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 Thank GIGA and Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão for the invitation to 

participate in this bi-national seminar. 

 The theme proposed is daunting in its own right, but I think we have to 

take a step back in time to take a brief look at an international order based 

on multilateralism and the current challenges this model is facing before 

looking more specifically at the economic fora. 

 Today we very often take for granted multilateralism as the only logical 

mechanism to organize relations among nation-States, much as we take 

for granted democracy as the logical mechanism to organize relations 

among different groups within the nation-State. 

 But it is useful to remind ourselves that multilateralism is a post-War 

construction, one that has given us 70 years of unprecedented peace, 

stability, growth and prosperity. 

 Much as democracy gives every citizen a voice and a stake in society, 

multilateralism gave every independent nation-State a voice and a stake 

in the international community. 

 This was not simply an act of generosity, but the result of careful 

reflection on the instability caused by merely resorting to power as the 

organizing principle of international relations. 

 In these past 70 years, multilateralism has contributed to a relatively 

peaceful end to colonialism that governed large parts of the world, it has 

averted major armed confrontations, and it has helped lift millions of 

people out of poverty. 

 And the question we have to ask ourselves is: if multilateralism has 

delivered so many global goods, why is it today under such threat? 

 I would propose that the answer to this question lies in the fact that the 

post-War multilateral order has always been an imperfect democracy 

among nation-States in which the developed countries of the West have 

had a controlling position – UN Security Council, voting shares at the 

Bretton Woods institutions, the Quad at the GATT and the very 

membership of OECD. 

 Much as demands of the working classes in western countries led to a 

genuine representative democracy, today we see a demand from 

developing and emerging economies for a more representative 

participation in global governance. 



 The examples are everywhere: calls for reform of the UN Security 

Council; realignement of voting shares at the Bretton Woods institutions; 

the replacement of the Quad for a P-5 during the Doha Round at the 

WTO; and the increasing candidacies for membership at the OECD. 

 Perhaps this process of rebalancing global governance structures could 

have been attained without the tension we witness today, but two factors 

injected a level of stress that has not allowed for a gradual transition. 

 Firstly, the economic and financial crisis of 2008 forced a realization that 

global solutions required participation of the main emerging economies, 

leading to the G-20 eclipsing, to some degree, the G7/G8 as the main 

locus of global financial governance. 

 Secondly, the velocity with which China ascended to the position of 

second largest economy in the world, being on track to take the first 

position from the US. 

 I am not going to into the merit of China´s economic – or political, for 

that matter – model, suffice to say that its “market socialism” concept 

poses additionally a direct threat to the predominance of the western 

liberal order. 

 This ascent is a very direct challenge to the established order and the 

disruption to multilateralism is a response to this challenge. Today it 

seems that, at least in the economic area, we are moving towards a system 

of bipolarity rather than one of multipolarity. 

 As if this were not enough, we note that as populations around the world 

take the benefits of multilateralism for granted – and its by-product in the 

economic and trade arena, globalization – the field is opened for the 

proliferation of nationalistic and protectionist sentiments. 

 The results of this are developments like the Brexit referendum and the 

election of nationalistic leaders in countries of North America and 

Europe. 

 Within this challenging scenario, let me briefly address how Brazil sees 

each one of the major economic organizations and for a: 

 Bretton Woods institutions: perhaps still a little euro-centric but 

essentially the reforms to voting rights, once implemented, will reflect 

weights of member economies more adequately. 

 G20: a very flexible and nimble structure that has proven its worth in 

facing up to the 2008 global economic and financial crisis. Composed of 

two tracks: the first is the one dedicated to financial issues, and this 

continues to produce invaluable work in coordinating policies among 

participating economies and in constantly updating global financial 



regulatory practices. The second, named the “sherpa track”, is a victim of 

the lack of formal structure: issues are dealt with in accordance with the 

acting presidency’s priorities, leading to a certain lack of continuity and 

focus in issues addressed. 

 OECD: an increasingly important organization with profound impact 

through a process of developing best practices and regulatory frameworks 

through exchange of experiences and peer-reviews. Attracting interest in 

membership from diverse countries, including Brazil. This process of 

potential enlargement is hampered both by a European objective of 

maintaining the OECD as a predominantely European organization and 

by the very crisis of multilateralism. 

 WTO: the WTO is perhaps where the crisis in multilateralism is most 

severe in the economic fora. China’s accession to the WTO in 2001 was 

seen as a means to embrace it within the liberal, market-oriented, free 

trade model. China has been the greatest beneficiary of its accession, with 

rules-based access to markets across the world without gently easing into 

the liberal, market-oriented free trade model. It has tested the limits of the 

system in maintaining its model with practices that are not necessarily 

prescribed, or even foreseen, in the existing disciplines. This has led to 

ever greater calls for reform of the system, precisely to try and discipline 

the system. 

 Brazil is ready and willing to engage in this exercise. What we have 

stressed time and again is that existing disciplines are the result of 

extensive negotiating processes that led to an understanding where all 

were equally satisfied. or equally dissatisfied, with the balance of right 

and obligations. 

 Reopening certain parts of these agreements will require a delicate 

exercise of negotiation where all participants can perceive a new balance 

of rights and obligations.  


