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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to compare the political economy of Brazilian foreign policy under Cardoso’s (1995-2003) and Lula’s governments (2003-). My main hypothesis is that, despite Lula government’s claims that it inaugurated a new approach towards the Global South nations (an approach ironically labeled by Brazilian media as “reinventing the wheel”), his foreign policy keeps patterns inaugurated under Cardoso’s second term (1999-2003), period during which the international system passed through structural changes, such as the rise of China and its increasing demand for raw materials. Indeed, official data about foreign trade organized by the Brazilian government and the World Bank reveals similar patterns in foreign trade during the transition from Cardoso to Lula, namely an increasing importance of emerging markets in Africa, Latin America and Asia. On the other hand, unlike Cardoso did, Lula clearly denied the US as an important market, breaking a historical pattern in Brazil-US relations. Such a movement can be understood as both a continuation of the global trader strategy that Brazil adopted in the mid-1990s and an attempt to build a stronger leadership in South America. 
Introduction

Along with China, India, and Russia, Brazil emerged in the last decade as one of the potential new powers in the 21st Century.
 It clearly became a global trader, not only strengthening ties with traditional economic partners (Europe, the United States, Japan, and its neighbors in the Southern Cone), but also expanding political connections with emerging markets in the global south and adopting a more active discourse on international relations vis-à-vis the global north. Some authors label such an approach as autonomy through affirmation (Villa 2005, 18) or autonomy through diversification (Cepaluni and Vigevani 2005), which would contrast the autonomy through participation/integration that dominated the Brazilian foreign policy making in the first years of economic liberalization, which consisted in accepting unconditionally international regimes and enhancing confidence building with traditional centers of power (Villa 2005, 18; Vigevani and Oliveira 2007, 58). However, when and why did it happen? Was it an innovation during Cardoso's last years in office (2000-2002) – when Brazil adopted an export-led economic strategy (Abu-El-Haj 2007, 92-114) – or an ideologically-driven change stimulated by President Lula and the Workers’ Party (PT)?

In this paper, I will seek the answer to that puzzle in the political economy of Brazilian foreign policy by analyzing continuities and changes in Brazilian international relations under the presidencies of Fernando Henrique Cardoso (1995-2003) and Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva (2003-present). I will focus on data referred to two main arenas (sets of institutions) during the period between 1995 and 2007. The first is the Brazilian merchandise market and its interactions with the international markets. Such interactions will be measured by the distribution of the destination of Brazilian exports per trade partner and the place of origin of imports sent to Brazil. The second arena is the Brazilian state, which is responsible to establish and maintain official relationships with other nation-states. The variations in the degree of emphasis given to a partner are measured by the number of bilateral agreements. For the state arena, I will also make a qualitative study, through the systematic analysis of the portions on foreign policy of the annual presidential statements sent to the National Congress (Mensagem ao Congresso). When there is data available, I will also consider the period between 1985 and 1994, the first 10 years after the end of the military dictatorship (1964-1985).

I argue that, despite the expectation of change brought with the Lula government and its claims that it was responsible for strengthening commercial and, therefore, political ties with southern nations, the political economy of Brazilian foreign policy started to change during Cardoso’s last three years in office (2000-02), labeled as period B in this analysis, vis-à-vis period A (1995-99, also under Cardoso’s administration) and period C (2003-07, under Lula), thanks to a twofold process that allowed the Brazilian government deeper ties with emerging economies and traditionally underprivileged markets, such as Africa and South America (beyond Mercosur). In the domestic arena, as a response to exogenous constraints, Cardoso’s government devalued the national currency (real) in 1999, leading, in period B, to the development of an export-led strategy intended to correct imbalances in the balance of payments during period A. Meanwhile, the configuration of the international political-economic arena has been unstable in the transition from the twentieth to the 21st century. This is thanks to the decline of both the dominance of the global north in world affairs (especially the U.S.), and the concomitant rise of emerging markets, particularly China. In period A, neoliberal globalization – with strong reliance on foreign direct investment (FDI) as a source of capital to promote economic growth – faced its limits with successive financial crises, such as the Mexican (1995), the Asian (1997), and the Russian (1998). In period B, the leadership strategy (the autonomy through affirmation/diversification paradigm) substituted a reactive one (autonomy through integration/participation). Lula’s administration (period C), in turn, maintained the same leadership approach with minor adjustments in the rhetoric and more emphasis in the relationship with some partners, particularly the African ones. In this sense, the argument is that Lula “reinvented” (that is, claimed to be his) the wheel Cardoso created.

The configuration of the international political-economic arena – the distribution of power among different nation-states, actors within the global market and transnational civil society, and the rules of interaction among them – is relevant because, even during times of rapid change (such as period B), it conditions preferences from within nation-states. This limits the paths that actors can take within institutions or sets of institutions that operate within it, such as the state and firms, choose to pursue. However, the configuration of the international political-economic arena alone does not shape political-economic relations among different countries. Thus, the comparative analysis presented in this paper is important for understanding how endogenous factors (from within the nation-state) as well as exogenous factors (outside the nation-state which is the focus of the analysis) both influence the choices of actors whose action is based within a nation-state. Of course it is expected that an interdependent and interconnected world complicates the differentiation between what is endogenous and what is exogenous. It is enough to say that, whereas exogenous corresponds to movements (actions) originating from outside the territory of a given nation-state under study, endogenous consists of dynamics that emerge from actions that take place within that territory, even if they are influenced by exogenous factors.

First, I discuss Cardoso’s and Lula’s governments based on the current literature about Brazilian political economy between 1995 and 2007. Such literature tends to agree that the transition from the autonomy through integration/participation paradigm to the autonomy through diversification/affirmation happened from period B to C, that is, with Lula’s inauguration in presidency. Afterwards, I analyze the data about Brazil’s foreign trade and Brazilian state partnerships with other nation-states. The analysis of annual data – not only averages – for the period of study allowed me to verify the validity of my hypotheses and proposed subperiodization, leading me to contest the current literature as I identified a critical juncture (Collier and Collier 1991, 29) in the period B, which marks the transition from autonomy through integration/participation to the diversification/affirmation paradigm. 

Cardoso: from distance to integration?

Preceded by a foreign debt renegotiation in 1994, the successful economic stabilization strategy, the Real Plan, defeated hyperinflation after 15 years of economic turmoil and led Finance Minister Cardoso, the head of the team that elaborated the stabilization plan, to win the presidency in the Party of Brazilian Social Democracy (PSDB) ticket. In the same day of his first inauguration, January 1st 1995, Mercosur officially started functioning as a partial customs union. According to Abu-El-Haj (2007, 95) the plan was designed on an interdependent vision of the international system in the post-Cold War. Nation-states could change their position in the international arena if they made internal changes, in order to take advantage of the new technological and financial flows. I include among the goals of the plan confidence-building with the main international poles of power after the debt crisis.

Four principles defined the new developmentalist strategy under Cardoso: attraction of foreign direct investment, privatization of state-owned companies and their opening to international investors, promotion of mergers between the local bourgeoisie and international capital, and the increase of internal consumption to attract investors to sectors deemed essential to national competitiveness (Ibid., 97).

Talking about his government, Cardoso denies the claims that it was neoliberal and, probably due to his own left-wing background as a scholar, but one who had to face real political constraints, classifies it as a “globalized social democracy” (Cardoso 2007, 17). Burges also says that Cardoso’s government was not neoliberal, insofar as the state remained involved in strategic industries and played an inductive role in economy (Burges 2009, 84). This means that the state leaves behind the entrepreneur role it had during the ISI period and becomes an inductor to improve the nation-state’s capabilities (Ibid., 87). In foreign policy, this implied demanding the reform of international organizations, such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB), granting equal voice to all members, and the maintenance of the long-standing Brazilian preference for multilateralism mixed with notions of solidarity. This composes a view on globalization that does not imply subservience to the North, but rather, opens room for South-South cooperation (Ibid., 88).

Cervo (2002, 5-35), on the other hand, blames Cardoso’s strategy, claiming that it consisted in simply opening the Brazilian economy to the international markets and increasing its dependency. Bresser-Pereira provides a similar critique (2009, 24): according to him, in the 1970s the prior Nation and Development Cycle, based on import-substitution industrialization, was replaced by the Democracy and Justice Cycle, which focuses on the redistribution of wealth. It “assumes that economic development is assured, be it as a result of the dynamic nature of capitalism or through the inflow of foreign capital.” (Ibid., 120). Such an assumption, says Bresser-Pereira, was embraced by the former opposition to the military regime, including those who would later form the PSDB in 1988, despite letting the country become more externally dependent and vulnerable to the world economy, which contradicts El-Haj’s interdependent vision on international integration.

In fact, the Real Plan proved harmful to some groups, such as workers in state-owned enterprises built during the ISI period, now newly exposed to international competition due to market liberalization and privatization. Rising inflows of foreign capital reduced exchange rates, favoring imports which, in the long run, have led Brazil to face deficits in its balance of payments and vulnerability in international financial markets. The country was affected by the three major economic crises between 1995 and 1999: Mexican (1995), Asian (1997), and Russian (1998). In 1998, Brazil entered into the hotspot of financial speculation. As Bresser-Pereira explains:

“Maintenance of an almost fixed exchange rate [under IMF recommendation] from mid-1994 to mid-1999, legitimized by the ‘fight against inflation’ and the policy of ‘growth with foreign savings,’ made the country accept high current account deficits and, therefore, become increasingly dependent on international capital inflows and vulnerable to external shocks. This weakness was confirmed in mid-1998, when international creditors decided to suspend the refinancing of the foreign debt, quickly resulting in capital flight” (Ibid.). 

The adoption of a floating exchange-rate regime only happened after Cardoso’s re-election in 1999, and led to a sudden devaluation of the real. It reduced the purchasing power of the population and dampened the country’s public finances, insofar as a significant part of the public debt was pegged to the dollar and indexed to interest rates, which were raised to keep the Brazilian market attractive to foreign capitals (Ibid., 125-126). According to Samuels (2003, 547), “[f]rom January 1999, when Brazil abandoned its attempt to keep the real at parity with the dollar, up to and including 2001, depreciation added R$72.8 billion to Brazil's debt (and billions more accumulated as the real depreciated in 2002).”  

All these facts had an effect on Brazilian foreign policy. Vigevani and Oliveira (2007) argue that beginning early in his first term Cardoso sought to replace the previous autonomy-through-distance paradigm in foreign relations with the idea of autonomy-through-integration, including “…a proactive international agenda aligned with the canons of neoliberalism” (Vigevani and Oliveira 2007, 58) and “seeking out markets and trade relations without [Brazil] tying itself to a single partner.” (Ibid., 60-61). This implied that Brazil should act as a global trader, seeking multilateral trade liberalization in order to maximize profits, as Brazil’s action in the United Nations (UN) and the World Trade Organization (WTO) reveals (Ibid.). The global trader strategy gained strength after January 1999, when the December 1998 crisis led to the depreciation of the real, dwindling foreign direct investment and a crisis of domestic investment; a neo-mercantilist strategy emerged, consisting, as argued by El-Haj, in an export-led approach to reduce the dependence on FDI in order to avoid disequilibria in the balance of payments.
 

Meanwhile, there were changes in the international political-economic arena. Later towards the end of the 1990s, scholars such as John Williamson (2003, 1475-1481), who labeled the 1980s IMF/WB liberalizing prescriptions as the Washington Consensus, widened these policy choices. Among the complementary recommendations, there is the flexibility of labor markets to foster economic growth, as well as the need to contextualize previous guidelines, mainly in what concerns capital-account opening and FDI flows. This opening had to be prudent in order to avoid a crisis such as those that took place in the emerging markets in the second half of the 1990s. The “new” consensus kept strict emphasis on fiscal control. Indeed, as Bresser-Pereira argues (1993, 53), fiscal populism – referring to the government’s tendency to be spendthrift – was a legacy from the ISI phase and considered one of the main barriers to the fulfillment of the goals of economic growth.

Amid this conjecture – which posed limits to neoliberal globalization –, the Brazilian government had room to promote a more active international agenda, considering the interests that arose from the neo-mercantilist strategy. Following a strategy that Burges – one of the few authors who see Lula’s changes in foreign policy as more rhetorical than practical – labels “leading by doing,” (Burges 2009, 62-63) Cardoso was the first Brazilian president to call a meeting of the presidents of South American nations, a sign of strengthening regional leadership. Due to this meeting, the countries launched a program to integrate regional infrastructure, the IIRSA (Ibid.), and thus fostering economic integration. This meeting took place in 2000 –  that is, before the 9/11 terrorist attacks, which, as many scholars argue, led the United States to focus on Middle Eastern and security issues, and to ignore the economic agenda in Latin America, such as the creation of the  Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA).
 This is evidence that an endogenous constrain – in this case the neo-mercantilist strategy – matters more than an exogenous one. Indeed, as Burges argues, Cardoso’s government became more assertive in negotiating the FTAA, considering it an option among others, such as the Mercosur-EU agreement (Ibid.). The productive sector, which had been politically disarticulated since the failure of stabilization plans in the 1980s (Bresser-Pereira 2009, 236), also gained more space in the government (Burges 2009, 111). 

Therefore, there is evidence that in the three last years of Cardoso’s administration (2000-2002) an export-led strategy emerged due to capability- and identity-issues, respectively the need to improve welfare within the nation-state and a world-view that embraced an active role for Brazil during globalization (the global-social democracy). This eventually led Brazil to further diversify its economic – and thus political – partnership. 

Lula: from integration to affirmation?

Lula da Silva of the Workers’ Party (PT) has been the president since 2003. Many scholars argue that the PT has a clear tendency towards left-wing polices (Keck 1995). Samuels, however, provides a summary of the transformations the PT passed before reaching power. Emerging from a socialist project, the author argues, the PT evolved to embrace a social-democrat one. However once in power, despite its grass-roots origins among labor-unions, catholic and socialist organizations (Samuels 2004, 999-1024), the PT followed a pattern quite similar to other Latin American left-wing, labor-based parties, leaning towards neo-liberalism while maintaining a broad popular basis (Weyland 1996).

Furthermore, the Brazilian multi-party system has a low degree of institutionalization, with dissociation between national and regional political spheres, and a simultaneous dependence of the federal government on regional political patrons (Hagopian 1996). This means that, in order to build majorities in Congress, the president needed to compose broad coalitions, including politicians affiliated with parties that do not have ideological alignments with the government. This system, dubbed “coalition presidential regime,” (Abranches 1988) leads to the maintenance of the status quo and path-dependent trajectories. 

In fact Lula did not break with Cardoso’s stabilization project, based on the tripod of low inflation rates, high-short term interest rates, and overvalued exchange rates (Bresser-Pereira 2009, 203). He had stated that continuity as much before his election in the “Letter to the Brazilian People” (Carta ao Povo Brasileiro). This letter was a public statement in which Lula promised to maintain the economic policies that had stabilized the Brazilian economy and to respect the agreements Cardoso had signed with the IMF in 2002, in order to protect national accounts from speculative attacks based on international investors’ fear of Lula’s supposed radicalism (Lula da Silva, 2008). On the other hand, Almeida argued in 2003 that Lula’s government had been trying to “…strengthen some of the more important themes from the old PT international agenda, built upon the preferences of the so-called progressive forces, which are opposed to a world order dominated by the advanced capitalist nations.” (Almeida 2003, 88). 
Vaz argues that the main difference between Lula’s policies and Cardoso’s “is not so much related to the announced goals and priorities, but rather to the… will to act in a more committed and active way to defend nationally defined interests and in the promotion of common projects with South American neighbors and other international allies.” (Vaz 2003, 150). Once elected, Lula kept Brazil in WTO talks on market liberalization, especially in regards to agricultural goods; he also formed, with other developing countries, a group to defend common interests regarding this issue: the G-20. As Hirst says,

“More than twenty member states of the….[WTO] meeting in Cancún in 2003, saw a need to open a new round of global negotiations. Their main concerns have been to curb trade practices that distort the production and marketing of agricultural goods, improved market access, agricultural development, and food security” (Hirst 2008, 90-93). 

Brazil took an active role in organizing this coalition, a fact portrayed by Lula’s government as proof of its supposed new approach to foreign policy. To date, however, the strategy has proven unsuccessful due to the Doha Round deadlock after China and India refused a US/EU offer regarding agricultural markets – an offer that Brazil was willing to accept. On the other hand, the negotiations regarding the FTAA were delayed during Lula’s term, due to the return of left-wing parties to the presidency in various South American countries, leading the United States to instead to concentrate on signing bilateral agreements with traditional enclave economies, such as Central America. Meanwhile, Lula was also unsuccessful in revitalizing Mercosur, which had languished since Argentina’s economic collapse in 2001.
 A relevant initiative, however, was the articulation of a strategic partnership aiming political and economic cooperation with India and South Africa – two of the nations that are considered new poles of power in the global south.

While Lula has been not so successful in strengthening counter-hegemonic poles vis-à-vis the United States and the WTO, he has also implemented significant changes to the institutional decision-making design of Brazilian foreign policy in general. Breaking a pattern followed by previous presidents, Lula did not choose a professional diplomat as his foreign affairs advisor, but rather, picked the former PT secretary for International Relations, Marco Aurelio Garcia. Nonetheless, thanks to its professionalization, the Itamaraty remained relatively insulated from political pressures (Lima 2005, 24-59), although it experienced at least an institutional change that reflected the new government’s rhetorical desire to enhance South-South relations: the creation of a Subsecretary for South America, which also encompasses affairs related to the Caribbean, Central America, and Mexico (Ministério das Relações Exteriores 2008). 

Lima emphasizes the fact that divisions among internal interest groups in regards to the available strategies for trade liberalization strengthen Itamaraty’s positions (Lima 2005). Nonetheless, while it must be pointed out that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is not a cohesive bureaucracy, at least with regards to the strategies and pathways to achieve long-term goals, it is plausible to assume that the president – the actor primarily responsible for foreign policy – and his party play a decisive role in shaping these strategies. Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the emphasis placed by Lula, at least at the rhetorical level, is on relations with the developing world (Onuki and Oliveira 2006: 145-155), an approach embraced by the PT for ideological reasons (Burges 2009, 160-161). On the other hand, as Mullins argues, such a strategy satisfies practical interests as well:

“The desire on the part of the Itamaraty to seek a leading role among developing countries has been present for some time. In recent years Brazil has developed close links with China, India and South Africa. On this occasion the drive is not so informed so much by ideological concerns on the nature of the global economy, but by more practical considerations. The goals of the policy have been twofold, firstly to open markets for Brazilian goods and services. The Lula government seeks such trade arrangements between developing nations. Secondly, Brazil sees such linkages as offering potential leverage in wider negotiations on trade” (Mullins 2007, 97).

Villa (2005, 18) argues, however, that Lula inaugurated a new alignment pattern, autonomy through affirmation, which consists in assuming all necessary costs in order to lead Brazil to play a more important role in the international arena, even the military one (Ibid.). As an example, he mentions the fact that Brazilian troops have been leading a UN peace mission in Haiti since 2004, and the decision of the Brazilian government to lobby explicitly for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. The concept of autonomy through affirmation might be complemented by the definition of autonomy through diversification. As Vigevani and Cepaluni say, this term means

“….a nation’s adhesion to international norms and principles by means of South-South alliances, including regional alliances, and through agreements with non-traditional partners (China, Pacific Asia, Africa, Eastern Europe, Middle East, etc.), for it is believed that they reduce asymmetries on external relations with the more powerful countries, and increase national negotiating capacity” (Cepaluni and Vigevani 2007, 10).

In fact, Lula has been engaged in organizing meetings with developing countries, such as the meeting between South American and Arab Countries in 2005, and the ties that Lula maintains with the more radical left-wing in Latin America, such as presidents Hugo Chávez (Venezuela) and Evo Morales (Bolivia). In terms of the relationship with Morales, Lula was criticized for being too much lenient in 2006 when Bolivia decided to nationalize oil refineries owned by Petrobras – the Brazilian state-owned oil company. Another action that was deeply criticized was, in 2004, Brazil’s recognition – without any reciprocal benefit – that China is a market economy. Considering that China is one of the permanent members of Security Council, this political decision was regarded as a strategy to acquire an ally in the pursuit of a permanent seat in that forum. Nonetheless, there were economic reasons as well. The Chinese expansion has led to an increase in the price of raw materials, while promoting a decrease in the price of manufactured goods (Castro 2007, 23). Both movements directly affect the Brazilian economy and international strategy. Such processes have not been analyzed in depth yet, insofar as the impact of China on the world-system over the long term remains unclear (Cruz e Sennes 2006, 31).

Therefore, the origins of affirmation/diversification under Lula are not evident, despite facts that portray affirmation within the international arena, namely the Haiti mission and the organization of G-20. Only a systematic analysis based on primary sources of his and Cardoso’s views on the international political-economic arena and on the state of Brazil, as well as of their diplomatic action, can identify when and if the country abandoned the integration-participation-reactive strategy by an affirmative-diverse-active policy. However, the search for such a juncture does not exclude the fact that each government may have room to imprint its own tone to a paradigm which had already been in place.

Data analysis: identifying continuities and ruptures

In this section, I will proceed to the analysis of the empirical data on trade and bilateral state-relations that led me to identify a critical juncture in 1999 and the consequential shift in Brazil’s foreign policy political economy and orientation. Collier and Collier (1991, 29) define a critical juncture as “…a period of significant change, which typically occurs in distinct ways in different countries (or in other units of analysis) and which is hypothesized to produce distinct legacies.” These junctures, however, cannot be determined a priori: a researcher has to look for historical data to identify periods of change (Pierson 2004, 135) and, thus, verify if his/her hypotheses make sense. 

I argue that preferences that come from within nation-states always matter, especially during critical junctures that take place in the exogenous arena, since the configuration of this political-economic arena is more likely to change during such periods. During moments in which roles and rules within the international arena are stabilized, preferences are more constrained by that arena than when the occupants of those roles and the overall arena pass through changes. On the other hand, when those roles and rules are unstable, preferences weigh more heavily on the foreign policy choices of states and in the action of entrepreneurs that operate from within the endogenous arena – even when the stimulus come from exogenous actors. In the Brazilian case, this exogenous-to-endogenous movement took place in the 1999 devaluation, which marks the transition between periods A and B. 

The Brazilian partners are grouped according to the division listed in figure 1. Whereas the global north includes the industrialized world, the global south corresponds to the semi-industrialized nations and the periphery, divided into three tiers that have to be considered separated from each other (Emerging Markets, South America, and Alternative Markets). However, not all the semi-periphery is included in the emerging markets – countries with industries and, except in the case of the Asian Tigers, large internal markets. South America was divided considering ideological alignments in the 2000s. Whereas the “American Arch” countries have stronger links with the US, the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA) ones aligned themselves with Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez’s 21st Century populist-socialist project.

Figure 1: Country classification
	Global North
	USA

	
	EU

	
	Japan

	
	Other (Australia, Canada, and New Zealand)

	Global South
	Emerging Markets (China, India, Mexico, Russia, South Africa, and Asian Tigers - Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan)

	
	South America 
	ALBA (Bolívia, Ecuador, and Venezuela)

	
	
	American Arch (Colombia, Chile, and Peru)

	
	
	Mercosur (Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay)

	
	Alternative Markets
	Africa

	
	
	Asia (includes Oceania, but Australia and New Zealand)

	
	
	Caribbean and Central America

	
	
	Europe (Non-EU members and former USSR, but Russia)

	
	
	Middle East


Trade patterns: the search for emerging and alternative markets

One of the most widely used measures of international insertion of a given country is comparison of the growth of trade exchange (exports and imports) of the same nation with that of the world in a given period of time (figure 2). With respect to exports, Brazil lagged behind overall exports during period A (1995-1999), but surpassed the world average between 2000 and 2002 (period B) and between 2003 and 2007 (period C). Indeed, export growth between 2000 and 2002 was more than 100 percent higher than world average export growth, which corroborates the argument that the export-strategy, though it consolidated during Lula’s administration after 2003, in fact began during Cardoso’s first term in office. Imports, on the other hand, decreased in period B as a consequence of 1999 devaluation. The variations were calculated considering U.S. dollars values in 2007.

Figure 2: Brazilian vs. world exports and imports – 1990-2007
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Source: Ministério do Desenvolvimento, Indústria e Comércio Exterior (2008), and World Bank (2008).

The distribution of Brazilian exports and imports also changed significantly during Cardoso’s administration. If under Collor’s (1990-1992) and Franco’s (1992-1995) governments more than 60 percent of annual Brazilian exports had the global north as their destination, in period A that proportion fell to 56 percent and in period B 57 percent. Part of the exports was redirected to Mercosur’s members in the interregnum 1995-1999, which received 15 percent of Brazilian exports. Between 2000 and 2002, however, Brazil’s partners in the common market absorbed about 10 percent on average, the same participation on it had during IHL period. This indicates that semi-peripheral countries face important constraints with respect to their own projects of global insertion, embodied by Mercosur’s challenges. Between 2000 and 2002, political and economic turmoil took place in Argentina after the country abandoned dollar/peso parity, leading to economic collapse and the resignation of President Fernando de la Rúa in December of 2001. Meanwhile, in period B, the emerging markets – most notably China and Mexico – increased their proportion of trade exchange with Brazil. 

Figure 3: Brazilian exports and imports (percentage, 1990-2007)
	Group
	Partner
	Exports
	Imports

	
	
	IHL

(90-94)
	Period A

(95-99)
	Period B

(00-02)
	Period C

(03-07)
	IHL (90-94)
	Period A

(95-99)
	Period B

(00-02)
	Period C

(03-07)

	Global North
	USA
	21.00
	19.56
	25.00
	19.53
	20.95
	22.70
	22.74
	17.36

	
	EU
	31.16
	29.27
	27.20
	24.75
	25.14
	28.87
	27.51
	24.34

	
	Japan
	6.85
	5.61
	3.86
	2.95
	7.18
	5.74
	5.27
	4.49

	
	Others
	2.02
	1.64
	1.66
	1.94
	3.22
	2.88
	2.28
	2.15

	
	Subtotal
	61.03
	56.09
	57.72
	49.17
	56.49
	60.19
	57.80
	48.35

	Global South
	Emerging Markets
	Asian Tigers
	4.72
	3.67
	3.30
	3.74
	2.75
	4.74
	5.19
	6.13

	
	
	China
	1.44
	2.05
	3.19
	6.18
	0.92
	1.94
	2.63
	7.38

	
	
	India
	0.65
	0.47
	0.67
	0.75
	0.20
	0.35
	0.89
	1.39

	
	
	Mexico
	2.45
	1.67
	3.46
	3.49
	1.18
	1.67
	1.28
	1.29

	
	
	Russia 
	0.46
	1.31
	1.60
	2.25
	1.03
	0.65
	0.92
	1.18

	
	
	South Africa
	0.51
	0.55
	0.70
	1.10
	0.50
	0.58
	0.44
	0.44

	
	
	Subtotal
	10.23
	9.71
	12.91
	17.50
	6.58
	9.94
	11.35
	17.81

	
	South America
	ALBA
	2.40
	2.74
	2.63
	3.04
	1.99
	1.82
	2.24
	1.80

	
	
	American Arch
	3.75
	3.86
	4.04
	4.95
	2.93
	2.35
	2.40
	3.39

	
	
	Mercosur
	10.20
	15.59
	10.33
	9.74
	11.99
	15.01
	12.84
	10.21

	
	
	Subtotal
	16.35
	22.19
	17.00
	17.72
	16.91
	19.18
	17.48
	15.40

	
	Alternative Markets
	Africa
	2.65
	2.58
	2.61
	3.81
	2.97
	2.73
	5.19
	8.37

	
	
	Asia
	3.00
	2.67
	1.87
	2.15
	1.17
	1.80
	2.18
	2.92

	
	
	Caribbean and Central America
	2.06
	2.23
	2.81
	3.87
	1.19
	0.64
	0.61
	0.85

	
	
	Europe (Non-EU)
	1.47
	1.63
	1.78
	1.84
	2.46
	2.37
	2.57
	2.98

	
	
	Middle East
	3.22
	2.90
	3.31
	3.95
	12.24
	3.15
	2.83
	3.32

	
	
	Subtotal
	12.40
	12.01
	12.37
	15.62
	20.02
	10.69
	13.38
	18.44


Source: Ministério do Desenvolvimento, Indústria e Comércio Exterior (2008).

The relationships with the emerging markets expanded further during period C, in which the proportion of exports and imports from alternative markets, such as Africa, increased as well. Nonetheless, it must be said that under Cardoso’s last years in office Brazil started to increase ties with the alternative markets in what concerns the proportion of imports. The Brazil-US export flow slightly decreased from period IHL to period A (21 to 19.56 percent), it expanded in period B (about 25 percent), falling again under Lula (19.53 percent). The exports to EU nations also decreased between Cardoso’s last years and Lula’s government. During the 2000-2002 critical juncture, thus, the Brazilian market strengthened its ties with emerging markets, without denying its traditional partners in the global north. Under Lula, however, those partners lost importance while the endogenous markets strengthened its links with the alternative markets.  How did it reflected in the foreign-policy making? 

Messages to the Congress

In period A (1995-1999), Cardoso, like the previous presidents (Sarney, Collor, and Franco), pursued the goal of building Latin American integration by focusing on Mercosur, while trying to integrate the county to large markets, mainly in the global north. In his first message, he said that an active and universal foreign policy and the consolidation of Mercosur would build credibility, allowing for the establishment of agreements with other countries in the Americas, with the EU, and other partners, including traditional center of powers and other regions, such as Pacific Asia, China, Russia, and India, and the traditional African partners (Presidência da República 1995).

In 1996, there was no emphasis on specific partners (Presidência da República 1996). The PPA launched in that year established as a priority the construction of a pipe to bring natural gas from Bolivia, whose operation started in 1999 and helped integrate that country’s economy to the Brazilian one (Presidência da República, 1996b). Also, it listed as a foreign trade priority the Mercosur consolidation as a Customs Union (Ibid.) In general, the government aimed to attract more foreign investment and to participate in a stronger way in international political-economic for a (Ibid., 16) – an indirect reference to goal of having a permanent seat in the UN Security Council (Burges 2009). 
The strong belief in FDI as an important part of Brazil’s development strategy remained so at least until 1998, when Russia entered into default. In the 1997 message, Cardoso mentioned the free trade agreements (FTAs) Mercosur signed with Bolivia and Chile, and the talks with the Andean Pact (Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela) for a future trade agreement (Presidência da República 1997). Those partnerships, said Cardoso, would be the embryo of a South American Free Trade Area – an idea first proposed in 1994 by the Foreign Relations minister, Celso Amorim, as a counter-reaction to the FTAA (Burges 2009, 51). 

Despite the continuous reliance on FDI, in 1998 the first signs of a more affirmative policy begin to appear. In what concerns FTAA negotiations, for the first time in his messages Cardoso wrote that it would be better for the Mercosur if the talks took place based on consensus and equilibrium among the different parts, an indirect reference to the asymmetries of power between the US and its Latin America. The EU, with which Mercosur aimed to establish a FTA, was mentioned too, as well as China, Japan, and former Soviet Union members. Cardoso also stated the belief in the benefits of the multilateral negotiations in the WTO, and posited explicitly for the first time the goal of becoming a permanent member of UN Security Council (Presidência da República 1998). 
An affirmative rhetoric and policy emerges more clearly after 1999 – when the Real was devalued – and onwards (Period B – 2000-2002). In 1999, Cardoso’s government placed more emphasis on the expansion of foreign trade than it had in the previous four years – period during which there were microlevel reforms to improve foreign trade performance
 – and decreased his belief in the benefits of FDI, pointing to the need to expand internal savings. He reaffirmed the goal of strengthening Mercosur and establishing partnerships with the EU, China, and South Korea. In that year, the president also created the Ministry of Development, Industry and Foreign Trade (MDIC) to improve internal conditions of exporting (Presidência da República 1999).

Such a view derived from a multipolar conception of the international arena, which Cardoso mentioned as plausible in his 2000 message – a year that may be considered the turning point in the rhetoric and practice of Brazilian foreign policy after re-democratization. In recognizing the unclear configuration of the international arena (multipolar or unipolar, with US hegemony) ten years after the end of the Cold War and the failure of the international organizations and regimes in controlling international capital flows and, thus, to prevent world-wide financial crisis, Cardoso opened room for an autonomous insertion, while at the same time affirmative. For the first time since 1995 he mentioned Africa in a message – especially the Portuguese-speaking countries, which had formed with Brazil and Portugal an international organization, the CPLP – and the Middle East as region in which Brazilian foreign policy had a role to play (Presidência da República 2000). Furthermore, in consonance with the neomercantilist strategy and the goal of increasing internal savings, the 2000-2003 PPA reiterated the need to increase exports and to deepen integration with international partners, especially Mercosur members (Presidência da República 2000a).

The 2001 and 2002 messages maintain a critical view of the international arena and attempts to strengthen Brazil’s relations with poles of power in the global south besides the Mercosur. In the 2001 message, it is worth mentioning the talks between that bloc and South Africa to increase economic exchange and, most importantly, the first meeting with South American presidents and the reunion among Brazil, Central America, and Dominican Republic heads of state and government. Both of these meetings took place in the previous year, as well as a meeting with Chinese authorities (Presidência da República 2001). In the South America meeting, Cardoso negated that such an initiative was an expression of hegemony – a concept that, according to him, had no place in the contemporary world (Cardoso 2000). Furthermore, the president highlighted the disputes in the WTO around the protectionist policies of developed countries against global south exports (Presidência da República 2001). In the 2002 message – a summary of the foreign policy in the previous seven years –, the president remembered the official Brazilian position regarding the 9/11 attacks. Whereas the government sided with the US – referring to the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance
 – after the terrorist actions, it condemned unilateral reactions to the attacks, in consonance with the critical view of the international arena it had been expressing clearly since 2000 (Presidência da República 2002).

Nonetheless, in his first message (2003) Lula characterized his predecessor’s foreign policy for its supposed rhetoric and lack of effectiveness, especially in what concerns its relationship with Brazil’s neighbors, China, India, Africa, and international negotiations on trade. On the other hand, following Cardoso’s actions during his last years in office, Lula considered South America as the highest priority of his policy, based on solidarity and non-intervention, while also mentioning the need to cooperate more with Africa. 

In such a context, the FTAA – which was scheduled to start in 2005 – kept losing priority (Presidência da República 2003). Lula followed Celso Amorim’s strategy, who again became the Foreign Relations minister, of negotiating the agreement in coordination with Brazil’s Mercosur partners (Amorim 2003, A3). A more assertive strategy, however, had been embraced by the Brazilian government in 2001, under Cardoso (Oliveira 2003, 311-329). Cardoso even said that, whereas other agreements were an option for Brazil, Mercosur was its fate (Cardoso, 2001). This did not mean, however, that the government withdrew from other talks on trade liberalization. There was also an emphasis on agreements with other southern countries, such as South Africa, with which Brazil had been attempting to establish deeper relations. Indeed, Brazil led the push for the creation of the G-20 in Cancun’s Doha Round meeting in order to articulate a global south reaction to reduce tariffs in the global north. 

In fact, the just-sworn in president also gained a notorious status of leader in the international media as he led the formation of the Venezuela’s Friends Group, composed by Brazil, the US, Spain, Argentina, and Chile, with the aim of stabilizing through political action the internal turmoil which arose from the disputes between President Chavez and his opponents (Presidência da República 2003, 243). Registered in his 2004 Message, Lula’s attendance in 2003 to the World Social Forum and the World Economic Forum were, respectively, the symbols of counter-hegemonic globalization and neoliberal cannons. This also contributed to Lula’s rise as an international politics “superstar” who was able to negotiate and deal with diverse world views (Presidência da República 2004, 12-13). This may be understood as a reflection of the diversity of the government. As a PT’s document on Lula’s so-called budding administration argued, the president led a coalition in which left-wingers prevailed. Nonetheless, there were also representatives from agribusiness and industry, sectors from which the ministers of Agriculture and of the MDIC came (Partido dos Trabalhadores, 2003). In the context of the WTO negotiations, the G-20 articulation satisfied the PT’s long-term aspirations of deeper relations with the global south, Itamaraty’s left-wing bureaucrats and entrepreneurs who gained strength with the liberalization of the economy and foreign trade.

Also, in the 2004 message Lula gave emphasis to the formation of the IBAS, a forum with India and South Africa, and the establishment of deeper ties with Africa, China, Russia, Ukraine, and Arab countries. Although some of these supposedly new or revitalized partnerships corresponded, according to the report, to new markets for Brazilian exports, they also evolved state interests as well. In the 2005 message, the president reported the formation of the G4, an informal partnership with Germany, India, and Japan, nation-states that also had interest in the enlargement of the UN Security Council (Presidência da República 2005, 233). The IBAS has born new fruit, since the Mercosur signed an agreement of trade preference with India and the SACU, a customs union headed by South Africa (Ibid., 239).

The preference for multilateral negotiations, which as I argue above emerged during Cardoso’s last years in government, became the only focus of Brazilian foreign economic policy in 2005, insofar as the FTAA negotiations became frozen, since Mercosur and Venezuela, on the one side, and the US, on the other, did not reach a consensus to build a non-asymmetrical agreement. Furthermore, the continuous meetings among South American presidents originated in a new international organization, the South American Community of Nations (CASA) (Presidência da República 2006, 182), recently relabeled as UNASUR. Its consolidation was set as the top priority for 2006, as that year’s message shows. Among other priorities, in the order they were listed in the document, were: the export promotion, plus the articulations in the WTO through the G-20; the pursuit of  the democratization of international relations through UN reform, which would include the enlargement of its security council; to strengthen the IBAS; to pursue deeper relations with Central America, the Caribbean, Arab countries, and Africa; and – only in last place – the relationships with the US, the EU, Japan, Russia, and China (Ibid.). In fact, in his 2007 message, the first after his reelection, Lula reaffirmed such goals, envisioning stronger Brazilian participation in the international arena, insofar as the country had joined a G-8 meeting in the previous year, as well as the first informal reunion of BRICs’s foreign ministers. 

Thus, although at least rhetorically Lula clearly gave more preference to alternative markets besides South America, Cardoso also did this after 2000. However, was it really reflected in the policy-making beyond rhetoric?

Bilateral agreements

Agreements constitute a good indicator of a government’s general foreign policy orientation. Since I understand that non-economic agreements can contribute to an approximation of two nations, I will consider in this section all treaties regardless of their nature. Furthermore, a detailed classification is not necessary to attain the goals of this thesis, and such classification would lack imprecision, since many agreements include a wide variety of issues, from economic to scientific ones. 

As figure 4 reveals, during period C (2003-2007) Lula (695 treaties) emphasized cooperation mainly with Southern American countries, China, and African nations. On the other hand, there is a continuous hike in the proportion of agreements with Africa since period A (1995-1999, when 351 agreements were signed). In what concerns South America, there is an interesting pattern: under Lula, the proportion of the number of agreements increased even with the American Arch – Chile, Colombia, and Peru – countries that between 2003 and 2007 got closer to the US through either the signature or negotiation of free-trade agreements. The amount of treaties signed with Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela – all members of ALBA – increased as well, although in a smaller proportion than that related to American Arch countries. These patterns reveal that the project to integrate South America has been prioritized. On the other hand, the proportion of treaties with the US and members of European Union decreased between periods B and C, which also indicates an active decision of Lula’s cabinet to prioritize the global south.

Figure 4: Foreign Agreements (percentage, 1985-2007)
	Group
	Country/Region/

Bloc/Subgroup
	Historical legacies (prior to 85)
	Immediate

historical legacies
	Analyzed period

	
	
	
	Sarney (85-90)
	Collor (90-92)
	Franco (92-94)
	Cardoso

(A-95-99)
	Cardoso

(B-00-02)
	Lula

(C-03-07)

	Global North
	USA
	7.02
	2.17
	2.17
	1.52
	5.13
	2.83
	0.72

	
	EU
	27.77
	27.17
	36.23
	25.76
	29.91
	31.17
	10.79

	
	Japan
	1.13
	0.36
	0.00
	2.27
	0.85
	0.40
	0.14

	
	Others
	1.21
	5.80
	5.07
	1.52
	5.41
	1.21
	0.29

	
	Subtotal
	37.13
	35.51
	43.48
	31.06
	41.31
	35.63
	11.94

	Global South
	Emerging Markets
	6.57
	5.07
	10.87
	15.15
	10.83
	9.72
	4.32

	
	South America 
	ALBA
	10.19
	9.06
	5.07
	6.06
	8.83
	4.45
	9.78

	
	
	American Arch
	5.43
	3.26
	0.72
	0.00
	3.70
	0.81
	5.18

	
	
	Mercosur
	17.58
	22.83
	24.64
	20.45
	13.96
	11.34
	13.53

	
	
	Subtotal
	39.77
	40.22
	41.30
	41.67
	37.32
	26.32
	32.81

	
	Alternative Markets
	Africa
	11.09
	11.59
	7.97
	18.18
	6.84
	13.36
	27.05

	
	
	Asia
	1.66
	2.54
	0.72
	0.76
	3.13
	3.24
	7.05

	
	
	Caribbean and Central America
	6.19
	8.70
	5.80
	6.82
	6.27
	14.57
	17.41

	
	
	Europe 

(Non-EU)
	2.79
	0.36
	0.00
	0.76
	3.99
	6.07
	2.45

	
	
	Middle East
	1.36
	1.09
	0.72
	0.76
	1.14
	0.81
	1.29

	
	
	Subtotal
	23.09
	24.28
	15.22
	27.27
	21.37
	38.06
	55.25


Source: Ministério das Relações Exteriores (2009).
Nonetheless, I must point out the following: first, that Cardoso started the approximation with the global south during period B (247 treaties), and in comparison with period A the proportion of agreements with the alternative markets jumped from 21.37 percent to 38.06 percent. This dismisses the supposedly ideological turn in 2003 that were supposed to come about due to PT’s world-views. Second, EU nation-states and the US were, besides Mercosur members, the partners with which Brazil had the largest amount of bilateral agreements until the end of the military dictatorship in 1985 (about 77 percent out of 1325 treaties). Therefore, at a first glance it is plausible to conclude that creating new agreements with the global north is either not worthwhile or necessary in the contemporary times. However, the fact is that Collor (138 treaties) and Cardoso (period A) created more than 40 percent of the agreements with the global north, whereas under Sarney (276 treaties) and Franco (132 agreements) this same proportion never fell below 30 percent. This reflects an attempt in confidence-building with traditional poles of power after the debt crisis, a process that was launched before the end of the autonomy through distance approach at the end of the 1980s.  

Conclusion

Based on official data and historical documents, I argued that throughout the 1990s Brazil passed through a series of junctures provoked by exogenous factors (mainly international crisis). Those factors affected, as in any nation-state embedded in the global arena, the dynamics of the endogenous factors in the political-economic arena. Such a process led the federal government to incrementally abandon the integration-reactive strategy that followed the 1980s autonomy through distance paradigm in order to embrace a leadership position. After failed attempts of stabilization in the 1980s, in the 1990s it became clear that the economic reorganization of the country presupposed its integration into the international political-economic arena. If, in the aftermath of Real Plan, there was a strong belief in the benefits of FDI to foster economic growth, the international financial crises after mid-1990s (an exogenous dynamic), the 1999 devaluation, and the export-strategy launched thereafter led Cardoso’s government to incrementally change its view in the international arena. This consolidated Brazil’s position as a global trader and as a regional pole of power in the Southern American presidents meeting in 2000. 

Figure 5: Conclusion Summary
	Period
	Historical legacies

(prior to 1995)
	Period A

(1995-99)
	Major facts in the limits between

A and B
	Period B

(2000-02)
	Major facts in the limits between

B and C
	Period C

(2003-07)

	Period summary
	Transition from autonomy through distance to autonomy through integration
	Consolidation and dismissal of autonomy through integration (reactive strategy)
	-Exogenous arena: neoliberal globalization faces limits due to crisis in the end of 1990s; new poles of powers, such as China, rise in the world-arena.

-Endogenous arena: Cardoso is reelected and devalues the currency in response to speculative attacks.

-Conclusion: change in foreign policy orientation happens amid changing exogenous arena happens with the rise of new actors, whereas the endogenous remains under the same coalition.
	Emergency of the autonomy through affirmation/

diversification 

(leadership strategy)
	-Exogenous arena: new poles of power keep emerging, while the decline of American power accelerates.

-Endogenous arena: oppositional candidate Lula and his party left-wing-based-party, PT, conquer federal government in Brazil, and maintain Cardoso’s economic policy.

-Conclusion: foreign policy remains diversified, despite minor shifts in rhetoric. Thus, change in the internal political arena does not impact significantly foreign policy orientation. 
	Consolidation of the autonomy through affirmation/

diversification

	Market

(endog. and exog.)


	Manufactures dominate exports; trade liberalization and Mercosur improve links with the 

Global South; imports increases, but do not affect balance of trade
	Reliance on FDI and its partial dismissal; imports increases as result of low exchange rates; ties with Mercosur and 

Global North are strengthened.
	
	Argentinean collapse breaks down Mercosur’s formation; China’s demand for raw materials and devaluation favors trade with the Global South
	
	Chinese appetite for raw materials increases demand for trade from the global south, as well as FDI. Alternative markets; manufactures have its participation in exports reduced.

	State


	Emphasis 

on Mercosur’s strengthening and confidence-building 

with the global north to integrate Brazil in the global arena; global trade conception after trade liberalization
	Presidential trips focuses on the global north; pursuit of economic agreements with the Global North (FTAA and Mercosur-EU agreement)
	
	Creation of MDIC; skepticism on agreements with the Global North; search for deeper linkages with the Global South; meeting with Southern American neighbors. 
	
	Emphasis on relations with Africa, Middle East, and Latin America. Creation 

of the Subsecretary for South America; PT’s rhetoric of change.



Source: own elaboration.
Nonetheless, a future analysis of the period after 2007 – not included in this analysis because of empirical limitations and the world-wide crisis which started in 2008 – may point to different conclusions, insofar as Lula, in his second term, has a different basis of support even within his own party. More left-wing positions appear to have gained space within the government, such as the political-economic alliance with Iran. Furthermore, an additional decline of the global north may open up spaces for the prevalence of preferences that emerge from within the Brazilian nation-state rather than from the exogenous arena as happened in period B (2000-2002) in terms of the concerns for the export of merchandise and power distribution among nation-states and, by extension, the changing Brazilian foreign policy. Figure 5 summarizes the conclusions of this work.

Based on these findings, there is enough evidence to affirm that the political economy of foreign relations between the Brazilian political-economic arena and the international one was not changed under Lula. His government simply bottled old wine in new bottle, in the sense that it portrayed as an “innovation” a strategy which had already been inaugurated. This policy did not implement substantial changes and only adjusted the autonomy through the affirmation/diversification paradigm. Lula and the PT only kept the political economy of Brazilian foreign policy rolling on a world-structural political economic track that passed through relevant transformations in the transition from the twentieth to the 21st century during his predecessor’s last three years in office, although presented that old wine in a newly-labeled bottle.
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� BRICs is an acronym that refers to the fast-growing developing economies of Brazil, Russia, India, and China. It was coined by the bank Goldman Sachs in 2001.� HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/BRIC" \l "cite_note-0" \o "" ��


� Abu-El-Haj (2007, 111) sees the neo-mercantilist strategy pessimistically, insofar as an inward-looking approach would have brought more benefits for the population, through processes such as  the expansion of domestic consumption.


� For a further discussion about the impact of 9/11 in Brazilian foreign relations, please read Barbosa (2002), Grandin (2006), and Smith (2004).


� Because of Mercosur’s decline, the left-wing Uruguayan government considered leaving the block to sign a bilateral free-trade agreement with the US (Dantas 2005, A15).


� In this work, it is impossible to go in depth into them, since the focus are the macroprocesses that take place in the national and international political-economic arena. They consisted mainly in improving credit conditions to exporters and in developing mechanisms of trade promotion abroad.


� The treaty had been established in the end of the 1940s, in the first years of the Cold War, and previewed mutual assistance among the American nations which subscribed it in the case of attack from outside the Western Hemisphere. Whereas Bandeira (2004, 218) considers Cardoso´s government position in 2001 as a sign of its submission to the US, Sennes et al 2006). say that, “…[i]nstead of responding to the USA bilateral demands of commitment with its policy [after 9/11], Brazil chose for evoking TIAR as the more appropriate existent instrument to deal with the topic. Obviously, Brazil made use of the inactivity of that treaty to escape from any new commitment with USA…” 
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						Subtotal		-0.17		0.49		0.50		0.22		0.04		0.06		0.05		0.22		-0.05		-0.25		0.14		-0.10		-0.28		0.33		0.51		0.31		0.22		0.16

				Alternative Markets		Africa		0.01		-0.01		0.07		-0.07		0.19		0.14		-0.09		-0.06		0.19		-0.25		-0.08		0.46		0.19		0.10		0.47		0.39		0.26		0.11
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						Caribbean and Central America		-0.06		-0.25		0.32		0.09		0.27		-0.14		-0.05		0.36		-0.08		-0.00		0.06		0.20		0.17		0.14		0.55		0.44		0.03		0.04
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						Middle East		-0.11		0.00		0.11		-0.06		-0.16		0.14		0.04		0.06		0.10		-0.09		-0.13		0.48		0.13		0.18		0.28		0.12		0.30		0.08
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								1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Global North		USA				-0.00		-0.06		0.06		0.06		0.11		0.09		0.04		0.07		0.03		0.10		0.15		-0.09		0.00		0.06		0.14		0.10		0.07		0.02

				EU				0.10		-0.03		0.03		-0.14		0.11		0.18		0.00		-0.02		0.05		-0.01		0.04		-0.04		0.03		0.18		0.17		0.06		0.11		0.12

				Japan				0.06		-0.03		-0.04		0.01		0.11		0.19		0.01		-0.05		-0.18		0.08		0.18		-0.11		-0.05		0.11		0.16		0.10		0.09		0.04

				Others				-0.04		-0.04		0.01		0.03		0.11		0.08		0.02		0.08		-0.01		0.05		0.05		-0.10		0.02		0.09		0.14		0.11		0.07		0.09

				Subtotal				0.06		-0.03		0.02		-0.08		0.11		0.15		0.01		0.00		0.02		0.03		0.08		-0.07		0.02		0.14		0.16		0.08		0.10		0.09

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		0.08		0.12		0.09		0.07		0.17		0.19		0.03		-0.01		-0.23		0.05		0.20		-0.12		0.02		0.12		0.19		0.10		0.12		0.09

						China		-0.14		0.15		0.23		0.25		0.08		0.11		0.02		0.00		-0.03		0.16		0.31		0.05		0.19		0.37		0.32		0.14		0.16		0.17

						India		0.09		-0.17		0.12		-0.06		0.15		0.26		0.06		0.07		0.02		0.07		0.06		-0.05		0.10		0.26		0.34		0.38		0.19		0.20

						Mexico		0.14		0.15		0.21		0.02		0.18		-0.11		0.20		0.20		0.12		0.09		0.21		-0.06		-0.01		-0.01		0.12		0.09		0.12		0.07

						Russia		-1.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.17		0.10		0.05		-0.22		-0.33		0.09		0.17		0.12		0.22		0.25		0.25		0.27		0.32

						South Africa		-0.06		-0.02		0.02		-0.02		0.14		0.27		-0.04		0.07		-0.13		-0.11		0.08		-0.08		0.02		0.33		0.31		0.13		0.20		0.15

						Subtotal		-0.23		0.10		0.12		0.09		0.24		0.15		0.05		0.03		-0.14		0.04		0.21		-0.06		0.07		0.19		0.24		0.14		0.15		0.14

				South America		Alba		-0.09		0.41		0.18		-0.10		-0.16		0.26		-0.16		0.32		0.08		-0.21		0.12		0.13		-0.18		-0.19		0.48		0.33		0.28		0.26

						American Arch		0.07		-0.04		0.26		0.18		0.13		0.24		0.06		0.07		-0.06		-0.23		0.08		-0.02		-0.02		0.09		0.21		0.24		0.16		0.22

						Mercosur		0.04		0.61		0.57		0.10		0.25		-0.05		0.13		0.21		-0.00		-0.21		-0.03		-0.19		-0.60		0.70		0.53		0.22		0.20		0.25

						Subtotal		0.01		0.23		0.31		0.07		0.10		0.13		0.03		0.17		-0.01		-0.22		0.05		-0.04		-0.23		0.10		0.35		0.26		0.20		0.24

				Alternative Markets		Africa		0.00		-0.10		0.03		-0.06		0.03		0.13		-0.01		0.02		0.03		-0.04		-0.06		0.04		-0.01		0.13		0.23		0.19		0.07		0.23

						Asia		0.16		0.08		0.05		0.08		0.17		0.25		0.03		-0.00		-0.25		0.05		0.18		-0.08		0.06		0.08		0.20		0.15		0.09		0.10

						Caribbean and Central America		-0.09		-0.07		-0.02		0.10		0.03		0.14		0.06		0.12		0.09		-0.00		0.08		-0.03		0.02		0.03		0.08		0.14		0.12		0.10

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		0.16		-0.09		0.03		-0.03		0.22		0.24		0.06		-0.00		-0.01		-0.09		0.08		-0.06		0.08		0.20		0.23		0.12		0.15		0.19

						Middle East		0.03		0.09		0.09		-0.05		-0.08		0.08		0.07		0.00		-0.02		-0.03		0.10		0.02		0.04		0.12		0.30		0.15		0.10		0.23

						Subtotal		0.08		-0.00		0.05		0.00		0.09		0.19		0.04		0.01		-0.09		-0.02		0.09		-0.04		0.05		0.13		0.23		0.15		0.11		0.17

				Subtotal				-0.08		0.05		0.09		0.04		0.16		0.16		0.04		0.03		-0.11		-0.00		0.15		-0.05		0.04		0.16		0.24		0.14		0.13		0.16

								0		0		0		0														0.50		0.19		0.80		0.10		0.28		0.45		0.23		0.39

								191,437,818,000		0		0		0																		0.50										0.29

								191,437,818,000		0		0		0
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				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Mercosur				Imports		0.02		-0.01		0.04		-0.04		0.13		0.15		0.02		0.01		-0.02		0.02		0.10		-0.06		0.02		0.14		0.19		0.10		0.11		0.11

																2.77%										3.66%						2.12%										13.02%

						Exports		0.04		-0.02		0.04		-0.03		0.13		0.16		0.02		0.01		-0.03		0.02		0.09		-0.07		0.03		0.14		0.18		0.10		0.12		0.12

																3.43%										3.51%						1.92%										13.33%

																														In fact, september 11 collapsed the expansion





BT

		Partner

				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Mercosur				Exports		-0.14		-0.03		0.10		0.04		0.10		0.04		-0.01		0.08		-0.05		-0.09		0.11		0.03		0.02		0.18		0.29		0.18		0.13		0.13

																1.62%										-0.35%						5.29%										18.27%

						Imports		0.07		-0.02		-0.05		0.19		0.28		0.46		0.04		0.09		-0.05		-0.17		0.09		-0.03		-0.16		-0.00		0.27		0.13		0.20		0.28

																9.37%										7.71%						-6.27%										17.74%





BT

				0.0419616072

				-0.0207451002

				0.0442324468

				-0.0278339064

				0.1339156873

				0.1618162902

				0.0165739676

				0.010597862

				-0.0294075815

				0.0158095562

				0.0910850603

				-0.0653731666

				0.0319600156

				0.1430442634

				0.1830982924

				0.100032543

				0.1185523112

				0.1215426109



Collor/Franco

Cardoso (A)

Cardoso (B)

Lula (C)

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 5.29%
- World: 1.92%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 18.27%
- World: 13.33%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: -0.35%
- World: 3.51%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 1.62%
- World: 3.43%

Brazilian Trade

World Trade

Variation on exports

Exports



Summary

				0.0244198925

				-0.0127898873

				0.0425807117

				-0.0431983025

				0.1276638275

				0.1542455498

				0.0225985567

				0.0090091691

				-0.022809114

				0.0198098349

				0.0991809847

				-0.0600743305

				0.0245756659

				0.1419348964

				0.1850068644

				0.0999688262

				0.1097426537

				0.1145526237



Collor/Franco

Cardoso (A)

Cardoso (B)

Lula (C)

Average Growth:
- Brazil: -6.27%
- World: 2.12%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 17.74%
- World: 13.02%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 7.71%
- World: 3.66%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 9.37%
- World: 2.77%

Brazilian Trade

World Trade

Variation on imports

Imports



Translation

		Exports (Summary)						Bs		WD				Bs		WD				BS		WD				BS		WD

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL		HL				Period A		Period A				Period B		Period B				Period C		Period C

								1990-94		1990-94				1995-99		1995-99				2000-02		2000-02				2003-07		2003-07

		Global North		USA				-0.88		-0.41		6		1.23		2.65		2		1.11		-0.30		3		-0.64		-0.39		6

				EU				-0.73		-0.14		6		-0.51		-0.53		5		-1.20		-0.03		6		0.03		-0.02		3

				Japan				-0.25		-0.21		6		-1.88		-2.21		5		-2.77		-0.97		6		-0.31		-0.25		6

				Others				-1.25		-0.81		6		-1.61		1.78		4		1.68		-0.47		3		0.13		-0.21		3

				Subtotal				-0.79		-0.27		6		-0.13		0.20		4		-0.30		-0.22		6		-0.27		-0.15		6

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		0.57		3.35		2		-0.10		-1.75		5		3.50		-0.06		3		-0.10		-0.04		6

						China		1.42		3.29		2		-2.71		1.10		4		13.56		3.63		1		0.85		0.74		1

						India		5.52		-1.58		3		-16.28		2.67		4		19.29		1.01		1		-0.66		1.19		4

						Mexico		2.96		4.65		2		10.51		7.43		1		4.81		-0.15		3		-0.58		-0.36		6

						Russia		-0.76		0.00		N.A.		5.39		-3.83		3		17.78		2.50		1		0.33		1.12		2

						South Africa		-0.07		-0.72		5		2.90		-1.27		3		5.68		-0.22		3		0.42		0.67		2

						Subtotal		0.66		0.84		4		-1.52		-0.15		4		7.29		0.94		1		0.10		0.32		2

				South America		Alba		2.21		5.60		2		-1.78		4.08		4		2.19		-1.63		3		0.71		0.88		2

						American Arch		2.48		1.99		1		-5.77		-1.02		6		1.96		-0.50		3		0.30		0.53		2

						Mercosur		6.64		13.23		2		5.48		3.05		1		-10.06		-9.60		6		0.95		1.81		2

						Subtotal		4.65		5.43		2		2.03		1.26		1		-5.85		-3.58		6		0.64		0.82		2

				Alternative Markets		Africa		-0.06		-1.83		5		-2.34		-0.28		4		6.91		-0.46		3		0.44		0.35		1

						Asia		0.62		3.33		2		-5.01		-1.78		4		2.71		0.65		1		0.01		-0.03		3

						Caribbean and Central America		-0.27		-1.59		5		-1.80		3.47		4		4.04		0.06		1		0.13		-0.20		3

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		-1.39		0.08		4		3.38		-0.79		3		-0.80		0.59		4		0.374		0.372		1

						Middle East		-0.75		1.54		4		2.80		-0.33		3		6.26		0.58		1		0.12		0.37		2

						Subtotal		-0.35		0.83		4		-1.26		-0.84		6		3.81		0.42		1		0.19		0.21		2

				Subtotal				1.54		0.84		1		0.19		-0.42		3		0.44		0.50		2		0.30		0.29		1





		Exports (Summary)

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL		Period A		Period B		Period C

								1990-94		1995-99		2000-02		2003-07

		Global North		USA				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

				EU				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases

				Japan				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand

				Others				Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases

				Subtotal				Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Demand increases		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

						China		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases more than demand

						India		Supply increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases

						Mexico		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

						Russia		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

						South Africa		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Supply decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

				South America		Alba		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Demand increases

						American Arch		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases		Demand increases

						Mercosur		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Demand decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand

						Asia		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases

						Caribbean and Central America		Demand decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand

						Middle East		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Supply decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

				Subtotal				Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand

		Exports (Summary)

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL-A

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Rupture		Increase		Demand

				EU				Adjustment		Decrease		Demand

				Japan				Adjustment		Decrease		Demand

				Others				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Decrease		Demand

						China		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						India		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mexico		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Russia		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						South Africa		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Continuity		Decrease		Supply

				South America		Alba		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						American Arch		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mercosur		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Asia		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Middle East		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Subtotal		Continuity		Decrese		Supply

				Subtotal				Continuity		Increase		Supply

								A-B

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Adjustment		Increase		Supply

				EU				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Japan				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Others				Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						China		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						India		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Mexico		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Russia		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						South Africa		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Supply

				South America		Alba		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						American Arch		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Mercosur		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Asia		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Middle East		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Increase		Demand

								B-C

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Rupture		Decrease		Supply

				EU				Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Japan				Continuity		Decrease		Supply

				Others				Continuity		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Continuity		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						China		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						India		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mexico		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Russia		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						South Africa		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

				South America		Alba		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						American Arch		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Mercosur		Rupture		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Demand

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Asia		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Middle East		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Increase		Supply
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		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997

		1998		1998

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007



Collor/Franco

Cardoso (A)

Cardoso (B)

Lula (C)

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 5.29%
- World: 1.92%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 18.27%
- World: 13.33%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: -0.35%
- World: 3.51%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 1.62%
- World: 3.43%

Brazilian Trade

World Trade

Variation on exports

Exports

-0.1362204485

0.0419616072

-0.0325699127

-0.0207451002

0.1019081314

0.0442324468

0.0440506202

-0.0278339064

0.1037301784

0.1339156873

0.0383783554

0.1618162902

-0.0056238413

0.0165739676

0.0819462944

0.010597862

-0.0468460827

-0.0294075815

-0.0854775197

0.0158095562

0.1078740988

0.0910850603

0.0276802329

-0.0653731666

0.0232573404

0.0319600156

0.1841537555

0.1430442634

0.2889570687

0.1830982924

0.1810476764

0.100032543

0.1256199881

0.1185523112

0.1336387396

0.1215426109



BNT

		

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				Immediate historical legacies										Period A										Period B						Period C

								1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Global North		USA				-0.12		-0.21		0.07		0.10		0.10		-0.04		0.03		-0.01		0.03		0.07		0.20		0.05		0.07		0.06		0.17		0.08		0.05		-0.01

				EU				-0.13		-0.06		0.03		-0.08		0.17		0.03		-0.02		0.10		-0.00		-0.09		0.05		-0.02		-0.01		0.18		0.28		0.06		0.11		0.27

				Japan				-0.09		0.04		-0.12		-0.03		0.09		0.17		-0.05		-0.02		-0.29		-0.03		0.09		-0.22		0.04		0.08		0.17		0.21		0.08		0.08

				Others				-0.43		-0.10		-0.13		0.04		0.12		-0.00		-0.04		0.07		-0.15		0.02		0.17		-0.14		0.27		0.21		0.20		0.47		0.12		0.04

				Subtotal				-0.14		-0.10		0.02		-0.01		0.13		0.02		-0.01		0.04		-0.03		-0.03		0.11		-0.01		0.03		0.12		0.22		0.09		0.09		0.14

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		-0.03		0.15		-0.13		0.04		-0.02		0.09		0.01		-0.08		-0.24		0.09		-0.02		0.03		0.30		0.26		0.19		0.20		0.02		0.15

						China		-0.42		-0.43		0.97		0.65		0.03		0.42		-0.10		-0.04		-0.18		-0.27		0.55		0.70		0.30		0.76		0.17		0.21		0.19		0.24

						India		-0.20		-0.05		-0.13		-0.18		3.85		-0.50		-0.44		-0.12		-0.14		1.12		-0.33		0.28		1.25		-0.17		0.15		0.69		-0.20		-0.01

						Mexico		0.11		0.44		0.43		-0.13		0.03		-0.54		0.33		0.19		0.19		0.04		0.55		0.06		0.23		0.15		0.40		-0.00		0.06		-0.07

						Russia		-0.47		-0.60		0.42		0.76		-0.23		2.19		-0.21		0.60		-0.16		0.13		-0.45		1.53		0.12		0.17		0.08		0.70		0.14		0.06

						South Africa		-0.07		-0.07		0.04		0.07		0.15		0.14		0.09		0.11		-0.35		0.06		0.23		0.36		0.11		0.50		0.38		0.28		0.03		0.17

						Subtotal		-0.15		0.05		0.10		0.08		0.11		0.01		-0.04		0.04		-0.15		0.04		0.12		0.32		0.28		0.33		0.22		0.23		0.09		0.12

				South America		Alba		-0.17		0.36		0.08		0.06		0.01		0.16		-0.08		0.40		-0.06		-0.33		0.12		0.28		-0.03		-0.19		0.84		0.33		0.44		0.18

						American Arch		-0.27		0.28		0.35		0.16		-0.03		0.17		-0.18		0.13		-0.11		-0.18		0.31		0.03		0.11		0.20		0.32		0.36		0.23		0.06

						Mercosur		-0.09		0.68		0.72		0.28		0.07		0.01		0.15		0.21		-0.03		-0.25		0.10		-0.20		-0.49		0.67		0.53		0.27		0.15		0.21

						Subtotal		-0.17		0.49		0.50		0.22		0.04		0.06		0.05		0.22		-0.05		-0.25		0.14		-0.10		-0.28		0.33		0.51		0.31		0.22		0.16

				Alternative Markets		Africa		0.01		-0.01		0.07		-0.07		0.19		0.14		-0.09		-0.06		0.19		-0.25		-0.08		0.46		0.19		0.10		0.47		0.39		0.26		0.11

						Asia		-0.11		0.04		0.08		0.10		0.06		0.22		-0.13		0.02		-0.41		0.00		-0.06		0.12		0.17		0.05		0.53		0.22		0.06		0.17

						Caribbean and Central America		-0.06		-0.25		0.32		0.09		0.27		-0.14		-0.05		0.36		-0.08		-0.00		0.06		0.20		0.17		0.14		0.55		0.44		0.03		0.04

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		-0.09		-0.23		-0.03		0.04		0.12		0.35		0.06		-0.11		0.04		-0.23		0.67		-0.23		0.06		0.23		0.27		0.27		0.20		0.20

						Middle East		-0.11		0.00		0.11		-0.06		-0.16		0.14		0.04		0.06		0.10		-0.09		-0.13		0.48		0.13		0.18		0.28		0.12		0.30		0.08

						Subtotal		-0.08		-0.07		0.11		0.01		0.07		0.13		-0.05		0.04		-0.05		-0.12		0.03		0.21		0.15		0.14		0.42		0.29		0.17		0.10

				Subtotal				-0.13		0.12		0.25		0.12		0.07		0.07		0.00		0.13		-0.07		-0.16		0.10		0.08		0.01		0.27		0.37		0.28		0.16		0.13

								330,398,965		130,775,173		186,260,572		327,877,104														-0.03		1.98		-0.62		0.46		0.27		0.52		0.28		-0.02

								619,658,673		330,398,965		130,775,173		186,260,572																		0.44										0.30

								619,658,673		330,398,965		130,775,173		186,260,572																		29,217,269,967.63		25,355,610,490.00

																																28,961,534,249		24,742,874,198

																																26,752,676,847		22,223,522,883

																																24,214,019,711		19,459,953,155

																																Corrected		Not-Corrected





NT

		

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				Immediate historical legacies										Period A										Period B						Period C

								1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Global North		USA				-0.00		-0.06		0.06		0.06		0.11		0.09		0.04		0.07		0.03		0.10		0.15		-0.09		0.00		0.06		0.14		0.10		0.07		0.02

				EU				0.10		-0.03		0.03		-0.14		0.11		0.18		0.00		-0.02		0.05		-0.01		0.04		-0.04		0.03		0.18		0.17		0.06		0.11		0.12

				Japan				0.06		-0.03		-0.04		0.01		0.11		0.19		0.01		-0.05		-0.18		0.08		0.18		-0.11		-0.05		0.11		0.16		0.10		0.09		0.04

				Others				-0.04		-0.04		0.01		0.03		0.11		0.08		0.02		0.08		-0.01		0.05		0.05		-0.10		0.02		0.09		0.14		0.11		0.07		0.09

				Subtotal				0.06		-0.03		0.02		-0.08		0.11		0.15		0.01		0.00		0.02		0.03		0.08		-0.07		0.02		0.14		0.16		0.08		0.10		0.09

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		0.08		0.12		0.09		0.07		0.17		0.19		0.03		-0.01		-0.23		0.05		0.20		-0.12		0.02		0.12		0.19		0.10		0.12		0.09

						China		-0.14		0.15		0.23		0.25		0.08		0.11		0.02		0.00		-0.03		0.16		0.31		0.05		0.19		0.37		0.32		0.14		0.16		0.17

						India		0.09		-0.17		0.12		-0.06		0.15		0.26		0.06		0.07		0.02		0.07		0.06		-0.05		0.10		0.26		0.34		0.38		0.19		0.20

						Mexico		0.14		0.15		0.21		0.02		0.18		-0.11		0.20		0.20		0.12		0.09		0.21		-0.06		-0.01		-0.01		0.12		0.09		0.12		0.07

						Russia		-1.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.00		0.17		0.10		0.05		-0.22		-0.33		0.09		0.17		0.12		0.22		0.25		0.25		0.27		0.32

						South Africa		-0.06		-0.02		0.02		-0.02		0.14		0.27		-0.04		0.07		-0.13		-0.11		0.08		-0.08		0.02		0.33		0.31		0.13		0.20		0.15

						Subtotal		-0.23		0.10		0.12		0.09		0.24		0.15		0.05		0.03		-0.14		0.04		0.21		-0.06		0.07		0.19		0.24		0.14		0.15		0.14

				South America		Alba		-0.09		0.41		0.18		-0.10		-0.16		0.26		-0.16		0.32		0.08		-0.21		0.12		0.13		-0.18		-0.19		0.48		0.33		0.28		0.26

						American Arch		0.07		-0.04		0.26		0.18		0.13		0.24		0.06		0.07		-0.06		-0.23		0.08		-0.02		-0.02		0.09		0.21		0.24		0.16		0.22

						Mercosur		0.04		0.61		0.57		0.10		0.25		-0.05		0.13		0.21		-0.00		-0.21		-0.03		-0.19		-0.60		0.70		0.53		0.22		0.20		0.25

						Subtotal		0.01		0.23		0.31		0.07		0.10		0.13		0.03		0.17		-0.01		-0.22		0.05		-0.04		-0.23		0.10		0.35		0.26		0.20		0.24

				Alternative Markets		Africa		0.00		-0.10		0.03		-0.06		0.03		0.13		-0.01		0.02		0.03		-0.04		-0.06		0.04		-0.01		0.13		0.23		0.19		0.07		0.23

						Asia		0.16		0.08		0.05		0.08		0.17		0.25		0.03		-0.00		-0.25		0.05		0.18		-0.08		0.06		0.08		0.20		0.15		0.09		0.10

						Caribbean and Central America		-0.09		-0.07		-0.02		0.10		0.03		0.14		0.06		0.12		0.09		-0.00		0.08		-0.03		0.02		0.03		0.08		0.14		0.12		0.10

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		0.16		-0.09		0.03		-0.03		0.22		0.24		0.06		-0.00		-0.01		-0.09		0.08		-0.06		0.08		0.20		0.23		0.12		0.15		0.19

						Middle East		0.03		0.09		0.09		-0.05		-0.08		0.08		0.07		0.00		-0.02		-0.03		0.10		0.02		0.04		0.12		0.30		0.15		0.10		0.23

						Subtotal		0.08		-0.00		0.05		0.00		0.09		0.19		0.04		0.01		-0.09		-0.02		0.09		-0.04		0.05		0.13		0.23		0.15		0.11		0.17

				Subtotal				-0.08		0.05		0.09		0.04		0.16		0.16		0.04		0.03		-0.11		-0.00		0.15		-0.05		0.04		0.16		0.24		0.14		0.13		0.16

								0		0		0		0														0.50		0.19		0.80		0.10		0.28		0.45		0.23		0.39

								191,437,818,000		0		0		0																		0.50										0.29

								191,437,818,000		0		0		0





WT

		Partner

				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Mercosur				Imports		0.02		-0.01		0.04		-0.04		0.13		0.15		0.02		0.01		-0.02		0.02		0.10		-0.06		0.02		0.14		0.19		0.10		0.11		0.11

																2.77%										3.66%						2.12%										13.02%

						Exports		0.04		-0.02		0.04		-0.03		0.13		0.16		0.02		0.01		-0.03		0.02		0.09		-0.07		0.03		0.14		0.18		0.10		0.12		0.12

																3.43%										3.51%						1.92%										13.33%

																														In fact, september 11 collapsed the expansion





BT

		Partner

				1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Mercosur				Exports		-0.14		-0.03		0.10		0.04		0.10		0.04		-0.01		0.08		-0.05		-0.09		0.11		0.03		0.02		0.18		0.29		0.18		0.13		0.13

																1.62%										-0.35%						5.29%										18.27%

						Imports		0.07		-0.02		-0.05		0.19		0.28		0.46		0.04		0.09		-0.05		-0.17		0.09		-0.03		-0.16		-0.00		0.27		0.13		0.20		0.28

																9.37%										7.71%						-6.27%										17.74%





BT

				0.0419616072

				-0.0207451002

				0.0442324468

				-0.0278339064

				0.1339156873

				0.1618162902

				0.0165739676

				0.010597862

				-0.0294075815

				0.0158095562

				0.0910850603

				-0.0653731666

				0.0319600156

				0.1430442634

				0.1830982924

				0.100032543

				0.1185523112

				0.1215426109



Collor/Franco

Cardoso (A)

Cardoso (B)

Lula (C)

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 5.29%
- World: 1.92%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 18.27%
- World: 13.33%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: -0.35%
- World: 3.51%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 1.62%
- World: 3.43%

Brazilian Trade

World Trade

Variation on exports

Exports



Summary

				0.0244198925

				-0.0127898873

				0.0425807117

				-0.0431983025

				0.1276638275

				0.1542455498

				0.0225985567

				0.0090091691

				-0.022809114

				0.0198098349

				0.0991809847

				-0.0600743305

				0.0245756659

				0.1419348964

				0.1850068644

				0.0999688262

				0.1097426537

				0.1145526237



Collor/Franco

Cardoso (A)

Cardoso (B)

Lula (C)

Average Growth:
- Brazil: -6.27%
- World: 2.12%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 17.74%
- World: 13.02%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 7.71%
- World: 3.66%

Average Growth:
- Brazil: 9.37%
- World: 2.77%

Brazilian Trade

World Trade

Variation on imports

Imports



Translation

		Exports (Summary)						Bs		WD				Bs		WD				BS		WD				BS		WD

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL		HL				Period A		Period A				Period B		Period B				Period C		Period C

								1990-94		1990-94				1995-99		1995-99				2000-02		2000-02				2003-07		2003-07

		Global North		USA				-0.88		-0.41		6		1.23		2.65		2		1.11		-0.30		3		-0.64		-0.39		6

				EU				-0.73		-0.14		6		-0.51		-0.53		5		-1.20		-0.03		6		0.03		-0.02		3

				Japan				-0.25		-0.21		6		-1.88		-2.21		5		-2.77		-0.97		6		-0.31		-0.25		6

				Others				-1.25		-0.81		6		-1.61		1.78		4		1.68		-0.47		3		0.13		-0.21		3

				Subtotal				-0.79		-0.27		6		-0.13		0.20		4		-0.30		-0.22		6		-0.27		-0.15		6

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		0.57		3.35		2		-0.10		-1.75		5		3.50		-0.06		3		-0.10		-0.04		6

						China		1.42		3.29		2		-2.71		1.10		4		13.56		3.63		1		0.85		0.74		1

						India		5.52		-1.58		3		-16.28		2.67		4		19.29		1.01		1		-0.66		1.19		4

						Mexico		2.96		4.65		2		10.51		7.43		1		4.81		-0.15		3		-0.58		-0.36		6

						Russia		-0.76		0.00		N.A.		5.39		-3.83		3		17.78		2.50		1		0.33		1.12		2

						South Africa		-0.07		-0.72		5		2.90		-1.27		3		5.68		-0.22		3		0.42		0.67		2

						Subtotal		0.66		0.84		4		-1.52		-0.15		4		7.29		0.94		1		0.10		0.32		2

				South America		Alba		2.21		5.60		2		-1.78		4.08		4		2.19		-1.63		3		0.71		0.88		2

						American Arch		2.48		1.99		1		-5.77		-1.02		6		1.96		-0.50		3		0.30		0.53		2

						Mercosur		6.64		13.23		2		5.48		3.05		1		-10.06		-9.60		6		0.95		1.81		2

						Subtotal		4.65		5.43		2		2.03		1.26		1		-5.85		-3.58		6		0.64		0.82		2

				Alternative Markets		Africa		-0.06		-1.83		5		-2.34		-0.28		4		6.91		-0.46		3		0.44		0.35		1

						Asia		0.62		3.33		2		-5.01		-1.78		4		2.71		0.65		1		0.01		-0.03		3

						Caribbean and Central America		-0.27		-1.59		5		-1.80		3.47		4		4.04		0.06		1		0.13		-0.20		3

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		-1.39		0.08		4		3.38		-0.79		3		-0.80		0.59		4		0.374		0.372		1

						Middle East		-0.75		1.54		4		2.80		-0.33		3		6.26		0.58		1		0.12		0.37		2

						Subtotal		-0.35		0.83		4		-1.26		-0.84		6		3.81		0.42		1		0.19		0.21		2

				Subtotal				1.54		0.84		1		0.19		-0.42		3		0.44		0.50		2		0.30		0.29		1





		Exports (Summary)

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL		Period A		Period B		Period C

								1990-94		1995-99		2000-02		2003-07

		Global North		USA				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

				EU				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases

				Japan				Supply decreases more than demand		Demand decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand

				Others				Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases

				Subtotal				Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Demand increases		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

						China		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases more than demand

						India		Supply increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases

						Mexico		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases		Supply decreases more than demand

						Russia		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

						South Africa		Demand decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Supply decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

				South America		Alba		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Demand increases

						American Arch		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases		Demand increases

						Mercosur		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply decreases more than demand		Demand increases

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Demand decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand

						Asia		Demand increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases

						Caribbean and Central America		Demand decreases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply decreases		Supply increases more than demand

						Middle East		Supply decreases		Supply increases		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

						Subtotal		Supply decreases		Supply decreases more than demand		Supply increases more than demand		Demand increases

				Subtotal				Supply increases more than demand		Supply increases		Demand increases		Supply increases more than demand

		Exports (Summary)

		Group		Country/Region/Bloc/Subgroup				HL-A

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Rupture		Increase		Demand

				EU				Adjustment		Decrease		Demand

				Japan				Adjustment		Decrease		Demand

				Others				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Decrease		Demand

						China		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						India		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mexico		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Russia		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						South Africa		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Continuity		Decrease		Supply

				South America		Alba		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						American Arch		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mercosur		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Asia		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Middle East		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Subtotal		Continuity		Decrese		Supply

				Subtotal				Continuity		Increase		Supply

								A-B

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Adjustment		Increase		Supply

				EU				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Japan				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

				Others				Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						China		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						India		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Mexico		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Russia		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						South Africa		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Supply

				South America		Alba		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						American Arch		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Mercosur		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Asia		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Middle East		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Increase		Demand

								B-C

								Change or Continuity?		Participation in Brazilian Exports?		What predominates?

		Global North		USA				Rupture		Decrease		Supply

				EU				Rupture		Increase		Supply

				Japan				Continuity		Decrease		Supply

				Others				Continuity		Increase		Supply

				Subtotal				Continuity		Decrease		Supply

		Global South		Emerging Markets		Asian Tigers		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						China		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						India		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Mexico		Rupture		Decrease		Supply

						Russia		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						South Africa		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

				South America		Alba		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						American Arch		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Mercosur		Rupture		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Rupture		Increase		Demand

				Alternative Markets		Africa		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Asia		Adjustment		Increase		Supply

						Caribbean and Central America		Continuity		Increase		Supply

						Europe (Non-EU and former USSR)		Rupture		Increase		Supply

						Middle East		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

						Subtotal		Adjustment		Increase		Demand

				Subtotal				Adjustment		Increase		Supply






