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It is tempting to consider the worldwide steep economic crisis as the crest of the wave of globalization that has defined so much of our thinking and our lives throughout the past decades. As sailors know, getting caught in the crest might cause you capsize.  A steady hand at the tiller is required to steer out of the storm and set a course for quieter waters. 
The crisis that has engulfed the world is far from over despite increasing inclinations by strong interest groups to go back to business as usual. However this is not what is going to happen, simply because the fault lines that have been laid bare are too deep to jump over. Of the many factors at play there are two fundamental impacts that I would like to mention as reasons why just reverting to good old times will not be possible: first, the breakdown of the global agenda dominance by the G7 of “industrialized nations”; and second, the resurgence of the recognition of public interest and the necessary role of the state. Their game changing impact will not go away with times. 
Let me briefly elaborate on both as they are interconnected and will lead me to the main point that I would like to explore in today’s presentation.
In July there will be the next annual ritual meeting of the G7.  In the  course of recent years creeping changes already affected the set up of the Group, first with the inclusion of Russia under the G-8 misnomer and then with an almost standing invitation for other leaders, in particular China, India, Brazil and South Africa – though only for parts of the agendas and dinners served. This time around it will be clear that regardless of whoever shows up on whatever photograph, the G7 has virtually ceased to exist as a driving force of the global agenda after around thirty years of service in leading the postcolonial-- some would like to say neocolonial -- world order from the north. The game changing impact of the crisis has come forward in the need to formally sit around a much bigger table bringing the Group of 20 together, encompassing most of the key players of this moment not hierarchically, but rather recognizing their mutual interdependence. There is no doubt that around and from this Group a new architecture of global governance will evolve, highly imperfect as the terms of reference for the meetings that took place so far (in Washington and London, with a September follow-up in Pittsburgh) have been. The gravest consequence of this imperfection is the ongoing exclusion of the majority of states, particularly low income countries and the ignorance of established frameworks of multilateral governance like the UN, IMF and World Bank – very much the products of the post second world war architecture and by now following and not leading to face today’s global demands. However, despite serious shortcomings there is a promise in the convening of the main global actors at one table. On the one hand it could provide a credible buffer around the American-Chinese entanglement that has emerged as the nucleus of a new world order and yet should not be allowed to ignore the rest of the world in decisions with potentially high global impact. On the other hand any effective way of governing the globe, steering the ship out of choppy waters and discovering new shores of hope at the same time, requires a forum with requisite authority, visibility and credibility – the absence of which has been painfully felt in the worldwide incapability to avoid the big losses of a crisis foretold . 
This is an important notion when looking at the second fundamental impact revealed by recent events. What we have seen is a complete about-face from the sacrosanct market rhetoric in the past three decades. That era started under political guidance by Reagan, Thatcher and the likes and met with broad political following and support to the detriment of the recognition and decency of the public cause and egalitarian principles for organizing society and global interdependence. Many have been forced to take a hard look at their conviction that the best state was a sleeping state and now quite often entertain second thoughts about deregulation of what ought to be regulated for protecting and advancing the common good. The resurrection of  Keynes and state fiscal intervention has been nothing less than spectacular, particularly in the US where the primacy of market dominance and private entrepreneurship and risk have been carried by solid majorities for a long time. It is probably right to be skeptical on the extent of true internalization and acceptance of the about-face. After all it turns out that quite a few banks or car producers balk at conditionality as soon as they come to realize that their rescue cannot be just in the form of a blank check. And as things go, many would like to forget the anxieties of this period as soon as the stock market rallies again and profits bounce back up. What will remain though is an awareness of revaluation of the moral and normative role by mandated public authorities without which companies could not have survived, confidence would not have been restored, and safety nets would not have existed. This awareness, bringing together a widely stretching spectrum of converging interests and views, offers a unique opportunity to identify and pursue the values that would strengthen cohesion in society, trust between nations and effective authority of global governance – all interconnected and indispensable conditions for social progress and justice.

Against the backdrop of these fundamental game changers, it is a welcome challenge to explore the value side of past and future of globalization. Globalization will not go away and, frankly, should not go away as its reversal through renationalization of economic, cultural and political action would bring us back to the past instead of forward to the future. However, as it has become crystal clear that systems governing globalization are not existing or have not stood the test, it is very relevant to explore the values that can bring and hold citizens and nations together. As I speak the echoe of president Obama’s speech in Cairo is still ringing, with its key message intensely focused on exactly that.  Given the tremendous receptiveness for his message all around the globe, I sense that many people are longing for more than technical responses to their deep lack of social and economic security. Are we ready to cement the fate of individuals and regions, of winners and losers, of insiders and outsiders in a construction of common destiny? Or will we go back to “might makes right” and the survival of the fittest as the way forward to growth and prosperity – marginalizing the disadvantaged?
Assuming that the crisis has now indeed paved the way for a renewed recognition of the public interest and for a more representative architecture of global governance, it may be realistic to see the end of the monoculture globalization model as the beginning of a multipurpose global equilibrium practice – replacing the private interest by the common good as its objective. 
In order to see how realistic this could be, let us take a moment to assess some relevant facts that have emerged in different parts of the world in recent years. In particular I would like to take a look at the areas of healthcare coverage, state pension rights and direct income support in different parts of the world.
In most countries access to and quality of health services show wide disparities. In rich and poor countries alike the issues are both related to highly political issues of how to organize and for whom to organize a system of efficient delivery. The US way of organizing the system, largely driven by private interests, has turned out to be a recipe for very high costs and selective coverage. This coverage issue is also very pertinent in many middle income countries. In Brazil and Argentina for instance, huge gaps exist depending upon employer contracts or worker unions arrangements. In China, high user fees discriminate heavily between haves and have nots. In South Africa state support contributes to 40% of all expenditure on health for delivering services to 80% of the population – leaving just 20% benefiting from more than half of total resources available. With a few exceptions, such as in Thailand, most developing countries show a pattern marked by wide differences between those included and those excluded. 

State pension systems show a similar overall pattern, further complicated by different ways of securing revenue from pension contributions– a highly relevant aspect as the crisis has shown when erasing huge savings of countless people who were looking forward to benefit from their hard work and saving efforts after retirement. On top of that in quite a few lower or middle income countries the pension age is rather low for limited groups of privileged, often state functionaries – thus contributing to the unsustainability and exclusivity features of the system.
Direct income support has been on the rise in quite a few countries, after a long period of marginalization as part of the traditional advice by international financial institutions, including World Bank and IMF. For example in India there are good reasons to attribute the recent election results to the emphasis on rural employment and income guarantees that have reached millions of very poor people. It may make the point that even at a relatively low level of national income it is possible to start cementing a floor of income entitlement that does not only serve as a protection against starvation but might be an incentive to very small savings that could be the start of a micro credit contract.
In the same context, there have been significant initiatives in a number of countries, like in Brazil (“Bolsa Familial”) and Mexico (“Oportunidades”), to provide through “conditional cash transfer programs” money to poor families contingent upon certain verifiable actions, generally minimum investments in children’s regular school attendance or basic preventative health care. They therefore hold promise for addressing the inter-generational transmission of poverty and for fostering social inclusion of targeted groups. These include in some cases internally displaced people (Colombia) or disabled (Jamaica). Importantly these programs have become part of regular budgets, accepted also as part of public expenditure frameworks with the blessing of World Bank and IMF. This could lay the foundation for expanded programs of more general welfare entitlements. Along this line of evolution it would be a good example of initially small development projects gradually transformed into scaled up programs eventually leading to welfare system arrangements of a structural nature.
In short, the key challenges emerging from all three areas mentioned are: how to make the formal economy –with its high entitlements and exclusive thresholds of access – and the informal economy – with the near absence of individual rights and entitlements – converge? And how to sew together the patchwork of disparate facilities and entitlements and fit these to a system providing safety and opportunities for all? Obviously, that is not just a technical question.   Rather, it is a value driven challenge to the active aspirations of a unified society or to the passive acceptance by a divided one.
Let me mention here the interesting case of a middle income country one step further up the ladder of inclusive arrangements, Chile – often labeled as part of the group of emerging market economies, but increasingly a showcase of an advancing social economy. Last year I had the privilege to contribute to the work of a special Advisory Council established by president Bachelet that has produced an authoritative account on the social future of Chile under the title “Towards a Fair Chile: Jobs, Wages, Competitiveness and Equity”. I would like to summarize here my input into that discussion, trying to capture the relevance of European and Dutch experiences and views in the context of an economic booming, yet very unequal and on average still under educated country, though a country with the advantage that it can and wants to build on a strong institutions to foster common direction of policies.
“Building an equitable society requires a non-ideological acceptance that three pillars are indispensable under any circumstances: i) economic growth based on the strengths of the market economy; ii) political stability relying on consensus based institutions; and iii) universality of access to the labor market and appropriate social security arrangements, fostering an inclusive society. Equally it requires the rejection of three fear factors that continue to fuel strong advocates of one sided interest representation and information. First the myth of a trade-off suggesting that expenditure for social policies will necessarily diminish economic return; second the ghost of taxation as the enemy of entrepreneurial success; and third the fear of globalization as the recipe for a race to the bottom of social standards and norms.”
The discussion took place against the backdrop of the historic achievement, unique for the Latin American continent, of the introduction of a universal state pension (the “General Old Age Pensions Act”) for all Chileans. With the individual entitlement still at a very modest level the essential progress lies in the bridging of the gap between insiders and outsiders in the labor market. 
Thus the case can be made (and that is what I did in Santiago) that this breakthrough is essentially recognizing values that in the post war reconstruction of Europe have glued an increasing number of countries together around the notion of the responsibility of the state to recognize and support in an inclusive manner social rights and aspirations of all citizens based on the principle of equality. Universal coverage of health and disability risks and universal entitlement to a minimum income including after retirement reflect those values. Their implication extends to the understanding that the revenues from individual performance can be subject to limitation or taxation on the basis of public interest considerations. The heated recent debates about income norms and moral do’s and don’ts in a society of equals show that something had gone lost after the decades of reconstruction of Europe. The current crisis offers an opportunity out of necessity to revisit the fundamentals that enabled Europe to rise from the ashes and to foster a more inclusive type of society than in most other parts of the world. 
However there is no reason at all for complacency as the struggle to keep the values alive and well puts high demands on policy makers and the public debate.
The distinction between the formal and informal economy is not the domain of developing countries only. Illegal residence and work in many European countries de facto create an informal economy situation with exclusion of most of the universal insurance entitlements. In the US the illegal workforce adds to the patchwork of situations due to absence of universal coverage and entitlement.  Needless to point out the harsh unequal consequences, often even despite contributions by illegal workers to social funding. And the issues go beyond that. The “British jobs for British workers” statement by Gordon Brown made a point of the insecurity in society that is affecting fundamental values of equal treatment. Harassment practices in quite a number of European countries emphasize the harsh distinction between being in and being out. The impact of such statements and facts stretches as far as the beaches of Senegal, Libya or Somalia with desperate people embarking on voyages of despair to find their fate decided on inhospitable shores or in relentless waves. And it extends to the support for development aid, that is vital to too many people in spite of the skepticism of some. I would like to mention two examples here.

Increasingly key donors are providing support to countries for post-conflict recovery and reconstruction purposes. Examples include DR Congo, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Cote d’Ivoire, South Sudan, Afghanistan and quite many other places. There is often a potential of strong short term gains, starting from the rock bottom of absence of services, institutions, security and justice. Whilst quick wins should not be confused with long term development requiring patience and stamina over a long sustained period of time there is much evidence that without progress in delivering of services and provision of livelihood the chance of resumption of conflict increases. Simply put: the role of aid is indispensable – it can make the difference between peace and war.
Another striking example goes back to earlier global economic crises and their impact on developing countries – so that we can learn what in today’s circumstances should be the way forward despite negative economic growth and budget cutting exercises in donor countries that affect the levels of Official Development Assistance. Indonesia went through a severe crisis at the end of the nineties, seeing its domestic expenditure drop in real terms. However health spending paid by aid rose from 10% in earlier years to 24% during the crisis, creating an important buffer to sustain health services. In contrast in Peru (during a comparable crisis ten years before) public health expenditures fell by more than 58% without any countervailing compensation from foreign assistance. While both countries suffered adverse impacts on child health, in Indonesia the impact was minor. However in Peru there was a sharp increase in the infant mortality rate, resulting from a combination of the collapse in public health expenditure along with a reduction in private health spending. Again simply put: the role of aid can make the difference between life and death. 
When considering the core of “European values” I would certainly argue for including the role of Europe in public development assistance as part of an elementary understanding of solidarity, promotion of stability and contribution to market creation – a combination of moral choice and economic opportunism. Often the choice of areas of support, particularly state and institution building and delivery of education and health services, reflect European traditions for better or sometimes for worse to recipient countries.
So far so good. However it is far from self evident that applying the values as described can be economically sustained. Or can continue to rely on electoral support. I must admit that I had to overcome some hesitations to speak about "European values" in a political and economic climate that does not appear to entice a large number of politicians, opinion-makers and voters these days. I am highly concerned about the mood in Europe and the rising risk of renationalization of the common good - that might lead to increasing cut-throat competition with eventually more losers than winners.

Still history of progress is part of a long journey, with many ups and occasionally deep downs. For keeping the right direction it is important we understand where the roots are of an unprecedented period of European peace and prosperity, achieved over a period of more than sixty years. And that we remain open to welcome or support fellow citizens from poorer neighboring areas as friends instead of foes. Let us not regress in giving in to the rejection of values that constitute the very basis to include and protect many of the people that used the European Parliament elections to express their insecurity about today's political and economic conditions. That is why it is worth every effort to advocate for and advance the European value proposition. And to address the deeply underlying electoral divisions that lie in the distinction between the cooperative, collective, public-private partnership approach on the one hand and the privatization of opportunities, risks and ultimately values on the other hand. 
Ever since the privatization drive started in the early eighties the size and scope of the public domain have often been identified as obstacles to growth and prosperity. It is a valid question whether a solidarity system can be sustained over time. The Dutch experience suggests that this should be permanently an agenda priority, reconciling long term trends with short term adjustments in order to keep the balance between reservations and entitlements right. However it should be pointed out that despite those decades of ideological opposition some of the most compelling facts demonstrate the opposite of the “obstacle” ideology. There is abundant evidence that a conducive investment climate can go -- and to an extent should go -- hand in hand with clear frameworks of regulation and enforcement. How otherwise could there be an explanation for the consistent high ranking of Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Netherlands and Switzerland as countries of good business practice and opportunity? Why would Germany and France have managed to remain key industrial competitors despite quite loaded regulatory practices? How did Singapore, Vietnam, Malaysia and China rise to economic success? So why is it that the Anglo Saxon version of capitalism has been allowed to make such inroads into the fabric of societies around the globe, denting solid postwar institutions and arrangements in Europe and affecting traditional values in Asian societies? The global culture of capitalism has become very much adjusted to the style, language and customs of Wall Street and the City of London. Yet, Britain and America harbor considerable society inequalities, lagging Europe and Japan in both social and physical infrastructure. And within the EU Ireland led the race to the bottom of corporate taxation only to find itself confronted with an unsustainable bubble of short lived luxury. Now more than ever the pressure is on that unrefined model to adjust to social and environmental realities. The reality of pollution, climate change and disaster surge; the reality of under education requiring renewed investments in schools and public university access; the reality of pockets of deep poverty and insecurity also amongst middle classes: they all demand determined and binding public action and authority, nationally and internationally.  
To be sure, that global culture of capitalism has been a driver of important change to the benefit of many poor peasants or urban dwellers seeing their sons and daughters improving their life standards through tough labor. Emigration has been the source of surging remittances that are providing more and more regular income to millions of families. And larger developing countries with larger markets are seeing the two sides of brain drain and brain gain that on balance helps them integrate into the global economy.  
Rather the problem is the sustainability of capitalism in its raw version. Decency and security of jobs and income, and  – as a simultaneous consequence and precondition – solidarity across society are not the adversary but the complementary of thriving economies. In ideological terms it is the appreciation of the moral imperative that polarizes hard core market protagonists against ideal driven social advocates. In practical terms it should by now be understood that the gap between the two is much narrower than either side would be pleased to admit. Essentially globalization should be associated with progress; the contrary of falling back into petty self interest definition, nationalism, chauvinism that all have been or are breeding grounds for polarization and war. In the response to the crisis, the European Union is walking a fine line between keeping the momentum of integration intact and responding to national concerns in very national ways in order for governments to maintain legitimacy. However for globalization to equal progress it is of the essence to broaden the scope of the measurement of its success. So that it will go beyond the superficial security of impressive national product growth figures. So that it will attribute authority beyond the corporate and financial world. And will substitute the fiction of national sovereignty by a mandatory delegation of power to representative and accountable multilateral  global governance.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Now that at this point in time we have to learn to live with growth, debt and inflation figures that are hard to reconcile with what we were used to, it is time that we embrace other figures on equal footing as measurements of the success of our action and of the prospects for our life. The world has made remarkable progress in recognizing the need for carbon emission ceilings as a yardstick to change our way of life for safeguarding conditions of life for future generations. On the social side it is time to recover from the backlash that widely discredited the 20th century historic achievements of labor regulation, social security and universal pension and health insurance coverage. Moreover the notion of job rights, not by way of a static entitlement when there is no demand for work, but as recognition of the need to serve society and boost the market economy in making labor supply and demand meet, would deserve revived attention and support. I have never understood why a report by the IMF announcing half a percent decrease in global output tends to raise the highest alarm levels in capitals whereas references by the International Labor Organization to 10 or 20 or close to 100 million more unemployed job seekers is taken note of like one learns to live with many rainy days in an otherwise moderate and comfortable climate. But how is it that a production system can be of value to people that are exempt from contributing? How could an economy benefit from the input of all talents if hundreds of millions are banned to the sidewalk of dark informality? And how can the fabric of society maintain coherence and strength if insiders and outsiders mistrust each other’s efforts and opportunities? We should therefore be guided by parameters of inclusion alongside parameters of economic and financial solidity and conditions of ecological sustainability. And incorporate values of fair access and participation in our standards of performance measurement and public policy priority setting.
The confusion and disorientation of the time that we are living right now offers us a long sought opportunity to plot a new course to quieter waters of this wider understanding of the interaction between economic growth and the common good. And also puts pressure on establishing the systems and levels of governance that helps the world on its way up from deprivation, poverty and despair to dignity, prosperity and accomplishment.  This combination of a global equilibrium agenda and a global governance structure is a powerful one. The new prominence of the G-20 enables more than ever before the representation of the very poorest in global decision fora that matter. Social values are regaining the place at the table that had been lost because they were neglected or simply taken for granted. Private entrepreneurship and profit making, whilst remaining necessary drivers of growth, are being reassessed as part of their contribution to coherence of society and quality of life. 

An interesting test case, with repercussions far beyond the borders of the USA, is going to be president Obama’s effort to take on many vested interests opposed to public interference in the organization of health risk solidarity. How to organize this will have to be a master class in bringing a value proposition (inclusion of every American under insurance) to an accepted system. The New York Times put it last week this way: “If [the president] embraces a tax on employee benefits, he may infuriate labor and the middle class. If he insists on a big-government plan in the image of Medicare, he could lose any hope of Republican support and ignite an insurance industry backlash. If he does not come up with credible ways to pay for his plan, moderate Democrats could balk.” Whatever the outcome, it will resonate in Europe and, if indeed universal coverage would be the result, would be of influence in many Asian and Latin American countries.
Let me conclude.
In a world of American inspired cultural dominance and of Asian driven economic innovation Europe has something precious to offer that it should not underestimate let alone be careless about. It is the recognition of solidarity arrangements and consensus institutions as necessary preconditions for an inclusive and stable society. As an economic asset instead of liability. An asset as part of a winning combination and not a trade off with entrepreneurial initiative. These values are universally relevant and should be universally applied. Without further initiative the economic crisis of our own making spells for years to come disaster and setback in many of the poorest countries, including for people that thought they had entered the land of the middle classes. So let inclusiveness guide the way domestically and abroad. For in today’s world there is not and should not be sovereignty to draw borders between human equals and their aspirations.   
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