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          No survey of intellectual production in a field as broad as that of development can claim comprehensiveness. The intention here is to concentrate on one expanding aspect that seems especially interesting, that of researchers involved in policies implemented through organizations of civil society, through government programs introduced by Luiz Iñácio “Lula” da Silva (2003–2010), or through the local policies of individual municípios (counties). Together these programs and policies have woven a very rich and productive web of interaction among academe, social movements, public policy making, and even industry. As the gap between conception and implementation has narrowed, the subjects have themselves changed. The search for answers has intensified, and a new understanding of the way in which dreams can lead to practical decision making for their realization has emerged. 

In sketching this development here, I shall begin by briefly characterizing the intellectual inheritance that still directs our ideas and then go on to discuss the emergence in Brazil of  concepts of the worldwide problem of development that in this era of globalization so strongly affects our paths and our choices. In a third section I shall characterize the ideological shift that has so greatly changed the traditional left-right polarization. In a fourth section I shall try to characterize the change in the content of the processes of production and its impact on the direction of development. A fifth part evaluates the development policies being implemented in Brazil, particularly in the fields of economics, social programs, and the environment. In the final section I shall look at the new tendency toward networking as a way of making practical contributions to the direction of development. 

These new tendencies and policies have their roots in our country’s recent past, in which a number of great figures have inspired us. One of these is Josué de Castro, who used the cycle of people and crabs—the one feeding on the other—in the misery of the coastal slums of Recife to draw the discussion away from the heights of the neoclassical or marginalist approach and land it, rough and naked, in the terrible problems facing us.  On the left itself, with a few obvious exceptions, it has been not the tradition of party discipline or the superficial simplifications of the communist parties that have taken root but the penetrating and fertile thought of social innovators. 

Another pearl of great price was Paulo Freire. “I wanted,” he said, “a society that was a little less evil.” With this he swept the table clear of the sterile and surreal discussions as to whether the model should be more Chinese, more Soviet, or more Cuban and opened up the range of theoretical and practical problems involved in the acquisition by the country’s disinherited of their own cultural identity.  Freire was of course an educator, but in our current situation we recognize how much he contributed to establish the central importance of culture in transforming society. Florestan Fernandes helped to break down the schematic visions of a Marx made excessively turgid and rigid by some of his overly formal followers and, with his calm and quiet approach, found room for a more complex analysis of Brazilian society and, above all, one based on its own reality, drastically reducing the reliance on interpretations imported from societies outside Brazil. Octávio Ianni, in the field of sociology, opened the way for the huge political transformations that created globalization and the new technologies. Faithful to the great outlines of history, he pointed out the inadequacy of traditional analyses: “Politics has changed its location,” one of his latest works says simply, referring to the new worldwide dimensions of our contradictions. In a way far more effusive and turbulent than that of his predecessors, Darcy Ribeiro arrived in his O povo brasileiro (The Brazilian People) at a reconstruction of identity close to Gilberto Freyre’s—clearly less anthropological but much more aware of the changes occurring in the course of the final years of the millennium and of the transformations they called for. His analysis of social classes, in texts enriched by a wide reading of Paulo Freire, was free of both oversimplification and economic determinism. 

Milton Santos is another giant, the first forcefully to introduce into Brazilian thought the territorial dimension in social transformations. As a geographer, he understands and explains how space, time, and technology are interwoven, transforming economic circuits and reinforcing polarizations. Setting problems in their territorial context in turn opens the way for differential solutions and for the creation of opportunities for participation—the concrete dimension of citizenship. Among geographers it is important also to mention Aziz Ab’Saber, who, although now retired, remains as active as ever. He has been a stubborn and unflagging fighter who has taken upon himself the creation in Brazil of awareness of the environment. His work on Brazilian ecosystems and how they interact with cultural dynamics has made it possible for us to understand that “Brazil” as a unit is a gross simplification. 

Celso Furtado was the central contributor to our view of development. He stoically resisted the flood of simplistic theories ill-concealed behind complex mathematics that, especially under North American influence, had sterilized the science of economics. In the world today, with the dramas that increasingly flourish on our planet and a financial crisis that has radically shaken our vision of the future, we are coming to realize how ridiculous is any attempt to change human beings into machines concerned solely with maximizing economic advantage and any belief that the magic-workers of Wall Street can orchestrate capital flows across the globe. Above all, and particularly in his last works, Furtado forced us to recognize the gap that had opened up between society’s latest challenges and the fragile conceptual instruments we had inherited for dealing with them. 

We all look for guidance to these and other individuals who are, in one way or another, through their writing, teaching, and personal contacts, the inspiration for what we think and debate today. Great scientists and powerful dreamers, they illuminated what is today a Brazilian approach or “scientific culture” for confronting the dramas we have inherited. In the center of this approach we find not simplistic answers but an attitude of healthy irreverence and windows wide open to new winds. The common denominator would probably be a deep humanism and values we can trust in. With the passing of this generation of masters, we all feel ourselves orphaned. 

But we do not live solely by what we have inherited. These great masters have inspired us, and their theories have shown us the direction to take, but the building of highways by the coming generations faces increasing challenges in a fluid, ever- changing reality. Finding new paths is no longer just a dream but a question of our very survival. In some ways the recent worsening of a whole set of problems has made  it more urgent for us to come up with  practical solutions. The problems revolve particularly around two critical axes, the environmental and the social, and have dimensions that are at once national and global. 

NATIONAL POLICIES, WORLDWIDE DEBATE

Far from reaching “The End of History,” we now find ourselves at a point in history that has become more and more worrisome. Without raising a social wailing wall here, we have to keep in mind certain processes that limit our options and that find an echo in the sense of urgency and pragmatism that we find among Brazilian intellectuals today. One of the indirect results of the technologies of information and communication, allied with the growth of research at all levels, is that the magnitude of the problems we face has become apparent. It is no longer just a question of academic speeches or opposing political positions. Trustworthy data about processes that affect us all have been presented to us in the raw. In our increasingly shrunken world—in constant crisis, swept by countless issues, and frantically searching for alternatives— the problems and how to solve them concern us all.

The idea of climate change has quickly taken hold of society. With it, the environment, long relegated to second place (perhaps because of the very richness of Brazil’s natural inheritance), has become a matter of much wider interest and concern. Whereas we had been accustomed to squandering our natural riches, climate change has now become, in Brazil as elsewhere, a vehicle for making various actors in society take their share of responsibility. It has become a lever of political change and the meeting point of many different scientific fields. Brazil’s huge soil and water resources and the experience it has gained from its Pro-Alcool program (using sugarcane-based alcohol to fuel vehicles) have placed it at the forefront of the debate about alternative energy sources while adding a new dimension to the Amazon rain forest and the cerrado (the Brazilian savannah) as poles of the expansion of cattle raising, soy bean and sugarcane cultivation, and logging. Researchers such as Ricardo Abramovay, José Eli Veiga, Pedro Jacobi, and others at the University of São Paulo and frontline fighters in the struggle to save the rain forest like Marina Silva in the Amazon or even Mário Mantovani on the Atlantic coast, along with the many professionals of the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro’s Alberto Coimbra Graduate and Research Institute of Engineering, have found themselves turned into environmentalists, sociologists, economists, and technical experts all at the same time, tackling this problem just as it has suddenly become a global concern. Saving the planet has thus become a way in which the various new ideas of development have displaced the old narrowly economic one. 

The other great problem around which views about national development have been gathering is poverty. There have been undeniable advances in tackling this under the Lula administration, but Brazil’s structural inbalances are on too large a scale to be overcome in a few years, and therefore ours is still a scandalously unequal society. The global debate (to which the current financial crisis has clearly contributed) is gradually abandoning simplistic trust in the spontaneous power of the free market to bring things into balance and turning to new ways of organizing help for those left out of the process: “At the global level considerable progress has been made in reducing poverty over the past two decades, largely as a result of the more focused anti-poverty programmes and policies” (UN, 2005: 50). The development of policies for fighting poverty in its manifold dimensions has mobilized a very wide range of experts from a variety of fields. Brazil has been having this debate for ages: what is new about it now is its displacement to the level of practical politics. 

For Brazil, with one of the world’s most unequal income distributions and carrying the huge responsibility that is the Amazon region, the fact that the debate is now worldwide is overcoming both national boundaries and ideological simplifications. It is odd that, when we talk about income distribution and taxes on wealth and inheritance, the dominant media speak of populism and demagoguery. To fail to see the problems that grow out of inequality is to be dangerously blind. The many different dimensions of this other plane of social transformation in Brazil are reflected in the statistical analyses of Márcio Pochmann, the taxation policies advocated by Amir Khair, the fight for access to land and for changes in rural production relationships led by João Stédile, Paul Singer’s campaign for the economics of solidarity and “decent employment,” and Eduardo Suplicy’s advocacy of a “citizen’s income.” 

An important change in the way we view inequality has been the move from a debate on unfairness in the distribution of wealth to one on inclusivity in production and the international organizations’ concept of “decent work.” “The decent work agenda addresses a number of challenges that have arisen from globalization, including the loss of employment, the inequitable distribution of benefits, and the disruption that has been caused in so many people’s lives. Answering these challenges will require the participation of actors at all levels” (UN, 2005: 58). This debate has been forced on Brazil through research by the World Bank’s International Finance Corporation on the 4 billion people “outside the benefits of globalization,” regarded here not as a human tragedy but as an underutilization of opportunities for entrepreneurship. This approach has already led to enthusiasm for Hernán de Soto’s studies on capitalizing the poor by giving them title to their land, and it now provides C. K. Prahalad with hope of transforming the poor if not into businesspeople then at least into consumers. The publication of the work of Mohammad Yunus on social entrepreneurship has also had repercussions in Brazil. In reality, the elitist development driven by the great international corporations is not just creating poverty but reducing the capacity of the poor to share in their own “development”—excluding over two-thirds of the population from the world economy. 

For Brazil, inclusion in the production process is a critical issue. With 190 million inhabitants, the country has a working-age population of around 130 million, an economically active population of 100 million, and a mere 40 million people employed legally: 32 million in the private sector, and 8 million in the public sector. Over half the population works in the informal sector (IPEA, 2006: 339). Understanding of this dynamic and the size of the consequent challenges now extends far beyond the traditional left. “The social responsibility of business” has so far been little more than a cosmetic label, so-called greenwashing, but the efforts of Oded Grajew, Ricardo Young, Caio Magri, and others associated with the Instituto Ethos de Responsabilidade Empresarial (Institute for the Ethics of Business Responsibility) have been having an increasing impact. Innovative initiatives are to be found in the work of the Serviço Brasileiro de Apoio à Micro e Pequena Empresa (Brazilian Small and Micro Business Support Service), the local production agreements, the regional development agencies of the state of Paraná, the regional development councils of the state of Santa Catarina, and the Bank of Brazil’s Desenvolvimento Regional Sustentável (Sustainable Regional Development) or the Banco do Nordeste, and also in the broad programs of the federal government’s Territórios da Cidadania (Citizens’ Terrain). Countless universities have followed the example of the University of São Paulo’s Paul Singer in fostering small business. There is a growing understanding that from the economist’s viewpoint poverty is a gigantic underutilization of resources and squandering of opportunity. This realization is now beginning to reduce the great fault lines between the government expert, the business expert, the university professor, and the political militant. The differences between them remain, but the discussion has been bringing in other actors, creating new dynamics, and building new partnerships.

The idea that “an alternative world is possible” is not simply supported by a more humane outlook and social ideas: it is increasingly seen as a necessary condition of our survival, and this awareness is taking root in new places. The data on the slow death of life in the oceans, soil erosion, the decline in the reserves of groundwater, the increasing loss of biodiversity, the destruction of forests, and other such processes are accompanied by a combination of impressive technological power and political impotence. We are all watching these things happening, and our worrisome powerlessness naturally causes us to question the processes of decision making in our society.  It is becoming clearer and clearer that there is no correspondence between the size of the challenges we face and the political mechanisms for dealing with them that we have inherited. With the world financial crises we have gone past the time when we might have thought that the problems all lay with the developing countries. We are all in this crisis together. 

The search for alternatives is becoming general. The vigorous demonstrations and protests in Genoa and Seattle got more publicity, but a less frenetic approach to our problems and one that goes much deeper socially is making progress. The universe of those concerned with making changes in the way society is governed is broadening to include, for example, engineers from the Polytechnic of São Paulo, who are discussing the need for transformations in the way society is run with physicians, economists, and sociologists and are looking for practical ways to achieve them. It is no good just saying that “an alternative world is possible.” It has to be shown that a different management is viable, as was discussed in the World Social Forum of 2009 in Belém do Pará, and again in Salvador in 2010. The struggles led by Chico Whitaker already have their feet on the ground.

We are living through a period of profound changes, cultural and ideological. The main challenge we face is not about inventing a speedier computer chip or a more efficient weapon but giving ourselves forms of social organization that allow the ordinary citizen to have impact on what really matters—creating more rational means of decision making. Globalization is making the situation worse.  Strategic decisions about where we are headed as a society are being taken out of our hands. The general lack of any overall control shown by the workings of international finance is simply pathetic. The meetings of world leaders in Davos remind one vaguely of the glittering gathering of princes at the early-nineteenth-century Congress of Vienna: brilliant but totally oblivious of reality. The United Nations has inherited a surrealistic situation in which the tiniest independent South Sea island has the same voting power as India, with a sixth of the world’s total population. The big transnational corporations make financial decisions, choose technological options, and provoke consumption patterns that affect all mankind with no one able to influence them. The ideal of economic democracy is still far, far off. We are free-born citizens but have no hold on reality. 

Thinking in new ways about decision making in matters that affect the whole world and rule our daily lives is no longer a question of being on the political left and objecting or being on the right and feeling happy with the situation: it is now a question of common sense and basic human intelligence. In a sense, the idea of the decent society that feeds all our visions has come up against the awareness of coming disaster. It is no longer enough just to talk about our dreams. We are no longer just Brazilians; we are citizens of the world. We are not at the end of history; history is just beginning. But whereas in most of the world new tendencies are still being vaguely sketched out, Brazil is systematically searching for practical answers. Many of our intellectuals today move between organs of civil society and government ministries  and start with the critical tendencies to be faced rather than with predetermined ideological constructs. The era of great visions, generous utopias, is being swept aside by the strength of real threats that require organized intervention. 

GOING BEYOND SIMPLE SOLUTIONS

The urgency of our problems in the context of this speeding up of the march of history is changing our perspectives. In a society that is both complex and differentiated, it is no longer enough for each of us to determine who the good guys are. We have to learn how to work with the most diverse personalities. We are no longer thinking about a great transfer of power somewhere on a mountaintop. We are thinking in detail about the gears that move the different actors in our society and about how to change the way decisions are made. This may make us less ambitious in our discourse,  but it makes us more ambitious about the results. 

We are not always aware how rapidly our views change. The twentieth century was the century of great simplifications. The left looked to  nationalization of the means of production, with central planning as the regulator of the system and the proletariat as the class that would redeem us. It was balanced by the right’s belief in private ownership and the self-regulation of the economy by the mechanisms of the market, with a different social class to redeem us: the bourgeoisie or what we now call the business classes. In the name of these simplifications we justified the most ghastly wars and genocides. 

By now we have come to feel a healthy distrust of simple solutions. Both walls have fallen. Whereas in the old two-sided universe there was either the state or private enterprise, we now work with both, linked with an organized civil society. Where once there was either central planning or the free market, we try to differentiate and to enjoy the contributions of each while developing various methods of regulation, including systems of local participation, the networkings in the business sector, and international negotiation of new rules of the game: our complex society requires different but linked subsystems of regulation. And instead of the old vision of redeeming classes we now seek to build a balance between the different agents of change in achieving the results everyone wants: a society that is economically viable, socially just, and environmentally sustainable. And democratic in the decision making process.

What has happened in all this to the great ideological divide, the alternatives to capitalism, the roads to socialism? It seems that the conviction is slowly emerging that  there is no definitive functional model but only a process of building and rebuilding society to be undertaken by each successive generation. The abandonment of an ideological catechism is not a loss; rather, it gives society back the right to decide for itself, restoring to our vision of democracy the working out of its own rules. This has given the democratic process itself a central position: balanced access to the right to define the rules of the game in each era to the extent that social, economic, technological, and cultural changes require it. Thus the presence of Fábio Konder Comparato in the field of human rights, Maria Victória Benevides in that of studies of “active citizenship,” and Marilena Chauí in the field of ethics represents continuity within the great humanist tradition. We are a long way here from “the end justifies the means”: the means are the essential constituent of the quality of the process. Pragmatism here does not reject values; it seeks their material realization. 

While models and ideological catechisms are leaving the scene, values and ideals remain central: the same desires remain, whether they are expressed as the “Liberté, Egalité, Fraternité” of the French Revolution or the Universal Declaration of Human Rights or even the pursuit of the UN’s Millennium Goals. Although we have banished the great simplifications in which the good guys overcome their evil opponents and bring about everlasting happiness, the hard work remains of constructing the concrete mechanisms of governance capable of bringing us closer to our values and ideals. Instead of awaiting the New Man, we work within the institutional dimensions that allow the most positive side of real living human beings to flourish.

.
We are left with the impression of a society that is slowly becoming adult. The simplifications of Lenin’s democratic centralism, Mao’s Little Red Book, and the Washington Consensus are different versions of a radical oversimplification that no longer fits our complex societies and is vanishing from the scene.

A TIME FOR CHANGE

In any discussion of the intellectuals in Brazil who are both aware and involved, there is no way to avoid the one who has been the defining presence for the past 30 years, Luiz Inácio “Lula” da Silva. This working man has unquestionably become the principal catalyst for ideas of social and political transformation among those who think and write about Brazil’s situation. Fernando Henrique Cardoso could have had a role to play but failed to deliver. He asked us to forget everything he had written but was nevertheless weakened by so doing. He lost the trust of progressives and those involved in the modernizing changes the country was undergoing without ever winning the trust of the reactionary groups he chose to ally himself with.  His privatizations of nationally owned industries weakened the state while increasing the power of stockholders and financial intermediaries who to this day retain impressive power over the structural changes necessary to take the brakes off the economy. Brazil lost sizable political capital. Other people were pulled down in the process, among them Francisco Weffort, who had just as important a role in constructing progressive visions.

Looking back, we can see that the movement that raised Lula to the presidency is the same one that created Brazil’s first great trade union combination, the Central Única dos Trabalhadores (Unique Workers’ Confederation—CUT), the first great opposition party, the Partido dos Trabalhadores (Workers’ Party—PT), the first great rural movement, the Movimento dos Trabalhadores Rurais Sem Terra (Landless Peasants’ Movement—MST), and the countless organizations of civil society that worked for change in the most varied social spheres, sectors, and regions. Whereas before a largely university-educated intellectual class formed an intelligentisia, nowadays a much broader and more diffuse process is daily confronting the concrete connections that reproduce inequality, exclusion from the production process, and the destruction of the environment. In fact, whereas before intellectuals would have been writers or individuals chosen by a political party, nowadays the countless fronts of social organization allow them to engage in practical politics. The numbers have also been changing. University graduates used to amount to a few thousand; now there are millions of them. “Politics have changed location,” as Octávio Ianni (1995: 17) has said, and so have intellectuals.

A parallel current is growing with the progressive restructuring of the organizations of civil society. Much of this began as a way other than formal politics of opposing the military dictatorship of 1964–1985. As democracy began to return at the end of this period, these organizations changed into vectors of social action in a very wide range of activities that developed with the Workers’ Party’s support for restructuring, including the energizing of movements advocating a right to health care, land, social welfare, and the like. 

People like Eduardo Jorge, who helped building the country’s decentralized health system, can be considered health care professionals, but as intellectuals they have been responsible for policies that have had a great impact, not just fighting for the great utopia now abandoned but also making organized responses to concrete problems.  A similar case appears in the creation of the Organic Law of Social Welfare, in which intellectuals such as Aldaiza Sposati had an important role. In the Articulação do Semi-Árido (Semiarid Regions Network), more than 1,000 organizations of civil society have worked, for example, to provide families in the rural Northeast access to water through the Million Wells program. João Stédile and many intellectuals who are giving technical support to or helping set up land reform settlements are also part of a generation of people who take steps to help resolve concrete problems, learning at the same time to come down from their ivory towers and get involved in the political dynamics of the real world. 

This tendency has been reinforced by the displacement of the axes of the country’s economic activity from its traditional sectors. Only a few decades back, the Brazilian economy was based, essentially, on agriculture and manufacturing. Nowadays, social policies embracing health, education, culture, information, communication, leisure, housing, and similar areas have become central in the productive restructuring of society. In public safety itself, where before there was the traditional polarization between prevention (on the political left) and repression (on the political right), the occupation of the post of state secretary of security for Rio de Janeiro by Luis Eduardo Soares showed the practical directions taken in the great fight over human rights in Brazil with the strong presence of such intellectuals José Gregori and Paulo Vannuchi. The great increase in social policies in the range of activities of modern society have had an obvious impact on the expansion of the organizations of civil society, as their activities have concentrated in these areas through the very need for inclusiveness and participation. The one process reinforces the other, changing the very concept of the economy. Gone are the days when educating people was seen as a cost and only activities such as making automobiles were regarded as really generating economic growth. 


It is worth recalling here the Pastoral for the Child (Pastoral da Criança)  a joint initiative of UNICEF and the Catholic Church in Brazil, which set up an organization led by Zilda Arns that grew into a network involving over 350,000 volunteers at 3,500 centers throughout the country. These were responsible for reducing infant mortality by half in the areas where they were active. Zilda Arns’s vision, centered on restoring to the poor their rights as citizens, was clearly political but not in the narrow, party-political sense. She is an intellectual who has offered the social organizations of Brazil new ways to transform it. Those who take part in the Pastoral network and come to understand that social policies can become the property of individual communities vote in a new way. Discovering the restructuring potential of the community in implementing social policy brings a new dimension to the discussion of the decision-making processes of society. Zilda Arns has been interviewed by modern business management journals seeking to understand the nonhierarchical organization of networks and the effectiveness of such collaboration. What sort of intellectual is she? And what sort of politics, beyond mere party politics, is this?(Her death in 2010 while visiting the Haitian communities is a great loss). We all read Manuel Castells and work at restructuring society through networks, whether alongside Ronaldo Lemos in the field of access to information or with Carlos Seabra in spreading collaborative initiatives or with Augusto de Franco in setting up local management systems.


Another structural change that has helped form and transform social movements has been urbanization. Brazil has gone from having two-thirds of its population living dispersed in rural areas in 1950 to having 84 percent living in towns and cities at the turn of the millennium. This urbanization has been due less to the attraction of the towns than to peasants’ being driven off the land. The mechanization of agriculture, the growth of monoculture (which requires manpower only at planting and harvest), and the use of landownership as an investment reserve (particularly as a safeguard against the high inflation of the later twentieth century) during the military regime of 1964–1985 created a large-scale rural exodus, flooding the big cities with wretched shantytowns lacking both infrastructure and employment possibilities. The subprefecture of Cidade Tiradentes on the eastern outskirts of São Paulo has 200,000 inhabitants but can offer only 2,400 jobs. Such concentration has naturally led low-income populations to organize in the most varied ways, from groups with such short-term objectives as securing the canalization of an open sewer to permanent and strongly politicized ones like the Movimento dos Sem Teto (homeless movement). In the big metropolitan regions, 27 percent of young people between 15 and 24 years of age have access to neither education nor employment. University professors who would in former times have been discussing the problems of humanity in general have now turned to searching for concrete ways to support a population lacking in ways to tackle its social problems: Jardim Ângela in São Paulo is an example. Intellectuals such as Rosa Maria Fischer at the University of São Paulo, Luis Carlos Merege at the Getúlio Vargas Foundation, and Luciano Junqueira at the Catholic University of São Paulo are all actively involved with social movements. 
To some extent, communities have ceased to be an object of research and their relationships with academe have become interactive. It is not by chance that the conservative reaction has been to open new fronts of attack: against community broadcasting, free access to knowledge (all democratization of access is termed “copyright piracy”), and open-access software. Such initiatives as the Rede de Tecnologias Sociais (Social Technology Network), with Larissa Barros, and  that of Jacques Pena at the Bank of Brazil Foundation aim to provide the “ground floor” of the national economy with permanent instruments of access to knowledge and technology with the help of intellectuals such as João Batista Pamplona (Catholic University of São Paulo), Tânia Bacelar (Federal University of Pernambuco), and others. These people are writing fewer books but more studies and research reports, strengthening the conceptual dimension of applied politics. They are challenged not just to elaborate visions but to see that these take root in and are adopted by the broadest spheres of society. Money is to be found only at the top of the social pyramid, but intelligence occurs everywhere. Spreading access to knowledge to the whole of society is proving to be a powerful vector of political transformation.  


It is important to remember that what is happening in Brazil has parallels in most other Latin American countries. It is time for change. In various ways and with various combinations of tensions and conflicts, a wave is engulfing the continent. The political temperature of these changes and whether they are achieved peacefully or are violently opposed will depend to a large extent on the attitude of the long-established groups that have benefited from the concentration of income and power, as we have already seen in Venezuela, Bolivia, Argentina, and Chile. Our societies are now democratic enough to choose our presidents, but changing the structure of privilege takes us to a new level of conflict. Whether the United States’ traditional policy of intervention is weakening is also bound to play a role in this process. For the moment, U.S. military involvement elsewhere in the world has given Latin America some breathing space, and the election of a new American president gives us some reason for hope. We are now past the time when left-wing leaders were elected just to apply right-wing policies. 


Latin America’s leaders are, for the very first time, talking to each other. The acronym dance of MERCOSUR, the Andean Union, the Union of South American Nations, and so on, which has always represented diplomatic conventions with little social input, does not reflect, on the level of practical collaboration, the more deeply rooted movement now sweeping the continent. Benardo Kliksberg has done important work in publicizing the evils we have inherited, but above all he has made everyone understand what is absurd about the situation in our region. The disinherited masses are now longer made up of the lost and the ignorant, acquiescent hicks. Despite their defects, television (now available to 95 percent of Brazilian households), better schools, the growth of the Internet, and the availability of cellular telephones are making people ever more aware and well informed. There are 4 billion people on this planet, of whom almost 200 million live in Latin America. The degree to which they are excluded is simply no longer sustainable politically, and understanding the mechanisms that have created it is no longer confined to intellectuals. 1 

LULA’S ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL POLICIES
Lula’s election as president of Brazil in late 2002 gave this process a very big push. Already during his run for president, many intellectuals with ties to social movements and aware of both the published theories and the practical aspects had, through the Citizenship Institute, begun working on what would later become the Zero Hunger program, now restyled Bolsa-Familia (Family Assistance). After his inauguration, they were caught up in the hurricane of the political battle. Historically, the government machinery in Brazil had been structured to administer privileges, not to supply services. Under the previous administration, First Lady Ruth Cardoso had developed some interesting initiatives for social inclusion in the framework of what was called Comunidade Solidária (Community Solidarity), and she had recruited influential intellectuals to form a consultative council that included Zilda Arns, the future culture minister Gilberto Gil and other intellectuals, myself included. But this did not involve the machinery of government (dominated by the political right), and without the power to tackle a problem as large as the 60 million who make up Brazil’s “Fourth World” it could not go beyond the initial, experimental stage. Under Lula, social inclusion became the central element of a broad, integrated social policy.

Since a simplistic assessment of Lula’s policies has branded them a mere continuation of those of the previous administration, supposedly centered on financial stability with social welfare as a mere complement, it is worthwhile remembering that there are profound differences between the two sets of policies. The Cardoso administration had taken office with a public debt of 100 billion reals and left office with one of 800 billion. This process, oddly known as “financial stability,” had consisted of paying interest rates of 25–30 percent to the bankers who bought public bonds. With the inflation rate now low, this meant that the financial intermediaries could turn the nation’s savings into bonds with total liquidity and no risk, earning 10 to 15 times as much as central banks were paying in the rest of the world. In order to pay such huge sums to investors, the government had to increase taxes, which in Brazil were already quite regressive and, moreover, paid almost exclusively by wage earners: these went from 27 percent to 35 percent of the gross domestic product (GDP) during Cardoso’s two terms. All this amounted to a gigantic transfer of resources from the public purse to that of the financial intermediaries, generating today’s huge public debt and reducing what can be borrowed for productive investment because government bonds offer such high risk-free returns. 
On top of this, widespread privatization drastically reduced the state’s capital, while the resources obtained have been eaten up by interest payments. If we take into account the increase in the public debt, the higher taxes (raised not to build infrastructure but to finance speculation), and the decapitalization of the state by privatization, then it makes no sense to regard all this as “responsible” policy and one of “stability.” In fact, it was just the Brazilian dimension of the trajectory of the whole world economy until it imploded in the global financial crisis of 2008. But this political background has an impact on present-day positions. The polarization between the PT and the Partido da Social-Democrata Brasileira (Brazilian Social Democracy Party—PSDB) is a dilemma for many and sometimes a cause of heartache. Both parties certainly include excellent people, and the country could do with a center-left alliance. The conservative nucleus in Brazilian politics and, in particular, the four families who control the bulk of the media play strongly upon this split between the left and what we could regard as more centrist positions. The result is an absurd alliance between the PSDB and members of the old Aliança Renovadora Nacional (National Renewal Alliance—ARENA) of the military regime who now curiously call themselves Democrats, on the one side, and on the other, the precariously balanced alliance of the party now in power with other sectors of the center and the right in the Lula administration. Each sector has, in its way, a segment of the traditional right to support it in electoral terms and as a governing option and to claim to be the sworn enemy of all the others. The truth is that this sort of thing paralyzes any attempt at the broader transformation that the country really needs in the way of political, fiscal, labor, and other reforms. It is also a serious obstacle to creating a consensus on proposed changes in the universe of the so-called intellectuals. 
The government itself is trapped by the privileges created by its predecessor, which it has no way of revoking. It has sought to recover financial equilibrium in two ways. The first has been to work dynamically on its foreign relations, both diplomatic and commercial, to assert a policy of diversification of exports, thereby reducing the relative importance of relations with the United States while giving a fairer share of trade to the European Union, Asia, Africa, the Arab countries, and Latin America itself. The American share of Brazil’s exports has gone down from a third of the total to just a quarter, equal now to trade with the EU, while the remaining half of its export trade is shared with the rest of the world. This diversification and particularly the relative decline in exports to the United States was of great importance for Brazil’s response to the world financial crisis of 2008. The trade balance thus achieved allowed the country to increase its foreign currency reserves from US$30 billion to over US$200 billion in 2009 while still paying off its foreign debts. In this way its so-called external vulnerability was radically reduced, a process that ensured the relative stability of the country in the face of the subprime mortgage crisis and the rating of its financial status as investment-grade. The role in this of the intellectual Marco Aurélio Garcia was fundamental, alongside the impressive performance of Foreign Minister Celso Amorim.

The other aspect of the Lula government’s financial policy was a progressive and systematic reduction in the interest rates paid to financial intermediaries, which were reduced from a rate of 24.5 percent at the start of Lula’s first term to 12.75 percent at the beginning of 2009 (8,75% ind 2010),these being the rates set by Brazil’s Central Bank through its Sistema Especial de Liquidação e Custódia (Special System of Liquidation of Custody —SELIC).  The drop in interest rates reduced the relative burden of interest on the public debt, although this continued to be the main financial hindrance to the government’s policies. Overall, a public debt on the order of 57 percent of GDP in 2002 fell gradually to 40 percent in 2009. With the decline of interest rates on financial papers, financial intermediaries turned to financing productive activities that allowed a return to economic growth, and, with an increase in the GDP the burden of debt naturally decreased relatively even though it increased in absolute terms. But nevertheless the class of rentiers was consolidated, and the huge weight of the debt still stifles broader initiatives. Another intellectual recruited into advising government, Guido Mantega, professor at the Catholic University of São Paulo, was important in fomenting this combination of pragmatism with structural vision, with strong support of Nelson Barbosa.2
Far less important in financial terms but of immense political and social importance were the programs for incorporating the mass of the county’s poor into society. The program that has achieved international visibility is clearly that of Zero Hunger, which now reaches almost 50 million people, some 11 million families, with a budget on the order of 11 billion reals. Despite countless criticisms from the traditional media  (basically those owned by the Marinhos, the Frias, the Mesquitas, and the Civitas), the fact remains that 100 reals a month represents to the so-called Brazilian Fourth World the difference between children’s having something to eat and not. Beyond the moral angle—which is undeniable—the economic argument is obvious: it is much cheaper to feed a child today than to pay for hospital costs and low performance at school and elsewhere for the rest of its life.

An equally important aspect of the program, although one seldom emphasized, is that, for the first time in official programs, it includes a whole world of people who have lacked bank accounts, fixed addresses, and often even documentation, opening the frontier of public services to include this third of the population that previously did not formally exist. The participation of intellectuals was not limited to drawing up programs within the framework of the Citizenship Institute but included their implementation;  since the administration lacked the means to include everyone, reaching and registering this section of the population depended on the support of the most varied organizations of civil society, including religious ones, which began to interact intensely with the government’s programs. 

Zero Hunger (now Bolsa Familia) is but one of the more than 150 social programs that today make up the largest program of social inclusion, in terms of complexity and breadth, in the world.3 The increase in the buying power of the minimum wage, around 53 percent during the Lula administration, has improved the situation of about 25 million working people. Because pensions are calculated as multiples of the minimum wage, it is estimated that 17 million pensioners have also achieved a somewhat less inadequate standard of living. 

Change at another level was the expansion, during Lula’s first term, of the Program in Support of Family Farming, which grew from 2.5 billion to 12.5 million reals and reached about 2 million farmers. With direction from Roberto Smith, another academic (from the Federal University of Ceará), the Bank of the Northeast of Brazil  is developing the granting of credit linked to social programs. Programs such as “assigned credit” (crédito consignado), which provides credit to wage earners on the basis of their wages, have greatly expanded the amount and accessibility of personal credit, reducing the degree to which the relatively poor have to depend on loan sharks: the loans are made at the lowest bank rates. This has become the fastest-growing form of credit in Brazil.  All this “social money” has been gradually increasing the demand for basic goods from the bottom of society, generating a new economic dynamic that communities are seizing upon. This probably will have its more significant impact in the medium and long term. To the extent that there has been a simultaneous expansion on two fronts—exports and domestic consumption—Brazil has continued to grow. During Lula’s first term (2003–2006), some 8.7 million jobs were created, three out of five of them in the formal economy. In 2009, despite the crisis, the number of new jobs increased to over 10 million. The resumption of growth has so improved workers’ bargaining power that 95 percent of wage negotiations have exceeded the inflation rate. To give an idea of the rhythm that this implies, figures produced by the National Sample Household Survey and published in September 2007 show that wage earners’ income had increased 7.2 percent in just the one year, 2005–2006.4 And, just as important, for the very first time the imbalance between the different regions of Brazil had begun to decline: while workers’ incomes increased by an average of 6.6 percent in the Southeast, they grew by an average 12.1 percent in the poorer Northeast. 

“Poverty and Wealth in the Metropolitan Regions of Brazil,” a research paper of the Instituto de Pesquisas Econômicas Aplicadas (Institute of Applied Economic Research—IPEA), reports a sharp decline in poverty (defined as income of half the national minimum wage or less), from 35 percent in 2003 down to only 24.1 percent in 2008. In the same period, extreme poverty (income of a quarter of the national minimum wage or less) among inhabitants of Brazil’s metropolitan regions fell from 13.7 percent to 6.6 percent, an extremely expressive result. At the same time the number of the well-off (with incomes of more than 40 times the minimum wage) rose from 448,000 to 476,000, the result of high interest rates on financial instruments and the fact that only a half of the increase in productivity (22 percent in this period) had been used to increase wages. 

This tendency has persisted in Lula’s second term, although one expects a smaller increase in 2009 because of the financial crisis. In 2008 the Citizens’ Territory  program was launched: this directs 11.3 billion reals (an amount close to that being spent on Zero Hunger) to 958 counties in Brazil’s poorest regions. Preparation for this program had begun at the beginning of Lula’s first term, when the places that would receive this benefit were identified using a method worked out by the Ministry of Agrarian Development. The selection criteria included a low Human Development Index and grouped the counties chosen according to the degree to which each community had a real sense of identity. Thus, a watershed shared by several counties may constitute a more significant “territory” than a single isolated county, a consideration that supports organized consultation with local communities. 

This initiative is connected with the national research project coordinated by Paulo Vannuchi, Pedro Paulo Martone Branco, Márcio Pochmann, Juarez de Paula, Silvio Caccia Bava, and Ladislau Dowbor, who consulted local economic and social actors (small businesses, nongovernmental organizations, trade unions, bank managers, mayors, and researchers) on ways to stimulate local development. Participants included many organizations, including the Small and Micro Business Support Service, the Center for Study and Research on Local Government Administration, the Brazilian Institute of Municipal Administration, the Institute for Study, Training, and Assessment in Social Policy, and dozens of individual intellectuals.5
What does this represent in terms of a “model”? The fact that we have 100 million Brazilians who barely participate in the national economy—although one could certainly say that it gravitates around them—shows clearly the direction that development should take. Money at the bottom of society is used neither in financial mechanisms nor in foreign travel; it is transformed directly into demand for simple and useful goods, which stimulates the domestic market and thus increases employment and demand. It is therefore not just a matter of spreading purchasing power but also of using income at the bottom of society as the driving force to include those located there in the generation of wealth. One could spin important academic theories (Keynesian, Neo-Keynesian or Post-Neo-Keynesian) about this, and certainly all such theories are relevant, but basically it is just a matter of common sense. Money at the bottom of society has a marginal utility far greater than any at the top and even dynamizes that of the top.


This process is linked with what we have seen above: increased exports, both in volume and diversity, less financial vulnerability abroad, a steady decline of the burden of public debt with the drop in SELIC interest rates, an opening for closer diplomatic relations with China, India, and South Africa, and a strengthening of Latin American integration. The basic outcome is not a policy to benefit the poor instead of one benefiting the wealthy. The present Brazilian administration is well aware that punishing the traditional spheres of power would make the process of including the poor in the productive economy impossible to achieve politically. It becomes therefore a question of maintaining a precarious political balance, building the inclusion of the bottom of society within what is politically possible. The problem lies not in the direction—which is the right one—but in the huge amount of historical delay that we have to make up for. 


It is also important to emphasize that the opposition on the right is bereft of new ideas. What could it propose? More privatization, more concentration of income? The result is that the activities of the opposition are centered on creating congressional commissions of enquiry, denouncing corruption as if the present government had invented it, and attacking the social movements. A better opposition policy would be pressure to broaden the policies already in place, many of which are in fact rooted in those of the previous government. 


The world financial crisis has widened the debate and, above all, confirmed the options. Thus the transfer of resources to the poorer mass of the population in accordance with the mechanisms already mentioned is increasing mass consumption and compensating for much of the decline in exports. At the same time, the Programa de Expansão do Crescimento (Program of Expanding Growth—PAC), in generating a dynamic of public investment, has contributed to a counter-crisis policy of a Keynesian type. Central to this program is investment in water supply and drainage and in housing, which is both labor-intensive and, more important, essential for the poorest populations on the outskirts of the big cities. Thus the program for dealing with the crisis can be presented also as an opportunity: a better anticyclical policy at the economic level is also the best policy for tackling the country’s enormous social and environmental backwardness.6

What is the role of intellectuals in all this? In a 2007 meeting with Brazilian intellectuals from a wide range of fields of expertise, Lula declared that the rate of introduction of progressive policies was hampered not by any lack of will but by a lack of political space, which was limited by the traditional power structures in banking, the media, big business, the judiciary, the congress, and even the executive itself, which has to make concessions in order to secure the necessary support in the legislature. Many intellectuals say that they have become “disillusioned,” but the more enthusiastic tend to believe that every opportunity to build a more humane Brazil has to be seized. Those who expected Lula’s election to usher in a social revolution were probably unaware of the reality of power relationships in present-day Brazil, and often they do not realize the extent of the transformations that are taking place.


One last essential point in this general repositioning of social agents in the process of transforming Brazil: environmental policy has become a growing challenge. Brazil today has the greatest reserve of unused agricultural soil on the planet and possesses huge reserves of water at a time when renewed pressure is falling on farming with the option of biofuels, Asia’s increasing demand for cereals, the chaotic behavior of speculators in the futures market (many financial applications in the United States have moved into commodities), and the systems used by Cargill, Monsanto, and others for speculating in seeds. The Amazon region may well be Brazilian, but it is an international process that is creating the current pressure, and not just on the Amazon: it applies to the cerrado and to other ecosystems as well. Marina Silva is another intellectual-cum-politician-cum-organizer of environmental policies. She resigned as environment minister in 2008, but only after she had raised Brazil’s environmental policy to a new level, a position that was inherited and is being further developed by her successor, Carlos Minc. The struggle to achieve an environmental balance in every sphere of activity from the Guarapiranga Dam in São Paulo to health and sanitation policies in all parts of the country mobilizes countless environmentalists in organizations in which community leaders, biologists, economists, geographers, journalists, administrators, and others are looking for results without letting themselves be deceived by transformations proposed from on high. The source of policies is changing, and not only in the direction of globalization. The spaces for political change are being occupied on every front, step by step.


In June 2008 President Lula arranged another broad meeting with intellectuals. People of the importance of Antonio Cândido, Paul Singer, Emir Sader, Leonardo Boff, Maria Victória Benevides, and others discussed the new directions of policy and especially how to make policies take firm root when their chief beneficiary and firmest political anchor—the poor—lacks by definition both unity and organization. It is interesting to see a workers’ leader giving his views and debating alternative policies with a group of top people (“top” in terms of their intellectual reputations) without making even a single speech on “fundamental principles,” to please the audience but instead genuinely seeking common solutions.7
BETWEEN IDEALS AND RESULTS: A NETWORK OF INTELLECTUALS


In the city of São Paulo a network called Our São Paulo (Nossa São Paulo) and involving some 500 organizations of civil society was established in 2008.8  During the preparatory phase in 2007, 14 commissions worked out a scheme of 130 indicators of the quality of life in the city. The city constitution was modified so that a newly elected mayor would have 90 days in which to commit his new administration to definite quantifiable achievements. He would no longer be able to talk of “my program,” because it would be the city’s program. Inspired by the Colombian example of Bogotá Como Vamos (What We’re Doing in Bogotá), the community was taking back control over its own policies. Oded Grajew, the businessman who created the Abrinq Foundation and the Ethos Institute and, together with Chico Whitaker, helped set up the World Social Forum, is now building, with Mauricio Broinizi, a professor of history, a movement for organized civil society to take over local development in the city of São Paulo. The movement is rigorously nonpartisan and seeks to avoid divisive party-political polarizations. Creating transparency in local politics (the democratization of information) cannot help but democratize the decision-making process (the participation of civil society and decentralization down to subprefectures, the major administrative subdivisions of the city) and is, without any doubt, fomenting politics in the best sense of the word. Many other Brazilian cities are now following the same path. 


Piraí is a small city and the seat of a small county in the state of Rio de Janeiro. Its mayor, Luiz Fernando de Souza, signed an agreement with the Universidade Federal Fluminense (Federal University of the State of Rio de Janeiro) recruiting Franklin Coelho, a researcher on local development, to create a program that would give everyone access to the Internet. A public county-wide system of broadband Internet access greatly increased the productivity of small businesses, freeing them from their old handicaps. Any retail store can now order after comparing prices on the net and, by lowering its prices, attract more customers. The economic cycle is thus freed of middlemen. Small-scale cultivators of tilapia are now exporting them to Japan, benefiting from Internet connections. Anyone faced with a problem can now get an answer over the net instead of having to drive his car somewhere: it is the “bits” that do the traveling. In the town’s public schools, each pupil gets a laptop and in a geography lesson can access Google Earth to visualize the region being studied. Culture Minister Gilberto Gil, a musician, intellectual, and politician, on an inspection visit, saw in this the importance of using the net to build bridges between economics, education, and culture.


Tânia Fischer, a respected formulator of development policies at the Federal University of Bahia, is today helping train bank officials at the Bank of Brazil. Tânia Bacelar is carrying out similar work with the Federal Savings Bank. This particular development has an interesting history. The Bank of Brazil—running Brazil’s biggest credit-granting network—used to reward its local managers for maximizing deposits and minimizing risk. Now with the Sustainable Regional Development program, which is training 2,000 of its managers, promoting development is an option. Whereas, hitherto, granting a loan to a small business would reduce the local manager’s annual bonus (because he was increasing the bank’s risk), that manager now encourages and finances local development initiatives.  Through lessons recorded on video, intellectuals and specialists from all over Brazil are taking part in the training of a new generation of financial intermediaries. When intellectuals have to train bank managers, it is not just the managers who do the learning.


A system of training has thus grown up through interactive networks in which intellectuals come to have a different function, a different vision, and new interests. This is revealing a relatively obvious process: development today depends a little less on material means and much more on knowledge. In contrast to material products, knowledge increases as it is shared. In other words, it is a good whose consumption does not diminish the stock of it. When knowledge becomes central in economic processes, the connection in collaborative networks becomes natural because it is more productive.


Intellectual capital no longer, it seems, works through gurus but depends on deeply collaborative processes that permit quite different competences to come together to dynamize the activities required by society. It naturally works with social capital to the extent that collaborative processes create it and broaden it. The network of social innovators emerging in Brazil is very impressive. At the same time, a process of bridge building between the universe of the intellectuals and that of the  administration, including collaboration with the private sector, is beginning. The partnerships, alliances, and joint financing are creating another sort of work in which the intellectual is much more often the agent who links social actors together than a mere elaborator of theories.


Innovative processes of this kind are being studied and listed in the databanks of the Public Administration and Citizenship program of the São Paulo branch of the Getúlio Vargas Foundation, the Centro de Estudos e Pesquiasa de Administração Municipal, the Pólis Institute, the João Pinheiro Foundation, the Instituto Brasileiro de Administração Municipal,  the Rede de Tecnologias Sociais, the Rede de Informações do Terceiro Setor (Third-Sector Information Network), and many other institutions (some thousands) on the Internet. We are evolving from the academic archipelago of our universities, with their great regional or national personalities, into a different universe in which knowledge circulates with agility, stimulating cross-fertilization and filling its proper role. 


Where does this leave the “Theory of Everything” of economics and the social sciences, the grand design of the social classes, the program of the revolution, the theory of dependency, import substitution, and the inspiration of the United Nations’ Economic Commission for Latin America? Are we not just perfecting capitalism, giving up our dreams? In fact, we are no longer dreaming the great dream but reducing our nightmares. 


We have seen just how big our challenges are: global warming, the wasting of resources, water pollution, loss of biodiversity, concentration of income both nationally and worldwide, the 4 billion humans left outside the global economy, the “Fourth World” here in Brazil. There is a new urgency on our planet. These worldwide problems transcend the visions that built Brazil, because the new world that we may have is a construction that has little respect for national frontiers. Creating more democratic and more participatory societies is not just an answer to local problems but contributes to a new culture and gradually transfers the pressure to broader spheres. Making access to knowledge more democratic is proving to be a powerful vector of political change. 


Naturally, this approach has its opponents. One day we shall have to face up to the world’s 70 or so fiscal paradises, permanent homes for economic outlaws that allow money laundering and irresponsible speculation. The big transnational corporations that live not from production but from the sale of nature—petroleum, fish, timber, water, seeds—contribute to irresponsible and unsustainable forces whose cost will have to be paid by future generations who are not yet around to protest. One day we are going to have to restrict the generalized sale of small arms to anyone on earth, submitting ourselves to permanent controls to ensure our own safety. The world of big international finance, which is today completely out of control, upsets the process of development instead of financing it. The United States may have its “rogue states,” but we are becoming more and more aware of “rogue corporations” and the outrage they generate.


There is no political vision on the horizon for altering the way the world is governed; we are all aware that the challenge on this level is beyond our means. But the creation of a networked universe in which we all pursue social and environmental responsibility is no longer a mere dream. To rebuild society from the bottom up may be an enormous task, but it is one that increases the planet’s resilience in the face of the challenges that we are confronting. In the case of Brazil, giving politics a broader social base is not sufficient for the transformations we want, but it is necessary as the basis for other transformations. What animates this generation is not a pragmatism that dismisses all idealism but an understanding of the need to address the connections at the root of the country’s principal problems directly. Social inequality, the problem of the environment, and productive inclusion are at the center of this search for the concrete mechanisms of change. Eventual agreement on what needs to be done will come not from a vision of a broad model on the horizon but from the convergence of countless initiatives, both dispersed and interactive, in the context of collaborative networks that characterizes the new intellectual generation. This generation is also wide open to international debate—to learning from the whole planet. Great dreams and the pragmatism of practical politics do not have to be mutually exclusive.

NOTES

1. ‘The Social Panorama of Latin America, 2007’ included population estimates for the countries of Latin America for 2006, as the latest available. These indicated that 36.5 percent were then poverty-stricken and 13.4 percent in a state of destitution. The total number of the poor therefore amounted to some 194 million, of whom 71 million were destitute” (ECLA, 2007).

2. To get an idea of the size of the financial trap it suffices to recall the estimate of the minister Guido Mantega (2008) of 188 billion reals to pay the interest on the national debt. Social programs cost around 60 billion reals a year. Mantega is seen today principally as a minister, but when he was a university professor he wrote, “The past is not wiped out with a magic wand, and everything that was spent by the state and transferred to Brazilian and foreign businesspeople has taken on the shape of a huge deficit that now has to be paid off. In other words, the state transferred to the private sector a great volume of resources that had still not been so transferred and became a huge liability” (1995: 42). This “huge deficit” is his current headache. 

3. One may keep up to date with these programs at Secretaria Nacional de Renda da Cidadania (http://www.mds.gov.br), an interdepartmental system that offers a general summary and then describes each program in detail and lists the names of the individuals responsible. This policy has thus created the instruments of its own transparency. 

4. For a more detailed analysis of the economic and social results, see Dowbor (2007) and http://dowbor.org

5. The initiative led to the development of 89 practical proposals to dynamize the inclusion in the productive process of what Milton Santas has called the “inside track” and nowadays we call the “base of the pyramid.” The Citizenship Institute’s  “National Policy for Supporting Local Development” (Instituto Cidadania, 2007) contains a list of the leading participants.

6..  The government measures taken to deal with the  global crisis may be found at  Brazil: an Agenda  for the Decade,  http://bit.ly/i08QAN , L. Dowbor, 2010
7. Emir Sader of Carta Maior noted the presence of Antonio Candido, Luis Fernando Veríssimo, Leonardo Boff, Moacir Scliar, Fernando Morais, Luis Gonzaga Belluzzo, Candido Mendes, Dalmo Dallari, Maria Victoria Benevides, Aluísio Teixeira,  Marco Antonio Barbosa, Paul Singer, Luis Eduardo Wanderley, Ladislau Dowbor,Walnice Galvão, Margarida Genevois, Adauto Novaes, Leonardo Avritzer, Lucio Kovarick, and Gabriel Cohn, among others.

8. The system of local indicators set out at http://www.nossasaopaulo.org.br is encouraging dozens of other counties (including those of the city of Rio de Janeiro and Belo Horizonte) to promote similar movements. 
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