Diálogo entre membros da associação Sociólogos Sem Fronteiras:

I will cite the fourth principle of the World Social Forum Charter--the most important component of the document (and by extension of the social forum model):

1. The WSF Charter rejects the "process of globalization commanded by the large multinational corporations and by the governments and international institutions at the service of those corporations' 

interests, with the complicity of national governments." Thus, it manifestly does not reject globalization per se; it rejects what might be called "corporate" or "neoliberal globalization." This is why most groups operating within the WSF reject the term "anti-globalization movement" (in favor of such terms as "global justice movement" or "alternative globalization movement").

2. The WSF Charter is agnostic on the question of what the alternative to neoliberal globalization should be. In effect, the Charter is designed to cultivate and sustain a popular front against neoliberalism. It delays any "settling of the score" between "reformists" and "revolutionaries," "global Keynesians" or "cosmopolitan social democrats" and advocates of a more definitive break with capitalism, proponents of global governance and supporters of "relocalization," etc. These are the basic fault lines within the popular front against neoliberalism.

3. The WSF Charter accuses national governments and inter-governmental organizations of "complicity" with corporate power. After all, neoliberal policies of fiscal austerity, privatization, deregulation, financial liberalization, and "free trade" require state intervention. 

As Polanyi would have it, "laissez-faire"--or rather the "stark utopia" 

known as neoliberalism--is the product of state planning (under pressure from the US government, the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO). 

4. For this reason, the WSF Charter excludes political parties and government agents from participating in an official capacity. The case of the European Union demonstrates the rationale for this prohibition: 

parties of the "left"--including the British Labour Party, the French Socialist Party, and the German Social Democratic Party--have offered something akin to "neoliberalism with a human face." More broadly, the Charter anticipates that left-leaning political parties would attempt to co-opt the global justice movement.

5. This brings us to the question of sovereignty. It is instructive that the WSF Charter refers not to "national sovereignty," but rather to the "sovereignty of peoples" and "planetary citizenship." In effect, this excludes right-wing critiques of globalization coming from the likes of Patrick Buchanan and the remnants of the Reform Party in the United States and Jean-Marie Le Pen and the National Front in France. 

These figures lament the supposed "loss of national sovereignty" 

suffered by the US (under the weight of its international commitments) and France (as a consequence of its participation in the European Union). Accordingly, they propose not only protectionist trade policies, but also Draconian immigration policies (including expulsions). 

6. This raises two questions for SSF members: First, what do we mean by the "sovereignty of peoples"? Clearly, we reject the equation: 

"peoples" = "nations." Clearly, we wish to follow the lead of the Zapatistas by emphasizing the rights of indigenous peoples. Second, what do we mean by "planetary citizenship"? How might we elaborate this concept?

A few reflections on "subsidiarity"-a concept that figures prominently in movements affiliated with the World Social Forum:

The principle of "subsidiarity," which states that decisions should be made by the "smallest" or "lowest" competent agent, seems to have its origins in Catholic social thought. It may have seeped into WSF discourse through Christian base communities, NGOs, and liberation theology (or perhaps through the mediation of the Zapatistas). Our Latin American members could shed light on this point. But the term is most closely associated with the "relocalization" wing of the WSF, which advocates the strategy of "reclaiming the commons"-whether by seizing and farming previously unused land (as the Landless Rural Workers in Brazil have done) or by repossessing and operating previously abandoned factories (as Argentine workers have done). In her most recent book, Earth Democracy: Justice, Sustainability, and Peace (2005), Vandana Shiva--the renowned ecofeminist scholar-activist-- builds on the principle of "subsidiarity":

"Localization provides a test for justice. Localization is a test for sustainability. This is not to say all decisions will be made on a local level There will of course be decisions made on the national level and the global level, but to reach these other levels they have to constantly pass the screen of living democracy. Authority is delegated to more distant levels of government on the principle of subsidiarity: things are most effectively done at a level closest to where the impact is felt. This principle is an ecological imperative (64)."

In one stroke, Shiva has described the point of convergence among advocates of "Zapatismo," "autonomists," anarchists, and environmentalists working within or alongside the WSF. More broadly, we can connect the concept of subsidiarity to the push for "food sovereignty" and "fair trade" by such organizations as "Terra Madre" and "Food Not Bombs."

--Mark Frezzo

mfrezzo@fau.edu
Being 100% in favor of this, and its implications for self-governance, worker ownership, publics, take-back-the community, etc. - I have three

  questions.

1) we still need mechanisms whereby higher jurisdictions amplify and embody the  priorities of locales, and harmonize the priorities of locales with one another. Certainly we can imagine states that are stripped of partisanship, stripped of their omniscient power over domestic affairs, and thoroughly reformed, but we still need the State.

For example, having laws for a living wage, ensure nondiscrimination, laws for worker safety, and on and on, require higher jurisdictions so that there is uniformity. How to respond to natural disasters if the unit of governance is the locale?

2) then we come to global justice. People-to-people ties are not robust enough to, say, run and manage global companies, cooperate in peace keeping operations, regulate markets, regulate financial speculation. 

How does one ratchet up local decision-makers to global decision-making?

3) The principle of subsidiarity has evolved in relatively homogeneous communities. The Zapatistas have a few indigenous languages, but otherwise they are not as diverse as the residents of, say, Queens. How can pluralism (not just diversity) be sustained in such locales?

Thanks a lot Mark for such a helpful answer! Some of the puzzles I think are conceptual, perhaps, with little empirical evidence to go on.

Judith

jrblau@email.unc.edu
