obalization, currently driven mainly by
ec market forces and commercial inter-
‘ests has failed to proyide equal opportu-
growth and equal distribution of bene-
the countries-of the world. It has cer-
vided opportunities and benefits to
ries - the developed and a few newly
izing developing countries, but it has
zéd the majority of the developing
es “The biggest beneficiaries are the
dedier industrial countries and the richest
live in these countries, and the
Itics are the poorest developing
the most impoverished people liv-

ifth.of the world’s people living in the
ome industrial countries, for exam-
the following:

cent of the world gross domestic prod-

percen_t of the users of the Internet.

he bottom fifth of the world’s people, in the
{.developing countries have only one per
-each sector - income, exports, foreign
investment and telephones. World’s
and development are also largely in the
of developed countries. In 1993, just 10
ped countries accounted for 84 per cent of
research and development and controlled
,f'cent of the US patents of the past two

'smgly, people in 85 countries, mainly
jing, are worse off than they were a
:ago, despite globalization and per capita
mie in some 40 developing countries is still
han it was 20 or more years ago. The poor-
cent of the world’s people who live in
ping countries suffered a reduction in
re of world income from 2.3 per cent in
, per cent in 1997. Africa, in particu-

laﬁt § fiot benefited at all from globalization.
‘ African household consumption, actu-
BHLby 20 per cent in the last 25 years. In the
-, 1983-1993 alone, the proportion of mal-

Vcont while primary school enrolment fell from
79 per cent to 67 per cent.

| Trade. Investment

“and Growth
portumtxes for growth has result-
+eeonoMmic growth whxle some

"children rose from 5 per cent to 25 per-

experienced low growth or negative growth. In
the period 1980-1997 only 33 countries had 3
per cent and over growth in per capita GNP a
year, 79 experienced averagé growth below 3
per cent and 59 mainly in Africa or over one-
third of the countries suffered from declining
growth of per capita GNP. In 1965-1996 GNP
per capita grew at an average annual rate of 5.5
per cent in‘East Asia, 2.2 per cent in South Asia,
1.1 per cent in Latin America and declined at the
rate of 0.2 per cent in sub-Saharan Africa. The
share of agriculture in GDP fell in most devel-
oping countries with economic growth but
increased in Sub-Saharan Africa between 1980
and 1996. Uneven economic growth resulted
from uneven growth of trade and foreign invest-
ment.

_ Average annual growth of exports of goods
and services in the period 1980-1996 exceeded
15 per cent only in 15 countries, was in the range
of 5 per cent to 10 per cent in 43 countries and
was below 5 per cent in 55 or around half the
countries. Average annual export growth in the
period 1965 to 1996 in East Asia is 8.8 per cent,
South Asia 6.2 per cent, Latin America 5.2 per
cent and Sub-Saharan Africa 2.1 per cent.
Africa’s share of world exports has fallen.
Exports of developing countries, further, are
concentrated in a few countries; about 80 per
cent of the exports of developing countries in
1996 was by just 15 countries — and these are
the ones who benefited most by globalization.

- Like trade, foreign direct investment too is
unevenly distributed. In 1997 for example, of the
total world foreign direct investment of around
$400 billion, about $150 billion or 37 per cent
went to developing countries while about-$230
billion or 58 per cent went to developed coun-
tries. Foreign direct investment, like trade again,
tended to concentrate in a few developing coun-
tries. Of the foreign direct investment received

by developing countries and countries in transi--

tion in the 1990s, about 80 per cent was received
by 20 countries, mainly China. Foreign direct
investment has averaged less than $100 million
a year since 1990 for 100 countries and net flows
have been negative for nine. In 1996 alone, 95
per cent of the foreign direct investment in
developing countries, went to just 26 countries

leaving the balance 5 per cent to be shared by ‘

140 qther developing countries. East Asia
attracted most of the foreign capital while Africa
received only a trickle. In fact, Africa’s share of
foreign direct investment rose from 0.4 per cent
in 1990 to only 0.6 per cent in 1996 despite
African countries signing 260 bilateral invest-

ment treaties offenng various concessions to for-
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'investment regimes. -
In 1997; Asia received 22 per cent of the
world’s foreign direct investment and Latin

: America 14 per cent while Africa received only

_Sunday August 29, 1

1 per cent. Some 94 per cent ofithe portfolio and
other short-term capital flows to developing and
transition economies went to just 20 of them in
1996. Today, only 25 developing countries have
access to private markets for bonds, commercial
bank Joans and portfolio equity. The rest are shut
out by their lack of credit rating.

South Asian countries have attracted relative-
ly little foreign capital as compared to East Asia.
In the eight years 1990-1997 foreign direct
investment inflows were as follows: China $200
billion, Malaysia $40 billion, Indonesia $26 bil-
lion and Thailand $17 billion. In the same peri-
od, India received only $9 billion and Sri Lanka
$0.8 billion. In 1997 foreign direct investment
equalled 4.0 per cent of GDg in East Asia but
only 0.7 per cent of GDP in South Asia; while
the ratio was 4.9 per cent in China and 4.5 per
cent in Malaysia, it was 0.7 per cent in India and
0.9 per cent in Sri Lanka.

Average Annual Growth Rates

um by 65 per cent, rice by 51 percent,ootbonby

43 per cent, copper by 30 per cent; palm oil by

27 per cent, iron ore by 31 per cent, mbber by 52
per cent, cocanut oil by 35 per cent, tocoa by29
per cent, coffee by 20 per cent and tea by-22 per

ceiit. Most developing countmsamexportets of |
primary commodities and - fhey have been | .
adversely affected by the deéhmng prices. | -

Global integration for pritnary oommodlty pro-
ducers is actually a vulnerability tomewlnms of
the primary commodlty markets.

the major causes for their low- export and €co-
nomic growth is the unfavourable prices for
commodities. Price of petroleum has risen in

reoentweeksasaresultofthedecislonofﬂPEC;

to restrict supplies, but thisis expected to be
temporary and oommodlty prices’ wﬂl decline
further or at best remain flat, -

The decline in commodxty pnces is cansed
partly by increasing supplies resulting from
export-led growth strategies of globahzanon and
from newcomers who had been prevented by
war, civil conflict and other causes from maxi-

1965-1996 % mmngthwproducuonmthopast.Farmersalso
/= :
Region Gross National Product | Gross Expomof Fomganct '.
Domestic Goodsand | . Investment -
Investment, | Services | s % of GDP
Total | Per Capita 1908 1996
East Asia 74 55 94 | 88 | 04 | 40
South Asia 46 | 22 | s3 | 62 | 01 | 07
Latin America | 38w, | 1.1 20 | 52 | 08 | 21
SuSaharan | ~27 'l 02 | a1 | 2t | 00 | 1
Aiica g ,
Al Developing| 38 16 . 02 22
Countries | | ,
World 3 12 31 | 58 | 0 14

Eoonomxc integration is thns dividing devel-

oping countries into those that are benefiting *

from global opportunities anﬂ those that are not.

Decline in COmInodItv Prices

While the process of globahzatmn provided
market access and favourable prices for industri-
hiflg ‘countnes it tended.to.

. '} tonand&'ﬁsedonﬁgy saving methods to econ-

real pncesa)f commodmes feﬂ by 39 per centﬁ : i the 1 : :

agncultural rammatanals byZS Per cent, metals, |, the expans
Mmcs 33 TS, T .

'\ tend to make up for lower prioés by increasing
‘the quantity produced; besides in most develop-

mg .countries, in the absence of industries, there
‘1500 dlternative but to produce and export more
oommodmas for survival. On the demand side,
advanced technologies have dematerialized pro-
duction - or using less raw materials per unit of

.industrial production « substituted syntheficsfor
natgral fhaterials like tubbet, jute, wool and cot-

fact, one of.

'GDP combined of all the 48 least developetk

-39.5 per cent to 44.3 per cent. : #

the lowest 20 per cent had only 46pe:cent gn\

r, khled theu' worth in the four years to 1998

»competmon in commod1ty markets. Al these
tend to depress the demand for raw materials in
the context of increasing supplies and exert
dowmward pressure on pnces

1
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lnoquallty of Wealth and Inoomo
Globalization has resulted in widening - ‘the
gap between the developed/rich and develop-
ing/poor countries. The income gap between’ the
richest one-fifth of the world people (in devel—
oped’ countries) measured by average . natlonal
income per head, widened from 30 to 1 in 1968,
to 74 to 1 in 1997. Per capita income of the least
developed countries declined in real terms frori¥
$272 to $233 in the last 25 years. Average aniju-"
al per capita private consumption growth”
1990-1996 was 1.4 per cent.in high mcon;g
countries while it was a negative rate of 1.0,pgs,
cent in sub-Saharan Africa. The three ri
men in the world have assets that exceed ¢

countries of the world containing 600 mi
people.

Polarization between the developed and
developing countries has been accompanied bya,
polarization between the haves and have-nots
and between the knows and know-nots.)
Widening disparity between countries 1&,1)&1‘&1C
leled by increasing inequality of incomeswithif’
countries. The rich have grown richer and the
poor poorer. In the last ten years the average
income of the bottom 20 per cent of househol@,
in US rose by 8 per cent while that of the highs-
est 20 per cent increased by 44 per cent and' m
of the highest S per cent rose by 60 per cent. 'l'ﬁg
fortune of Bill Gates, the richest man in the {8
and the world is equal to the net worth of
million poorest Americans. In the Uniied
Kingdom between 1979 and 1988, the share 'of’
total income of the lowest 20 per cent of hoa$s!
holds fell from 5.8 per cent to 4.6. per ¢EBf
whereas that of the highest 20 per cent ,rose fton;t

#

.The same process of income polanzaum:
operates in developing countries, which hhy’e
been globalized and achieved high econoriic
growth. In-Brazil for Instance, the share of
income of the highest 20 per cent was 64.2 per
cent in 1995 while that of the lowest 20 per cent'
was only 2.5 per cent; in Malaysia the highest 20
per cent had -53.7 per cent of the income whlle

1989. South Asia which is less i
more egalitarian- distribution of
share of income of the highest 20
population was 39.3 per cent whe
lowest 20 per cent was 9.2 per cent.i a7
200 richest people in the world moré




