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Preface


This is the second edition of this book. It contains one new chapter and many other chapters have been substantially rewritten to incorporate changes in my thinking over the past two years.


I am very grateful to Heather Shain Ellyard. She has provided me with much-appreciated critical and personal support over many years and has contributed many insights. Barbara Lepani, the Hon. Barry Jones and Peter Spearritt read an early draft of this book and offered me critical advice. The two Bevs, Wynton and Roberts, assisted with early drafts. Donna Fowler contributed administrative support in my office and undertook research. Barry Michaels furnished technical support in many workshops on many projects over the last four years, and provided many insights. Sandra Rogerson, Winston Broadbent and their colleagues at the Saxton Management Group have organised my working life over the past nine years and helped me find the time to write. Hilary McPhee first encouraged me to write this book, and Teresa Pitt and her colleagues at Melbourne University Press were both professional and very patient.


My thinking has always been stimulated and expanded by the dialogues I have had with many people over many years. From some I have drawn inspiration. Many of them will not even recognise the contribution they have made, but each of them has stimulated me in some way. However this does not assume that they will agree with what I say in this book. These people are: Phillip Adams, Lynn Arnold, Julia Atkin, Azzizan Baharrudin, Colin Ball, Misty Baloiloi, Bob Beeton, Christina Bell, Colin Benjamin, Peter Bennett, Lloyd Bond, Stephen Boy den, Stephanie Britton, Alison Broinowski, Mai Bryce, Robert Burke, Ian Burns, Kashonia Carnegie, Norman Chorn, Ken Costigan, Kenneth Davidson, Brenda Dobia, Elizabeth Dowdeswell, David Ellyard, John Findlay, Merryl Findlay, Bill Ford, John Friedmann, Rhonda Galbally, Agnes Gannon, Jane Gilmour, Ross Gittins, Bert Van Haien, Tom Haynes, Bood Hickson, Nay Htun, Mike Kelly, May Lam, Barbara Lepani, Nadia McLaren, Grahame McRae, Jan Lee Martin, Teresa Milton, Peter Moss, Bruce Murphy, David Murphy, Richard Neville, Gayl Porter, Barny Rongap, Leonie Sandercock, Geoff Spring, Hugh Stretton, Maurice Strong, Keith Suter, Helen Sykes, Caroline Ward, David Week and David Yencken.









NOTHING SEEMS to be more prominent about human life than its wanting to understand all and put everything together.




R. BUCKMINSTER-FULLER, Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth (p. 79)










1

Crossing the Millennial Threshold


At the birth of the year 2000 the Christian world, and even some of the non-Christian world, had a great global party. For many people, perhaps most, the third millennium was born, although it was recognised that the new millennium would not really commence for another year. Ultimately it does not really matter whether 1 January 2000 or 1 January 2001 is the birth of the third millennium. Either way this was an auspicious time. We treat it as a special kind of new year, like a king tide compared with an ordinary one. The other notable fact about this event was the way it was celebrated: as a single event, simultaneously and in many places and in many different ways. It was a celebration of both tribal difference and global unity.


At this time we were also subjected to media reviews of the highs and lows of the passing century and predictions, expressions of expectations and hopes for the coming century. At any new year, most of us tend to review the highs and lows of the passing year and contemplate the coming year including resolutions we need to make and keep to improve our prospects in the coming year. It is a time for both reflection and learning, and a time for making new decisions and commitments. At such times we are influenced by Janus, the Roman deity of beginnings and endings, and of doors and gates. Janus has two heads, one looking forward and one looking backward. He gave his name to January, the beginning month. The power of Janus can operate over other auspicious thresholds as well, such as the threshold into a new century and a new millennium. At the end of a century, we have a centennial version of this annual process. At this time we are all influenced by what I call the Janus Effect, which causes us to dwell on the threshold, in order to look backwards and forwards over our life line, and contemplate our life’s journey thus far and where it could or should be headed.


When the Janus Effect begins to operate more people think in visionary terms and populations become more visionary. Vision thus becomes more acceptable, perhaps even more fashionable. We notice more when vision is lacking in our leadership. For much of the twentieth century most people stopped their forward thinking at the year 2000. The year 2000, that dotted line on the calendar, seemed too far away to bother about thinking beyond it. That changed as we approached the new century. Vision became of concern even to people who are not visionaries at any other time. People think and wonder about what the new century will bring. Such a time invites not only the participation of religious zealots and ‘New Age’ people, those who ignore the spiritual mainstream and prefer to wander to the spiritual margins in their quest for fulfilment; it also invites the participation of mainstream people as well and it influences most of us, other than the most sceptical. There are numerous predictions and visions, some apocalyptic (‘it will bring disaster’) and others Panglossian (‘it will be the best of all possible worlds’).


The threshold of a new century is a time for institutional ‘spring cleaning’, when we review our institutions to see if they should be kept, modified or reinvented for the perceived challenges of the new century. It seems there is a natural desire to cross the threshold into the twenty-first century with everything in its right place, everything organised as we would want it to be. Australia, for example, has debated whether it should become a republic and break its ties of relationship with the British monarchy. Now most people want a republic, even if they cannot agree on the kind of republic. At New Year there are some facets of the passing century about which we might feel ashamed or regret, and which we would prefer to leave behind us in the old century as we cross the threshold into the new one. Therefore Australia, for example, has tried to find a pathway to conciliation between its immigrant and indigenous peoples. Most Australians would like to leave behind the damage to this relationship which has occurred since Europeans first arrived on the Australian continent and create a new relationship for the new century.


Yet for many people the arrival of the twenty-first century is being viewed with anxiety. In both developed and developing countries many people feel threatened by the rate of change rather than eagerly anticipating new opportunities created by this change process. To thrive in the new century, to prosper and develop, should be the accepted challenge. Instead, the anxiety levels and fear of further disadvantage are causing a resistance to the very changes which are necessary to promote prosperity. In particular, the anxiety is causing strong resistance to the shift towards globalisation, which is essential if we are to continue to grow and develop as a human community.


The world we live in is becoming far more unified—globalised—in the way our lives are conducted and determined. The number and nature of the jobs that are available to us are influenced by trade with, and social conditions in, other countries, not just our own. The government of our country is expected to provide assistance to neighbouring countries who are experiencing difficulties; the assistance may be humanitarian or economic, but it is still a demonstration of care and support. In an increasingly interdependent world a financial crisis in one country can rapidly spread throughout the global financial system and endanger us all. Our country’s action and behaviour in caring for the environment is increasingly subject to assessment by other countries since they will be affected by the result of environmental neglect. In other words, an island continent such as Australia can no longer conduct its affairs without taking into consideration what is happening in other parts of the world. Whether we like it or not, we are becoming ‘globalised’ in our attitudes and conduct. This trend will gather momentum in the twenty-first century. It is a crucial change and one we should be welcoming. Instead many are greeting it with fear, a fear largely caused by the short-term effects of the initial shift towards globalisation.


The rapid pace of change created by globalisation is exhilarating for some, but for others it is threatening and even overwhelming. High unemployment levels persist despite the expressed optimism of politicians, and even employed people fear retrenchment and tend to minimise their spending and investments. This insecurity can prevent the very economic growth which will create more jobs. Many new jobs are being created but we mostly notice the disappearing jobs.


So with anxiety comes insecurity. This insecurity involves a great deal more than job security. All too often the people responsible for protecting the community are corrupted and compromised by the criminals they are meant to be fighting. Some criminals are organising into transnational corporations. Our politicians are enslaved to public opinion polls and offer ‘followship’ rather than leadership. Often their promises are not kept, they breed cynicism and they offer trite solutions to complex problems. A significant reason for this is the very interconnectedness caused by globalisation, which is reducing the capacity of individual governments to respond to domestic political pressures. Whether it is reducing the price of petroleum, controlling Internet pornography, dealing with criminal drug trafficking or protecting jobs in a declining industry, both governments and electors have been slow to recognise that problems which are of global dimensions can only be resolved by strategies which are equally global.


There are two basic emotional reactions which will motivate people to change: fear and hope. Now fear seems to be more abundant than hope. In developed countries this fear is now driving an emerging global movement of opposition to globalisation. In places such as Seattle, Davos, Melbourne and Prague street protests have been directed against meetings convened by organisations which are seen as drivers of globalisation, such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the World Bank and the World Economic Forum (WEF).


The commonly nominated causal agents of this anxiety and insecurity are globalisation and technological change, combined with the growing impotence of governments to improve the present situation. I would add a third, far less recognised causal agent: tribalisation. By ‘tribalisation’ I mean the splitting of large entities into smaller states on the basis of ethnic difference. This is proceeding simultaneously with globalisation. The breakup of the Soviet Union and of Yugoslavia are recent examples of this trend. The process is marked by independence movements, such as that of the ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. Collectively, the agents of globalisation, tribalisation and technological change are destabilising and traumatising national economies, particularly in developed countries where they have been shrinking the relative size of the middle class and proportionally increasing the numbers of both the rich and the poor at each end of the socio-economic spectrum.


Of course, not everyone is despondent and anxious. Many people are benefiting, even prospering, from these same causal agents. Some people, such as Rupert Murdoch or Bill Gates, appear to be thriving, as are many global businesses. Many new global businesses associated with the ‘dot com’ revolution, such as Amazon.com and Cisco Systems, have appeared from absolutely nowhere and are growing at astonishing speed. These same forces have created opportunities for transnational corporations and businesses which export a significant proportion of their produce and services. Governments also recognise the opportunities and are committed to continuing to take their nations further down the globalisation/technological pathway of change, hoping that the collateral damage from doing so will not be so high that it will drive them from office. In most developed countries, however, many of their constituents, including those working in the crumbling tariff-protected industrial bases, see mainly the dark side—the shadow—of globalisation and technological change. The perception is that there are more losers than winners. Until 1998 the booming economies and rapidly growing middle classes of many countries in North-East and South-East Asia showed that these nations were major beneficiaries from globalisation. Then globalisation itself acted to check their economic growth and threatened the prosperity of a significant proportion of the newly arrived middle class because the governments involved failed to adapt their domestic financial systems to the requirements of an emerging global financial system. The global economic power, driven by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the G8 nations, demanded that some nations (such as Indonesia) change their behaviour even though this was against the wishes of the leaders of these nations and many of the people.


Of the three causal agents, globalisation provokes the most anxiety and has attracted the greatest amount of attention by researchers. A 1997 report of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) indicated that the consequences of continuing these trends until the year 2020 would result in the following changes:




	world trade as a proportion to global domestic product would rise from 30 per cent to 50 per cent;


	there would be increased dominance of global markets by countries such as China, India, Brazil, Russia and Indonesia whose economies would increase in size from 40 per cent of world output to 60 per cent;


	living standards in the OECD would improve by 80 per cent and by 270 per cent in non-OECD countries.





Despite the setbacks to industrial development in many Asian countries in the late 1990s these broad trends are likely to be followed. Notwithstanding these optimistic projections there is resistance to more change. This resistance is often being led by people who are being hurt by globalisation, such as European and Japanese farmers, and Australian and American manufacturers. Because they are also well organised they are politically effective at resisting what they see as the disappearance of their livelihoods, and they are able to threaten the survival of governments. Many people are noticing that the cities are booming but rural and regional areas, including farmers, are being left behind. The educated are successful and the less educated are less successful in an increasingly interconnected knowledge-based global economy. Dominant cultural groups are thriving and minorities are suffering.


To many of these people the changes of globalisation, technological change and tribalisation are potentially disastrous. Economic globalisation and trade liberalisation are taking away all the old certainties: they see a return to a laissez-faire world that would be similar to that which accompanied the Industrial Revolution, the Revolution which overthrew feudal certainty. They hunger for a return to certainty through a slowing down of tariff reduction and a reversal of the program of economic rationalist policies, the program which is driving national responses to the globalisation/technological change juggernaut.


In Australia, people and their political leaders promoted the view that while Australia was reducing its tariffs, other nations were not. In most of Australia’s main trading countries people apparently have the same view of their country’s actions. Between 1988 and 1996 Australia cut the trade-weighted average of its tariffs from 19 per cent to 5 per cent. At the same time, South Korea cut its tariffs from 51 per cent to 6 per cent, China from 35 per cent to 19 per cent, Thailand from 35 per cent to 16 per cent, Taiwan from 25 per cent to 7 per cent, the Philippines from 23 per cent to 15 per cent, Indonesia from 23 per cent to 9 per cent, New Zealand from 22 per cent to 4 per cent and Malaysia from 10 per cent to 5 per cent. So the pain of structural adjustment to globalisation is actually being shared more equitably in the Asia–Pacific area than most politicians, who are appealing to their domestic political constituencies, would be prepared to admit. Although the above figures are all from Asia–Pacific nations the trend is the same everywhere. It is virtually impossible for any nation to resist these trends, although in many countries there are plenty of people who want to resist globalisation. These people are becoming alarmed at the loss of national sovereignty. They are aware of the threats posed by globalisation but not the opportunities.


The fear of becoming a victim of globalisation is a dominant driving force shaping the domestic politics in many countries. Many people now in middle age remember the security and certainty of the 1950s. Their own parents remember the Great Depression of the early 1930s when the collapse of one major economy—that of the United States—was seen to have a global impact. Politicians are aware of the need to reduce tariffs in order to position their nations successfully for the globalisation of trade, but their rhetoric, at least at home, is framed as a reaction to domestic fears. Politicians continue implementing the agenda of economic rationalism until they are forced by a hostile and threatened electorate to slow down their program. They have no answers for the downside of the process of globalisation/technological change. They talk about finding solutions for unemployment, but few believe they know what to do. This is probably true for most governments who all too often continue to implement strategies more suited for the national past rather than the global future.


There have been two broad responses to the unemployment crisis in the developed world. One of these comes from individualistic cultures such as those of the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada and New Zealand. These countries favour lower but still significant levels of unemployment, achieved by the lowering of minimum wages and salaries thereby creating a significant group of working poor. This is combined with the institution of a small, or as in the United States, an inadequate social welfare net. In fact, in countries such as the United States the unemployment figures probably severely understate the problem because the figures exclude those engaged in crime and those in prison. These could total up to 5 per cent of the population of working age. The other approach comes from the communitarian countries of Europe. These countries have opted for higher unemployment with less flexible labour markets, higher minimum wages and more generous welfare policies. In many countries the right-of-centre political parties favour the former approach, while the left-of-centre political parties favour the latter. Neither are offering real solutions, but mostly options to minimise the misery. A country like Australia has something of both approaches because a long-term Labor government, which offered a somewhat less generous version of the left-of-centre approach, was replaced in 1996 by a conservative government that offered Australians the American solution.


It is also clear that individual nation states, even if they did know how to fix the problem, would find it hard to implement policies unilaterally that would turn around the situation without adopting broad-scale multilateral agreements. Increasingly, countries are locked into international agreements which disempower their capacity to reintroduce old formulae such as the provision of increased barriers to trade, whether these be tariff or non-tariff based. In many of these countries the middle class is being squeezed while the size of the rich and the poor classes is increasing. For example, many more Australians are living the good life and many more are also sinking below the poverty line. During the administration of the last Labor government many of the poor were kept above the poverty line through government-initiated welfare policies. Meanwhile the two-income family became the surest way to reach or retain middle-class status. According to the National Centre for Social and Economic Modelling (NATSEM) of the University of Canberra, in 1997 just over 35 per cent of the top 10 per cent of households consisted of two-income couples without children, while only 14 per cent of all Australian households consisted of two-income couples without children. NATSEM notes that ‘the traditional Australian single income nuclear family is almost extinct at the top of the income spectrum’.


A significant proportion of global opinion is of the view that globalisation will lead to increased economic victimisation of developing countries. It is certainly true that globalisation can make it easier for transnational corporations to exploit developing countries. The decimation of tropical rainforests and the utilisation of low cost labour are good examples of this. However, if this exploitation becomes rapacious, it is also important to recognise that this would not occur without the collusion of corrupt politicians in these developing countries. Globalisation makes exploitation more possible but it is not the major cause. If globalisation permits the decimation of developing countries, there are two fundamental causes. One is the corruption of governments and the mindsets of people that permit the victimisation of these countries. The other is the failure of these governments to realise the immense opportunities created by globalisation. Developing countries do have one advantage over developed countries for they can opt for a direct form of industrial development appropriate to a global era without having to go through the painful process of dismantling and restructuring the industries previously established behind tariff walls. This export-oriented industrial development drove the economic growth of countries in East and South-East Asia such as South Korea, Taiwan and Malaysia.


To all of this uncertainty there have been a number of different kinds of responses. Some people are seeking refuge in the certainty of the political right. Jean-Marie Le Pen in France, Jorg Haider in Austria, Pauline Hanson in Australia and, in the United States, the standard bearers of the far right such as Pat Buchanan and the extremist right such as David Duke, have all blamed globalisation for the difficulties faced by ordinary people. Le Pen sees a common European currency as a threat rather than an opportunity which would open France to the markets of Europe and the world. Farmers in Europe and Japan have in recent years organised resistance at levels which can threaten the survival of governments. Economic rationalism, seen by governments and businesses as the correct way to prepare for a globalised future, is being resisted by right-wing populism. The paranoid extreme right in the United States is convinced that a Kafkaesque ‘World Government’ is taking over the world and threatening the wellbeing of working people. This paranoia is understandable for we have reached genuinely new circumstances where nation states have been functionally disempowered because they have ceded much of their authority to regional and global arrangements, and through the emergence of various international treaties of all kinds, such as those relating to the WTO and climate change. This is demonstrated by the stiff resistance of the American right, which includes many mainstream Republicans, to the signing of international conventions. In Februrary 2000 in Austria, Jorg Haider’s Freedom Party became a junior partner in the Austrian Government coalition, and this caused consternation all over Europe. The 27 per cent of the Austrian electorate which voted for the Freedom Party was clearly concerned about the fact that Austria is losing its capacity to be master of its own destiny, and that the rest of Europe has too much to say about what should go on inside its borders. The government of Israel immediately withdrew its ambassador, so the effects quickly went beyond the boundaries of Europe.


The politics of ‘downward envy’ emerged in the mid-1990s. The old left-wing ideological view that the rich are to blame for the impoverishment of the poor has receded from the political spectrum. The political right in countries such as France and Australia have blamed the people at the bottom of the socio-economic spectrum—the most disadvantaged, rather than the rich—for their emerging problems. Le Pen in France blamed Algerians, while Hanson in Australia blamed indigenous Aborigines and immigrant Asians.


A significant proportion of the Green Movement has also declared war on globalisation, blaming it for the decimation of rainforests in Malaysia, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and Brazil, and for the degradation of environments by transnational corporations. The members of this section of the Green Movement seem to have forgotten that rainforests were being raped in pre-globalisation days, and by local companies as well as foreign-owned ones.


Others are not taking a political right-wing stance in their search for certainty but have embraced religion instead. Each of the world’s main religions—Islam, Hindu, Christianity, Judaism and Buddhism—have produced fundamentalist groups who are seeking a return to past certainties. These groups see in the spread of western liberal values a threat to their way of life. It is a global case of Alvin Toffler’s Future Shock causing a nostalgic longing for the past. When I questioned a senior Malaysian politician about Islamic fundamentalism he surprised me with his response. He said ‘I am very glad we have some fundamentalists here in Malaysia’. He went on to point out that twenty years ago many of these Islamic fundamentalists would have been Marxists. He added that many Islamic fundamentalists were angry at not having access to some of the economic prosperity spreading throughout Malaysia, and noted that this fundamentalism would only really thrive in places where a large proportion of the population was impoverished because governments were corrupt and depriving the people of their rightful prosperity, or because the prosperity in the nation was being shared inequitably resulting in a large underclass of poor people. He noted that in Islamic countries such as Malaysia and Indonesia, which were beginning to prosper economically, Islamic fundamentalism was not spreading. He said he was sure that if people were given the choice of being either an Islamic fundamentalist or a prosperous member of the middle class they would choose participation in the middle class. He finished his comments by saying that if fundamentalism started to grow it would be because governments were failing to deliver equitable opportunities to their people. In the light of these comments, much of religious fundamentalism can be seen as a response to globalisation. In some cases in the United States there are close relationships between the Christian right and the extreme political right. Both are concerned that globalisation works to undermine individual freedom. Equally, much of the international trade union movement is resisting the work of the WTO because it fears globalisation will obliterate jobs as it is decimating the movement’s power to protect its members.


The trade union movement has been very slow to internationalise itself in an age where individual contracts are being promoted and the authority of collective bargaining undermined by the economic rationalist policies of governments, particularly in English-speaking countries. In February 1998 an international trade union meeting in South Africa began to determine an international strategy to take on the world’s biggest mining company, Rio Tinto, which operates in more than forty countries. Only in the last few years have trade unions used the threat of international boycotts of trade to undermine both governments and transnational organisations when they are perceived to be threatening workers’ rights. The globalisation of trade has made production systems, which are often based on ‘just-in-time’ systems of production, increasingly vulnerable to such boycotts. These boycotts can be taken outside of national jurisdictions and are therefore not subject to regulation by national laws. In the next few years it can be expected that this internationalisation of the trade union movement will become increasingly effective. Until recently transnational corporations have been able to locate where they have been able to get their best labour deal, and the globalisation of the trade union movement has been proceeding too slowly to maintain effective union power in these circumstances.


The former centrally planned nations in Asia and Eastern Europe have also undergone a similar crisis of uncertainty. Command Socialism in Russia was swept away and replaced by a raw, uncaring and greedy capitalism, benefiting a few people and driving many below the poverty line.


The economic rationalist response of governments to globalisation has many components. These include opening up domestic markets to foreign goods and services through the reduction of tariffs, the downsizing of the public sector and the privatisation of many of its functions, the introduction of competition policy to end monopolies (particularly of former public sector enterprises) in such areas as energy and transport, and the deregulation of financial and labour markets. This represents a huge agenda for change. In different countries the application of these principles has varied. Different approaches have been adopted in communitarian cultures such as France and Japan, from traditional individualist cultures such as the United Kingdom, the United States, Australia and New Zealand. One of the critical differences has been the size of the social safety net to catch the victims of change. A major issue in the 1997 British general election was whether the United Kingdom would sign the European Community Social Charter, which adopted a more communitarian world view than that favoured by the British conservative government. The incoming Blair Government signed this Charter on its first day in office, but there were still significant differences between the views of New Labour in England and the Socialist government that was elected in France at the same time. As the unemployment crisis deepened and the hurt and dislocation increased, governments, such as the Jospin Government in France attempted to slow down and back away a little from the program of restructuring that was initiated by the previous conservative government. However, these policy differences were only directed at the proportion of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) devoted to social welfare and how this social welfare should be administered. They aimed to reduce the social pain, not increase the economic gain. By early 1998 Jospin was resisting demands by welfare recipients for increases in welfare benefits because he said he wanted to spend precious government finance on increasing jobs, not on paying more to the unemployed, and to strike a balance between helping the victims and creating solutions.


Economic rationalism, because it usually involves a major downsizing of the public sector, and of labour generally, is a cause of unemployment in the short term. However, the same promoters of economic rationalism are now saying that countries like Australia should ignore the communitarian European approach to structural adjustment, which utilises a large social safety net, and instead should introduce a more individualistic restructuring program similar to that of the United States which has a small and, in some areas, even an absent, social safety net.


Some of the advocates of the economic rationalist approach are now becoming alarmed that governments might try to back off from their resolute forward path because the gain of moving forward is producing so much pain. They see reform fatigue emerging. They are commencing to attack governments for what they see as a failure of political courage and leadership, because politicians are seen as dodging the hard decisions which are necessary to stay on the reformist course. They claim that governments should be tougher even at the risk of causing more social and community dislocation in order to get the economy right. These economists promote the idea that governments should continue making the ‘hard decisions’ for with even tougher economic surgery the healing would be better and quicker. They also see the decline in manufacturing and the transition to a services economy as a natural transition similar to that of the shift from agriculturally based economies to manufacturing economies in the nineteenth century. They say that it should be the job of governments to speed this economic-industrial restructuring. They see this job loss as just a shift in economic structure which will involve a decline in manufacturing employment and an increase in services employment. Certainly the services sector is growing, but it could not do so without a vibrant technology/manufacturing sector providing the technological bases for many of these new service industries.


The fact is that employment in individual service enterprises is declining as much as in manufacturing: both are being changed and downsized by the same combined juggernaut of globalisation and technological change: ask any person who works in a bank. What has changed is that many more new enterprises are being formed in the services than in manufacturing. So service jobs are growing relative to manufacturing. However, any nation which lets its manufacturing base be decimated in the hope that services will pick up the employment slack is misjudging the situation. Although some parts of the manufacturing sector are declining, others are not. Manufacturing and indeed, most other industries as well, are being shaped by the four major generic technologies of the twentieth century which are causing both the abolition and creation of jobs, although not necessarily at the same rate. These four generic technologies are: cybertechnology including information technology based on the silicon chip or microprocessor, biotechnology based on the manipulation of DNA which in turn controls the synthesis of proteins including the operation of enzymes which are responsible for catalysing biochemical pathways, new materials technology based on the development of new carbon-based materials and metallic alloys, and nanotechnology based on the miniaturisation of technology, including robots, down to the size of molecules and atoms. Any national government which fails to develop policies to consciously promote the development of these generic technologies as part of the overall industrial policy is being irresponsible and short-sighted. Such a nation will face a bleak, not a prosperous, economic future.


Many economists also do not see the difference between economic policy and industry policy, and tend to regard the second as a minor subset of the first rather than a policy in its own right. Economic policy-makers who think this way are part of the problem rather than part of the solution. A modern manufacturing sector, which is an essential part of any modern economy, will only be developed if there are conscious industry policies in place to achieve this. It is naive to believe that appropriate levels of macro- and micro-economic reform alone, and without appropriate industry policies, will be sufficient to achieve national prosperity in a globalised market place.


Economists tend to believe that complex economic problems are created by incorrect economic policies. It is not as simple as that: they ignore the contribution of culture. In their important book The Seven Cultures of Capitalism Charles Hampden-Turner and Fons Tromenaars point out that culture is the most single critical aspect of capitalism, and approaches to structural change are very different between individualistic cultures such as those of the United Kingdom and the United States and communitarian cultures such as Germany, France and Japan. There are other models for responding to globalisation, and these can be seen in the response by the communitarian cultures of the still rapidly developing nations of East and South-East Asia.


In Australia in the 1980s the Hawke and Keating Governments adopted a largely communitarian process of structural change. It was based on the 1986 report Australia Reconstructed which was the result of a mission to Europe by Australian Government and trade union officials. This document promoted the idea that Australian restructuring should be based on a European model such as those found in Austria, Germany and Sweden. The report’s recommendations were implemented by the Labor governments through a series of ‘Accords’ between the government and the trade union movement. The incoming coalition government of John Howard returned restructuring policy to an individualist base. Howard suggested that unemployment would be assisted by a reduction of the minimum wage, and that there should be no restriction on the level of salaries paid to corporate leaders, both of which measures are supported in individualistic United States but frowned upon in communitarian Europe or Asia. As a result, Australia now has a peculiar mixture of both communitarian and individualistic concepts in its industrial policy.


Over the past decade economic growth has occurred throughout the world at levels not significantly different from growth in the past. However, people are becoming more aware that economic growth is creating problems as much as it is solving them. The Human Development Report 1996 produced by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) indicated that while economic growth is indeed occurring in most countries, it is not producing a confidence in the future. The UNDP report lists five kinds of undesirable growth that are occurring around the world which are contributing to problems rather than solving them. These forms of growth are:




	
Jobless Growth—where the overall economy grows but does not expand the opportunities for employment. This is characteristic of a large number of countries, such as those in the English-speaking world and in southern Europe, which are undertaking micro-economic and enterprise-level reform in order to increase economic efficiency and profitability, and are implementing programs of downsizing labour and introducing automation to achieve this.


	
Ruthless Growth—where the fruits of economic growth mostly benefit the rich, leaving millions of people struggling in ever-developing poverty, and create an increasing number of working poor. This is occurring in many countries, particularly in Asian countries such as Indonesia, the Philippines and Papua New Guinea, and in Africa and Latin America. High levels of corruption in government are producing a rich political elite and an impoverished majority. During the 1970–85 period global Gross National Product (GNP) increased by 40 per cent, yet the number of poor increased by 17 per cent. This form of growth has also occurred in the United States, United Kingdom, New Zealand and Australia.


	
Voiceless Growth—where growth in the economy has not been accompanied by an extension of democracy or empowerment. This is the case in places such as China, Myanmar (Burma), Nigeria and Indonesia.


	
Rootless Growth—which has caused people’s cultural identity to wither. The UNDP is of the view that there could be up to 10 000 cultural groups who face the risk of marginalisation or elimination. This is characteristic of many nations where a dominant cultural group operates a functional empire, as with China, Indonesia, Burma and parts of Africa. In some developed countries indigenous people are having their cultures decimated, not only by lack of economic opportunity but also by the provision of economic opportunity.


	
Futureless Growth—where the present generation squanders resources needed by future generations. Throughout the world unsustainable forms of economic development are destroying forests, fouling air, polluting rivers, reducing biodiversity and depleting natural resources.




It is clear that if the dominant national response to the juggernaut of globalisation and technological change, namely economic rationalism, is producing these outcomes, it is sowing the seeds of future crises. The adherence to ideological viewpoints by both the extreme left and right is not providing solutions, although they are still being mouthed by politicians everywhere who are holding on to the old concepts. Their constituents know better. They do not believe their politicians and are not convinced that any of their economic prescriptions will provide hope or success.


Tribalisation, the third major force of global change has caused nations such as Slovenia, Latvia and Slovakia to seek independence with the aim of joining the interdependent European Community in the near future. A combination of globalisation and tribalisation is creating the European Community. Luxembourg shows that a small state can be both economically secure and celebrate its uniqueness through such an interdependent arrangement. This is an attractive route for many others and it will be taken by ‘nations’ such as Chechnya, Kosovo, Scotland and Catalonia. In the twenty-first century these same forces will, most likely, cause changes in Indonesia and China where stirrings of tribal independence are now occurring. The great empires which dominated the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries—the Austro-Hungarian empire, the Russian empire (the USSR) and the Serbian-dominated Yugoslavia—repressed the celebration of ethnic diversity. The Javanese empire (Indonesia) is now showing signs of breaking up, with East Timor becoming independent, and with Aceh, West Papua, and many other regions threatening to follow. The Han empire (China) could be headed for similar upheaval in the twenty-first century. Hong Kong and Macao have joined China, but others such as Tibet aspire to become independent. It is important to note that global public opinion favours independence (self-determination) for the Kosovos, Chechnyas, Tibets, Acehs and East Timors of the world.


In the last years of the twentieth century the political pendulum in country after country has swung from one side to the other. In some countries such as France, the left replaced the right in government because the right-wing solutions are seen to have failed. In countries such as Australia, the right replaced the left. All governments are vulnerable. The Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Tony Blair talked of the ‘radical centre’ or the third way where ideals triumph over ideology. This may be the birth of a search for a new approach. In essence, Tony Blair is saying that we need to search for new mindsets and new approaches, unencumbered by past ideological dogmas. However, what ideals and—one might add—what policies and strategies?


The challenge for individuals and nations is to develop strategies, not for surviving but for thriving in this new globalising society. During the last few years I have commenced using the term ‘thrival’ in my work with clients. You won’t find this word in any dictionary, and some of my colleagues who are linguistically precise do not approve my using it. However, I use the word to make a particular point. We have a word ‘survival’ to describe an aspirational goal but not ‘thrival’. The lack of such a word says a lot about the lack of loftiness of the aspirations of English-speaking people. I also use the word ‘thrivability’. These words sum up the journey we need to make to transform ourselves for success in a globalising world, to aspire to thrive and to grow the ability to thrive. This book will set out mindsets and strategies to achieve these ends which could become part of the strategic thinking by international agencies, governments, transnational organisations, companies, communities and individuals.










2

The Birth
 of Planetism


In the first chapter I outlined how an increase in insecurity was a response to globalisation. Now I want to examine globalisation in more detail and look at some of the recent trends and transformations.


In the 1960s the Apollo mission gave the people of the earth a new perception of their planetary home. Apollo 8 produced a famous photograph of the beautiful, fragile, blue and white earth hanging in space, contrasted with a lifeless moonscape in the foreground. This photograph was the stimulus for a major increase in awareness about global environmental issues.


In his 1969 book Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth published in the year the Apollo mission to the moon was completed, Robert Buckminster-Fuller issued a challenge to the world that it use its brainpower to invent a society capable of living on the Planet forever, or face extinction. He wrote:



We can scientifically assume that by the 21st century, either humanity will not be living aboard Spaceship Earth, or that if approximately our present numbers as yet remain aboard, that humanity then will have recognised and reorganised itself to realise effectively the fact that humanity can afford to do anything it needs and wishes to do, and that it cannot afford to do anything else. (pp. 94–5)





On 14 May 1970 the then Secretary-General of the United Nations, U Thant, referred to the Apollo 13 mission during an address to the University of Texas. Apollo 13 was the mission which almost failed because its life-support systems almost collapsed. Like Buckminster-Fuller, U Thant used the Apollo mission as a metaphor to describe the Earth’s situation. He indicated the magnitude of the problem that faces humanity:



The drama of Apollo 13 gave us an exhibition on a small scale of what might easily become the problem of Spaceship Earth. The problem in those agonising days of Apollo 13’s return from the moon was basically the uncertain balance between the capacity of the spaceship to support life and the demands made on it by its inhabitants . . . Apollo 13 had behind it a vast and brilliant research and planning organisation and a dedicated and decisive Mission Control whose authority was unquestioned. It also had a home base to return to. On Spaceship Earth we marvel at, and pride ourselves on, the miracles of invention, planning, technique, courage and teamwork which sustain our space explorers, we still accept for our own Spaceship Earth the most antiquated systems, the most wretched mismanagement and a level of profiteering, sabotage, self-seeking and indiscipline which would not be tolerated for a second in the Manned Space Flight Center or at the Soviet Cosmodrome. (pp. 69–70)





U Thant went on to persuade the UN General Assembly to approve the first global environment conference, the UN Conference on the Human Environment, which was held in Stockholm in June 1972.


Many people might say that humanity has not progressed significantly towards the invention of a society that is capable of living indefinitely on the Planet earth. However, there is evidence that humanity has already made considerable headway towards reaching that desired state—it is, perhaps, halfway towards the destination.


The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and its successor the World Trade Organisation (WTO), are facilitating the birth of a planetary trading system. The Uruguay Round of GATT, which lasted several years, was the last of several ad hoc rounds of trade negotiations. Its completion in 1994 advanced significantly the organisation and facilitation of global trade. It also established a permanent body, the WTO, to oversee the further development of the international trade system.


The Cairns Group of agricultural exporters, established as part of the GATT Uruguay Round, announced in March 1998 that it would seek the commencement in the year 2000 of a new round of trade negotiations in the WTO, which it called the ‘Millennium Round’ of trade negotiations. The Millennium Round will seek to open up all global markets to free trade in food and fibre, and remove current barriers to free trade in these products, such as the imposition of restraints to imports by the European Community and Japan, and the subsidisation of exports by the United States. At the very end of 1999 the WTO met in Seattle to begin the Millennium Round. The streets were filled with people demanding that two issues receive major consideration in this round. The first involves the advantages which accrue to some nations and enterprises that exploit labour, including slave labour, and which are rewarded by current WTO arrangements because they can sell their products and services into global markets at lower costs. Workers in developed countries are also concerned that the WTO is permitting their jobs to be exported to developing countries. The second issue involves rewarding countries that abuse the environment in order to sell goods and services at lower prices into global markets while leaving an environmental mess to their own children. In the next few years both of these issues will become a major part of global debate, and within ten years we can expect they will be resolved in favour of labour rights, in both developed and developing countries, and of environmental responsibility. This will require considerable dialogue and compromise (see chapter 7).


It is quite extraordinary that ethical and moral issues, such as human rights and environmental degradation, are now the subject of trade negotiations. The idea that morality and trade should even be considered together would have not occurred in the Modernist era. Two hundred years ago the biggest commodity of global trade was slaves. R. Buckminster-Fuller pointed out in Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth that global, as distinct from local, trade was invented by what he called the ‘Great Pirates’, who exploited people and countries in Asia, Africa, America and Australasia on behalf of their respective empires in order to build wealth in Europe. They traded slaves to create the first global empires, they brought wool from Australia and cotton from the United States and built the cotton and woollen mills of Lancashire and Yorkshire. They caused the Opium Wars and they humiliated Chinese with the seizure of Hong Kong, a deed that was only reversed in 1997, and without an apology from the United Kingdom. They founded the Dutch East India company and equivalent companies in India, Africa and South America. They created the first world trading system, and were the first to really see the world as a system where resources from different parts could be combined to create new products and services. However, they were true ‘pirates’ for they traded in unethical and immoral ways and assumed that basically trade could only be exploitative.


It is an historic and celebratory moment for humanity to recognise that trade and ethics are now becoming complementary not adversary, and that people are now beginning to refuse to conduct trade where there is abuse of human rights or degradation of the environment. This trend will further consolidate in the first years of the new millennium and it will be locked into a new global order by agreements developed in the WTO. While many people are concerned about the equity of these new arrangements, and some see a new imperialism built into them, it is certain that they will be more equitable than anything hitherto, and that this equity will continue to improve because it will be driven by an emerging global morality.


During 1998 the thirty-nine member nations of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and five other nations commenced negotiating the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (the MAI). This was a big step towards economic integration and globalisation. Although initiated in the OECD the process was to be passed on to the WTO at which point it would involve developing nations as well. The MAI convention aimed to protect the interests of investing nations and corporations that operate in more than one country. It would define the rights and obligations of these investing organisations in recipient nations. It would contain provisions which will allow recipient nations to maintain regulatory power over issues including environmental protection, working conditions, economic competitiveness, consumer protection and privacy. Recipient nations would also be able to nominate areas of their economy which can be exempted on a temporary basis from the MAI. However, there would be a requirement that these exemptions be ‘rolled back’ at a pace agreeable to both the WTO and the particular recipient nation. The net effect of the MAI would be to create a single global investment market with common rules and regulations. It is not surprising that the opponents of trade liberalisation on both the left and the right began to oppose the negotiation of the MAI. The proposed MAI is a natural addition to the programs which have promoted global trade liberalisation and economic integration. It will be another step in the development of a global system of governance, as distinct from government.


The MAI was ‘taken off the table’ in September 1998 because of significant resistance to it from many community and environmental groups and some governments. The MAI is seen by some as a threat to ‘national sovereignty’. It certainly is, but then so is every other international agreement. Nations lose functional power when they sign international agreements. This is a fact of life, and generally speaking the process of disempowering national governments will continue, and if one believes that an interdependent globe will be a more peaceful and collaborative place to live in, then it is a good thing. While some complain that the loss of national sovereignty is undesirable, at the same time those same people want to have the right to intervene in the affairs of other nations to contain the oppressive behaviour of governments in places such as Myanmar, Indonesia and Serbia. The decision in November 1998 by the British Law Lords that former Chilean dictator Augusto Pinochet could face trial in Britain or Spain for crimes he committed in Chile is an example of how global interdependence means that all of us expect to have the right on occasion to interfere in other people’s national business. The argument of a government that nobody has the right to interfere in its national ‘internal affairs’, even if that government is acting in an oppressive and autocratic way on its own people, let alone in ways which threaten people beyond its borders, is no longer acceptable to emerging global public opinion. While it is not surprising that some people opposed this particular proposed version of the MAI, there is no doubt that an MAI-type agreement is needed, for currently there are virtually no international rules to govern the flow of international investment capital around the world. One cannot have a global financial system without rules covering investment. What needs to be done to make the MAI and similar international agreements more acceptable to those who are critics of them will be discussed in chapter 6.


It is certain that the reaction to the international financial destabilisation caused by hedge funds in mid-1998 is a significant reason why the negotiation of the MAI was postponed but not abandoned. The need for complete global financial reform has never been greater. The newly interdependent global financial system is vulnerable to pirate actions such as those by hedge funds, just as a just-in-time interdependent manufacturing system is vulnerable to a strike, act of terrorism or natural disaster. The more interdependent the system is, the more efficient it is, but it is also more vulnerable to sabotage, piracy, or natural disaster. By the end of 1998 it was clear to most of the world’s leadership that a total restructuring of the global financial system is necessary. This would become the first total rethink of the system since the Bretton Woods conference in the last months of World War II. A new global financial agreement which will guide the development of the global financial system for the first decades of the interdependent twenty-first century will be negotiated in the next five years, and is likely to begin operating about 2005 or even earlier.


The increased stature now given to the annual World Economic Forum (WEF) based in Davos, Switzerland, is also an illustration of powerful changes which are now occurring. Global economic prosperity increasingly requires that the private and public sectors cooperate and understand each other and it is important both have opportunities to discuss how they can collaborate. The global reality is that there are very few international forums which invite as equals participants from the public and the private sectors and from international organisations such as the United Nations agencies and international humanitarian non-government organisations (NGOs). The WEF has been criticised as elitist, simply because it gives as much status to chief executive officers from the private sector as it does to presidents and prime ministers. Davos is therefore a meeting of leaders who, because of their positions, have enough influence and power to make a difference in shaping the future of the planet irrespective of the nature of the organisation they represent. It is refreshing that these people are asked to attend because of the recognition of their capacity to make a difference rather than because of the sector they represent, and because it is recognised they have the power to create or destroy global prosperity. Leaders’ meetings are, by their very nature, elitist. If they are not representing the interests of those who made them leaders—the voters, shareholders, and NGO members and so on—then it is these constituencies which should make changes to this leadership. Because the world is now a much more democratic place than at any time in the past all these organsations are now more responsive to their own constituencies.


The public demonstrations at both the Seattle meeting of the WTO in early 2000 and the World Economic Forum in Davos a month later are due to legitimate concerns that socio-economic equity and environmental protection might be pushed back into second place behind economic and trading policy. A major challenge to all these global negotiations must be to ensure that this does not happen.


In mid-1998 an international meeting in Rome agreed to establish an International Criminal Court. This court, even though initially it does not have the support of the United States, will be established in the early years of the new century. The United States is concerned at the impact the court’s work will have on its national sovereignty. Because the court is supported by the new emerging European superpower, it is likely that the United States will not be able to stay out for long. It would be difficult for the United States to try to continue to play the role of ‘global policeman’ without being involved in the court’s work, once the court is fully established. If the United States does stay out it is likely to have to cede some of its power as global policeman to Europe. The International Criminal Court is a new piece of global legal infrastructure which will be used to try and punish perpetrators of crimes against humanity. Later on it will also be used to try perpetrators of crimes against nature. It will provide a new forum for international organisations which are the advocates of globally responsible behaviour, such as Transparency International, Amnesty International and Greenpeace International. These organisations will be able to move beyond their traditional role of exposing reprehensible behaviour to global public opinion. They will be able to gain standing in this court and to submit the evidence they have collected. By doing so, they will elevate their status as advocates of what is involved in good planetary civil behaviour.


At the same time, a new planetary environmental order is being realised through a number of negotiated arrangements. These include the 1987 Montreal Protocol (concerned with the phasing out of ozone-depleting substances in the atmosphere), and the four major outcomes of the 1992 Earth Summit (the Rio Declaration—formerly the Earth Charter; Agenda 21—the program of follow-up action to achieve global sustainable development, and two international Conventions on Climate Change and Biodiversity). A five-year conference to consolidate the work of the 1992 Earth Summit was held in 1997 and conferences to turn the aspirations set out in the Conventions on Climate Change and Biodiversity into reality are being held annually. Although both Earth Summits were declared unsuccessful by the press, the outcomes of the Earth Summits are continuing to force governments and corporations to recognise that they are now part of global reality, whether they like it or not, and they must adjust.


The politics of climate change leading up to the 1997 Kyoto Climate Change Summit dominated the international political debate in the second half of 1997. Visionary leaders such as Tony Blair and President Bill Clinton spent a great deal of time emphasising the responsibility of present generations to do the right thing for future generations and to first limit and then reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Other leaders, such as Australia’s John Howard, were unable to take a global stance and tended to retreat to an emphasis on national self-interest. There are now annual Climate Change Summits which are designed to realise, into practical agreements, the aspirations of the Climate Change Convention. These have already set limits of emission for greenhouse gases and the timing of the implementation of these agreements. These summits are now working on the establishment of a system of tradable carbon credits to enable emission permits to be bought and sold around the globe. This will ensure that the total load of greenhouse gases being released into the atmosphere is kept within permitted limits, but at the same time maximum flexibility is kept as to who is able to emit these greenhouses gases. It will ensure those who reduce their emissions or their impacts on climate change, for example, by farming trees or reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases from landfills, are rewarded so that they earn credits which they can then sell to others who wish to emit greenhouse gases. These initiatives will be complemented by the implementation of carbon taxes at the national level which will increase the cost of using fossil fuels for energy, thereby increasing the competitiveness of renewable energy resources. The Climate Change Convention is perhaps the best example of how environmental problems are being dealt with at a global level, and it illustrates how the international culture of cooperation is developing because of it.


This is a continuous and moving agenda, and, where this is necessary, environmental regulation will continue to be imposed on the operation of the world’s trading system. For example, in early 2000 a meeting in Toronto agreed that individual nations will continue to have a right to say whether a particular genetically modified organism (GMO) can enter their jurisdiction. It must first be demonstrated that there is no significant potential to cause harm in both health and environmental terms. This is based on the Precautionary principle discussed in chapter 7.


The World Bank’s Global Environmental Facility has been established to fund the more effective management of the planetary environment outside the jurisdiction of individual countries, and to complement its work with them. In the next few years further international agreements to manage the global environment will be negotiated.


A new Planetary security system has also been struggling into existence. In 1945 Australia’s Foreign Minister, Dr H. V. Evatt, played a leading role in the development of a United Nations Charter which gave the United Nations the responsibility for the joint role of planetary peacemaker and peacekeeper. The Cold War prevented the United Nations playing the peacemaker role to the full and severely restricted its peacekeeping role. Machinery to permit the United Nations to realise these roles has yet to be established. Meanwhile the United Nations has started to act in an ad hoc way. It attempted to deflate the aggression of Saddam Hussein and has acted in planetary crisis points such as Bosnia, Somalia, Zaire and Rwanda, though with limited success.


The failure of the world to come to grips with ugly realities, such as the situation in Bosnia, Rwanda, Kosovo and Congo, and more recently in East Timor, Aceh, and Chechnya has emphasised the need for permanent global peacemaking machinery. The world has had some partial successes, and Kosovo and East Timor are good examples of this. The killing was not stopped, but eventually global cooperation was able to produce an intervention which turned the tables on the perpetrators of crimes against humanity. In time many will be punished for these crimes. The important issue to note is not how successful the world has been thus far at implementing the role of peacemaker and peacekeeper, but the feelings we have about the need to have an effective peacemaking or peacekeeping role. Most of us feel very frustrated that such a destructive consequence of tribalism could not be stopped by international cooperation, and most believe governments which commit crimes against humanity, such as those in Myanmar (Burma), Serbia and Nigeria, or undermine democracy such as in Fiji, should be isolated and punished as pariahs. An effective global peacekeeping process will be established within the next few years because it is unthinkable that the world will want to ignore such intertribal carnage, or will be willing to continue to be so ineffectual in preventing and resolving conflict. Therefore, the new millennium will see the creation of a global security, peacemaking and peacekeeping system.


By the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century global trade, global environmental management and global security will be established. The forces that are creating a planetary society are very powerful.


The paranoid right, particularly in the United States, fear that global government is already here and is threatening individual freedom. In fact, the Planet does have an emerging de facto form of world governance. The WTO, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank all play a major part, as does the United Nations system and the UN Security Council. It is certain that this de facto governance will increase as the number of multilateral Conventions and agreements increases. Every year there are more and more rules and regulations promulgated to coerce and cajole countries and companies into good global behaviour: in trade, investment, communications, migration, transport, environmental management of the oceans and atmosphere and the protection of biodiversity, in dealing with organised crime and drug smuggling and many more issues. It is both inevitable and desirable that this process develops further.


There is a massive increase in the number of global organisations, both commercial and non-commercial: Greenpeace, Amnesty International, Transparency International and religious orders are as much transnational corporations as are Mitsubishi, Siemens and IBM. These organisations, which want to operate in as many countries as possible, are becoming major forces for international peace and cooperation, every bit as important as the United Nations system and in some ways more effective. The major reason for this change is the fact that transnational corporations do not need the consensus agreement of the world’s governments before they undertake new initiatives. The United Nations system, on the other hand, can only undertake a new initiative with consensus agreement of governments, and therefore action is limited by the lowest common denominator level of agreement within the international community.


A major reason behind the creation of the European Community was the desire of European nations to be so economically interlocked that war between them would become impossible. In particular, this has driven the German leadership to speed the further development of the European Community, including the creation of a common European currency.


The Planet is not only being globalised it is also being tribalised. At the opening of the 1996 Atlanta Olympics, 197 states were represented, many of which were not represented in Barcelona four years earlier. At the 2000 Olympics in Sydney there were three more, including athletes from East Timor. Slovenia and Lithuania have broken from the old Serbian- and Russian-dominated empires and have completed the transition from dependence to independence, and they will soon be joined by others including Kosovo and Montenegro. These states will then seek to become members of the European Community—the new Luxembourgs. Scotland and Wales will probably follow the same route, as will Catalonia, Tyrol and some parts of Italy. Scotland has already voted for self-government within the United Kingdom and it is only a matter of time before it seeks complete independence. Why would the Scots want to be subservient to Whitehall when increasingly Whitehall will be irrelevant to their future? The Scots will want to have political dialogue with the people who hold the real political power in Europe, and they are now in Brussels and Strasbourg, not London. Other tribal groups, such as ETA, the Basque separatist movement, or the Chechnyans, will continue to use terrorism to achieve independence if they cannot achieve it by negotiation. As Chechnya shows, one person’s act of terrorism is another’s liberation struggle. Most nations in Eastern Europe will become tribal members of an interdependent European Community which is likely to stretch from the Atlantic to the Urals by the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century. While the Russians may not want to belong to the European Community, it is likely the Bulgarians, Romanians, Georgians and the Armenians will still want to have a much closer relationship with Europe than they have had hitherto.


The rise of national fervour is related to the break-up of the old security arrangements formed in the Cold War. The crises of Bosnia, Kosovo, and Chechnya and throughout the rest of Eastern Europe do not involve the disintegration of Europe, as some people have maintained, but a painful breakdown of old arrangements before the formation of new ones. In these parts of the world tribalisation is initially more critical than globalisation, but the globalisation tide will eventually supersede tribal divisions and all these states will also become parts of an interdependent Europe. Countries such as Lithuania and Slovenia must first move from unwanted dependence on Russia and Serbia respectively, to independence, before they can make the step of becoming a partner in an interdependent Europe.


Western European nations are well advanced in their transition from independence to interdependence, and to full integration of their economies, financial systems, social policies and much more. However, as the support for Jorg Haider’s Freedom Party in Austria clearly shows, many people are still struggling to cope with the fundamental shift which is going on as independence is replaced by interdependence. They cannot quite believe that losing some degree of power to control one’s own destiny in a narrow sense might actually help ensure a more, and not less, secure future.


In the Americas, economic union is also coming. In late 1992, the President, George Bush, and the leaders of Canada and Mexico signed the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which President Bush indicated he regarded as the first stage in the creation of a single economic community, ‘from Alaska to Argentina’. The creation of an economic Free Trade Zone linking North and South America was promoted by President Clinton as a major focus of his second term. The Mercosur Agreement links Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay in a similar way, and represents the first South American component of this Pan-American Economic Community. Montevideo is now positioning itself as the Brussels of the South American economic community and perhaps of the whole of the Americas. Economic union of the whole of the Americas is likely to follow a similar time schedule as in Europe, and be completed in the first five years of the new millennium.


In the Pacific Rim, greater diversity means that regional arrangements which extend beyond those existing in the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN), South Asia and North-East Asia are likely to be much slower. ASEAN has already committed itself to open intra-ASEAN trade by the year 2003. In 2000 an initiative pioneered by New Zealand, Singapore, Brunei and Thailand was commenced with the aim of merging the ASEAN free trade area with the CER free trade area which links Australia and New Zealand. Some ASEAN nations are only lukewarm to the idea. However an integration of the two areas between 2005 and 2010 is a strong possibility. An even larger economic integration is also well under way with the formation of Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). The historic meeting of APEC Heads of Government in Seattle in November 1993 set the Asia Pacific region on a course towards closer cooperation, and this was followed by the 1995 Bogor Declaration which committed the APEC Region to open trade by the year 2020. The debate within the Australian community concerning its present and future relationship with Asia is a critical component of the integration process within APEC. While a significant proportion of Australians still struggle to cope with the reality of a future economic integration with Asia, migration and investment patterns are ensuring that the future of Australia and New Zealand will be closely tied to Asian nations to Australia’s north.


When the acronym APEC was chosen by the Australian Government it was selected because it could cover two meanings: one for the present name and one for the preferred term to apply in the future. The future term was the Asia Pacific Economic Community. The strong participation of Pacific Rim countries in the IMF financial rescue packages for Thailand, South Korea and Indonesia in late 1997 and early 1998 were the first clear signs of the emergence of an APEC family culture. That all of the G8 nations were involved in these rescue packages emphasised that interdependence reached beyond the APEC region into other parts of the Americas and to Europe. Australia’s willingness, for instance, to offer several billions of dollars to various IMF rescue packages met surprisingly little resistance in Australia, despite the opposition of people such as Pauline Hanson. This indicates the level of interdependence already created by globalisation and is an acknowledgement that the economic collapse of a country such as Indonesia or South Korea could cause global trauma. Australia’s leading role in the creation of an independent East Timor in late 1999, and the huge public support for this initiative, is another example.


Over the last hundred years people all over the world have transferred their primary loyalties from their town or city to their region or State, and finally, to their nation. In the 1990s the final step to the development of a new planetary culture could be seen in the commencement of the transfer of primary loyalties from nation to Planet. A global society is already here. Our concerns are global. However, such a society can still be made up of independent nations who, by and large, mind their own business. At the end of the twentieth century, a global community was also evolving where the relationship is more intimate and interdependent and which has an awareness that we are all members of a global family.


Globalisation is being driven by more than trade, environment and security considerations. Information and communications technology is building a world which is webbed with networks. Around the world we are all hearing and sharing the same news through the use of modern technology: more than ever before we know what is happening, and we are constantly reminded that we share one small and vulnerable Planet.


It is already possible for billions of people to participate in a single event, such as a World Cup, an Olympic ceremony, or a ‘Three Tenors’ concert—even a war, since most of the world ‘participated’ in the Gulf War, courtesy of the television coverage. So far, this participation has been largely passive. However, communications technology is becoming more interactive and by the early years of the twenty-first century it is likely that everyone in the world who has access to a television or computer screen will be able to witness, and participate in, a single event somewhere on the earth’s surface. Space separation and time zones no longer prevent people working together. Teleconferencing, e-mail, multimedia workstations and faxes are only some of the new tools of planetary cooperation and dialogue. New computer software is assisting cooperative dialogue and decision-making independent of space and time. The Internet now connects millions around the world, providing electronic mail, a news service, remote computer access, remote database access and other services.


In his science-fiction classic, Neuromancer, William Gibson introduced two concepts which have now become commonplace, ‘cyberspace’ and ‘virtual reality’:



Cyberspace: a consensual simulation experienced daily by billions of legitimate operators, in every nation, by children being taught mathematical concepts . . . a graphic representation of data extracted from the banks of every computer in the human system. Unthinkable complexity. Lines of light ranged in the non-space of the mind, clusters and constellations of data. (p. 67)





Now Gibson’s prophecy is being realised by Netscape, Microsoft and a host of others. The world of cyberspace involves linking all people in a single, global, interactive, knowledge-based, digital electronic network which affects the way people interact, and makes available a virtually unlimited flow of information, knowledge and perhaps even a little wisdom. To this we can add the development of multimedia presentation of information to replace the current dominance of text in the Net. If we also anticipate the addition of virtual reality, the potential is awesome. With the birth of electronic commerce through the Internet the small business transnational has been created. Previously all transnationals were large. Now it is possible for a small business in a remote community to sell its products and services to anybody on the end of a telephone line. Kevin Kelly, the CEO of Wired magazine, is of the view that 20 per cent of all global commerce will be conducted on the Internet by the year 2003. It is also possible for small businesses to compete successfully with large transnationals over the Internet. In a world of e-commerce it is not important how big a company is, only its reputation and reliability. Large vertically integrated transnationals which developed before the birth of e-commerce are now very vulnerable in an e-commerce shaped global marketplace. Meanwhile the Internet grows by more than 10 per cent per month.


Shimon Peres, in an article printed in the Australian press in early 2000, wrote:


The Internet has turned out to be more important than the plough. It does not cleave furrows across the world, but creates one large field where all crops can thrive. It is also proving that science is a better source of income than land for it has neither borders nor limits. (p. 13)
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