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1. INTRODUCTION

The 7th Summit of the Americas, to be held on April 10 and 11 in Panama, 
remains the most important forum for the American region, as this 
regular event gives the chance to Heads of State of all Latin American 
and Caribbean countries, except Cuba, Canada and the U.S., to meet.

There are several reasons for which this particular meeting has a 
special importance. On one hand, twenty years have passed since 
the First Summit of the Americas, which took place in Miami in 
1994. On the other hand, the fact that Cuba will take part in this 
meeting marks a historic milestone, as the Caribbean nation had 
been excluded from inter-American relations since 1962 when it 
moved to a full-fledged Communist system. The analysis of both 
aspects highlights the major changes that have taken place in the 
relations between Latin America and the U.S.

It is quite likely that the great media importance that the aforementioned 
issues generate will divert attention from other matters related to 
more substantive affairs than these political contexts, although the 
latter may undoubtedly be important. Perhaps this is the reason for 
which little attention has been paid to the document around which the 
7th Summit of Panama will be centered, “Prosperity with Equity: The 
Challenge of Cooperation in the Americas”1 which clearly shows the 
lack of coherence between the objectives and the current reality of 
the region, as it is undergoing a change of cycle. However, this point is 
not mentioned in the document at all and it would imply the beginning 
of difficult times. Quite on the contrary, the very title of the document 
still mentions the concept of prosperity when, unfortunately, this is 
not the attribute that best defines the circumstances of the region 
which is now initiating a new cycle.

Far from being an anecdotal question, it is quite important since 
the purpose of these summits is to establish an agenda for the 
region, which aims to guide governments on how to address current 
problems to reach democratic consolidation and sustainable 
development in the region. However, the fact that the document, 
which proposes the basis of discussion to define the aforementioned 
agenda, does not only not address these problems, but expresses 
an almost opposite reality, supports those who question the 
effectiveness of these summits and the need for changes to solve 

1  http://svc.summit-americas.org/?q=es/vii_summit_cs_1 and www.summit-americas.
org/SIRG/2015/012215/mandates_es.doc.
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the problems that many of these 
large organizations develop 
over time.

In this case it is the Organization 
of American States (OAS)2 which 
supports the Summit of the 
Americas that is subject to criticism. 
Nevertheless, by no means should 
the importance of the Summits 
of the Americas be ignored, as 
it is the main meeting forum of 
the Presidents of all republics 
of the Western Hemisphere3 and 
therefore the main stage of inter-
American relations. Actually, the 
OAS provides a space for inter-
American relations which the 
region needs.

There is further criticism which, 
from other points of view, questions 
both the validity of these meetings 
and the effectiveness of the OAS. 
At the bottom of these observations 
lies an ongoing discussion regarding 
the hemispheric relations and the 
historic influence that the U.S. has 
exerted over this organization. 
However, despite countless 
questionings and criticism 
regarding the continuity of the 
OAS no country has stopped from 
taking part in these Summits or 
withdrawn from the OAS, not 
even the most critical members. 
As regards the U.S. influence, for 
years, this argument has not been 
valid anymore.

In relation to inter-American 
relations, the Cuba-United States 
affair must definitely be addressed. 

Although its participation both 
in the OAS and the Summits had 
previously been supported by 
Latin American countries, the 
recent diplomatic rapprochement 
between the U.S. and Cuba has 
been instrumental for Raul Castro 
to confirm his attendance, at 
least for the moment. The U.S. 
will have to play a complex role 
at the Summit, it must confirm its 
willingness to approach Cuba, not 
only to come to terms with the 
Castro government, but also with 
the rest of the region and therefore 
put an end to the isolation that 
the North American country has 
been experiencing. For the first 
time in history, all Latin American 
governments have agreed a 
common position in a sustained 
manner, since until recently the 
configuration of a common Latin 
American single voice had not 
been possible as division prevailed 
over consensus.

However, as regards the 
Cuban issue, largely thanks to 
the leadership of Brazil, all 
governments, with different 
degrees of fervor and enthusiasm, 
have unconditionally supported 
the end of the Cuban isolation by 
the United States.

The analysis of both points 
calls for an examination of the 
development of inter-Latin 
American relations and those 
between Latin America and the 
U.S. Certainly, it has always been 
difficult to define Latin America as 

2  The OAS is a hemispheric organization created in 1948, whose mission is to contribute 
to the democratic consolidation and development of welfare as fundamental means to 
resolve conflicts http://www.oas.org/es/default.asp. 

3  For the OAS the term Western Hemisphere refers to the American Continent.

“The recent diplomatic 
rapprochement between 

the U.S. and Cuba has 
been instrumental for 
Raul Castro to confirm 

his attendance”
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a uniform set, more particularly 
as regards its relations with 
the U.S., since each of these 
Latin American countries has 
had specific relations with the 
Northern power. However, this 
being said, the truth is that it 
is possible to see that they have 
transformed. Since 1994, the 
relations have been marked by 
a gradual distancing between 
the U.S. and the region and an 
enhancement of the relations 
between Latin American 
countries, which resulted in the 
implementation of new projects 
of integration and cooperation 
without the participation of 
the United States or any other 
external power, a factor that 
has also ultimately changed the 
terms which govern the relations 
between the U.S. and the Latin 
American region.

The analysis of the development 
of the inter-American 
relations gives rise to several 
considerations, the most relevant 
being the possibility of this 
Summit launching, in a symbolic 
way, a new stage to reactivate 
possible forms of cooperation 
between the U.S. and Latin 
America. Both parties could be 
interested in doing so. The U.S. 
has lost some trade relations 
with Latin America in the last 
years and has also new partners, 
such as China. As regards Latin 
America, in a potential time 
of economic difficulties and 
the economic recovery of the 
U.S., these relations could 
be really compelling. In this 
sense, everything points to 
the enhancement and, in some 
cases, the recovery of a relation 

that, however, will not reach 
past levels. This certainly poses 
a challenge for both players.

2. THE SUMMITS SINCE 
1994: OBJECTIVES AND 
ACHIEVEMENTS

The fall of the Berlin Wall set 
a milestone which determined 
the necessary reorganization of 
inter-American relations. During 
the Cold War, the hegemony 
and influence of the U.S. 
throughout the region defined 
these relations. However, since 
1989, the acceptance of a 
crucial multilateralism, and the 
ambition of leading this process 
are the main motivations behind 
Bill Clinton’s proposal to hold 
the Miami Summit. However, 
from then on the interest of 
the U.S. in Latin America and 
even regarding the hemispheric 
leadership gradually diminished. 
Thus, under these conditions, 
Latin American countries started 
developing initiatives that 
gradually confirmed a particular 
desire for autonomy. This 
process has inevitably changed 
the relations with the United 
States as the next Summit in 
Panama, 20 years later, will 
clearly show.

Objectives of the Summits: not 
always achieved

The initiative of holding Summits 
was an idea of the U.S. The 
purpose was to respond to the 
existence of a new international 
and regional reality. When the 
governments met in 1994 in 
Miami, thanks to the proposal 

“The possibility of this 
Summit launching, in 

a symbolic way, a new 
stage to reactivate 

possible forms of 
cooperation between 

the U.S. and Latin 
America”
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of President Bill Clinton, all of 
them had democratic regimes 
and their economies were 
regulated by the laws of free 
market. Under this common 
starting point the objective was, 
through the Summits, to develop 
an unprecedented political 
cooperation and economic 
integration throughout the 
Hemisphere, from Canada to 
Argentina and Chile. The Heads 
of State and Government of the 
Americas decided, then, to meet 
regularly in order to define the 
fundamental precepts of the 
new hemispheric agenda. The 
decision to institutionalize the 
meetings led to the concept 
of “Summit process” where 
experiences are accumulated, a 
common language is created and 
mandates for collective action 
are planned by systematizing the 
new theoretical and practical 
references in hemispheric 
relations4. Although large 
organizations usually end up 
acting by inertia that distances 
them from reality and its 
changes and, thus, from their 
own objectives.

Following the discourse of the 
SAS, the object of the Summits is 
to discuss issues that particularly 
affect the region, whether 
political, economic or social. 
Therefore, the configuration of 
participation spaces for civil society 
was deemed essential, under the 
umbrella of the Summit, in order 
to address problems that directly 

affect the population. Thus, during 
the preparatory stage of this 
Summit, as occurred in previous 
ones, several forums were held 
at the hemispheric level, where 
various social actors expressed 
their concerns, challenges and 
problems5.

The results of each summit are 
expressed through a series of rules 
that define the guidelines for the 
collective action in the region, 
whose implementation will be 
controlled by an institutionalized 
monitoring system directed by the 
OAS through its Summit Secretariat6. 
The support of the OAS is both prior 
and subsequent to the summits. 
Upon completion, monitoring 
mechanisms are established to 
ensure the implementation of 
the commitments reached at the 
Summits and a variety of appropriate 
tools are offered to Member States 
in order to promote, support and 
strengthen the inter-American 
agenda and its implementation.

However, beyond specific programs 
that could be implemented as a 
result of each Summit, it seems 
more important that, through them 
and the continued action of the 
OAS, the inter-American agenda was 
adopted by the Member States as an 
essential criterion to design policies 
in their respective countries. An 
objective difficult to achieve as 
many government policies are 
determined by many factors and 
interests that may even contradict 
the agenda. However, above these 

4  The process of the Summits of the Americas, http://www.resdal.org/experiencias/cum-
bre-historia.pdf.

5  http://www.summit-americas.org/cs_sp.html.

6  http://www.summit-americas.org/defaults.htm.

“The object of the 
Summits is to discuss 

issues that particularly 
affect the region”
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problems and according to the 
importance given to the agenda, 
it should be analyzed whether it 
addresses real problems. This does 
not seem to be the case as regards 
this Summit, which would greatly 
question its effectiveness. The 
issues to be discussed would not 
correspond to the real problems 
and challenges of great importance 
that the region must face.

The Summits and the inter-
American Agenda

After the Miami Summit the 
meetings were held in: Santiago 
de Chile (1998), Quebec (2001), 
Mar del Plata (2005) and Port 
of Spain (2009)7. Since the first 
Summit, certain issues have been 
discussed repeatedly or insistently. 
The participation of the OAS and 
other hemispheric organizations 
which provide technical support 
to the summits8  is probably 
one of the reasons behind the 
repetition of these issues, as they 
are their main concerns. Health, 
education, poverty, inequality, 
migration and environment have 
been permanently present, 
without exception, in all meetings. 
However, the main reason that 
justifies the presence of these 
issues is their persistence even 
after a decade of unprecedented 
expansion in the region (2003-
2013). The reached achievements 
are evident, favored by the price of 
raw materials in the international 
market as well as the development 
of social policies implemented 

by many governments to aid 
the underprivileged population. 
The reduction of poverty and 
inequality, the importance of the 
middle class and the reached social 
achievements are really crucial, but 
equity still poses a challenge.

In fact, this is the main point of 
the document of the Summit of 
Panama “Prosperity with Equity: 
The challenge of cooperation in the 
Americas”. However, at the present 
time, when a change of the economic 
cycle has been announced for over 
a year, there are concerns regarding 
the objectives of the document; 
that raises how to grow in a context 
of prosperity instead of doing so 
in a context of crisis. Indeed, it is 
quite convenient to address the 
common topics: education, health, 
energy, environment, migration 
and security, as will occur at the 
meeting, but these cannot be 
addressed as if the context of Latin 
America still were similar to the 
“golden decade” and not to the 
transition era that the region is 
already experiencing.

At the moment, it is mandatory to 
define an agenda which seeks to 
face this change of cycle by urgently 
implementing a set of reforms aimed 
at recovering economic growth, 
ensure the sustainability of social 
gains, public safety and improve the 
quality of democracy. The present 
moment is one of transition and as 
regards sustainable growth, a strong 
economic slowdown has begun, 
and according to the OECD it is not 

7  Apart from these Summits two extraordinary meetings took place in Santa Cruz, on 
“Sustainable Development”, in 1997, and Monterrey, in 2004. 

8  http://www.summit-americas.org/jswg/inst_sp.html

“Since the first 
Summit, certain 

issues have been 
discussed repeatedly 

or insistently”
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expected to be temporary, but will 
remain for a long time. Certainly, 
not all countries will be equally 
affected; its impact will be stronger 
in South America, in countries such 
as Venezuela, Argentina and Brazil. 
The IMF recently adjusted the 
average growth forecast downwards 
for Latin America in 2015, which 
fell to a mere 1.3%9.

In this context, it cannot be 
stressed enough that the objectives 
of the 7th Summit do not 
correspond to reality or its needs. 
It does not raise the need for deep 
structural reforms that, in this 
new cycle, change the productive 
model, enhance productivity and 
competitiveness, education and 
innovation, infrastructure and the 
quality of its institutions to achieve 
a comprehensive, equitable and 
sustainable economic growth10. 
These measures are urgent. In fact, 
they will be late, since they should 
have been implemented during 
the times of prosperity, as carrying 
them out would have been a 
simpler task back then. Finally, the 
necessary fiscal reforms that are 
still pending in most countries of 
the region should also be tackled.

In this context, the U.S. economic 
recovery could become a sound 
opportunity to boost trade and 
cooperation. However, if this were 
the case and cooperation pathways 
were created between the U.S. and 
Latin America, the terms should 
be different from past ones. The 

region has transformed and these 
changes necessarily affect inter-
American relations.

3. THE CHANGES IN LATIN 
AMERICA DURING 20 
YEARS OF SUMMITS: THE 
CONFIGURATION OF OWN 
AND AUTONOMOUS SPACES

This summit is the ideal framework 
to observe the changes that the 
relations between Latin American 
countries have experienced and 
their relations with the U.S. 
Certainly, as has already been 
pointed out, there were no relations 
between the U.S. and Latin America 
per se so far, as the Latin American 
region had not been able to speak 
with a single voice.

However, in this summit there 
has been a single voice as regards 
ending the U.S. isolation of Cuba. 
This common position was only 
possible after twenty years of 
changes in the region, where 
interrelation, integration and 
cooperation initiatives have 
granted this opportunity. It would 
be difficult to picture this common 
position in relation to Cuba if the 
aforementioned initiatives had 
not been implemented. Thus, 
it is expected that this event 
is not an isolated experience, 
since agreeing common positions 
would exponentially increase the 
negotiation and lobby capacity of 
Latin America. In short, this first 

9  Daniel Zovatto, “An agenda for the new American times”, http://www.infolatam.
com/2015/02/17/una-agenda-para-los-nuevos-tiempos-de-america-latina/.

10  These recommendations and their implementation can be found at “The final declara-
tion of the Third Forum of Santo Domingo”, held in January 2015. http://www.infolatam.
com/2015/01/31/declaracion-final-del-iii-foro-de-santo-domingo/.

“The objectives of 
the 7th Summit do not 

correspond to reality 
or its needs”
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step is the result of the quest to 
find an own and autonomous space.

The withdrawal of the U.S. 
and Latin American integration 
initiatives in the nineties

The autonomy project currently 
defended in Latin America can 
only be understood by taking 
into account the increasingly 
secondary role that the U.S. 
international agenda has played 
in the region. Although the Latin 
American dependence relations 
do not start with the Cold War, 
during the sixties and seventies, 
this type of relation with the U.S. 
becomes crucial for the national 
plans of each Latin American 
country. During this era, the 
hemispheric relations11, drawn on 
a map, could be described as a 
number of lines linking Washington 
and Latin American countries, 
but no connection between two 
Latin American countries could 
be seen. Only at the end of this 
period starts the development of 
Latin American interrelations and, 
during the nineties, a wide range 
of relationships within the region 
arise, as well as between them and 
other regions and countries like 
Europe or Pacific countries thanks 
to the Asia-Pacific Economic 
Cooperation Forum (APEC). 

Indeed, the demise of communism 
implied that the United States 
would set other priorities in the 
field of international politics. 
From that moment on, a “silent 
phenomenon”12 takes place, 
through which the North American 
power reduces its relations with 
Latin America. Although this can 
be applied to all countries, there 
were differences between the 
relations with Mexico, Central 
America and the Caribbean on one 
hand and South America on the 
other, as in the latter this trend 
was even more acute.

This does not mean that the big 
northern neighbor stopped being 
the main trade partner for the 
region, but was not the only 
partner either. During this time, 
a process of diversification took 
place, which favored the promotion 
of international trade and the 
development of intra-regional 
relations. Each sub-region or even 
country implemented different 
strategic options which determined 
the creation of several sub-regional 
integration projects with different 
objectives. Unlike certain countries 
that chose to maintain a status 
of independence from its Latin 
American neighbors, such as Chile or 
Mexico13, others associated together 
to form sub-regional organizations. 

11  The hemispheric level is comprised of North America, Mexico, Central America and the 
Caribbean and South America.

12  Heraldo Muñoz, “Adiós a EE.UU?” (“Goodbye to the U.S.”), in J. S. Tulchin and R. H. 
Espach, América Latina en el nuevo sistema internacional (“Latin America in the new inter-
national system”), Edicions Bellaterra, Barcelona, 2004, pp. 113-137.

13  Chile and Mexico are examples of the first case, although they implemented different 
strategies. Chile promoted, during the seventies, unilateral programs of trade liberalization, 
strengthening trade and financial connections with the main power links and, thus, signed 
preferential trade agreements with the U.S., Japan or Europe. To face this diversification, 
Mexico instead primarily fostered its trade activity with the United States through the signing 
of the NAFTA in North America, in force since 1994, of which Canada also participates.

“During this 
time, a process of 

diversification took 
place, which favored 

the promotion of 
international trade and 

the development”
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In the late nineties, organizations 
such as Central American Common 
Market (CACM)14, the Caribbean 
Community (CARICOM)15, the 
Andean Community of Nations 
(CAN)16 and the Southern Common 
Market (MERCOSUR)17, signed in 
1991, were re-launched. Apart 
from these projects, it should also 
be taken into account that regular 
meetings were organized for all 
Latin American presidents, such 
as the Rio Group18 and the Ibero-
American Summits19. Until that 
point, all presidential meetings 
were merely convened and 
conducted by the United States.

But far from abandoning relations 
with the U.S., this was seen as the 
perfect opportunity to promote 
them again. However, at the very 
time when the region should have 
acted as a single body, in order to 
increase its negotiating capacity 
with the United States, it ended 
in failure. In 1994, the Clinton 
initiative in the Summit of the 
Americas which sought a free trade 
agreement in the Americas (ALCA) 
of hemispheric scope, showed the 
division in the region. The opinions 
expressed by each country or sub-
region differed to the extent of their 
likelihood of being able to dispense 
with an agreement with the U.S. 
even if not all the conditions 
were positive. These differences 
deepened when Central America 

and the Andean countries accepted 
to negotiate bilateral treaties with 
the United States. Once it was 
clear that signing the ALCA would 
be impossible, the U.S. switched 
to an alternative strategy that 
was consisted of signing bilateral 
free trade agreements with Latin 
American countries or sub-regions 
in order to achieve, through the 
sum of all FTAs, the initial objective 
of creating a hemispheric free 
trade space. Following the failure 
of the negotiations with Bolivia 
and Ecuador in 2006, within the 
framework of the aforementioned 
FTA with Andean countries, the 
signing of these treaties with 
Colombia and Peru ultimately led 
to a major crisis within the CAN. 
The president of Venezuela, Hugo 
Chávez, came forward with this 
reason to request the withdrawal of 
his country from the organization 
and requested to join MERCOSUR. 
Actually, this did not come as a 
surprise. Regional division has 
been the common-denominator of 
the region. 

From a passive autonomy due 
to the “abandonment” by the 
United States to the explicit will 
of Latin America of becoming an 
international actor under new 
integration patterns

However, despite the historic 
division, the U.S. withdrawal and 

14  After the CACM, the Central American Integration System was created, http://www.
sica.int/.

15  http://www.caricom.org/.

16  http://www.comunidadandina.org/.

17  http://www.mercosur.int/msweb/.

18  The Rio Group was created on December 18, 1986 through the Rio Declaration, signed 
by Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela. It is held 
annually in an agreed Latin America city in which the Heads of State and Government and 
Foreign Minister of the member countries meet.

19  http://www.segib.org/.

“At the very time when 
the region should have 
acted as a single body, 
in order to increase its 

negotiating capacity 
with the United States, 

it ended in failure”
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the Latin American initiatives, 
aimed at the creation of an own 
and autonomous space, have 
promoted a different positioning 
and boosted the possibilities of 
Latin America to slowly become 
an international actor.

Nevertheless, the process has 
not been easy. Many of the Latin 
American countries seemed 
reluctant to accept the U.S. 
abandonment and simply resigned 
themselves to waiting for better 
times, that is, the return of the 
U.S. At that time, it seemed as if 
the aforementioned autonomy 
was merely due to the U.S. having 
other priorities, but there were 
no projects or initiatives through 
which Latin America expressed its 
resolve or aspirations to achieve 
more weight in the international 
arena, thus becoming a player 
capable of establishing a new 
type of relations with the U.S. or 
other international powers. The 
autonomy increased following 
9/11/2001, when the fight against 
international terrorism and Iraq 
engaged all G.W. Bush’s attention. 
It was then when from being 
distant, the region became almost 
invisible to the U.S. administration. 
However, this increased autonomy 
did not prompt any new proposals 
aimed at building a regional unity 
and therefore enhance the role 
to be played by the region as an 
international player.

The change of attitude also 
undoubtedly comes from the 
decision of Brazil to lead a project 
through which the region would 

become an international player, 
thanks to internal coherence and 
autonomy. In this sense, it should 
not be forgotten that the leadership 
aspirations of Hugo Chávez, 
President of Venezuela between 
1999 and 2013, also fostered 
these changes. In the context of 
rivalry between Chávez and Lula 
in relation to regional leadership, 
Brazil may have made decisions that 
would not have been implemented 
without this competence threat or 
at least not as rapidly or decisively.

The statements made by the 
President of Brazil in Costa de 
Sauípe in mid-December 2008 
could symbolize the change in 
relation to the aforementioned 
attitude: “For almost a century, 
all countries wanted to be seen as 
the best friend of the President of 
the U.S. Everyone thought that the 
peak of political importance was 
to be invited by the U.S.” To which 
he added “I think that, in many 
occasions, the over-obsequiousness 
in politics is what prevents people 
from being treated fairly and in a 
respectful manner”20. To put an end 
to that attitude, Lula firmly stated 
that the Latin American will is that 
of “becoming a main player and not 
a mere spectator in theatres where 
the welfare and prosperity prospects 
of our population are decided”, 
although it was mandatory for the 
region to accept a “Latin American 
and Caribbean vocation”. These 
declarations were made at the 
1st Latin American and Caribbean 
Summit (CALC) at the beach resort of 
Costa Sauípe. Besides this meeting, 
three further summits were held in 

“There were no 
projects or initiatives 

through which Latin 
America expressed its 

resolve or aspirations to 
achieve more weight in 

the international arena”

20  The statements were made public by mistake, as they were made in a closed session. 
http://www.diariolibre.com/noticias_det.php?id=181843.



11

THE 7TH SUMMIT OF THE AMERICAS,
THE IDEAL FRAMEWORK FOR INTERAMERICAN RELATIONS

the same location in a matter of 48 
hours, where the member states 
of MERCOSUR, Rio Group and the 
Union of South American Nations 
(UNASUR) met. The autonomy 
affair was particularly important 
at the CALC summit, where all 
Latin American countries, including 
Cuba, met without the presence 
of the U.S., Spain or the European 
Union. The objective was to create 
an organization of Latin American 
countries in order to achieve joint 
regional actions in the international 
arena. The result of this process 
was the creation of the Community 
of Latin American and Caribbean 
States (CELAC) in 2010. Since then, 
three Summits have been held.

Besides the explicit declarations 
in Costa Sauípe, there were other 
implicit messages. This shows that 
apart from practical considerations, 
the objective to organize these 
Latin American and South American 
forums in the same location and 
almost simultaneously was to show 
the existence of an own regional 
agenda. Therefore, the intention 
was to demonstrate the differences 
with the past when “these countries 
only met when United States 
allowed them to”, in contrast with 
the current situation where “they 
have freely and spontaneously 
agreed to speak and create new 
own multilateral organizations 
instead of going to Hague to have 
their problems solved”21.

Brazil’s leadership in the region 
is also a crucial factor to boost 
this process in which regional 

autonomy has become the 
cornerstone. Initiatives such as 
UNASUR or the summits in the 
late 2008 could highlight the firm 
resolve by Brazil to become the 
regional leader in contrast with the 
past years of ambiguity. For this to 
become true, it was mandatory to 
ensure the autonomy of the region 
in relation to great international 
powers so that they could not limit 
the aforementioned autonomy or 
hinder Brazil’s leadership. It should 
not be forgotten that the leadership 
aspirations of Hugo Chávez, were 
also a boost for these changes. In 
the context of rivalry between 
Chávez and Lula in relation to 
regional leadership, Brazil may 
have made decisions that would not 
have been implemented without 
this competence threat or at least 
not as rapidly or decisively.

Alongside the initiatives of recent 
years it would be important to 
add the Pacific Alliance22. This 
organization is comprised of 
Colombia, Mexico, Peru and Chile 
and further countries will probably 
join, since Panama and Costa Rica 
are candidates to do so soon. The 
objectives of the association are 
mainly trade-related, although not 
exclusively, and its ultimate goal 
is to achieve participation in the 
Asian market. However, it still is 
a Latin American initiative, which 
seeks external projection. 

The momentum of these projects 
and the calls for autonomy in 
relation to third powers was 
also favored by the economic 

“These countries only 
met when United States 

allowed them to”

21  http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/brasilcuba_lula_y_castro_estrechan_la-
zos-11693.html. 

22  http://alianzapacifico.net/ 
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circumstances of the international 
market for commodities in recent 
years and the implementation 
of responsible macroeconomic 
policies, aimed at controlling the 
main economic variables, which 
promoted a sustained economic 
growth during a decade and made 
it possible for F. Cardoso, former 
President of Brazil to say that 
“Latin America no longer needs 
U.S. help”23.

4. HEMISPHERIC RELA-
TIONS THROUGH THE OAS 
AFTER 20 YEARS OF SUM-
MITS OF THE AMERICAS

As previously mentioned, 
these changes and inter-Latin 
American relations directly affect 
hemispheric relations. The OAS 
and the Summits are the best 
scenario to see the changes that 
the latter have undergone. Since 
1948 Latin American and the 
U.S. have both been present in 
this organization and as a result, 
the U.S. has been permanently 
accused of using the OAS to 
impose decisions unilaterally. This 
same argument, even after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall, has been 

used against the Summits of the 
Americas, to the extent that these 
forums have been described as a 
mere extension of the OAS and, 
thus, of U.S. influence. In any 
case, it has been impossible, for 
years, to continue considering the 
OAS as a tool of the U.S., although 
this claim has continuously 
attracted media attention in the 
field of hemispheric relations.

Although the OAS was merely 
present in the Summit of Miami 
in 1994, today, its role in the 
organization, implementation 
and monitoring of the Summits 
has become so important that 
even an organization, the Summit 
Secretariat, was created to carry 
out its work. The interest of the OAS 
to be involved in the Summits of 
the Americas is due to its concerns 
to maintain a single inter-American 
agenda, which was ultimately 
achieved24, even when the content 
of these Summits is debatable, as 
we have seen before.

The first area affected by the 
development of Latin American 
initiatives has undoubtedly been 
the OAS, the space, along with the 
Summits, where the hemispheric 

23  This statement was made by F. Henrique Cardoso, former President of Brazil, 
http://www.elpais.com/articulo/internacional/Latinoamerica/necesita/ayuda/EE/
UU/elpepuint/20090116elpepuint_4/Tes. Similar statements were made by former 
President Ricardo Lagos when, in reference to the relations of the region with the 
United States and the growth of the Latin American region in the last years: “The Latin 
American international agenda will be different too. We are now a continent where 
most of the countries have middle-income. That is, countries that thanks to their 
development level cannot receive foreign aid anymore. Countries that, in one way or 
another, have a high degree of integration into the international economy and expect 
the Doha Development Round to provide fair rules to compete”,

http://www.tribunademocratica.com/2009/01/dialogo_mejor_y_mas_parejo_con_
obama.html.   

24  To understand the degree of involvement of the OAS in the Summit Processes, see: 
http://www.resdal.org/experiencias/cumbre-historia.pdf. 

“It has been impossible, 
for years, to continue 

considering the OAS as a 
tool of the U.S.”
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relations are expressed. The 
creation of UNASUR and, 
particularly, CELAC, raised many 
doubts if not questions about 
the utility that the OAS may still 
have and, consequently, Summits. 
The most extreme position has 
been that of the countries within 
the Bolivarian Alliance for the 
People of Our America (ALBA), an 
organization comprised of countries 
with a very similar ideology, mainly 
based, among other principles, on 
a marked nationalism and anti-
imperialism. This group, led by 
Hugo Chavez until his death in 2013, 
has persistently fought against 
the OAS and tried to boycott the 
Summits of the Americas. For the 
ALBA, the CELAC would allow Latin 
America “to become independent 
of the imperialist dominance” that 
the U.S. exerts over the region. 
This approach has been repeatedly 
defended by the members of 
ALBA25. However, this is not the 
stance of the rest of the region, 
whose governments have been 
particularly careful to point out 
that there are no incompatibilities 
between both organizations, 
but rather complementarity, 
since their nature and form of 
organization are also different. 
Thus, the CELAC would not replace 
the OAS. The governments of 
Mexico, Chile, Colombia and the 
remaining countries have defended 
this opinion since the creation of 
the CELAC.

Even Brazil, the most interested 
country in defending the 
importance of the CELAC, as a 
means to highlight its leadership, 
shared the aforementioned opinion. 
Although during the presidency of 
Dilma Rousseff, there have been 
moments of tension, President Lula 
Da Silva achieved a perfect balance 
between the autonomy demands 
and the interest to maintain and 
enhance the relations with the U.S. 
Therefore, Brazil has been so far 
very careful about its statements in 
relation to the United States. A good 
example was the statement of the 
UNASUR Summit in Costa de Sauípe, 
when he convinced the remaining 
leaders of not mentioning the 
U.S. in the closing speech despite 
the pressure exerted by certain 
members of UNASUR such as 
Bolivia, Venezuela and Argentina, 
countries that blame the U.S. 
for all Latin American problems. 
Even though UNASUR and CELAC 
are the results of the intention 
of creating South American and 
Latin American independent 
organizations, which strengthen 
the legitimacy of a real Latin 
American voice, with the exception 
of the ALBA members, they have 
not been used by the region as an 
instrument of confrontation with 
the Northern power. Brazilian 
diplomacy has insistently repeated, 
with great pragmatism, that the 
Latin American priority is not 
incompatible with a peaceful 

25  For the former President Hugo Chavez and current Venezuelan President Nicolas Ma-
duro, the CELAC must replace the OAS, as this organization, according to H. Chavez: “has 
been for many years the Yankee Ministry of Colonies” which “supported and endorsed all 
U.S. invasions” in the region: “we want to leave behind that terrible chapter of imposi-
tions by the U.S. Government and the OAS which drove Latin America and the Caribbean 
to misery, underdevelopment, dependence and backwardness”, http://www.infolatam.
com/2011/01/13/venezuela-la-ofensiva-final-de-hugo-chavez-contra-la-oea/. 

“For the ALBA, the 
CELAC would allow Latin 

America ‘to become 
independent of the 

imperialist dominance’”



14

THE 7TH SUMMIT OF THE AMERICAS,
THE IDEAL FRAMEWORK FOR INTERAMERICAN RELATIONS

coexistence with the United States 
or their hemispheric proposals.

In other words, the fact that the 
region seeks to achieve a certain 
degree of autonomy does not 
necessarily mean its willingness 
to break relations or create 
a confrontation, but merely 
modifying the terms of the inter-
American relation. The region is 
still interested in enhancing its 
relation with the United States, 
including Brazil. This means that 
even historic allies of the U.S., 
such as Mexico, Central America or 
Colombia did not want to be left 
out of the CELAC project. Mexico 
even took a leading role in the 
creation of CELAC, as it requested 
to host the meeting where the 
CELAC was created in 2010.

Nevertheless, the CELAC still meant 
for the OAS a factor that contributed 
to the existential crisis that the 
latter has been experiencing for 
years, thus losing credibility. Back 
then it was more difficult to find 
someone who would positively 
evaluate the organization (other 
than its work in the field of human 
rights). The Obama administration, 
despite its alleged commitment to 
multilateralism, did not attempt 
to neutralize this questioning 
through a strong support for the 
OAS. In fact, for many observers, 
the U.S. “largely ignored, or even 
abandoned the OAS”26.

In all likelihood it does not seem 
as if the development of Latin 
American organizations will 
entail the end of hemispheric 

associations, but it will definitely 
contribute to changing the type of 
traditional relationship that Latin 
American countries have had with 
the U.S. These years of autonomy 
and inter-American relations are 
the factors that explain how a 
common position was reached 
as regards Cuba and the U.S. 
There were no exceptions, even 
among current U.S. allies, as all 
of them actively supported the 
aforementioned position. So far, 
this has only been achieved once. 
But this first step also shows that a 
common position could be reached 
and, thus, a negotiation capability 
that the region has never had 
before with the United States.

This process has not been simple 
at all, since division has always 
prevailed over union. The strong 
Latin American nationalisms and the 
power of sovereignty did not only 
hinder the creation of integration 
projects, both old and new, but 
also the possibilities of becoming 
an international player with a single 
and independent voice. This same 
limitation could be observed as 
regards the situation with the U.S. 
The resistance against unilateral 
impositions, when existent, was 
not enough not only because of 
the U.S. power but also due to the 
lack of negotiating power to have 
a common stance on this context.

Regional division, the main 
obstacle to neutralize the U.S. 
influence

The importance and influence of 
the U.S. have marked the history 

26  Peter Hakim, “Will the CELAC be successful when other similar organizations have 
failed?”, 15/12/2011, http://www.infolatam.com/secciones/especial-celac/

“The region is still 
interested in enhancing 

its relation with the 
United States”
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of the OAS. During the Cold War 
it was used by the great power 
as a means to oppose the spread 
of communism. The integration 
of Latin American countries into 
the organization was the way of 
keeping the region within the 
capitalist group. In this context, 
unilateralism was the main 
feature of the U.S. behavior and 
the OAS merely sanctioned or 
silenced the U.S. impositions.

Acknowledging this influence 
and manipulation of the OAS 
does not mean that the U.S. 
achieved absolute control of 
the organization, as its will did 
not always prevail. Even during 
the Cold War, Latin American 
countries had some room to 
not support U.S. initiatives and 
reject their impositions27.

The fall of the Berlin Wall 
provides an opportunity for 
the OAS to become a key 
institution in the development 
of multilateralism and joint 
action in order to promote and 
defend democracy. However, 
despite the development 
experienced by the organization 
towards the achievement of the 
aforementioned objective, it still 
lacked credibility among many 
Latin American governments.

However, the aforementioned 
information could make us think 
that the resistance against 
U.S. impositions was achieved 
through a single Latin American 
position. However, it was not, 

and in most cases, this opposition 
was deemed inacceptable not 
only by the U.S., but also other 
Latin American nations.

The appointment of the last 
Secretary General is an illustrative 
example of the lack of common 
positions in Latin America in 
relation to the U.S. The success 
of Jose Maria Insulza, in 2005, 
against U.S. candidates, could be 
seen as a Latin American victory, 
as was thought back then, over the 
candidates that the U.S. supported. 
However, this is not completely 
accurate. Indeed, Secretary Insulza 
was the candidate of Latin America, 
but the U.S. candidates were also 
supported by other Latin American 
countries. Thus, although the Latin 
Americanization of the OAS could 
be argued, the reason behind 
these results is not due to a Latin 
American united front without 
cracks. Latin American division has 
always existed.

Cuba invited to the 7th Summit. 
A Latin American success

This is the added value of the 
7th Summit of Panama, whose 
President, as the host country, 
has had the chance to invite Raul 
Castro to attend this meeting. 
An invitation that was possible, 
to a great extent, thanks to the 
pressure exerted, without any 
opposition, by the whole region. 
It will be the first time for Cuba to 
attend, not only a Summit of the 
Americas, but a hemispheric forum 
since 1962, when it was expelled 

27  To understand the relations of U.S. and the OAS, see Juan Gabriel Tokatlian, “La OEA: 
repensando su crisis” (“The OAS: rethinking its crisis”), Nueva Sociedad, issue 72, July-Au-
gust (1984), pp. 9-13.

“The importance 
and influence of the 

U.S. have marked the 
history of the OAS”
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from the OAS. The acceptance 
by Cuba is due to the will of his 
government, but also because of 
the strategy implemented by the 
region. The premeditated action 
to integrate and involve Cuba in 
the CELAC and the revitalization of 
bilateral relations with most of the 
governments of the region sought 
to force Cuba to approach the OAS, 
an organization that the country 
has criticized since its suspension. 
Furthermore, the OAS and the last 
Summit of the Americas insisted 
on including Cuba, thus pressuring 
the U.S. This was not only a way 
of pressuring the government to 
accept the rapprochement, but 
also, to pressure Cuba so that 
it would not refuse attending a 
hemispheric forum when invited. 

Largely as a result of this modus 
operandi many of the wills and 
intentions have changed. The 
rapprochement between the 
U.S. and Cuba, in December 
2014, would be the main reason 
to explain the attendance of 
Cuba to the Summit of Panama. 
However, it should not be 
forgotten that the joint regional 
action was crucial to fully 
confirm the attendance of the 
Cuban President. Following the 
statement of intentions of Costa 
Sauípe, the General Assembly 
of the OAS was requested 
in 2009 in San Pedro Sula to 
reaccept Cuba. As a result the 
organization reversed the 6th 
Resolution of the 8th Meeting 
of Consultation of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs held in Punta 
del Este (Uruguay) between the 
January 22 and 31 1962, which 
approved the “Exclusion of the 
current government of Cuba 

from taking part in the inter-
American System”.

The U.S. support for this decision 
was the result of a complex 
negotiation in which the country 
ended being isolated because of its 
refusal to accept the readmission 
of Cuba. The change of attitude 
was only possible by conditioning 
the readmission of Cuba if the 
latter accepted the democratic 
principles which the Charter of 
the OAS requires to become a 
member of the organization. It 
was already mentioned indirectly 
in the aforementioned document: 
“the participation of Cuba in the 
OAS will be the result of a dialogue 
process initiated at the request 
of the Government of Cuba and 
in accordance with the practices, 
purposes and principles of the OAS”.

While the U.S. was reluctant and 
conditioned the return of Cuba, the 
government of the island showed 
absolute indifference, and once 
again demonstrated its rejection 
towards the organization, which, 
back then, former President 
Fidel Castro accused of being “an 
accomplice of all crimes committed 
against Cuba”. The 6th Summit 
of the Americas in 2012 was a 
further step. For the host country, 
Colombia and its President, Juan 
Manuel Santos, the situation was 
extraordinarily complex, as he tried 
to invite Cuba, with the opposition 
of the U.S. and Canada. Finally, 
President Santos went to Havana 
to personally explain to Raul Castro 
the reasons for which Cuba would 
ultimately not be invited. The result 
was that all topics on the agenda 
of the Summit became secondary, 
as Cuba, without being present, 

“The U.S. and Cuba, in 
December 2014, would 
be the main reason to 

explain the attendance 
of Cuba to the Summit 

of Panama”
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drew much of the attention of 
the Summit. Lastly, most Latin 
American countries conditioned 
their attendance to the 7th Summit 
on the attendance of Cuba.

As it has already been mentioned 
before, as regards this strategy, 
besides the pressure exerted 
in the OAS forum, the region 
fully accepted Cuba into the 
CELAC, to the extent that the 
island held the Pro Tempore 
Presidency in 2013 and the 2nd 
CELAC Summit. As important 
and symbolic was the fact that 
Havana was elected to host the 
peace negotiations between 
the Colombian guerillas and 
Government since 2012. This 
gives Cuba an important role 
to solve a conflict that has had 
sub-regional consequences and 
in a country with particularly 
strong relations with the U.S.

Since then, the situation has 
greatly changed and largely 
thanks to the persistence in 
actively maintaining a common 
Latin American position. These 
efforts and the rapprochement 
between both countries in 
December are the reasons for 
which Cuba has been invited 
to the 7th Summit and Castro 
has confirmed his attendance. 
All players have drawn the 
same conclusion. Considering 
the ineffectiveness of a policy 
based on isolation, as President 
Obama himself acknowledged, 
the Secretary of the OAS, 
Jose Mª Insulza insisted on 
the convenience that Cuba’s 
attendance would entail in 
order to establish a dialogue to 
solve their differences.

The only President that yet has 
to confirm attendance is Barack 
Obama. Even though Secretary of 
State J. Kerry recently downplayed 
this issue, the truth is that it is 
quite relevant. The Senior U.S. 
Representative is right when he 
defended the need to “go beyond 
the eternal debate about who will 
attend the meeting and focus on the 
substantive issues of the summit”. 
However, at this time this issue 
is quite important, as symbolic 
acts are rather relevant in this 
type of meetings. Were President 
Obama to miss this meeting, the 
willingness of reconciliation by the 
United States would lose credibility, 
particularly if we take into account 
that President Obama has attended 
the last two meetings. Moreover, 
considering that he has fulfilled 
his main commitments, including 
submitting its proposal to Congress 
and taking measures within the 
room provided by his presidential 
power to ease the embargo, so 
far his willingness to promote the 
process has been clear.

His attendance would not only 
give credibility and a boost to 
the rapprochement process with 
Cuba, but would also bring the 
U.S. closer to the rest of the 
region, considering the degree 
of involvement of the latter as 
regards this issue. However, the 
U.S. administration seems well 
aware of this, not only in relation 
to the degree of involvement 
of the region, but also the 
importance and scope that this 
joint action has entailed. The 
U.S. understood that maintaining 
the embargo entailed the risk of 
being isolated from the region, 
as the Secretary of State himself 

“Were President Obama 
to miss this meeting, 

the willingness of 
reconciliation by the 
United States would 

lose credibility”
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admitted28. In this sense, the 
U.S. has been the first party 
to recognize the strength and 
action capability that Latin 
America will have if it speaks 
through a single voice.

The isolation of Cuba has always 
been a present issue in the region 
even during the Cold War. In the 
15th Meeting of Consultation of 
the OAS, November 1974 in Quito, 
the region sought to end the Cuban 
blockade. The vote ended with 12 
positive votes, 6 abstentions and 
3 nays, a clearly against the anti-
Cuban measures. But, since it did 
not reach the required 2/3, the 
Cuban issue remained unsolved. In 
July 1975 during the 16th Meeting 
of Consultation, 16 votes out of 
21 were cast in favor to end the 
embargo, and it was agreed that 
each country would independently 
resolve its relations with Cuba. 
The experience repeatedly show 
that only through cooperation and 
joint action can Latin American 
countries have negotiating power 
at an international level. The most 
obvious example is the current 
one, which should be enough for 
Latin America to notice and finally 
become a global player.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This Summit has entailed a 
comprehensive analysis of not only 
the Cuba-U.S. relations but also 
hemispheric and Latin American 
relations, since, as previously 

explained, they have influenced 
each other reciprocally.

Nowadays, Latin America has a 
reality, objectives and ambitions 
which are very different from 
those of 1994. It has slowly 
become an emergent and 
autonomous region, capable of 
making joint decisions, as shown 
by the proposal to end the 
Cuban isolation. All of them are 
factors that affect the relations 
with the U.S. However, none of 
these transformations imply that 
Latin America wants or could 
ignore its powerful neighbor, at 
least not all of the governments 
in the region. Particularly at 
the present moment, where 
all international organizations 
are stating that, at least a 
slowdown in economic growth 
is taking place29. Thus, instead 
of increasing the gaps, positions 
should be brought together to 
find new ways of cooperation.

The distancing and loss of interest 
by the United States is evident as is 
the diversification of partners by the 
region. This distancing could lead to 
a loss of opportunities for everyone. 
If the U.S. continues ignoring Latin 
America, China could become 
the most powerful country in this 
region, although other countries are 
also interested in investing there, 
such as Russia or Japan. The trade 
between Latin America and the U.S. 
has dropped from 53% of the global 
Latin American trade in the year 

28  Miami Herald, “Kerry, Pritzker, Lew: President Obama´s new Cuba policy looks forward, 
not back”, by John Kerry, Penny Pritzker and Jacob J. Lew, 12/22/2014, http://www.miami-
herald.com/opinion/op-ed/article4746744.html.

29  http://www.infolatam.com/2015/02/19/ocde-caf-y-cepal-insisten-en-ralentizacion-de-
ritmo-de-crecimiento-de-latina-en-2015/
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2000 to 35% in 2013. Meanwhile, 
Chinese trade with Latin America 
has risen from 1.9% to 12% in the 
same period of time, according to 
the Inter-American Development 
Bank. In fact, if the current trend 
does not change, by 2025 Latin 
American trade with the U.S. will 
have fallen to 17% of the total 
Latin American trade, while the 
businesses in the region with China 
will have reached the same figure30. 

As regards Latin America, in a 
context of growth slowdown 
and the beginning of a new 
cycle marked by this trend, it 
should not miss any trade or 
cooperation opportunity. Thus, 
apart from the importance that 
this Summit might have for the 
U.S. and Cuba, it will also be 
crucial for the rest of the region 
as it is a great opportunity to 
define an agenda which takes 
into account the current context 
and problems and proposes new 
cooperation options. In this 
case, if Latin America were 

able to carry out a joint action 
its negotiation power would be 
greater. However, it must first 
define the type of relationship 
it wants to have with the U.S., 
implement initiatives and make 
specific proposals.

In this new stage, it would be 
convenient for the region to 
understand the possibilities 
that implementing joint 
projects entails. The validity 
of integration and cooperation 
projects has been repeatedly 
refuted in recent years, to the 
extent of denying its value. There 
are undoubtedly many pending 
challenges in this field, but these 
projects have created a new 
perspective and awareness that 
has promoted Latin America as 
an international player. The end 
of Cuban isolation has provided 
this opportunity. Certainly, it 
has happened only once, but the 
fact itself shows that it could 
happen again in the future. And 
it hopefully will.

30  Oppenheimer, Andrés, ¿Por qué África sí y Latinoamérica no? (“Why Africa and not Latin 
America?”), http://www.elnuevoherald.com/opinion-es/opin-col-blogs/andres-oppenheim-
er-es/article2038246.html, 8/09/2014.
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Tel. +54 11 5556 0700

Lima

Luisa García
Partner and CEO of the Andean Region
lgarcia@llorenteycuenca.com 

Cayetana Aljovín
General Manager
caljovin@llorenteycuenca.com

Av. Andrés Reyes 420, piso 7
San Isidro. Lima (Peru)
Tel. +51 1 2229491

Mexico

Juan Rivera
Partner and Managing Director
jrivera@llorenteycuenca.com

Bosque de Radiatas # 22 — PH7
05120 Bosques las Lomas (México D.F.) 
Tel. +52 55 52571084

CORPORATE MANAGEMENT

José Antonio Llorente
Founding partner and Chairman
jallorente@llorenteycuenca.com 

Enrique González
Partner and CFO
egonzalez@llorenteycuenca.com 

Jorge Cachinero
Corporate Director for Innovation
jcachinero@llorenteycuenca.com

SPAIN AND PORTUGAL

Arturo Pinedo
Partner and Managing Director
apinedo@llorenteycuenca.com 

Adolfo Corujo
Partner and Managing Director
acorujo@llorenteycuenca.com

Madrid 

Joan Navarro
Partner and Vice-President of Public Affairs
jnavarro@llorenteycuenca.com 

Amalio Moratalla
Partner and Senior Director
amoratalla@llorenteycuenca.com

Juan Castillero
Financial Director
jcastillero@llorenteycuenca.com

Lagasca, 88 — planta 3
28001 Madrid (Spain)
Tel. +34 91 563 77 22

Barcelona

María Cura
Partner and Managing Director
mcura@llorenteycuenca.com 

Muntaner, 240-242, 1º-1ª
08021 Barcelona (Spain)
Tel. +34 93 217 22 17

Lisbon

Madalena Martins
Partner
mmartins@llorenteycuenca.com

Tiago Vidal
Managing Director
tvidal@llorenteycuenca.com

Carlos Ruiz 
Director
cruiz@llorenteycuenca.com

Rua do Fetal, 18
2714-504 S. Pedro de Sintra
Tel: + 351 21 923 97 00 

LLORENTE & CUENCA is the leading Reputation Management, Communication, and Public Affairs consultancy in Spain, Portugal, and Latin America. It has 17 
partners and 350 professionals who provide strategic consultancy services to companies in all business sectors with operations aimed at the Spanish and 
Portuguese speaking countries.

It currently has offices in Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Chile, Ecuador, Spain, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Portugal and the Dominican Republic. It also offers 
its services through affiliates in the United States, Bolivia, Paraguay, Uruguay and Venezuela. 

Its international development has meant that in 2014 LLORENTE & CUENCA is 55th in the Global ranking of the most important communication companies 
in the world, as reflected in the annual Ranking published by The Holmes Report.



d+i is a hub by LLORENTE & CUENCA, for 
Ideas, Analysis and Trends.

We live in a new macroeconomic and social 
context, and communication has to evolve.

d+i is a global combination of partnership and 
knowledge exchange, identifying, focusing 
and communicating new information models, 
from an independent perspective.

d+i is a constant ideas flow, looking to the 
future information and management trends.

Because nothing is black or white, there is 
something like d+i LLORENTE & CUENCA. 

www.dmasillorenteycuenca.com

AMO is the leading global network of 
strategic and financial communications 
consultancies, with over 940 professional 
consultants and offices in more than 20 
countries. 

The network brings together local market 
leaders with unrivalled knowledge of 
financial markets and cross-border 
transactions in the key financial centers of 
Europe, Asia and the Americas. 

Providing sophisticated communications 
counsel for M&A and capital market 
transactions, media relations, investor 
relations and corporate crises, our member 
firms have established relationships with 
many S&P 500, FTSE 100, DAX 30, SMI, CAC 
40 and IBEX 35 companies.

www.amo-global.com

amo


