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Introduction
As development orthodoxy has shifted to a focus on human development and poverty eradication in recent years, the South Coalition has been reincarnated and impacted the governance of the global economy. The formation of the Like-Minded Group at the WTO, the unity and solidarity demonstrated by the Group of 20 at the Cancun Ministerial in 2003, and the action plans resulting from two ‘South Summits’ of the Group of 77 Heads of State and Government provide ample evidence that state actors in what used to be called the Third World are once again articulating their claims on the world economy collectively and with some force.  While insiders and experts disagree over the desirability and effectiveness of the South’s strategies, most concede that these efforts will not lose their significance any time soon. 


Arguably, what has been renewed is a cross-regional effort to tame the global economy. Today’s coalition nonetheless benefits from factors that globalization has enabled such as transnational flows of information and the prominence of development advocates in global civil society (Scholte 2001). Obstacles and possibilities facing the South Coalition in the new era are constituted by the complex interplay of ideas, institutions, and power relations. 

This paper elaborates the above points by detailing the nature of the contemporary South Coalition. It then provides an historical overview of the ideas, governance innovations, and impacts (or lack thereof) that emanated from the South’s post-war efforts to effect a redistribution of global income. The third section details changes to the collective approach and continuities in the recent period of globalization. A final section reveals the factors bearing upon the South Coalition’s legitimacy through deploying criteria developed by Jan Aart Scholte (Scholte 2002).  After concluding the discussion of possibilities and limits, some thoughts are offered about the implications of this phenomenon for our understandings of regionalism in the global economy.
Defining the South Coalition Today
Conceptually, the ‘South’ offers convenient shorthand for journalists and commentators seeking to designate a geographical area and indicate a certain level of development. Beyond this general meaning there is little agreement. Whether the essence of the South is a condition, a policy orientation, or some combination thereof remains contested in the literature. Of those focusing on policy impacts, some take the South to mean a collective states-based project that challenges and seeks to change global governance. Meaning makers often differ in the relative importance they grant to the coalition’s tendencies to articulate oppositional rhetoric or offer policy prescriptions. For their part, market fundamentalists understand the South’s programme to be strictly a rent-seeking exercise to make gains for its members beyond what the efficient functioning of the global economy would otherwise provide. Globalization experts take a more nuanced view, highlighting the historic inequities in the world economy at the root of the South’s claims but also questioning if it is still appropriate to talk of a unitary coalition of official actors. Through this lens, the South has gone global in the recent period. 

In official circles, output from the policy elite remains wedded to an underdeveloped idea of the South. The recent outcome document of the World Summit used the South as a descriptor several times in a way that delimited its meaning to geography and condition. It seems that the efforts of developing countries to influence negotiations or exercise the ‘nuclear’ option of abandoning multilateral processes are not well captured by this usage. Similarly, within the UN system and the multilateral economic institutions it is now popular to speak of development partnerships. This new normative language does not really capture the impact of the South’s equally normative initiatives. 
In this presentation, the South Coalition is understood to be a phenomenon that is much more like a chameleon than a monolithic whole. The project of securing the level of autonomy from the global economy necessary for Southern states to integrate equitably has not been consistent over time or across issue areas. While ideas, actors, and innovations have been fungible, it is clear that the South Coalition is an historic movement that has deployed the rhetoric of resistance and moral suasion to build rules and practices that it considers to be pro-poor into the international economic order. 
From this perspective, individuals and organizations that have actively pursued these objectives have not been solely official. Former Heads of State and Government such as Nehru, Nyerere, and Echeverria, and prominent international civil servants including U Thant, Raul Prebisch and Hans Singer have played prominent roles. International organizations such as the Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLAC), the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the Group of 77 (G-77) in the General Assembly, the UN Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), and Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) amongst others have housed processes, advocated positions, or been created to challenge status quo norms and further the South’s aims. An intergovernmental think tank, the South Centre, has focused on building intra-South capacities and cooperation. New campaigns to ‘make poverty history’ and ‘make trade fair’ have underscored the importance of civil society organizations as active participants in the movement to get redistributive multilateral rules. Non-governmental agencies have proactively shaped today’s agenda for increased policy autonomy, poverty eradication, and sustainable human development (Rodrik 2001). Efforts of philanthropists in the developed world to take individual responsibility for bettering the lives of the poorest through fora such as the Clinton Global Initiative or Millennium Promise have echoed at least some of the spirit of the South Coalition. Many delegates to the World Social Forum have also sought to reinvigorate and radicalize the South. Overall, this diverse set of actors indicates that the South is far from a unitary entity with a uniform agenda. Increasing divergence in economic conditions between countries in the ‘South’ has been accompanied by the development of a more heterogeneous coalition (more on this point below).  

At the core of the idea of the South Coalition offered here is that it is operative only to the extent that its politics are explicit and ongoing. The conventional view is that “developing countries as a group are being ever more tightly constrained in their national development strategies by proliferating regulations formulated and enforced by international organizations” (Wade 2003). While evidence suggests that development space has shrunk, recent events noted above indicate that pessimistic commentators might have jumped the gun by proclaiming “the death of the radical-reformist agenda” (Lavelle 2001). Active politics is once again prominent, though its impacts remain indeterminate and potential benefits and costs hotly debated. Many critics argue that the new directions represent a neo-colonial project, and that the very process of engaging with the global economy and processes of development caused problems of exclusion and ecological myopia in the first place (Rajagopal 2003). The South’s silences and exclusions are certainly fair game. To understand its shortcomings and benefits fully, the general nature of the coalition must be explained in historical perspective. 
Origins, Governance Innovations, Impacts, and Power Relations
This section overviews the South Coalition from the anti-colonial era down to the early 1980s, and outlines its impacts on global governance and some of the reasons many of its earlier initiatives fell short. Those more familiar with this story should feel free to skip ahead to the next section on more recent developments. 

After the Second World War, the multilateral bargain struck amongst the Western powers enabled states to enjoy a certain level of domestic policy autonomy in the context of progressive, yet selective, trade liberalization. Advanced industrialized countries that had designed the post-war order shared this understanding. John Ruggie has termed this policy frame ‘embedded liberalism’ (Ruggie 1999). As currency convertibility was pursued in Europe to facilitate international trade and redistributive welfare states became the norm, Southern critics increasingly called for another form of redistribution to take place: redistribution at the level of the interstate system. They sought to introduce the idea of resource transfers into international institutions to generalize the embedded liberal compromise (Steffeck, forthcoming; Sneyd 2003). 

The rationale for such claims on the economic order typically rested upon interpretations of colonialism’s varied impacts. As UN Secretary General U Thant put it in his 1962 Williams College Commencement Speech, the “primary motive of the colonial power in developing the natural resources of a colony was it’s own commercial profit,” and the “greater part of the wealth obtained from the colony went into the pockets of colonial investors.” The failure of the United States in 1948 to ratify the Havana Charter for an International Trade Organization that contained special provisions for commodity exporting countries also provided grounds to argue for a more inclusive regime. In this period, many economists recognized that the legacy of colonial trade patterns had not disappeared with political independence. The economies of many new countries continued to be geared towards producing agricultural goods and raw materials for export. Based partly on these facts, John Maynard Keynes believed that an international agency to stabilize commodity prices was a necessary component of a lasting international economic order. The subsequent work of Raul Prebisch and Hans Singer on declining terms of trade showed that price stability was only one aspect of overall commodity pricing problems. 


The South’s policy prescriptions were heavily influenced by the Prebisch-Singer thesis. Working independently within the UN system in the late 1940s, first Singer, and then Prebisch, concluded that there was a 'secular' or long-term downward trend in the terms of trade between primary products and manufactured goods. In their view, the evident decline implied a transfer of incomes from the South to the North. Drawing upon his data, Singer concluded that primary product exporters were unintentionally
subsidizing rising living standards in the industrialized world. Prebisch echoed this
position, noting that the asymmetric impact of price declines on the periphery reduced investment and encouraged rent-seeking behaviour amongst producers in the South. He argued that measures to improve terms of trade for commodity exporters, in general, might lead to welfare gains and increase the resources available for more autonomous development. The Prebisch-Singer thesis was quite controversial as it inverted the standard position of nineteenth-century political economists on declining terms of trade (Toye and Toye 2004). The old thinkers thought that the prices of manufactures would decline relative to agricultural products as populations expanded. Controversy also lingered in economics departments over what exactly their data sets indicated.
Other economists provided further rationales for redistribution and change. According to Jagdish Bhagwati’s work of the time, countries dependent upon commodity exports faced a vicious circle when the world price of one of their principal exports was low. The only way to increase income was to boost production of the good in question, a self-defeating move that reduced its price further still. Nicholas Kaldor demonstrated that the costs of fabrication, transportation, and distribution made up a high proportion of the final price of commodities. In his view, this low-value added trend was detrimental to export-dependent commodity producers. Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal’s insight that there were barriers to entry to Southern firms attempting to access new markets in which firms from the industrialized countries had economies of scale also provided political ammunition for those seeking to overcome asymmetries. Southern governments claimed that their low foreign exchange earnings were not only the result of the structural economic factors identified above. As many were not parties to the GATT, their exports of agricultural products and light manufactures did not benefit from the post-war multilateral trade liberalization regime. In sum, ideas about international redistribution and autonomy from economic structures that continued to benefit the former colonial powers disproportionately were at the root of Southern efforts to innovate the governance of the world economy.                                                                 

While the rise of Southern cooperation was evident at the Bandung Conference in 1955, and in a mid-decade General Assembly resolution on commodities, the South’s attempts to institute changes in the United Nations system to realize their objectives only really got going after the wave of decolonization in 1960.  At the Cairo Conference on the Problems of Economic Development in July 1962, the Economic and Social Council presented an International Development Strategy for the decade.  Adopted by the General Assembly as Resolution 1710 (XVI), the Development Decade sought to transfer 1% of the GNP of developed countries per annum to Southern countries in the form of public aid flows. Its objective for average aggregate economic growth by the end of the decade was a minimum of 5% per year. Additional resolutions were adopted endorsing a reduction in market access barriers the South faced in the North, and the sovereign right of countries to nationalize industries. The following year the General Assembly approved the creation of UNCTAD. Notwithstanding the Cold War context and their different political systems and cultures, the South's unity was solidified in 1964 at the end of the first UNCTAD conference in Geneva with the issuing of the Joint Declaration of the 77. Parties to the GATT subsequently accepted the principle of differential and more favourable treatment for developing country exports, and a chapter on development was written into the general agreement. Despite the G-77’s ensuing efforts the targets of the Development Decade were not met, though the Coalition’s ideas about the necessity of autonomous national development strategies had become a ruling orthodoxy in the South.

A Second Development Decade was launched in October 1970 with the adoption of Resolution 2626 (XXV). When the United States unilaterally announced that US dollars would no longer be redeemable for gold in August 1971, the South’s concerns faded for a time amongst the big powers, only to reappear at the top of the agenda when OPEC leveled the ‘oil weapon’ in 1973.  At the NAM Summit in October of that year the South took advantage of this new concern and bundled its prescriptions for reform of the trade and monetary systems, increased aid, cheap transfers of technology, and industrialization into a package termed the New International Economic Order (NIEO). The NAM Requested a Special Session of the UN General Assembly to address problems associated with raw materials and development. At that Session in April 1974 the G-77 secured the adoption of the Declaration and Programme of Action for a NIEO without the support of a few powerful Anglo-American states and their allies.
The NIEO’s prescriptions for trade were designed to increase the control G-77 members had over their natural resource-based export industries, and to raise and stabilize the prices of their exports. A new system to tie commodity prices to the prices these countries paid for their imports of manufactured goods was advocated to improve their terms of trade. Articulated more comprehensively by the G-77 the following year in the Dakar Declaration, the commodity programme sought to create managed supplies or "buffer stocks" of eighteen commodities of export interest to developing countries. Stocks were to be managed to secure stable and higher prices. A special fund was called for to finance these arrangements, and improved measures to compensate producing countries for price fluctuations were advocated. Members of the G-77 also wanted a council of associations to oversee International Commodity Agreements and coordinate the actions of producer associations such as OPEC.

The NIEO action plan also called upon developed countries to reduce tariffs and to offer preferential market access for income-poor countries. To secure an increasing proportion of industrial production for the South, the NIEO sought to reduce the cost of transferring technology from the advanced industrial countries. A binding code of conduct for transnational corporations (TNCs) was also advocated to ensure local control over foreign direct investment (FDI).  Additionally, the programme called for debt relief, higher levels of development assistance, and a more powerful voice for the Third World in the multilateral economic organizations. In December 1974 many of these perspectives were enshrined in the language of rights when the General Assembly passed the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States detailing fifteen core principles states were to adhere to in their economic relations. 
As the South pursued the NIEO in the UN system, the Tokyo Round of the GATT commenced. The Tokyo Declaration contained several development objectives, including
export diversification and the creation of a system of market access preferences for the South. This agenda challenged contracting parties to set aside the principle of non-discrimination and embrace what Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal had referred to as a "double standard" for development so that the South could overcome "rigged rules"
(Myrdal: 294). 
Through mid-decade the UN agenda was much more prominent as the Tokyo Round bogged down. The United States called for another meeting on the NIEO, and in September 1975 consensus on elements of the package was reached at the Seventh Special Session of the General Assembly. To ensure the North's cooperation the G-77 had narrowed their demands and agreed to pursue the NIEO's components through issue-specific negotiations. The United States had requested the removal of the commodity programme from the package, and the G-77’s acquiescence effectively resulted in the unbundling of the NIEO package. Discussions aimed at creating a supra-agency of producer associations to ensure supply and stabilize commodity prices at higher levels moved to UNCTAD. Further break down in the NIEO was evident as Southern led initiatives to regulate TNCs through a binding code were pre-empted by the OECD's adoption of voluntary codes in 1976. Interestingly, the principles, codes, and rules for the governance of anti-competitive practices of TNCs that the South sought were very much in the spirit of the GATT paradigm (Helleiner 1982). 
As the share of the Least-Developed Countries in world trade declined throughout the 1970s, positions continued to polarize between the South and the North. Bucking the trend somewhat, the Tokyo Round concluded with some movement on the South’s agenda. Developing countries were granted limited autonomy to develop infant industries through the enabling clause, and they enjoyed preferential access for some products through the Generalized System of Preferences. Despite the Brandt Commission’s subsequent efforts to underscore the interest of all countries and people in building new multilateral rules to redistribute power and resources, the South agenda stalled.  Efforts to facilitate technology transfer and manage the global commodity trade through an integrated programme were frustrated as funding fell short of targets. Actions taken by the United States to shift negotiations to more ‘friendly’ fora also at the root of these failures have been well-documented by scholars of international relations (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000). As economic performances and priorities diverged within the Coalition, and Thatcherism, Reaganomics and the petro-dollar and monetary-tightening induced debt crisis all took hold, Coalition activism faded from the multilateral scene (Bhagwati and Ruggie 1984). Any lingering assertions of “commodity power” made by non-oil exporters seemed like relics of a by-gone era.   

Looking back at governance impacts and power relations, it is clear that discourse polarized over the appropriate policy frame for the world economy in the 1970s. Powerful calls to marginally renovate the economic order were countered by claims for radical reform. Middling positions such as the mutual interest thesis were no match for the evident raw power politics. Governance innovations brought forward by the South were subjected to a concerted attempt by the North Atlantic powers to impose a functionalist negotiating strategy. The multiple fora resulting from these efforts overstretched the South’s negotiating capacity and strained its unity. More industrialized states in the South shifted their attention to market access while small countries exhibiting serious structural economic disempowerment scrambled to advance a commodity agenda that had already been marginalized by the powers with the biggest markets.  Divisions amongst the top parties to the GATT also consumed the Tokyo Round and limited the South programme’s impact on the Round’s policy output.   
 
Even with the ascendance of conditionality and increasing economic differentiation between Southern countries, confrontation continued over the appropriate role of states and markets in economic development. The South coalition survived in a new form during the Uruguay Round of the GATT, and reappeared to challenge asymmetrical trade yet again at the September 2003 WTO Ministerial in Cancun.
Continuities and Changes in Analyses, Advocacy, and Actors
In terms of empirical research, independent and official development economists studying structural impediments to the success of the poorest states and peoples in the global economy have continued to produce work that underscores the persistence of problems. Their disturbing analyses of factors that limit policy options and redistribution seem to vindicate the older understandings. Consequently, critical questioning of the structures of international trade at the root of coalition activism in the earlier period is ongoing and relevant. 
To wit: even with the rapid expansion of world trade over the past thirty years the share of non-fuel commodities in total trade has declined. This drop has disproportionately disadvantaged seventeen of the most heavily indebted Least-Developed Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa that continue to depend upon exports of non-oil primary commodities for over three quarters of their foreign exchange earnings (FAO 2004). Due partly to their reliance upon exports in low demand, the LDC's percentage share of soaring global export earnings fell to 0.68% in 2004 (UNCTAD 2004). World prices for many of their eighteen important export commodities continued to be lower in real terms than in 1980. Cotton stood at 33% of its 1980 value, while coffee was at 17% (FAO 2004). In the case of the latter, Vietnam's exports flooded the market and depressed the world price, though overall, low prices remained only one part of the problem. The purchasing power of LDC exports also declined by 25% during the 1990s and price volatility continued to impact the livelihoods of direct producers. Taken together these issues have caused balance of payments problems and led many states to take on additional debts, factors that have undermined attempts to diversify their economies. 
Several recent studies indicate that terms of trade declines have also been especially harmful for at least forty-three countries that rely upon exports of three or fewer primary commodities for 20-90% of their export earnings (Oxfam 2002; FAO 2004; UNCTAD 2004). Regarding agriculture specifically, over a forty-year period ending in 2001, real prices for the LDC's exports declined relative to the prices of their manufactured goods imports by almost 70% (FAO 2004). According to the FAO study this trend was more severe in recent times: between 1986 and 2001 the LDCs saw their agricultural terms of trade cut in half. Including all sectors, terms of trade have declined by 50% in the poorest countries since the early 1960s. Due to this trend, the nations of Sub-Saharan Africa have lost fifty cents on every dollar sent to the region in aid since the early 1970s (Oxfam 2002).The productivity gains foreseen by Prebisch and Singer, as well as the development of synthetic materials and lower transportation costs, fuelled a global oversupply of many of these commodities. World prices have also been lowered by high tariff walls in the industrialized countries and their practice of dumping heavily subsidized surplus production onto global markets. 
Given this context, the fact that LDCs have not moved up the global value chains indicates their precarious position. Research suggests that developed economies are by-and-large price-makers whose firms enjoy first-mover advantages, scale economies, and oligopolistic positions in the global economy (Gilpin 2001). LDCs lack control over many of the sites where value is added to their exports, including processing, shipping, insurance, distribution, and marketing. For example, regarding processing, nearly all cocoa bean production occurs in developing countries, while only 4% of all chocolate is actually produced there (Oxfam 2002). LDCs face many barriers to entry in the other areas of value addition as the dominance of TNCs is well established (Gibbon and Ponte 2005). An increasing proportion of world trade – over 40% - occurs within the largest of these TNCs. The case of coffee highlights the LDCs' weakness in this milieu. Unless the product has been certified by an organization promoting ‘fair trade’ the price paid to producers is often less than 1% of the retail price of a cup (Oxfam 2002). In sum, the LDCs' ongoing reliance on commodity exports indicates that they have failed to move beyond the colonial legacy of asymmetrical trade. Total trade continues to be highly concentrated amongst the major economies engaged in intra-industry trade, while trade between rich and poor countries is hampered by ongoing Northern protectionism in agriculture, textiles, and other commodities of export interest to the LDCs. 
The normative and prescriptive character of earlier analyses that detailed the case for a relative improvement in the economic conditions of developing countries also remains with us in the recent period. Empirical studies now suggest that there is no single successful model to achieve a sustained high growth path, and that new multilateral disciplines might preclude appropriate policy options (Rodrik 2001; Wade 2003). Policy autonomy and redistribution are the orders of the day in the altered governance context, though the substantive content of calls for change has shifted. The coalition’s first incarnation represented the high-water mark for ideas about national self-sufficiency and ‘de-linking’. Today’s expert opinions play up the necessity of flexibly managed incremental integration. High church free traders continue to claim that such positions are pure politics and raise the spectre of economic ‘inefficiencies’ and ‘rent-seeking’ that might result from planning for redistribution. Regardless of such polemical opposition, it seems to be the case that normative analyses have played a role in exposing the limits of rigid market fundamentalism at the multilateral and domestic levels. 
Of late, studies have moved beyond the state to focus on transnational factors inhibiting redistribution and policy space. Instabilities associated with the development of global flows of money at a time when effective multilateral financial regulation is absent have been detailed. Levels of analysis have also shifted to intra-state factors in development discourse generally. Orthodox research now focuses on how poor people have been deprived capabilities and describes the institutional changes required for people to lead better lives (Sen 1999; Sachs 2005). Analyses of the local, domestic, international, and transnational nature of problems have not been uniform, and the prescriptions on offer for changing practices have been equally diverse.
Developments in the coalition of actors seeking to effect change have mirrored the broadening and deepening of opinions associated with the movement. Gone are the days when the dominance of North-South bloc politics in multilateral proceedings could be assumed. For example, the quid pro quos characteristic of cooperation have become more of a norm in multilateral trade negotiations, and advanced countries have professed a greater interest in redressing Southern grievances. Nonetheless, states continue to work together to advance ideas about institutional reforms and innovations to further their collective objectives.  At the G-77’s South Summit of Heads of State and Government held at Havana in 2000, the original coalition reaffirmed their “commitment to the principles and objectives that have guided the group from the start” (G-77 2000).  They tasked UNCTAD with building a new consensus on rules and redistribution. At the General Assembly, the G-77 worked cooperatively with their development ‘partners’ to ensure the passage of the Millennium Declaration and the targets subsequently termed the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The South also worked together in the like-minded group at the WTO. This grouping’s efforts aimed to advance the principle of non-reciprocal, special and differential treatment and overcome what they believed to be the major traders’ preoccupation with reciprocity and non-discrimination. The relevance of collective efforts was brought home at the aforementioned WTO Cancun Ministerial in September 2003 when the G-20 refused to let negotiations proceed until agriculture was addressed substantively. Overall, the South has chosen to work cooperatively in a context where the rhetoric of shared North-South interests has been ascendant, though they have retained the option of reverting to the older model of confrontation as necessary. 
Policymakers in the multilateral economic organizations, leaders of the Group of 8 (G-8), and other state actors in the developed world have increasingly made efforts to address elements of the South’s historic programme. This past summer’s G-8 initiative to double aid flows by 2010, cancel the multilateral debts of eighteen heavily-indebted poor countries (HIPCs) and Nigeria, and endorse the policy space necessary for development are indicative (G-8 2005). Nevertheless, the status of this group as regards advancing the interests of the South is politically contested. To evaluate moves to relieve the HIPC’s debts or re-brand structural adjustment as ‘country-owned’, ‘participatory’, and ‘consultative’ poverty reduction, normative criteria must be deployed.  These efforts can be taken to be relatively beneficial to the South’s aims, or can be seen as impediments to substantive redistribution. The ambiguous roles creditors and donors are now playing with respect to the South’s agenda constitutes a major change in the recent period. This grey area bears significantly upon the obstacles and possibilities facing the South Coalition.

While the extent of the South’s internationalization is a matter of interpretation, it is clear that advocacy has gone transnational or global in the recent period. As advances in information and communications technology have reduced the barriers of space and time, civil society organizations have increasingly brought developments to light.  They have promoted the idea that multilateral economic governance and domestic management have largely failed the poorest around the world. This perspective has attained a critical mass of support globally even though disputes continue to rage over the root causes of poverty and inequality, the direction of the trends, and even how to measure these phenomena (Wade 2005). The global campaign to “make poverty history” spearheaded by non-governmental organizations and citizens from the advanced industrial countries has built a transnational network that seems on balance to be relatively supportive of the South’s traditional aims. The transnational World Social Forum movement has also pushed for a realization of change and offered radical alternatives.  However, not all civil society activism has been unambiguously pro-South, and like the international initiatives mentioned above, where these actions fall on the spectrum between the status-quo and immediate fundamental change is a matter of interpretation.  

The embryonic Clinton Global Initiative provides an example here. As with other civil society campaigns, its activities have the potential to educate, give voice, and increase transparency, accountability, and global welfare (Scholte and Schnabel 2002). On the other hand, the new alliance might be co-opted and produce flawed policy based upon dubious objectives (Ibid). What is clear is that these efforts can capitalize on the relative decline of territory as a limiting factor in the global political economy to pursue altruistic ends, just as currency traders have taken advantage of shrinking time and space for acquisitive purposes, and tax evaders have done the same for illicit ones. Future perceptions of how this particular initiative’s activities square with the ‘traditional’ South objectives might indicate the limits of the approach globalization has enabled. Transworld solidarity and the idea that rich people should take individual responsibility for the relative improvement of the poor can be part of a process of reconstituting civil societies and political authorities on a global scale (Cox 1996).  But it could also entrench the authority of private actors to determine outcomes in a matter not dissimilar from the trend towards private authority evident in the global political economy (Cutler, Haufler and Porter 1999).
In sum, based upon older and newer analyses, pro-poor language and activism have internationalized and globalized. How this has changed governance processes or policies is context-specific and ultimately a matter of perspective. Historically, there have been tensions within the South Coalition as regards the pursuit of cooperative or oppositional strategies, and the quest for either incremental or immediate gains. After the Cold War and into the new millennium these tensions are played out across a new constellation of actors and power relations. Beyond divisions over strategies and tactics, the glue that binds the coalition’s efforts faces another obstacle to which we now turn: legitimacy.  
The South Coalition’s Legitimacy: Lessons from Scholte’s Framework
Are efforts to enable the policy space necessary to integrate equitably into the global economy legitimate? Adopting criteria Jan Aart Scholte developed to explain the battle over the legitimacy of civil society organizations (CSOs), the understanding offered here is that the South Coalition is not inherently legitimate or illegitimate (Scholte 2002; Scholte 2004). Rationales exist to take either view as regards its moral legitimacy, legal legitimacy, efficacy, and its impacts on democracy and social cohesion. The preponderance of the evidence suggests that the South Coalition has had a legitimacy problem in the eyes of certain powers in the interstate system. Recently, however, it appears that the coalition’s aims have become more credible on each of the five grounds than in the “bad old days” of the NIEO. 

According to Scholte’s criteria, the coalition’s efforts are morally legitimate when “the actors in question pursue noble objectives and fulfill the role of a social conscience” (Scholte 2002). It seems that the South Coalition enjoys a high level of moral legitimacy amongst opinion makers, analysts, and citizens around the globe that understand their efforts to be a humane and necessary effort for justice in the global economy. The morality of attempts to make trade work for the relative improvement of the historically and structurally disadvantaged and effect a redistribution of global income appears to be axiomatic. Recent increases in resource transfers from the rich to the poor, debt forgiveness, and improved access to developed markets for exports from the LDCs indicate that the Coalition’s aims have become valued up to a point.  
But it is not so simple. Many powerful people and institutions continue to believe in the ‘justice’ that ‘free’ markets provide. The doctrine of pareto optimality remains influential in the economics profession, and Robert Nozick’s entitlement theory of justice is common sense amongst many elites. For these believers, the present distribution reflects what has actually happened; hence it is the only distribution that can be justified. Here, the South’s claims on the global economy represented an attempt to achieve higher returns than the ‘free’ operation of markets would otherwise permit. Critics might contest this ahistorical or timeless understanding of the morality of free markets and highlight the fact that many markets were instituted at the barrel of a European gun. However, the market fundamentalist view is not the only barrier to the coalition’s moral legitimacy.  

Since the mercantilist era, ‘virtuous’ objectives of statecraft have been to increase national wealth and the nation’s power position relative to rivals in the interstate system. From the perspective of maximizing national power, it is heretical to grant any concessions that would enable others to gain relatively. Attempts have been made to present these ‘realistic’ understandings as standards of right and good conduct in the system of competitive nation-states. Even after colonialism and the assertion of a Southern identity many policymakers in the advanced industrialized countries rejected the South’s aims based upon this logic. Powerful states continue to concern themselves with improving their terms of trade and their rate of economic growth relative to others (Gilpin 2001). The major economies’ constant efforts to move up value chains against intra-developed world competitors are indicative here. In global politics, morality is a contested concept, and the coalition’s objectives do not hold universal sway. 


The dubious morality exhibited by many leaders of the South Coalition through their domestic activities over the years further undermines any pretensions coalition members might have to inevitably holding the moral high ground. Notwithstanding incorruptible exemplars such as Mwalimu Julius Nyerere, leaders such as Luis Echeverria, Mahathir Mohamad, and Indira Gandhi, violated the civil and political rights of countless people while using power for personal economic gain. 
Today’s diverse coalition therefore does not enjoy uncontested moral legitimacy. Given the advent of ‘global’ or cosmopolitan ideas about citizenship, the moral clout of the South’s new NGO partners and recent multilateral events, it seems that the coalition has attained somewhat more moral legitimacy than in the previous era. The coalition’s moral stance is making inroads amongst policy insiders and citizens in the rich countries.   

Legality in the international system is also a contested concept, and on this front the South coalition has squared off against entrenched Western notions of international law in its quest for legal legitimacy. Many coalition initiatives have taken the form of General Assembly Resolutions, declarations, and action plans. Legal positivists do not view these statements and documents to be a subject or source of customary international law. In their view, a compelling law attains the status of custom only if it enjoys a broad cross-national consensus and applies as against all states (Byers 1999).  They question the justiciability of resolutions and action plans, and have developed a framework for pinpointing the levels of legalization given international institutions enjoy that precludes the characterization of these efforts as law. According to this popular framework, output from institutions such as the General Assembly and UNCTAD is often imprecise, does not oblige states, and is expressly non-legal absent the delegation of enforcement mechanisms to a third party (Abbott et al. 2000). Nonetheless, elements of the push for equity have attained the status of peremptory, non-derogable norms in the international community, such as the rights to be free from slavery and apartheid. Beyond these exceptions, the trade and development provisions of the GATT to which states have consented, and other treaty-based laws that cover the topic, positivists view the South’s efforts to be pure politics. The idea of collective autonomy was clearly not empowered in the interstate system, at least in the minds of the Northern legal experts tasked with understanding it.

Legal entrepreneurs in the South have challenged what they view to be the political undertones of the positivist approach. Aiming to meet the special needs of poor countries through attempting to change structures in the world economy incrementally and fundamentally (Rajagopal 2003), these thinkers have elaborated universal principles and prescriptions to counter the status quo and capture international law for the South. They have attempted to ‘legalize’ pro-poor morality by engaging with Western discourses of international law to effect change in them. Regarding trade, the principle of non-reciprocity and the norm of non-reciprocal, special and differential treatment have been used to challenge the perceived impediments to global equity posed by the reciprocity principle and the principle of non-discrimination. Radical post-colonial thinkers have criticized these efforts for their failure to fundamentally challenge relationships of subordination. However, these critics underestimate the impact of the Third World approach and other critical legal scholarship, as these two approaches have shed light on the political nature of international law (Mickelson 1998). It can now be demonstrated that conventional understandings are “incapable of inquiry into the moral content and impact of the law,” and the South programme is one factor that has enabled such an analysis (Cutler 2002). The politics of legal legitimacy are ongoing. 


 The efficacy of the coalition’s work is a third factor that bears upon its legitimacy, and once again, a determination here involves a significant amount of interpretation. Does the new South have the capacity to produce a desired effect on global governance?

In the past, the coalition clearly lacked performance legitimacy in the eyes of the West as their efforts were deemed to make international organization less effective. US Ambassadors to the United Nations such as Daniel Patrick Moynihan or Jean Kirkpatrick questioned the competence of analyses and advocacy emanating from UNCTAD, the UN Centre on Transnational Corporations, and the G-77. The world’s self-proclaimed number one free trader, Jagdish Bhagwati, argued that professional standards were wanting in the various secretariats that were captured by the South. Such ad hominem attacks were characteristic of attempts to claim that a political project was undermining disinterested, rational, and functional governance. Coalition supporters subsequently pointed out that these attacks, the deliberate under-funding of programmes such as the commodity initiative, and the US practice of forum shifting to avoid commitments demonstrated that the coalition’s apparent ineffectiveness was politically engineered by the forces of reaction. Ironically, these claims buttress the notion that coalition efforts lacked efficacy. 

Now, civil society organizations have joined states in calling for redistributive rules and policy space. Southern states have committed to promoting a “North-South dialogue based on a spirit of partnership, mutual benefit and genuine interdependence in order to expedite the removal” of the factors limiting the realization of equitable development (G-77 2000). Their combined efforts to publicize and challenge practices and change rules that are potentially “rigged” against the South in the multilateral “constitution” for progressive liberalization have enjoyed limited success in the areas of market access and intellectual property (Gill 2003; Clarkson 2002). Arguably, this work has enabled more effective governance of international trade. Many trade experts have countered this view, as they continue to disdain attempts to manage the links between trade and its political impacts at the WTO. The influence of the renewed coalition on the effectiveness of other fora is equally a matter of interpretation. As is the case with the above criteria for legitimacy, determinations of efficacy require context-specificity and they necessarily rely upon a perspective.  
Regarding one of the most contested concepts in the political science literature, the legitimacy of today’s South Coalition can be based upon its contribution to democracy. It seems that the coalition can claim to have encouraged debate about implications of governance institutions in the global economy for democracy.  The idea that multilateral management has lacked electoral accountability has stimulated the growth of a movement for global citizenship - a global pro-democracy industry – evident from the Battle in Seattle through the Live 8 concerts. The South can also claim to have enhanced participation in governance and stimulated moves to hold those processes to account (Scholte 2002). In particular, Southern states have called for the “international economic institutions to promote broad based decision-making which is essential if we are to have a more equitable” system (G-77 2000).  As different actors have challenged the one-size fits all approach to multilateral and domestic economic management in context dependent ways, spaces have been opened up for greater public participation in policymaking. While debate continues over the substantive impacts of increased inputs, the fact remains that pressures exerted on the bank and fund have encouraged them to be more accountable for their lending strategies. The Doha Round represents an attempt to hold the trading system responsible for some of its failures as regards development, though here too, the gap between the rhetoric and reality of accountability could be large if the Hong Kong Ministerial fails this December. If the big powers return to closed-door negotiations (the ‘green’ room), or agriculture is not substantively addressed, the South’s impacts on democracy at the WTO will be revealed yet again: they will vote with their feet. 

Efforts to achieve greater global equity in the past have nonetheless obfuscated domestic democratic deficits. Today this trend is mirrored amongst the movement’s civil society partners that have struggled to incorporate democratic principles into their operations. In the recent period China has also become a strong advocate for global redistribution. Their activism, along with Robert Mugabe’s anti-colonial rhetoric ensures that this movement has no inherent democratic high ground. Democracy can be deployed as a hollow rhetorical device or a construct with precisely detailed meaning. The slippery nature of this concept and its abuse are clear obstacles to the South’s legitimacy. Pro-democracy language represents only the possibility of globalizing rules more substantively ‘of’ the people. 
Finally, what are the coalition’s implications for social cohesion in an era when people’s identities and loyalties have come to be associated less and less with territorial entities? Here again answers are contingent.  Increased policy space and redistribution can result in increased or decreased local, regional, national, or transnational community bonds. New resources can be hoarded, reflect the existing distribution, or transform it. Autonomous policies are subject to similar limitations. They can result in disastrous inefficiencies, reinforce the status quo, or lead to what Robert Wade calls the “articulation” of economies whereby increased incomes drive demand for locally produced goods and facilitate nationally self-sustaining growth (Wade 2003). Transfers and autonomy can also undermine social cohesion in the present and preclude inter-generational equity if ecological imperatives are not taken into account. 
Conclusion
This paper has outlined the obstacles and possibilities facing the movement for a more equitable global economy. It has defined the coalition, detailed its history, overviewed continuities and changes in the recent period, and indicated some of the considerations that bear upon its legitimacy. The story presented here is that it is still relevant to speak of a South Coalition in the current era of globalization in spite of, or perhaps because of, the ascendance of transnational factors.


This has not been a typical discussion of regionalism and the taming of globalization. Regional approaches often highlight the creation and maintenance of trade blocs, asking how market access has been enhanced or precluded; questioning whether asymmetries have been enshrined or mitigated, and detailing how the costs of adjustment have been distributed (Drache 2001; Stubbs and Underhill 2005). Experts also focus on the particular aspects of globalization that regional development banks seek to exploit to improve the prospects for a particular region, or engage in debates about the regional or globalizing character of investment patterns.

The South Coalition’s activities do not meet the standard criteria of regionalism in our discipline. At different times and places, and amongst different actors, the coalition has been variously regional, multilateral, and transnational. Historically, this movement defied labels by making claims on the multilateral system while developing regional fora to further South-South cooperation. It has been and continues to be a true chameleon. As such it encourages us to think more concretely about the limits of regionalism understood in strictly territorial terms. Absent such reflection, an historic effort to tame globalization might otherwise be left out. 
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