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1. Indonesia in a Global World: what does this mean for the poor? 

Over the past 30 years, 2 billion people were added to the world’s population, mostly in 
developing countries with substantial gains in human welfare accompanied the growth. It 
included the cut-in-a-half in infant mortality rate in low and middle income countries, from 11 
percent of live births to 6 percent; illiteracy among adults fell from 47 to 25 percent, and for 
women, from 57 to 32 percent. Real per capita income (in population-weighted 1995 dollars) 
rose from $989 in 1980 to $1,354 in 2000.  
 
But, some social and environmental trends associated with past development strategies of the 
most countries are not sustainable. There are still 1.2 billion people living on less than $1 a day. 
The average income in the richest 20 countries is 37 times that in the poorest 20—a ratio that 
has doubled in the past 40 years, mainly because of lack of growth in the poorest countries. 
More than 1 billion people in low- and middle-income countries lack access to safe water, and 2 
billions lack adequate sanitation, subjecting them to avoidable disease and premature death (WB, 
2002)1.  
 
In Indonesia absolute poverty (those who live with less than $2 a day) was reduced into 13 
percent of population, and only 13 percent of population above 15 years was illiterate. An 
improvement? Perhaps, but do not forget: infant mortality touched 41 per 1,000 live births, 
child malnutrition made up 24 percent of total children under 5 years, and access to improved 
water source was only 74 percent of the population.  
 

 
 

Source: “Indonesia at a glance”, The World Bank Report, 2003 
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Indonesia is in the picture –a picture that in its very centre is concerned about development. 
After ‘globalisation’, ‘development’ is a word that may become a common denominator for world’s 
growth and progress. Yet, in Indonesia, it is indeed not easy to get a comprehensive perspective 
on development, particularly this moment, when the nation is grappling with so many 
complications in its transition from a centralized, authoritarian government to a democratic and 
decentralized administration. Many are fixated by the daily turmoil of events, demonstrations 
and emotional political debates. Thus, while development has been focused to achieve some 
progress made in reducing poverty, this inching forward has been painfully slow and uneven. 
Much remains to be done and future prospects do not look as bright as it is expected.  
 
It might be clear that the overall policies in development would have an end –people. But, to 
what extent do the people benefit from such policy? See the table below. 
 

Trend of Price Increase 1997-2002 
Year Price of Goods 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

700 1.200 1.000 1.100 1.450 1.633,33 Premium Fuel – Rp per liter  
1,00 1,71 1,43 1,57 2,07 2,33 
380 600 550 575 900 1.316, 67 Diesel Oil – Rp per liter 1,00 1,58 1,45 1,51 2,37 3,46 
280 350 280 315 400 600 Kerosene – Rp per liter  1.00 1,25 1,00 1,13 1,43 2,14 

114,29 138,25 141,19 154,40 161,13 258,22 Home Electricity up to 450 VA 1,00 1,21 1,24 1,35 1,41 2,26 
114,29 138,25 141,19 154,40 196,67 277,67 Home Electricity up to 950 VA 1,00 1,21 1,24 1,35 1,72 2,43 

2.076,09 2.334,00 2.781,00 2.446,00 2.491,00 2.723,91 Rice – Rp per kg 1,00 1,12 1,34 1,18 1,20 1,31 
2.442,57 2.756,00 2.791,00 2.984,00 3.776,00 4.129,06 Sugar – Rp per kg 1,00 1,12 1,11 1,22 1,55 1,69 
4.198,88 4.716,00 3.852,00 3.291,00 3.113,00 3.404,07 Packed Cooking Oil – Rp per kg 1,00 1,12 0,92 0,78 0,74 0,81 

       

4.650,00 8.025,00 7.100,00 9.595,00 10.308,17 9.315,76 Average exchange  
Rp per US$ 1,00 1,73 1,53 2,06 2,22 2,00 

11,05 77,63 2,13 9,35 12,55 10,03 Inflation 1,00 7,03 0,19 0,85 1,14 0,91 
 

Source: internal analysis of Uni Sosial Demokrat Jakarta (www.unisosdem.org) & The Business Watch Indonesia,  
based on data from various sources: www.pertamina.com, www.bi.go.id, www.bps.go.id, www.deprin.go.id  

 

The above table shows an irony. While the fuel price has been increasing variously 114 percent 
(kerosene) to 246 percent (diesel) since the crises to 2002, rice price only increases 31 percent. 
The consequences are easily predictable – expenses gets significantly higher and life becomes 
more difficult, especially for most of those who are remote from the centrum and count on their 
life more from agriculture or services, compared to others, as diagrammatised below. 
 

 
Source: World Bank, Snapshot on Indonesian Economy, 2002, www.worldbank.org  

http://www.unisosdem.org/
http://www.pertamina.com/
http://www.bi.go.id/
http://www.bps.go.id/
http://www.deprin.go.id/
http://www.worldbank.org/
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Whatever the argument of economic development, we cannot but take into account that its 
practical consequences hit directly to most of the people. Yet, the facts have shown the 
opposite. People have become more objects or even complements (unintended consequences) 
rather than the subjects (intended action) of development. Even, to some or many extents, it 
seems that economic development has not been considered any longer as part of social 
development as it should be, but precisely opposite. 
 
One lesson we must have learned is that people, especially the poor, must be at the centre of 
development –not only in the traditional view that people are the engine of change, but also in 
the less-traditional sense of development that puts people first. People are the critical factor in 
development –firstly in terms of their numbers and the social, health, economic and 
environmental consequences of their actions; and secondly in terms of the decisions they make 
concerning the domestic issue and the way they live their lives. People-centred development also 
means full community participation at both decision-making and implementation levels.  
 
Poverty remains intractable despite economic growth in many countries. This partly reflects the 
problem of income inequality within countries. Income inequality in turn reflects inequality of 
opportunity. What is the cause? At least in part, the still tragically unmet need for equitable and 
inclusive investment in human capital—e.g. investment in people through better education and 
heath care—and for wider access to the infrastructure and capital needed to broaden the basis 
of opportunity. Here lies a two-way relationship between poverty and growth. Growth might be 
a necessary –but not a sufficient—condition for poverty reduction, but persistent poverty and 
inequality can reduce growth rates.  
 
A second lesson is that development must be sustainable and environmentally sound. If 
economic development destroys the earth’s natural resource base in the process, it is self-
defeating. But, it is what happens2. In Indonesia 40 percent of Indonesian forest has been cut 
off since 1950 and half of the remaining forest has been utilized for public road and wood 
plantation or palm oil. The saddening thing is that every minute 5 hectare of forest has 
disappeared – which means that the forest with the equal size of foot ball square is gone every 
12 second. On the other side, 40 – 50 million Indonesian people life is very heavily depending 
on forest. The impact for the habitat is also worse, because over the past 10 years, the number 
of orangutan (proboscis monkey) has been also decreasing up to 50 percent. 
 
All of the characteristics of this ‘runaway world’ have forced us to rethink the engine of the world 
today: trade and globalisation3. 
 
 
 
2. Rethinking Trade & Globalisation 
 
No doubt, trade plays a significant part in abovementioned figures. Trade brings prosperity 
through the delivery of goods and services, with economic growth and technological 
advancement both shaping it and being shaped by it. Trade even contributes to more open and 
democratic governance.  
 
But inequality remains and the gap both within and between rich and poor countries seems to 
be widening. In 1960, the fifth of the world’s people who live in the richest countries had 30 
times more income than the fifth living in the poorest countries. By 1997 this income gap had 
more than doubled to 74:14. One-fifth of the world’s people live in the high-income countries 
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that have 86 percent of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP), whereas the poorest fifth 
received only 1 percent (UNDP, 2002).  
 

Share of Global Income over Time 
Year Richest 20 

percent 
Poorest 20 

percent 
Ratio of Rich/Poor 

1960 70.2 2.3 30:1 
1970 73.9 2.3 32:1 
1980 76:3 1.7 45:1 
1989 82.7 1.4 59:1 
1997 90.0 1.0 74:1 

Source: Human Development Report5: cited in Korten (1995)6 

Over $1.5 trillion is exchanged every day in currency markets around the world. About 95 
percent of this total represents speculative transactions that fail to benefit the world’s poorest 
countries. The real beneficiaries of globalisation seem to be the trans-national corporations. Of 
the top 100 economies, 51 are trans-national corporations. The combined sales of the world’s 
top 200 companies surpass the combined economies of 182 countries (Hertz, 2001)7. 
 
But the problem is not in trade itself –it is in its current patterns and practices. Trade practices 
that neglect everything else in favour of profit alone must be stopped. The concerns, expressed 
by many about the trade process, must be acknowledged and addressed in any development 
model since these concerns affect the daily lives of billions8.  
 
Yet, trade is not standing alone in empty space. It is closely related to the working of capital in 
terms of investment. The logic is as straight-forward as it is: the more investment is committed, 
the more trades can be done –and of course the more profit will be gained. 
This is why investment is considered as to be able to open new employment opportunity in the 
countries and enable technology transfer from developed countries, as a direct consequence. 
Moreover, it will create a more predictable financial climate, as favoured by investors. In short, 
investment is playing a growingly important role in sustainable development in developing 
countries.  
 
Investment, in terms of FDI (foreign direct investment), plays an important role in the Third World 
economies, particularly in industry development and export growth. In 1990, FDI in developing 
countries amounted to US$ 240 billion, 37 percent of which was poured into China and the 
remaining into Brazil, Mexico and five other developing countries. The amount, however, was 
only 25-30 percent of the global FDI. The 53 African countries put together are hosts of only 2 
percent of FDI injected into the Third World. Yet, investment today has changed in character. It 
is now associated with cross-border mergers and acquisitions, and therefore its positive impact 
on the domestic economy through technology transfers, employment generation, and other 
effects has been diluted9. (Heyneardhi & Wermasubun, 2003) 
 
Probably it is time to examine the underlying concept behind all of this, i.e. globalisation which 
is supported by three pillars. First, it is the working of business and trade across boundaries. 
Second, the players are the trans-national and multi-national corporations. Third, the underlying 
ideology to keep the business and trade on their roles is consumerism. It is within these three 
ideas that the term ‘free’ (whether put before ‘trade’ or ‘business’) gets its legitimacy regardless 
of whether it would be practiced fairly or otherwise10. 
 
Then, we can well grasp the idea that finally globalisation enters our shared-life mainly in the 
way our needs should be provided –through public policies and individual preferences, which 
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both are based on the belief that common good is best served by the uninhibited pursuit of 
profit. This is the so-called ‘market system’ which is basically a reproduction of all societal 
relationships into a ‘profit-and-loss’ basis interaction. And actually, this is the arena of the 
‘struggle’ nowadays.  
 
OXFAM (2002) reports that developing countries with low income cover more than 40 percent 
of the world population, but they can only access 3 percent of the world market. The rich 
countries export goods and services valued at $6,000 per capita, while that value in developing 
countries is only $330 and in low-income countries only $100.  
 
Even though the history of business, mainly the history of trade, is mostly that of inequality, 
their proponents keep persuading us to worship the only mode of trade: Free trade, as this is 
very much in line with the spirit of neo-liberal economics which believes in two basic ideas. 
One, that all humans are homo economicus, that the economic motive is the only one which drives 
humans. And, two, that to seek and accumulate profit, financial capital must be separated from 
the survival process of a community.  
 
This is consistent with the logic of the current practice of free trade; it attempts to be released 
from rules that take into account production location, capital sources, environmental concerns, 
technology, public participation, etc. It roams from country to country with few restrictions in 
its search for the lowest wages, the loosest environmental regulations, the most docile workers. 
The result is the destruction of livelihoods, cultures and the global environment. Indonesia, for 
sure has suffered from such practice, especially those vulnerable and poor.  
 
The whole process of trade within globalisation abovementioned has shown that market power 
represented by corporation power has become so immense that it is endangering our societal life 
since it has undermined public agencies and communities. But, why is it that the power of 
business practice and corporation within the globalisation process is simply out of our discourse 
on accountability and democracy? This leads us to the next issue: corporate governance. 
 
 
 
3. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as Business Accountability –  
A myth or an opportunity in Indonesia? 
 
Initially, it might be started from our inability to distinct the ‘intended action’ and ‘unintended 
consequences’ of trade and business practices done by corporation. We usually mistake the 
‘unintended’ (ex post) for the ‘intended’ (ex ante). While some measure of such confusion is 
inevitable in human affairs, there is a serious danger of not being aware of its grave risks. The 
working of the neo-liberal principle is entirely based on claiming the ‘unintended’ as no different 
from the ‘intended’. How? 
 
This problem involves the following line of logic: if we start from the premise that the highest 
value of social life brought by globalisation is ‘growth’, then malpractice or non-malpractice 
is irrelevant. If growth can only be achieved by letting the mal-exercise of power happen, so be 
it. The destruction of environment and the widening gap between the rich and the poor seems 
to be only the unintended consequence of the working of globalisation.  
 
In this case, ‘democracy’ is also irrelevant, for any type of power exercise that (even if 
unintentionally) seems to bring about growth will then be justifiable (self-legitimating). Of 
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course the proponents of this perspective will shout endlessly about the need for law 
enforcement and legal certainty. But in fact these are immaterial to the point. 
 
After all, there might be a serious ‘epistemic lag’ –the inability to understand the reality because 
of being entrapped in the old-fashion of analytical reflection – it is when the reality has run 
ahead and left our analytical reflection behind. It is a fact that the locus of power in society is 
neither unitary nor monolithic so that it can no longer be assumed that the power over society 
belongs only to the state apparatus. This discourse on globalisation would make little sense 
unless the dramatic rise of business power as a shaping force of society is not considered 
whether it is for better or otherwise.  
 

 
Source : author 

 
The dynamics of corporations cannot basically be separated from the dynamics of power 
concerning (1) trade and industry and (2) financial & investment with the base-line of (3) peace 
and security. Within the current logic and practice of neo-liberal, corporation tends to be a 
power apparatus which is very fragile in facing various manipulations, scandals, and deviations 
that ends in the violation of human rights and endangering environment. Corporate social 
responsibility can thus no longer be considered only as philanthropic activities.  
 
So, if ‘democracy’ is a movement to make any socially consequential exercise of power 
accountable, we have now to revise the existing notion of democracy to include the socially 
consequential exercise of business and corporate power. Because such outdated notion seems to 
count too much on the assumption that its goal can only be achieved with the state power being 
made democratically accountable and what escapes from this notion is the status of business 
power. 
 
This is the basic conception where CSR should be viewed as effort to make business democratic 
and accountable. And how can it be done? 
 
First, the basic concern should be to espouse the extension of the democratic criteria to some 
other centres of power in society. A discourse on the dark side of neo-liberalism (or free trade in 
particular) is not possible without also touching upon the issue of economic power, or more 
practically, business power.  
 
Second, some popular ideas on practices and malpractices of business power in various sectors 
have to be widely published and disseminated through mass media and popular education.  
 
Third, the effort of CSR leads to a formulation of the idea to build accountability of the business 
power or corporate practice, facilitate public participation towards democratic economic 
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governance and promote fair business practices (e.g. fair trade, etc). These ideas should be 
delivered it to those groups which have access to promote changes in the society largely11. 
 
 
 
4. The political, social and economic context for 2004 and 2005 
 
Election 2004 would be one of the most important determining factors for Indonesian future 
shared-life. Election 2004 would mark the history of Indonesia’s leadership succession after a 
quite long period of single-majority (1969-1998) and undemocratic –or at least 
unconstitutional—national leadership change (1998-2003)12. The election 2004 becomes, 
therefore, very important not only in national leadership succession, but also for people’s 
education on political participation13. In practical level some creative, collaborative works might 
be able to conduct to put Election 2004 within the issue of trade and globalisation in general. 
How can it be linked explicitly? 

 
In the particular issue of trade and globalisation in general, the Government of Indonesia will be 
likely still to adopt the policy of IMF although the exit-strategy has been established. And what 
is the main reason? National gain. Examine the graphic below. 
 

  
Source: World Bank, Snapshot on Indonesian Economy, 2003, www.worldbank.org  

 
Nothing more that can be expected to improve in terms of policy. Moreover, rich countries in 
their role as major shareholders of the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) will keep 
pushing privatisation of services infrastructure provision, in addition to boosting the free-trade. 
 
The Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAP) under IMF has been the toll-road to rapidly 
privatise services provision. In Indonesia for example, the government sought budget support 
assistance from the IMF in October 1997 and agreed to overall macroeconomic adjustments 
that were mandated by the IMF, WB, ADB and other donors.  
 
In exchange for a US$ 46 billion bail-out package, Indonesian government is required to restore 
the balance of payments and implement critical policy reforms which include the most crucial 
aspects, i.e., public sector expenditure including cuts in subsidies, privatisation of state-owned 
enterprises and expansion of private sector participation. To support this, the WB and ADB has 
provided budget support loans that are attached to number of mandated reforms through an 
integrated package of adjustments as shown in table below. 
 
 

http://www.worldbank.org/
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Loans … For … From … 
US$ 1 billion Policy Reform Support Loan (PRSL) The World Bank 

US$ 500 million Policy Reform Support Loan (PRSL II) The World Bank 

US$ 600 million Social Safety Net Adjustment Loan (SSNAL) The World Bank 

US$ 300 million Water Resource Sector Adjustment Loan (WATSAL) The World Bank 

US$ 400 million Power Sector Restructuring Program Asian Development Bank 

US$ 300 million Health & Nutrition Sector Development Program Asian Development Bank 

US$ 320 million Community & Local Government Support Sector Development Program Asian Development Bank 

US$ 300 million Deregulation & Small-and-Medium Enterprise (SMEs) Support Program Asian Development Bank 

US$ 200 million Corporate Governance of State-Owned Companies (SOEs) Support 
Program 

Asian Development Bank 

Reformulated from Motoyama & Widagdo (1999)14 
 

But behind the terms of ‘policy reform’, ‘adjustment’, ‘restructuring program’ and even ‘support 
program’ and ‘development program’ in abovementioned loan scheme, something simple-but-
fatal is going on. The loan is provided under a special condition, i.e. (1) the proportion of 
government’s role as public agency to provide service has to be lessened and (2) by doing so, it 
transforms services merely as commodity controlled by private sector. More ironically, the 
process of taking-over the role of government is under full-consent of government and 
legislature through drafting tendentious laws. 
 
It is all a fait accompli, there is no other option but say “yes” to public services privatisation in 
most developing countries. The decision to privatise, moreover, is not regularly subject to public 
discourse. Even elected representatives are often unaware of detailed plans to reduce or 
eliminate the role of government in the provision of basic services. Up to this point, we might 
have seen the challenge for the near future, i.e. whether the provision of public services will be 
brutally taken over by private companies, left in government hands or a combination of the two. 
Let us look into this matter further.  
 
First of all, of course, there is no absolute good and bad inherent in any approach. The public 
services delivery of the centralized government has both successes and failures. Thus the 
framework for the provision of such services should consider all stakeholders without 
exception, i.e. those who have both power and interests – public agencies (including donors) as 
policymakers, the market (including the private sector) as providers, and communities as users. 
The failure to establish any of these relationships can result in overall failure.  
 
In this light, systemic or institutional reform (as opposed to mere managerial reform) of public 
services might be difficult to achieve for several reasons. First, there is history, politics and social 
norms. Second, it changes the power relationship among the key actors15. Thus, solutions for the 
provision of essential services are political choices, not technical imperatives. And this is 
precisely the arena of struggle. Privatisation alone is not always good, which is also true of 
government-led public services.  
 
Certainly, the provision of public services will play a significant role in building up the nation -- 
and this will require our concern and support. Beware, however. Within the worldwide logic of a 
“global market” never let “consumers” replace “citizens”, as this would indicate the surrender of 
our public sovereignty to market domination. 
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5. Concluding Remarks:  
A paradigm shift and a common strategy is urgently needed 
 
After the collapsed talk in the 5th WTO Ministerial Meeting in Cancun, just like anything else 
under the sun, there are two things –rejoices and lamentations. Among the lamentations, at 
surface, are the business interests (represented by developed countries) whose greedy activities 
are forced to slow down. Among the celebrations, again at surface, are social activisms who 
prematurely think that it is a victory of poor world against corporations. Is it a true victory?  
 
While celebration is indeed important to mark the history that a WTO meeting has successfully 
been blocked, it may be just a beginning of a more brutal attack to our daily life, committed by 
business power, unless something is seriously done. Development should recognise that 
globalisation and trade expansion are good for growth, but that we must pay careful attention to 
the social and societal effects of the transition to participation in international markets. Trade 
expansion alone is not a panacea, but needs to be seen as a component of a wider development 
and poverty reduction strategy—a strategy that must foster better human capital, infrastructure 
and institutions if it is to pay off.  
 
Let us look at following scenario of Indonesia in 2003, as predicted by Consensus Economics 
(CE)16. 
 

 percent change 2002* 2003+ 2004+ 
GDP 3.4 3.6 4.1 
Private consumption 5.1 3.9 4.5 
Fixed Investment -3.2 1.4 3.5 
Industrial Production 3.8 4.1 5.1 
Current account ($billion) 6.0 5.8 4.8 
* Estimates + Forecast Source: Consensus Economics Inc. 

 
CE (2003) expects that Indonesian economy this year will grow by 3.6 percent —a little bit 
higher than last year’s estimate of 3.4 percent –which is only about half the speed at which 
Indonesia’s economy needs to grow to keep peace with the new workers entering the labour 
market. As the world’s fourth-most-populous country, with this scenario, Indonesia will not 
make much of a dent in poverty. Why? 
 
Rethinking development needs also to take into account the new challenges represented by our 
globalised world. It is not only to remind about how globalisation is transforming the world 
economy but also to focus on what can be done to help developing countries—especially the 
poorest and those most burdened by debt—to make the most of the opportunities offered by 
the world economic system, which has been simply unjust and unfair to the poor over past few 
years.  
 
So, this might be the right time, to reflect back on our life since it has been very deeply and 
widely reshaped –at least from the perspective of social and political economy. I would propose 
a finale. First of all, this is about our shared-life. But, we should distinguish the fact (description) 
from idea (expectation). And precisely because of that, we cannot carelessly assume that 
everyone agrees on what it is. Using such words like ‘Indonesia’, or ‘public’, etc is an act of 
communication that assumes strongly the factual existence of shared-life.  
 
Yet, we all know that the substances are missing since we might have not been quite aware of 
the dynamics of power. Indeed, it is power that most significantly affects our shared-life. As 
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Foucault would say, either to build or to destroy our societal life, it assumes a sensitivity towards 
how power works within society.  
 
This brings the second point: centres of power. The whole facts about the paradoxical nature of 
our recent life given above have shown that the power is not mono-centrist, but rather poly-
centrist. Thus, it is certainly misleading to consider ‘government’ (as state apparatus) to be the 
only power holder in society. While it is true that government has the legitimate state power, 
there are also other substantial centres of power17.  
 
The governor of Jakarta is of course much powerful than evicted becak-drivers, marginalized 
riverbanks inhabitants or groups of local NGOs, but the government of Indonesia can do 
nothing to prevent Sony or Reebok from relocating its production plant. Tribal-communal 
conflicts have complicated the government; yet, facing cruelty of industrial expansion local 
communities seem to be unable to do anything as well. This is the nature of power: 
asymmetrical.  
 
Yet, do not mistake. The asymmetrical nature of power itself is neutral –it does not always 
necessarily give birth to the abuse of power. It becomes problem once its practice and exercise 
have implication which becomes detriments to shared-life like environmental degradation, 
widening gap between the rich and the poor, closed and undemocratic governance, etc.  
 
Thus here comes the third point: the very centre idea of democracy. It comes from the premise 
that power is involved within the whole process of our shared-life. Without this, democracy 
would lose its raison d’être for it is substantially an idea or movement to make any socially 
consequential exercise of power accountable (Plato, 428-354BC). And towards what direction 
does democracy have to target? 
 
It is indeed a cliché to say that democracy is only targeted at ‘the state power’ since the forms 
and socially consequential exercise of power is shifting in our history. It could be the power of 
tribe-leaders, kings, sultans, governments, military, business, etc. By blindly targeting democracy 
towards a certain form of power, e.g. state power –while actually the power constellation is 
always changing—is therefore a kind of political fundamentalism which brings us to nowhere18. 
 
Up to this point The Business Watch Indonesia formulates the concerns to those groups whose 
access to promote changes in the society, which are relevant with the context of today’s 
political-economy circumstances, i.e.  

a. to cultivate several possibilities of preliminary steps to change the paradigm of 
democratisation and civil society empowerment.  

b. in practical level –in the light of this new paradigm of power—some creative, 
collaborative works might be able to conduct e.g. by forming, expanding and 
intensifying watchdog organisations and networks for monitoring any unaccountable 
exercises of power19, especially by both state and business power in the issue of regional 
autonomy.  

c. to combine the “negative logic” (i.e. advocacy logic) with a “positive logic” (i.e. 
developmentalist logic). It is here that the ‘advocacy logic’ meets with the 
‘developmentalist agenda’20.  

 
The discourse on –and action toward—globalisation and its phenomena (free-trade, 
privatisation, liberalisation, deregulation, etc.) should go beyond ‘pros’ and ‘cons’ –globalisation 
might have now become inevitable. What we can control to reinvent it is the sensitivity towards 
its logic and processes. And this precisely means that the provision of any public needs in our 
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shared life which is now being overwhelmed by euphoria of globalisation, in its very heart, 
should never confuse “consumership” with “citizenship” as well as “market” with “shared-life”.  
 
We live in neither nirvana, nor Armageddon. 

 
*** 

 
Surakarta, 20 September 2003 
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percent of the world’s commercial fisheries are fully exploited or overexploited and experiencing declining yields (The 
World Bank, 2002). 

3  See Anthony Giddens, Runaway World, Profile Books, London: 1999 
4  Wayne Ellwood, No-nonsense Guide to Globalisation, 2001 
5  UNDP, Oxford University Press, 1992 
6  David C. Korten, When Corporations Rule The World, Kumarian Press, 1995  
7  See Noreena Hertz, The Silent Takeover: Global Capitalism & The Death of Democracy, Heinemann, London:2001 
8  But we sense powerlessness, despite all the rhetoric of participation. Most countries are now WTO members, but 

membership does not equate with influence. Many developing countries have limited or non-existent representation in 
Geneva. Nineteen of the 42 African WTO members have zero representation. Many other developing countries lack the 
technical capacity to negotiate meaningfully for the rules have already been set based on developed country models, 
which can be inappropriate and prohibitively expensive for poor countries. In fact, many WTO signatories have been 
unable to comply with agreements negotiated under the earlier Uruguay round.  

 If we want a balanced and inclusive world trading system that attracts developing countries, much needs to be done to 
enhance these countries’ capacities to participate in the rule-making process, to move away from the “one size fits all” 
approach and to ensure that its implementation does not place unreasonable financial and technical burdens on those 
least able to bear them. 

9  On the other hand, as we are also witnessing, many countries such as Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and China manage 
higher economic growth without liberalizing their investment regimes (Kavaljit Singh, Financial Times, July 7th, 2003, 
quoted in Heyneardhi & Wermasubun, The Jakarta Post, 18 Sept 2003). 

10  Within globalisation, the exhibits of trans-national business trade and practices are fostered and supported by the 
international regulations and/or agreements –which are also called ‘newly-made rules’—like GATT (General 
Agreements on Tariffs & Trade), GATS (General Agreements on Trade in Services), TRIPs (Trade Related Intellectual 
Property Rights), TRIMs (Trade Related Investment Measures), AoA (Agreement on Agriculture), etc. In the same time, 
the consumerism ideology is on its way propelled by the immense power of advertisements in forms of logo, brand and 
label –implanting the criteria of ‘pleasure-prestige-status-luxury’ principle in individuals. Thus, it will be easily understood 
that as the newly-made rules are imposing nations to adopt ‘deregulation-liberalisation-privatisation’ policies, the 
advertised ‘global lifestyle-culture-identity’ is spreading all over the world, including Indonesia. See the diagram below 
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Source: author (as published in The Jakarta Post, 30 December 2002) 
11  For example, the very idea of fair-trade movements is the democratisation of business practices which have a hold on 

the trade system and the control of capital flow. Fair trade must no longer entail a belief in the “magic of the 
marketplace” in this world captured by economic power. It has to be very critical since the workings of the market are 
manipulated by capital and its interests. Nevertheless, although the fair trade movement has been going on for the past 
four decades, it is still too small compared to overall global free-trade. Of $3.6 trillion of all goods exchanged globally, 
fair trade accounts for only 0.01 percent (OXFAM report, 2002).  

 So Fair Trade is actually a battle. Yet, it is not a battle between the community and the market; rather, it is between a 
bottom line that includes communities, ethics and the environment and one that sees nothing but profit. Unfortunately 
the battle is still imbalanced – like an infant trying to survive among the giants. 

12  Election 1999 was accounted as the most democratic election ever since the independence of Indonesia. Yet, the 
democratic ‘procedure’ did not succeed in giving birth to the democratic ‘substance’ in Indonesian government, 
parliament and other public agency’s roles. The phenomena indicated that the old practices (collusion, corruption, 
nepotism) have still been embedded in the new exercises of power, be it in legislative, executive or judicative bodies. 

 In 2001, an undemocratic leadership change, from Abdurrahman Wahid to Megawati, had been a precedent that while 
in one hand the executive and legislative did not properly cooperate in a ‘check and balances’, on the other hand it 
showed the very low level of democratic accountability of not only public agencies, but also people’s concern and 
participation. It was there that national leadership did not acquaint a true leadership in realpolitik. The danger was that 
people or public interest would not be the main government’s concern since political position was regarded as facility to 
foster the interests of the ruling parties (various sources, 2001-2002). 

13  The long-way conception of ‘floating mass’ introduced since 1971 until the end of Soeharto’s era has not been over in 
practice. This would be not only of detriment for a true public political participation but also conducive situation of any 
forms of political manipulation or manoeuvre, especially from political party’s side. The biggest daily newspaper in 
Indonesia, Kompas (2003) conducted a survey and found that 63 percent of people would not be willing to be affiliated 
with any political parties. Another leading research institution, LP3ES (2003) also conducted the similar research and 
resulted the same conclusion. This fact was both surprising and predictable. It was predictable, because political turmoil 
has made people sick and less eager to participate in political matters, especially when economic crises were still not 
able to be overcome. It was surprising, because the number was so impressive. 

14  Hisako Motoyama & Nurina Widagdo, Power Sector Restructuring in Indonesia – a preliminary study, Friends of The 
Earth – Japan & Bank Information Center – USA, 1999 

15  Another aspect of the debate over public services is if they have to be financially self-sustaining. This is by no means a 
technical issue. People pay for goods and services through taxes, rather than – or in addition to – direct fees. We might 
be able to agree that water or electricity should not blow a large hole in the national budget. But there are always 
options between fiscal chaos and full-cost recovery.  
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 This also applies to education, which is a public good: society in general is better off because its people are well-

educated. But if that is the case for literacy, it is no less the case for access to water or electricity, which are critical for 
public health and economic productivity. 

16  As quoted from Far Eastern Economics Review, February 2003 
17  Herry-Priyono (2002) explains this in his ‘Three Axes’ that currently there are three centres of power, i.e. public agency, 

market and community (Herry-Priyono, Tiga Poros Indonesia, Kompas, January 2002). 
18  In this light, we might immediately see that the biggest irony in our time now is the fact that the ‘power of capital’ has 

escaped from the criteria of public accountability, towards which it has been applied to the ‘power of the 
state/government’. And the irony seems to be rooted on the conception of where the power comes from.  

 It is clear in the distinction between ‘public’ characteristic of state power and ‘private’ nature of capital or business 
power. The state power is rooted on its control over the state of, let us say, Indonesia (or any country), and Indonesia is 
of course not a private property. Oppositely, business power is rooted on its ownership of capital, which is 
unquestionably private property. In libertarian conception, democratic criteria apply towards the former (state power) but 
not towards the latter (business power). This might be the deepest root of our powerlessness when being faced by 
capital power which can fly anywhere, intervening economic process of any countries, without any entry-exit regulation 
(from discussion with B. Herry-Priyono, 2002). 

 The key problem of such a paradigm is the sundering of ownership/property from its relation with power –while we know 
clearly that they cannot be separated. There is no property, which does not involve power, and vice versa. What is to be 
said is simply this point: any socially consequential exercise of power based on the private property should not be 
escaped from the democratic criteria.  

 The (ab)use of private property in pulp industry, for example, has a deep implication to the environmental and ecological 
governance. We can easily look at other examples – workplaces, (un)employment, deposits pool, consumerism 
process, credit provision, state income for social welfare program, provision of public needs, income and life standard 
for peasants and labours, etc. Perhaps we should pay more attention that what is most influential in our societal life 
nowadays is not only the dictatorship of the state, but rather oligarchic domination of capital –or even the combination of 
both. 

19  The other possibilities are pushing the DPR (parliament) at all levels (central, province, district) to have a committee for 
monitoring business malpractices –within the context of decentralisation—with close cooperation with watchdog 
organisations specialising on business malpractices. 

20  The term ‘developmentalist’ may arouse suspicion, but its substance is simply to do real organising of the production of 
daily needs of people at the most practical levels (say, networking for the marketing of organic farming, etc). Also, by 
encouraging those groups who have access for written communication and writing, to publish their reflections and 
analyses on the issue of poly-centrists of power, their (un)accountability to the public, their virtues and vices in relation 
to the welfare of the local population, and the like. 
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