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Avvenire — Friday, 31 January 2003

The two forums

Carlos Alfredo Magariños, Director-General of UNIDO, the United Nations agency in charge of industrial growth, says:
“People are beginning to understand that the opening up of the global economy has to be accepted but must also be
controlled.” The bridging role of President Lula and the convergence of their positions on peace have become elements
that the two forums share.

“Porto Alegre and Davos now not so far apart”

Rome, Giovanni Grasso

Davos and Porto Alegre? “Much less far apart than they used to be.” This unequivocal statement about the thaw in
relations between the world of the official economy and the varied collection of people making up the anti-globalization
movement comes from the Argentinian Carlos Alfredo Magariños, Director-General since 1997 of UNIDO, the United
Nations Industrial Development Organization, which has the mandate, among others, of promoting poverty reduction by
actively supporting the sustainable industrialization of developing countries and countries with economies in transition.
According to Magariños, who, at 40 years old, is the youngest Director-General of any UN agency, “significant
convergences have been registered for the first time” between Davos and Porto Alegre on how to confront and deal with
unresolved questions about the globalization process. “Porto Alegre”, Magariños points out, “started as a forum to protest
against the negative consequences of globalization and to give a voice not just to the world of governments, banks and
multinationals but also to a diverse world made up of people, yes, but also of poverty, hunger and marginalization. The
need for the forum was real—and widely acknowledged—but until now it has never gone beyond the level of giving
people the opportunity to speak out.”

So what has changed?

The fact that the Porto Alegre participants have gone a stage further and started a practical debate on solutions at the
political and economic level that could be adopted to overcome poverty and hunger in the world. You could say that they
have moved from protest to proposals. And that is certainly a positive development. Then there is also the fact that the
Davos people have changed their tune, too. Today there is not a single economist or representative of the more developed
nations who will maintain that globalization is the automatic perfect answer to all the world’s problems.

So are they having second thoughts?

The economic and financial world has been forced to recognize the need for correctives at the international level to limit
the more negative consequences of the globalization process and to promote the development of poor countries. No one—
or hardly anyone—today still thinks that the destiny of the world depends exclusively on the state of the stock markets
in New York, London or Frankfurt. There has come to be a realization, on both sides, that globalization is neither an
absolute evil nor an absolute good; in short, that between the white and the black, there are numerous shades of grey.

Hence the attempts at dialogue, a kind of bridge between Porto Alegre and Davos?

Yes, and I would like to point out a couple of other curious factors. First, the new President of Brazil, Lula, before
becoming head of State, was one of the founders of Porto Alegre. Today he is also participating in his official capacity
at the Davos summit and that is something new which seems significant to me. Secondly, I was struck by the loud
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applause that greeted the anti-war speech delivered at Davos by the President of Switzerland, Pascal Couchepin. And
peace has become one of the most important topics under discussion at Porto Alegre. I’d say that, for all the differences
in their methods, their positions and their ideas, the two forums have started to move in the same direction. Another reason
this has happened is the fight against terrorism: after September 11 people understood that the internal security of a
country is achieved not only with armies and sophisticated weapons but can also come about by attending to the problems
of the world’s poorest and most depressed areas. Development, widespread prosperity, education and quality of life are
essential factors in cutting the ground from under the feet of every kind of extremism and fundamentalism.

The risk of war is currently hanging over the globalized world. What effect could a conflict between part of
the West and an Arab country have on the process of integration and globalization?

I believe that to opt for war as a policy tool is, in the twenty-first century, a huge risk and a fatal error. I do not accept
the idea that political negotiation could not resolve most of the questions confronting us. Of course, there can be cases
where the whole international community recognizes the danger and the threat involved in the behaviour of a given State,
where it is necessary to act with force. But that is an extreme option, which should be used only after very careful
consideration. In the case of Iraq, there is talk of a war against integralism. My fear, however, is that a conflict of that
sort will end up nourishing the dangerous seed of extremism and seeing it grow throughout the Arab world, with
predictably harmful consequences.




