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The coll apse of the Fifth Mnisterial of the Wrld Trade Organi zation (WO
in Cancun, Mexico, on Septenber 14'" was an event of historic proportions.

Cancun has several massive inplications.

First, the collapse represented a victory for people throughout the world,

not a "m ssed opportunity” for a gl obal deal between North and South. Doha
was never a "devel opnent round."” And what little promse it offered for

devel opnent had been betrayed | ong before Cancun. Not even the npst

optim stic devel oping country canme to Cancun expecting sone concessions from
the big rich countries in the interest of devel opnent. Mbst devel opi ng
country governnents came to Cancun with a defensive stance. The big
chal l enge was not that of forging a historic New Deal but that of preventing
the US and the EU from i nposing new demands on the devel opi ng countries while
escaping any nmultilateral disciplines on their trade regines.

In this regard, it was not the devel oping countries that brought about the
col |l apse, as US Trade Representative Robert Zoellick inplied in his fina
press conference. That responsibility lies squarely with the United States
and Europe. When the second revision of the draft of the nministerial text
appeared early on Saturday, Septenber 13, it was clear that the US and the

Eur opean Union were not willing to make any significant cuts on their high
l evel s of agricultural subsidization even as they continued to intransigently
demand that the devel opi ng countries bring down their tariffs. It was also

clear that the EU and US were determ ned to disregard the Doha Declaration's
stipulation that the explicit consensus of all menber states was required to
begi n negotiations on the "Singapore issues."

Negotiate on our terns or not at all: that was the neaning of the second
revision. Not surprisingly, developing countries could not lend their
consensus to a framework of negotiations so detrimental to their interests.

Second, the WIO has been severely damaged. Two collapsed Mnisterials and
one that barely made it-Doha-recomends the institution to no one. For the
trade superpowers, it is no longer a viable instrunent for inposing their
will on others. For the devel oping countries, nenbership has not brought
protection from abuses by the powerful econom es, nuch | ess serve as a
mechani sm of devel opnment. This is not to say that the WIO is dead. There
will be efforts to bring the WIO back fromthe brink, |like the US and the EU
did at Doha. But the likelihood is that, with |ack of nmonentumfrom a
successful mnisterial, the machinery will slow down significantly. Zoellick
was correct in doubting that the Doha Round will be finished by its deadline
of January 2005 and European Union Trade Conmm ssi oner Pascal Lamy was sinply
trying to put a bright face to a bad situation when he said that the

WIO had conpl eted 30 per cent of the Doha agenda



Aside fromthe | oss of momentum and the inpairnent of the basic functioning
of the organization's machinery, growi ng protectionismin the rich countries,
a gl obal econony plagued by |ong-term stagnation, and the unraveling of the
Atlantic Alliance owing to political differences do not provide a favorable
climate for the WIO s serving as the main nechanismfor trade |iberalization
and gl obalization. The WIO nmay eventually suffer the fate it hel ped inflict
on the UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Devel oprment): surviving
but increasingly ineffective and irrelevant.

This raises the question: even as we rejoice in the failure of a mnisterial
that was | oaded against the interests of the devel oping countries, should we
wel cone the weakening of the WIO? After all, sone have argued, the WIOis a
set of rules and nachinery that, with the appropriate bal ance of forces, can
be invoked to protect the interests of the devel oping countries. Partisans
of this view say that one is better off with the WIO than with the bilatera
trade deals that US Trade Representative Robert Zoellick said at his fina
press conference would now recei ve Washington's priority after the failure of
Cancun.

The truth is that this is a false choice. The WIOis not a neutral set of
rul es, procedures, and institutions that can be used defensively to protect
the interests of weaker players. The rules thenselves - the main ones being
the supremacy of the principle of free trade, nost favored nation principle,
and the principle of national treatment-institutionalize the current system
of gl obal econonic inequality. Wat weapons the weak countries have are few,
and far between. The principle of special and differential treatment for
devel opi ng countries has a very weak status in the WIO. Indeed, in Cancun,
the US and the EU conpl etely bani shed from negoti ati ons the special and
differential treatment agenda that had been mandated by the Doha Decl aration
The WIOis not a truly nmultilateral organization. It is a nmechanismto
perpetuate the US- EU condomi niumin the gl obal econony.

Third, global civil society was a mgj or player in Cancun. Since Seattle, the
interaction between civil society and governnents on trade i ssues has
intensified. Non-governnental organizations have assisted devel opi ng country
governments in the political and technical aspects of negotiations. They
have mobilized international public opinion against the retrograde stands of
rich country governments, as in the drug patents and public health issue.
They have energed as strong domestic coalitions that put their governnents
feet to the fire to stiffen them against any further concessions to the rich
countries. |If many devel opi ng country governments resisted pressure fromthe
US and the EU in Cancun, it was because they feared political retribution
fromcivil society groups back hone.

Wth people novenents marching in the city center and NGOs denpnstrating
hourly inside and outside the convention hall fromthe openi ng session on,
Cancun becane a nicrocosm of the power of global dynam cs of states and civi
society. The suicide of Korean farner Lee Kyung Hae at the police barricades
war ned everyone at the convention center that they could no | onger take the
plight of the world's small farmers for granted, and this was acknow edged by
the governments with the one-mnute nonent of silence they observed in his
menory. Truly, the collapse of the Cancun ministerial was another
confirmation of the New York Tines' observation that global civil society is
the worl d's second superpower.



Fourth, the Group of 21 is a significant new devel opnent that could
contribute to altering the gl obal balance of forces. Led by Brazil, India,
China, and South Africa, the new grouping stalemated the EU and US drive to
make Cancun one nore sad episode in the history of underdevel opnent. Celso
Amorin, the Brazilian Trade M nister who has energed as its spokesman, when
he said that it represented over half the world' s popul ati on and over two-
thirds of its farmers, indicated the potential of this group. US trade
negotiators were right in discerning that the Group of 21 represented a
resunption of the South's push for a "new international economc order" in
the 1970s.

However, much lies in the realmof possibility, and the potential of this new
formati on nust not be overestimated. It is now mainly an alliance focused on
radi cally reducing the subsidies of northern agriculture. And it still has
to meaningfully address the desire for conprehensive protection of smaller
farmers in the smaller countries that are mainly focused on production for

the donmestic market. This is understandable since the Goup of 21's nost
vocal nmenbers is the large agro-exporters, though nmost have significant
donesti c- market - ori ented, peasant-based production as well

Nevert hel ess, there is no reason that a positive agenda of small- farnmer-
oriented sustainable agriculture cannot be placed at the center of the
group's advocacy. There is also no reason why the Group cannot extend its
mandate to forging a common program on industry and services as well. Even
nmore exciting is the possibility that the Goup of 21 can serve as the engine
of Sout h- South cooperation that goes beyond trade to coordination of policies
on investment, capital flows, industrial policy, social policy, environnmental
policy. Such formations of South-South cooperation centered on the priority
of devel opment over trade and markets provide the alternative to both the WO
and the bilateral free trade agreenents now bei ng pursued by the US and the
EU.

In articulating its agenda, the Group of 21 will find a natural ally in
gl obal civil society. Wth the US and the EU deternm ned to defend the status
quo, this alliance nust be noved frompotential to reality as soon as

possible. It will not be easy of course. Progressive civil society

groupi ngs nmay be confortable dealing with the Brazilian government headed by
the Workers' Party, but they will be ill at ease with the Indian government,
which is fundanentalist and neo-liberal and with the Chi nese governnent,
which is authoritarian and neo-liberal. Nevertheless, alliances are forged

in practice and no governnent nust be automatically categorized as inpossible
to win over to the side of people-oriented sustainable devel opment.

To conclude, shortly after the Doha Mnisterial, a nunber of civil society
organi zations said that the interests of the developing world would be best
served by derailing the comng mnisterial in Cancun instead of trying to
convert the mnisterial into a forumfor reformng the WIiQ  As Cancun
approached, the intransigence of the powerful countries stal emated

di scussions with the South on alnpst all fronts. By the tine Cancun cane
around, there was no nore talk of reform Things had becone crystal-clear
Wth the EU and US determined to get their way, no agreement was better than
a bad agreenent, a failed mnisterial was better than a successful one that
merely served as one nore nail in the coffin of underdevel opnent.



After Cancun, the challenge for global civil society is to redouble its
efforts to dismantle the structures of inequality and to push for alternative
arrangenents of gl obal econom ¢ cooperation that would truly advance the
interests of the poor, the marginalized, and the di senpowered.
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