina between 2005 and 2008 by underwriting its sovereign bonds. Venezuela
also purchased $300 million in Ecuadorean sovereign bonds in 2005 and $100 million
in Paraguay debt in 2007 [Labaqui 2014: 38].

Petrocaribe was the major Venezuelan program in the sector of energy cooperation.
The program was created in 2005 as an extension of the Caracas Energy Agreement
subscribed in 2000. According to Benzi and Zapata [Benzi, Zapata Mafla 2013: 76],
Petrocaribe has at least four dimensions: 1) a financing scheme of part of the energy
bill of the member countries; 2) measures to reduce intermediate and transport trade
costs of oil and its derived products; 3) a social development fund; 4) the promotion
of energy efficiency. Petrocaribe is closely related to the ALBA project.

Chavez also promoted SSC initiatives with Africa in the fields of political, technical
and economic cooperation.

In the field of political cooperation, the establishment of diplomatic relations
with some countries was followed by the interest in participating in regional spaces
in the African continent. Thus, Venezuela became observer of organizations such
as the African Union (2005), the League of Arab States (which includes 10 African
countries) in 2006, The Economic Community of Western African States (ECOWAS)
in 2009 and the Southern African Development Community (SADC) in 2009 [Mata
Carnevali 2012b: 21]. Chavez participated in the Summits of the African Union held
in Banjul (2006). He also visited Gambia, Mali, Benin, Angola, South Africa, Algeria
and Libya [Mata Carnevali 2012b: 21].

The promotion of the Africa — South American Summits (ASA) — was a key
element in the Venezuelan strategy. Certainly, ASA was an idea of Presidents of Nigeria,
Olusegun Obasanjo, and Brazil, Luiz Inacio (Lula) da Silva in 2005, but Chavez sub-
scribed to it and became a main promoter of the creation of a mechanism of political
dialogue between Africa and South America. As a result, the second ASA summit was
held in Margarita Island, Venezuela, in September 2009, with the presence of 30 leaders
of both regions. The summit was an opportunity for Chavez to present his view of
the international system and the role peripheral regions such as South America and
Africa should play, and in particular he highlighted the urgent task of constructing the
multipolar world [Chavez Frias 2009].
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SSC has also been developed in the sphere of technical cooperation. Thus, around
350 African students from 20 African countries (Angola, Benin, Cape Verde, Ethiopia,
Gambia, Ghana, Equatorial Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Libya, Mali, Mozambique,
Namibia, Nigeria, Western Sahara, Sao Tomé and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra
Leone and Togo) have studied medicine and social sciences in Venezuela. Moreover,
more than 100 Venezuelan technicians have gone to Algeria and Egypt to specialize
in the energy sector [Mata Carnevali 2012b: 22].

The Venezuelan economic cooperation in Africa involves mainly social programs
in the area both of health and education. The program Adopta una escuela en Africa
(Adopt a school in Africa), was launched in 2007 and has been implemented in 16 African
countries. According to the Vice-Ministry of Africa, the initiative has reached about
70 000 school-age infants. Adopta una escuela en Africa is a program of assistance
through which the Venezuelan embassies provided financial assistance to school with
shortages, by providing school supplies and helping with the repairs and maintenance
of their buildings [Giacchi 2012: 54]. The cooperation in health implied medical attention
to African children with severe heart diseases at the Pediatrics Hospital Dr. Gilberto
Rodriguez Ochoa in Caracas [Mata Carnevali 2012b: 21].

EVALUATING THE LOGIC OF THE VENEZUELAN SSC:
SOLIDARITY OR REALPOLITIK

The Venezuelan government narrative highlights that the initiatives of SSC towards
Latin American and the Caribbean and Africa are not based on the traditional logic of
self-interest, especially in the sphere of trade and investments. In contrast to the logic
of benefits implicit in the NSC programs, Venezuela would be promoting new forms
of associative relations based on solidarity, complementation and mutual understanding.
These principles would be the driven forces of schemes of regional integration such
as ALBA or cooperation initiatives such as Petrocaribe, Yo si puedo, Mision Milagro
or Adopta una Escuela en Africa. No economic or trade compensation would be behind
these initiatives but a genuine interest in promoting links with countries that experienced
similar histories of colonization and imperialism. Similarly, the Venezuelan narrative
also excludes any sort of altruism behind its SSC initiatives but the idea of mutual
benefits with countries that could also help Venezuela to overcome some of its economic
or social problems. Thus, the principles of horizontality, consensus and equity would
inspire the Venezuela actions of SSC.

However, as Daniel Hellinger [Hellinger 2011: 57] argues ‘Venezuelan influence
comes from both soft and hard power. Its soft power is ideological, stemming from
the public rhetoric of Hugo Chavez and the relative success of its domestic model
in achieving democracy as well as economic and human development. Its hard power
comes mainly in the form of oil diplomacy’. Arguably, the rhetoric on a SSC based
on solidarity, complementary, equity and consensus was a deployment of the Venezuela’s
soft power in Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean. Thus, Venezuela presented itself
at the regional and global scenario as a country that shared the benefits of the ‘oil boom’
through a generous policy of cooperation with countries that would have serious
financial problems if they had to pay oil at international prices.
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The hard power, namely, the oil diplomacy, is the mechanism to build strategic
alliances with countries that subscribe to the narrative of solidarity. The crux of the matter
is that such a narrative is also related to foreign policy objectives promoted since
the restructuration of the Venezuelan political system in the early 2000’s. In other words,
the actions of SSC in Latin America, the Caribbean and Africa are related to Venezuelan
foreign policy goals, both political and economic, such as the construction of a multi-
polar world, anti-imperialism, anti-capitalism and the fight against neo-liberalism.

It is normally argued that Venezuela’s cooperation actions are not oriented towards
promoting economic interests. Nevertheless, oil diplomacy also aimed at improving
of the Venezuelan influence on production and distribution of energy. The political goals
of the Venezuelan SSC initiatives are easier to perceive. Fred Halliday has argued that
revolutionary states aimed at exporting at global level the political and economic changes
that they have promoted a domestic level [Halliday 1999]. In the Venezuelan case,
objectives such as the construction of a multipolar world, a new international balance
of power and the reshaping the logic of economic development by rejecting neo-libera-
lism implied clearly a challenge to the international status quo.

Initiatives such as ALBA, Petrocaribe and the rapprochement to Africa are closely
related to the Venezuelan foreign policy objectives. Venezuela aimed at constructing
of alliances and coalitions to advance an alternative international agenda. The promotion
of new forms of SSC is clearly related to it. Thus, ideas and interests explain the
Venezuelan SSC initiatives. On the one hand, Venezuelan SSC aims at promoting
the diffusion of a narrative about a model of society promoted by Chavez, through
what Forite has called the ‘Social Oil Diplomacy’ [Forite 2011: 117]. At the same time,
the Venezuelan government has used SSC to build alliances to promote its revolutionary
foreign policy agenda. Although ideas on solidarity could be influential in the design
of the Venezuelan SSC initiatives, interests matter and Realpolitik has definitively played
a crucial role in the SSC initiatives towards Latin America, the Caribbean and Africa.

The strategy was successful in terms of showing Venezuela as country that shared
the benefits of its economic boom with its partners in the Global South. As a result,
Venezuela presence in Latin America, Africa and even the Middle East grew in those
years and Chavez became an international figure in the Global South. However,
Venezuela was not the only country that developed that strategy in Latin America. Brazil
in the Lula da Silva era also fostered program of SSC in Africa and, to a lesser extent,
in Latin America. The logic was the same: Realpolitik; Brazilian governments used
SSC as a mechanism to promote its country as a global player with influence in Africa
and Latin America. The difference was that the anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist rhetoric
was absent in the Brazilian documents and discourse on SSC. A second factor that
deserves to be considered is that the Venezuelan program was linked to boom in com-
modities prices, in particular in oil prices. It was due to high oil prices that Venezuela
was able to further SSC in Latin America, the Caribbean and Africa. When oil prices
fell, SSC initiatives stalled or disappeared. That is the reason why Venezuelan presence
in the scenario of SSC in Nicholas Maduro’s government is almost non-existent, with
the exception maybe of Petrocaribe.
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ks

Venezuela is not actually a newcomer in the arena of SSC, particularly in the
Caribbean Basin. Initiatives such the Puerto Ordaz and San José¢ Agreements developed
in the 1970’s and 1980’s are clear manifestations of this commitment to SSC. Neverthe-
less, the rise to power of Hugo Chdvez meant a certain re-signification of SSC that was
associated to the new international strategy promoted by so-called ‘Bolivarian revolu-
tion’. Since the early years of his administration Chévez revisited the cooperation
in the field of energy with the Caribbean countries by subscribing the Caracas Energy
Agreement in 2000, in which Cuba was incorporated as a partner. Venezuela became
rapidly an actor in the SSC. As a result, Caracas promoted initiatives of political,
technical and economic cooperation. The Caribbean Basin remained as a major strategic
space, expression of what was the creation of Petrocaribe, the flagship of the Venezuelan
SSC initiatives. But Caracas’ actions went beyond the Caribbean Basin. Argentina,
Ecuador, Paraguay received financial assistance. Bolivia, Ecuador participated in social
programs such as Yo si Puedo and Mision Milagro. Cooperation in the field of energy
was promoted with Uruguay, Ecuador, Bolivia, Argentina and Brazil. Venezuela also
actively fostered the setting up of mechanisms of regional dialogue and cooperation
such as ALBA, UNASUR and CELAC. Similarly, Africa became a region increasingly
more important in the Venezuelan SSC, as manifested by the closer political relations
with some African countries, initiatives as the UNASUR-ASA summits and the coope-
ration in social issues.

This activism was accompanied by a special narrative that stressed different
character of the Venezuelan SSC from NSC initiatives. Venezuela emphasized soli-
darity, complementation, horizontality and equity in its relations with Global South.
However, the reality shows that behind that narrative of solidarity, Realpolitik played
rather significant role.

The SSC initiatives were used by the Venezuelan administration for promoting
the goals of the new foreign policy strategy furthered since the early 2000’s. Being
a revolutionary state, Venezuela fosters a radical transformation of the international
system. This explains why agenda of multipolar world, anti-imperialism and anti-ca-
pitalism, the fight against neo-liberalism became the cornerstone of the Venezuelan
regional and global strategy. In this respect SSC was treated mainly as a mechanism
for reaching those goals. On the one hand, Venezuela’s narrative on SSC and the inter-
national order demonstrated a soft power approach that aimed to promote the “Bolivarian
revolution” as a model of construction of society arguably based on socialist ideas.
At the same time, oil diplomacy was the “hard power” instrument for building alliances
with countries that shared a similar approach to the world order. In other words, ideational
factor mattered significantly in the Venezuelan SSC, but material interests were crucial.

The current political and economic scenario in Venezuela raises doubts about
the continuation of the SSC strategy followed in the Chavez era. The internal economic
crisis (it is foreseen a 1-million % inflation for 2018), shortages of basic food and
medicaments, violation of human rights, allegations of high-level corruption have
significally weakened the image of the ‘Chavist revolution’. Moreover, the hard power
based on the oil diplomacy has been affected by the reduction of oil prices and more
recently due to reduction of the production of PDVSA, the national oil company.
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BEHECY3J1A B 3MOXY Yro YHABECA
N COTPYAHUYHECTBO MO JINHUMN IOIr—Ikor

X. bpucenbo-Pyus

Koomneparususii yausepcuter Konym6uu, borora, Komymous

OIHUM M3 KITIOYEBBIX TPEHIIOB MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OTHOLIEHHUSX HOBOTO TBHICSYENETHS CTAIO COTPYA-
Hu4ecTBO Or—IOr. MHuIaTHBb! NONUTUIECKOTO COTPYJHUYECTBA, PEJOCTAaBIECHHUS SKOHOMUUECKOM
Y TEXHUIECKOW TIOMOINX B 3TOM HAlpaBICHHH MOXKHO IpociennuTs ¢ 1960-x rr., Hampumep, B paMKax
Bannynrckoil koH(pepeHINN HeNPUCOSAMHUBIINXCS CTPAH WM 0 THHUU co3nanus Kondepenunn
Opranmzannu O6seannenHbix Harwit o toprosie u passutuio (FOHKTA/L) nox srupoit Payis IIpe6umma
[Braveboy-Wagner 2009; Prebisch 1954, 1969]. ITocnenoasiiee Bo3sbieHre Kuras 1 BPUKC 1 HOBBbIi
TIepUOJT BEICOKHX LIEeH Ha He()Th MPUBENH K YBEIUUESHHIO TOJIH YYaCTHsI CTPAH CO CPETHUM YPOBHEM JIOXOZIOB
B COTPYAHHUUECTBE C IPyrMMU cTpaHamu I'nobansHoro FOra.

B nepuox npesunentcTBa Yro YaBeca Benecyana akTHBHO ydacTBOBajia B paMKaX COTPYIHAIECTBA
IOr—IOr. Pazymeercs, 1aHHOE HalpaBIeHUE HE SBIIIETCS IOMTHOCTHEO HOBATOPCKUM BO BHEIIHEH OMUTHKE
Benecyanel. Hauunas ¢ 1970-x rr. Kapakac noctynareasHO peaTM30BbIBaNl IPOrPaMMBbl COTPYIHUYECTBA
IO MMOCTaBKE HETU HA OCOOBIX YCIIOBHSAX B HEKOTOpPBIC cTpaHbl [{eHTpansHoit Ameprku u Kapubdckoro
Gacceiina. B xauectBe npumepoB BeicTynaroT Cornamenue B [Tyspro-Opaace, noanucaHHoe BO BpeMs
nipasienust Kapinoca Anapeca Ilepeca (1974—1979 rr.), u Cornamenne Can-Xoce, BEHECYIITbCKO-MEK-
CHKaHCKass HHUIMATHBA, 3amymenHas B Hadaine 1980-x rr. [Grayson 1985]. Kapnoc Aunnpec Ilepec,
UCIOJIb3Ys aHAJIOTUYHBIE METO/Bl U CTPATEruio, OKas3al 3HAuYUMOE BIUSHHE HA NPOJBIKEHHUE HOBOT'O
MEXIyHapOJHOTO 3KOHOMHUYECKOrO HOpsiKa U co3faHue JIaTuHOaMepUKaHCKON SKOHOMUUYECKOI CHCTEMBI
(m3BecTHOM Ha ncmaHcKoM si3bike kKak SELA) [Pérez 1980, 1983].
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OnHako Jioruka ygactust BeHecyausl B coTpynandectse 1o tuHni FOr—IOr n3MeHnIach IMCHHO
nocne npuxofa k Buactu Y. HYaseca B 1999 r. 1, B 4acTHOCTH, I10CiI€e €ro nodens! Ha pedepennyme B 2004 r.
C camoro Hauaa CBOETO Mpe3ueHTCTBa YaBec cTpeMmics mpeodpa3oBaTh BHENIHIOI HOINTHKY Bene-
cyaibl. OgHON U3 ero uesnei 6bUI0 CyIIeCTBEHHOE yriryOiieHne coTpyiHudectsa ¢ I'modansusiM FOrom.
Benecyaia kak cTpaHa CO CPEIHUM J0XOJIOM CTaja CBOEro poJa JIOKOMOTUBOM B HOBOH JHMHAMUKE
corpyauuuectsa FOr—IOr kak B Jlaturckoii Amepuke u Kapubckom Oacceline, Tak M 3a MpeaeiaMu
3anasHOrO MOyHIApHUsL.

B naHHO# cTaThe aHAM3HpPYeTCs Bee Ooliee aKTHBHOE yJacTie BeHecyaJibl B MHUIMATHBAX 10 JIMHHUH
IOr—IOr, B yacTHOCTH, IPUYHHBI TIOJOOHON aKTUBU3AIMU B paMKax npapieHust Y. Uaseca. Ha ¢one
AKTHBHOT'O HCIOJB30BAHHS BEHECYINECKHM IIPABUTEIBECTBOM 0COOOH PUTOPUKH B BOIPOCAX JHANOTa
IOr—IOr ¢ onopoii Ha HPUHIUIIEI COTUAAPHOCTH, B3aUMOJIONOIHICMOCTH W COTPYIHUYECTBA, aBTOP
CPaBHHBACT CTPATETHI0 MEXIYHAPOAHOTO COTpyIHIIecTBa BeHecysbl ¢ Gonee TpaauIiOHHBIME (hopMaMu
corpyaHuuectBa 1o suHHU CeBep—IOr. s JOCTHXXEHHS OCTAaBJICHHOMN IETH B CTaThe UCIOJIb3YIOTCS
Ka4eCTBEHHBIC METO/IBI aHAM3a, BKITFOYAFOIIIC aHATN3 JTUTEPaTypHI 10 MEXKITyHAPOIHOMY COTPYIHIIECTBY
C TIO3HIMH Pa3HBIX TEOPETHIECKUX MOAXOIO0B M OHEHKY MEXKTYyHAPOIHOTO COTPYIHIIECTBA, TPOBOANMOTO
HPaBUTEIILCTBOM BeHecyausl.

KioueBnie cioBa: corpyannuectBo FOr—IOr, Yro Yasec, Benecyana, «bonuBapuanckas peBo-
JEOLIUS, He(TAHAS AUTIOMATHUS
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