The problem the G20 must solve creating new
growth and jobs.
The 2014 G20 will shortly take place in Brisbane Australia. This summit is happening
during a period of even greater uncertainty than the last few of these leadership talk
- fests. With the G20 agenda on growth and jobs through trade it is a very
interesting time for us as we are deeply involved in a major new business initiative to
promote greater trust. Perhaps this is a core issue in the changing world of business
and how these changes are affecting the economic stability of society. There are new
challenges and new opportunities.
During the 1970s - it seemed that our jobs were disappearing and the question was,
“Where will the new jobs come from?” or are we all going to live in an era of leisure
as Robert Theobold had proposed in his book Guaranteed Income.
This question of jobs and growth is contrasted with other big issues like - how do you
make money from free stuff as the cost of production becomes marginal on a lot of
what we consume and technology changes the future for entire industries. In this
digital age these changes are posing all sorts of new problems for global forums like
the G20 and for individual governments. Of course business need to figure out the
roadmap ahead for their role in a changing world and I have devoted this article to
the outlook for jobs both the pros & cons.
A new Wall Street Journal poll finds that three out of four Americans think the next
generation will be worse off than this generation.
Barack Obama’s former chief economist Larry Summers began this chant of
“secular stagnation.” It’s a pessimistic message, and it’s now being echoed
by Federal Reserve Vice-Chair Stanley Fischer. He agrees with Summers
that slow growth in “labor supply, capital investment, and productivity” is
the new normal that’s “holding down growth.” Summers also believes that
negative real interest rates aren’t negative enough. If Fischer and Fed chair
Janet Yellen agree, central bank policy rates will never normalize in our
lifetime. (National Review Online)
The timing of the G20 is ripe for discussions on this critical aspect of the jobs issue
and whether these can be created and the environment needed that must be rebuilt
to generate trust between all the stakeholders be they in business, government or
the civil society. The study that follows from Pew Research and Elon University
highlight some of the key takeaways from thought leaders among the 1,896 experts
the authors consulted with about jobs, some of whom think robotics will be a huge

plus and others who are deeply concerned about our social future. (You can find the
whole study at http://www.pewinternet.org/2014/08/06/future-of-jobs/ plus links in
the first few pages of the report to other fascinating subjects on the future.
The vast majority of respondents to the 2014 Future of the Internet
canvassing anticipate that robotics and artificial intelligence will permeate
wide segments of daily life by 2025, with huge implications for a range of
industries such as health care, transport and logistics, customer service,
and home maintenance. But even as they are largely consistent in their
predictions for the evolution of technology itself, they are deeply divided on
how advances in AI and robotics will impact the economic and employment
picture over the next decade.
The countries that will be winners will be those that help their citizens organize
themselves to take advantage of the new technologies. Countries that try to
“protect” jobs or certain groups will find themselves falling behind. This report
highlights some of the areas where not just the US but also that many other
countries are failing. Especially in education, where we are still using an 18th-century
education model developed to produce factory workers for the British industrialists
The coming G20 made me think about what I had written about the G20 summit
held in Seoul in 2010 and the concerns and disappointment at the time about
leadership. If only they had known then that the problems were going to get more
complex and far more numerous. With the global financial crisis altering every thing I
thought I should seek a response to our own new ideas on trust from the
Bertelsmann Foundation who had proposed a new Ratings organization known as
INCRA, which is also being promoted to the G20 leadership. Bertelsmann
immediately understood the complementarities between INCRA and what we have
been working on to promote greater trust.
During my stay in Washington DC to meet Bertelsmann I met up with a former
colleague Dr Richard Stiglitz who expressed to me his concerns about the economy
and jobs. He was kind enough to present me with his latest book entitled ‘Leadership
Conversations’ and I understood most thinking people are concerned about this
critical issue. This and other meetings made me reflect on the BBC documentary (37
Days) that set the timeline for the lead up to the First World War. It clearly raised the
issue of just how important leadership is at a time of crisis, but also how it can also
go terribly wrong. On a similar but lighter note around this time I attended the movie
‘ The French Minister ‘ which portrayed a fictitious range of events that had a great
familiarity to those that happened leading up to the second Gulf War. Proving the
same point about leadership but with humor.
Wars tend to bring events into focus and the transition we are engaged in today is a
little like a war - but who the enemy is - is less clear while so many global events are
volatile. What we do or the G20 does about policies during this transition will be

difficult as the very ideas that we have depended on for the last three quarters of a
century are crumbling and none of the problems are more important than jobs. In
what follows you will see why.

The Future of Jobs
By Aaron Smith and Janna Anderson
Key Findings
The vast majority of respondents to the 2014 Future of the Internet canvassing
anticipate that robotics and artificial intelligence will permeate wide segments of
daily life by 2025, with huge implications for a range of industries such as health
care, transport and logistics, customer service, and home maintenance. But even as
they are largely consistent in their predictions for the evolution of technology itself,
they are deeply divided on how advances in AI and robotics will impact the economic
and employment picture over the next decade.
Key themes: reasons to be hopeful:
1) Advances in technology may displace certain types of work, but historically they
have been a net creator of jobs.
2) We will adapt to these changes by inventing entirely new types of work, and by
taking advantage of uniquely human capabilities.
3) Technology will free us from day-to-day drudgery, and allow us to define our
relationship with “work” in a more positive and socially beneficial way.
4) Ultimately, we as a society control our own destiny through the choices we make.
Key themes: reasons to be concerned:
1) Impacts from automation have thus far impacted mostly blue-collar employment;
the coming wave of innovation threatens to upend white-collar work as well.
2) Certain highly-skilled workers will succeed wildly in this new environment—but far
more may be displaced into lower paying service industry jobs at best, or permanent
unemployment at worst.
3) Our educational system is not adequately preparing us for work of the future, and
our political and economic institutions are poorly equipped to handle these hard
choices.
Some 1,896 experts responded to the following question:

The economic impact of robotic advances and AI—Self-driving cars, intelligent
digital agents that can act for you, and robots are advancing rapidly. Will networked,
automated, artificial intelligence (AI) applications and robotic devices have displaced
more jobs than they have created by 2025?
Half of these experts (48%) envision a future in which robots and digital agents have
displaced significant numbers of both blue- and white-collar workers—with many
expressing concern that this will lead to vast increases in income inequality, masses
of people who are effectively unemployable, and breakdowns in the social order.
The other half of the experts who responded to this survey (52%) expects that
technology will not displace more jobs than it creates by 2025. To be sure, this group
anticipates that many jobs currently performed by humans will be substantially taken
over by robots or digital agents by 2025. But they have faith that human ingenuity
will create new jobs, industries, and ways to make a living, just as it has been doing
since the dawn of the Industrial Revolution.
These two groups also share certain hopes and concerns about the impact of
technology on employment. For instance, many are concerned that our existing
social structures—and especially our educational institutions—are not adequately
preparing people for the skills that will be needed in the job market of the future.
Conversely, others have hope that the coming changes will be an opportunity to
reassess our society’s relationship to employment itself—by returning to a focus on
small-scale or artisanal modes of production, or by giving people more time to spend
on leisure, self-improvement, or time with loved ones.
A number of themes ran through the responses to this question: those that are
unique to either group, and those that were mentioned by members of both groups.
The view from those who expect AI and robotics to have a positive or
neutral impact on jobs by 2025
JP Rangaswami, chief scientist for Salesforce.com, offered a number of reasons for
his belief that automation will not be a net displacer of jobs in the next decade: “The
effects will be different in different economies (which themselves may look different
from today's political boundaries). Driven by revolutions in education and in
technology, the very nature of work will have changed radically—but only in
economies that have chosen to invest in education, technology, and related
infrastructure. Some classes of jobs will be handed over to the ‘immigrants’ of AI and
Robotics, but more will have been generated in creative and curating activities as
demand for their services grows exponentially while barriers to entry continue to fall.
For many classes of jobs, robots will continue to be poor labor substitutes.”
Rangaswami’s prediction incorporates a number of arguments made by those in this
canvassing who took his side of this question.

Argument #1: Throughout history, technology has been a job creator—not a
job destroyer
Vint Cerf, vice president and chief Internet evangelist for Google, said, “Historically,
technology has created more jobs than it destroys and there is no reason to think
otherwise in this case. Someone has to make and service all these advanced
devices.”
Jonathan Grudin, principal researcher for Microsoft, concurred: “Technology will
continue to disrupt jobs, but more jobs seem likely to be created. When the world
population was a few hundred million people there were hundreds of millions of jobs.
Although there have always been unemployed people, when we reached a few billion
people there were billions of jobs. There is no shortage of things that need to be
done and that will not change.”
Michael Kende, the economist for a major Internet-oriented nonprofit organization,
wrote, “In general, every wave of automation and computerization has increased
productivity without depressing employment, and there is no reason to think the
same will not be true this time. In particular, the new wave is likely to increase our
personal or professional productivity (e.g. self-driving car) but not necessarily
directly displace a job (e.g. chauffeur). While robots may displace some manual jobs,
the impact should not be different than previous waves of automation in factories
and elsewhere. On the other hand, someone will have to code and build the new
tools, which will also likely lead to a new wave of innovations and jobs.”
Fred Baker, Internet pioneer, longtime leader in the IETF and Cisco Systems Fellow,
responded, “My observation of advances in automation has been that they change
jobs, but they don't reduce them. A car that can guide itself on a striped street has
more difficulty with an unstriped street, for example, and any automated system can
handle events that it is designed for, but not events (such as a child chasing a ball
into a street) for which it is not designed. Yes, I expect a lot of change. I don't think
the human race can retire en masse by 2025.”
Argument #2: Advances in technology create new jobs and industries even
as they displace some of the older ones
Ben Shneiderman, professor of computer science at the University of Maryland,
wrote, “Robots and AI make compelling stories for journalists, but they are a false
vision of the major economic changes. Journalists lost their jobs because of changes
to advertising, professors are threatened by MOOCs, and store salespeople are losing
jobs to Internet sales people. Improved user interfaces, electronic delivery (videos,
music, etc.), and more self-reliant customers reduce job needs. At the same time
someone is building new websites, managing corporate social media plans, creating
new products, etc. Improved user interfaces, novel services, and fresh ideas will
create more jobs.”

Amy Webb, CEO of strategy firm Webbmedia Group, wrote, “There is a general
concern that the robots are taking over. I disagree that our emerging technologies
will permanently displace most of the workforce, though I'd argue that jobs will shift
into other sectors. Now more than ever, an army of talented coders is needed to help
our technology advance. But we will still need folks to do packaging, assembly, sales,
and outreach. The collar of the future is a hoodie.”
John Markoff, senior writer for the Science section of the New York Times,
responded, “You didn't allow the answer that I feel strongly is accurate—too hard to
predict. There will be a vast displacement of labor over the next decade. That is true.
But, if we had gone back 15 years who would have thought that ‘search engine
optimization’ would be a significant job category?”
Marjory Blumenthal, a science and technology policy analyst, wrote, “In a given
context, automated devices like robots may displace more than they create. But they
also generate new categories of work, giving rise to second- and third-order effects.
Also, there is likely to be more human-robot collaboration—a change in the kind of
work opportunities available. The wider impacts are the hardest to predict; they may
not be strictly attributable to the uses of automation but they are related…what the
middle of the 20th century shows us is how dramatic major economic changes are—
like the 1970s OPEC-driven increases of the price of oil—and how those changes can
dwarf the effects of technology.”
Argument #3: There are certain jobs that only humans have the capacity to
do
A number of respondents argued that many jobs require uniquely human
characteristics such as empathy, creativity, judgment, or critical thinking—and that
jobs of this nature will never succumb to widespread automation.
David Hughes, a retired U.S. Army Colonel who, from 1972, was a pioneer in
individual to/from digital telecommunications, responded, “For all the automation
and AI, I think the 'human hand' will have to be involved on a large scale. Just as
aircraft have to have pilots and copilots, I don't think all 'self-driving' cars will be
totally unmanned. The human's ability to detect unexpected circumstances, and take
action overriding automatic driving will be needed as long and individually owned
'cars' are on the road.”
Pamela Rutledge, PhD and director of the Media Psychology Research Center,
responded, “There will be many things that machines can't do, such as services that
require thinking, creativity, synthesizing, problem-solving, and innovating…Advances
in AI and robotics allow people to cognitively offload repetitive tasks and invest their
attention and energy in things where humans can make a difference. We already
have cars that talk to us, a phone we can talk to, robots that lift the elderly out of
bed, and apps that remind us to call Mom. An app can dial Mom's number and even

send flowers, but an app can't do that most human of all things: emotionally connect
with her.”
Michael Glassman, associate professor at the Ohio State University, wrote, “I think
AI will do a few more things, but people are going to be surprised how limited it is.
There will be greater differentiation between what AI does and what humans do, but
also much more realization that AI will not be able to engage the critical tasks that
humans do.”
Argument #4: The technology will not advance enough in the next decade to
substantially impact the job market
Another group of experts feels that the impact on employment is likely to be minimal
for the simple reason that 10 years is too short a timeframe for automation to move
substantially beyond the factory floor. David Clark, a senior research scientist at
MIT’s Computer Science and Artificial Intelligence Laboratory, noted, “The larger
trend to consider is the penetration of automation into service jobs. This trend will
require new skills for the service industry, which may challenge some of the lowertier workers, but in 12 years I do not think autonomous devices will be truly
autonomous. I think they will allow us to deliver a higher level of service with the
same level of human involvement.”
Jari Arkko, Internet expert for Ericsson and chair of the Internet Engineering Task
Force, wrote, “There is no doubt that these technologies affect the types of jobs that
need to be done. But there are only 12 years to 2025, some of these technologies
will take a long time to deploy in significant scale…We've been living a relatively slow
but certain progress in these fields from the 1960s.”
Christopher Wilkinson, a retired European Union official, board member for
EURid.eu, and Internet Society leader said, “The vast majority of the population will
be untouched by these technologies for the foreseeable future. AI and robotics will
be a niche, with a few leading applications such as banking, retailing, and transport.
The risks of error and the imputation of liability remain major constraints to the
application of these technologies to the ordinary landscape.”
Argument #5: Our social, legal, and regulatory structures will minimize the
impact on employment
A final group suspects that economic, political, and social concerns will prevent the
widespread displacement of jobs. Glenn Edens, a director of research in networking,
security, and distributed systems within the Computer Science Laboratory at PARC, a
Xerox Company, wrote, “There are significant technical and policy issues yet to
resolve, however there is a relentless march on the part of commercial interests
(businesses) to increase productivity so if the technical advances are reliable and
have a positive ROI then there is a risk that workers will be displaced. Ultimately we

need a broad and large base of employed population, otherwise there will be no one
to pay for all of this new world.”
Andrew Rens, chief council at the Shuttleworth Foundation, wrote, “A fundamental
insight of economics is that an entrepreneur will only supply goods or services if
there is a demand, and those who demand the good can pay. Therefore any country
that wants a competitive economy will ensure that most of its citizens are employed
so that in turn they can pay for goods and services. If a country doesn't ensure
employment driven demand it will become increasingly less competitive.”
Geoff Livingston, author and president of Tenacity5 Media, wrote, “I see the
movement towards AI and robotics as evolutionary, in large part because it is such a
sociological leap. The technology may be ready, but we are not—at least, not yet.”
The view from those who expect AI and robotics to displace more jobs than
they create by 2025
An equally large group of experts takes a diametrically opposed view of technology’s
impact on employment. In their reading of history, job displacement as a result of
technological advancement is clearly in evidence today, and can only be expected to
get worse as automation comes to the white-collar world.
Argument #1: Displacement of workers from automation is already
happening—and about to get much worse
Jerry Michalski, founder of REX, the Relationship Economy eXpedition, sees the
logic of the slow and unrelenting movement in the direction of more automation:
“Automation is Voldemort: the terrifying force nobody is willing to name. Oh sure, we
talk about it now and then, but usually in passing. We hardly dwell on the fact that
someone trying to pick a career path that is not likely to be automated will have a
very hard time making that choice. X-ray technician? Outsourced already, and
automation in progress. The race between automation and human work is won by
automation, and as long as we need fiat currency to pay the rent/mortgage, humans
will fall out of the system in droves as this shift takes place…The safe zones are
services that require local human effort (gardening, painting, babysitting), distant
human effort (editing, coaching, coordinating), and high-level thinking/relationship
building. Everything else falls in the target-rich environment of automation.”
Mike Roberts, Internet pioneer and Hall of Fame member and longtime leader with
ICANN and the Internet Society, shares this view: “Electronic human avatars with
substantial work capability are years, not decades away. The situation is exacerbated
by total failure of the economics community to address to any serious degree
sustainability issues that are destroying the modern ‘consumerist’ model and
undermining the early 20th century notion of ‘a fair day's pay for a fair day's work.’
There is great pain down the road for everyone as new realities are addressed. The

only question is how soon.”
Robert Cannon, Internet law and policy expert, predicts, “Everything that can be
automated will be automated. Non-skilled jobs lacking in ‘human contribution’ will be
replaced by automation when the economics are favorable. At the hardware store,
the guy who used to cut keys has been replaced by a robot. In the law office, the
clerks who used to prepare discovery have been replaced by software. IBM Watson is
replacing researchers by reading every report ever written anywhere. This begs the
question: What can the human contribute? The short answer is that if the job is one
where that question cannot be answered positively, that job is not likely to exist.”
Tom Standage, digital editor for The Economist, makes the point that the next
wave of technology is likely to have a more profound impact than those that came
before it: “Previous technological revolutions happened much more slowly, so people
had longer to retrain, and [also] moved people from one kind of unskilled work to
another. Robots and AI threaten to make even some kinds of skilled work obsolete
(e.g., legal clerks). This will displace people into service roles, and the income gap
between skilled workers whose jobs cannot be automated and everyone else will
widen. This is a recipe for instability.”
Mark Nall, a program manager for NASA, noted, “Unlike previous disruptions such
as when farming machinery displaced farm workers but created factory jobs making
the machines, robotics and AI are different. Due to their versatility and growing
capabilities, not just a few economic sectors will be affected, but whole swaths will
be. This is already being seen now in areas from robocalls to lights-out
manufacturing. Economic efficiency will be the driver. The social consequence is that
good-paying jobs will be increasingly scarce.”
Argument #2: The consequences for income inequality will be profound
For those who expect AI and robotics to significantly displace human employment,
these displacements seem certain to lead to an increase in income inequality, a
continued hollowing out of the middle class, and even riots, social unrest, and/or the
creation of a permanent, unemployable “underclass”.
Justin Reich, a fellow at Harvard University's Berkman Center for Internet &
Society, said, “Robots and AI will increasingly replace routine kinds of work—even
the complex routines performed by artisans, factory workers, lawyers, and
accountants. There will be a labor market in the service sector for non-routine tasks
that can be performed interchangeably by just about anyone—and these will not pay
a living wage—and there will be some new opportunities created for complex nonroutine work, but the gains at this top of the labor market will not be offset by losses
in the middle and gains of terrible jobs at the bottom. I'm not sure that jobs will
disappear altogether, though that seems possible, but the jobs that are left will be
lower paying and less secure than those that exist now. The middle is moving to the

bottom.”
Stowe Boyd, lead researcher at GigaOM Research, said, “As just one aspect of the
rise of robots and AI, widespread use of autonomous cars and trucks will be the
immediate end of taxi drivers and truck drivers; truck driver is the number-one
occupation for men in the U.S.. Just as importantly, autonomous cars will radically
decrease car ownership, which will impact the automotive industry. Perhaps 70% of
cars in urban areas would go away. Autonomous robots and systems could impact up
to 50% of jobs, according to recent analysis by Frey and Osborne at Oxford, leaving
only jobs that require the 'application of heuristics' or creativity…An increasing
proportion of the world's population will be outside of the world of work—either living
on the dole, or benefiting from the dramatically decreased costs of goods to eke out
a subsistence lifestyle. The central question of 2025 will be: What are people for in a
world that does not need their labor, and where only a minority are needed to guide
the 'bot-based economy?”
Nilofer Merchant, author of a book on new forms of advantage, wrote, “Just today,
the guy who drives the service car I take to go to the airport [said that he] does this
job because his last blue-collar job disappeared from automation. Driverless cars
displace him. Where does he go? What does he do for society? The gaps between the
haves and have-nots will grow larger. I'm reminded of the line from Henry Ford, who
understood he does no good to his business if his own people can't afford to buy the
car.”
Alex Howard, a writer and editor based in Washington, D.C., said, “I expect that
automation and AI will have had a substantial impact on white-collar jobs,
particularly back-office functions in clinics, in law firms, like medical secretaries,
transcriptionists, or paralegals. Governments will have to collaborate effectively with
technology companies and academic institutions to provide massive retraining efforts
over the next decade to prevent massive social disruption from these changes.”
Point of agreement: the educational system is doing a poor job of preparing
the next generation of workers
A consistent theme among both groups is that our existing social institutions—
especially the educational system—are not up to the challenge of preparing workers
for the technology- and robotics-centric nature of employment in the future.
Howard Rheingold, a pioneering Internet sociologist and self-employed writer,
consultant, and educator, noted, “The jobs that the robots will leave for humans will
be those that require thought and knowledge. In other words, only the besteducated humans will compete with machines. And education systems in the U.S.
and much of the rest of the world are still sitting students in rows and columns,
teaching them to keep quiet and memorize what is told to them, preparing them for
life in a 20th century factory.”

Bryan Alexander, technology consultant, futurist, and senior fellow at the National
Institute for Technology in Liberal Education, wrote, “The education system is not
well positioned to transform itself to help shape graduates who can ‘race against the
machines.’ Not in time, and not at scale. Autodidacts will do well, as they always
have done, but the broad masses of people are being prepared for the wrong
economy.”
Point of agreement: the concept of “work” may change significantly in the
coming decade
On a more hopeful note, a number of experts expressed a belief that the coming
changes will allow us to renegotiate the existing social compact around work and
employment.
Possibility #1: We will experience less drudgery and more leisure time
Hal Varian, chief economist for Google, envisions a future with fewer ‘jobs’ but a
more equitable distribution of labor and leisure time: “If ‘displace more jobs’ means
‘eliminate dull, repetitive, and unpleasant work,’ the answer would be yes. How
unhappy are you that your dishwasher has replaced washing dishes by hand, your
washing machine has displaced washing clothes by hand, or your vacuum cleaner
has replaced hand cleaning? My guess is this ‘job displacement’ has been very
welcome, as will the ‘job displacement’ that will occur over the next 10 years. The
work week has fallen from 70 hours a week to about 37 hours now, and I expect that
it will continue to fall. This is a good thing. Everyone wants more jobs and less work.
Robots of various forms will result in less work, but the conventional work week will
decrease, so there will be the same number of jobs (adjusted for demographics, of
course). This is what has been going on for the last 300 years so I see no reason
that it will stop in the decade.”
Tiffany Shlain, filmmaker, host of the AOL series The Future Starts Here, and
founder of The Webby Awards, responded, “Robots that collaborate with humans
over the cloud will be in full realization by 2025. Robots will assist humans in tasks
thus allowing humans to use their intelligence in new ways, freeing us up from
menial tasks.”
Francois-Dominique Armingaud, retired computer software engineer from IBM
and now giving security courses to major engineering schools, responded, “The main
purpose of progress now is to allow people to spend more life with their loved ones
instead of spoiling it with overtime while others are struggling in order to access
work.”
Possibility #2: It will free us from the industrial age notion of what a “job”
is

A notable number of experts take it for granted that many of tomorrow’s jobs will be
held by robots or digital agents—and express hope that this will inspire us as a
society to completely redefine our notions of work and employment.
Peter and Trudy Johnson-Lenz, founders of the online community Awakening
Technology, based in Portland, Oregon, wrote, “Many things need to be done to care
for, teach, feed, and heal others that are difficult to monetize. If technologies replace
people in some jobs and roles, what kinds of social support or safety nets will make
it possible for them to contribute to the common good through other means? Think
outside the job.”
Bob Frankston, an Internet pioneer and technology innovator whose work helped
allow people to have control of the networking (internet) within their homes, wrote,
“We'll need to evolve the concept of a job as a means of wealth distribution as we did
in response to the invention of the sewing machine displacing seamstressing as
welfare.”
Jim Hendler, an architect of the evolution of the World Wide Web and professor of
computer science at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, wrote, “The notion of work as a
necessity for life cannot be sustained if the great bulk of manufacturing and such
moves to machines—but humans will adapt by finding new models of payment as
they did in the industrial revolution (after much upheaval).”
Tim Bray, an active participant in the IETF and technology industry veteran, wrote,
“It seems inevitable to me that the proportion of the population that needs to
engage in traditional full-time employment, in order to keep us fed, supplied,
healthy, and safe, will decrease. I hope this leads to a humane restructuring of the
general social contract around employment.”
Possibility #3: We will see a return to uniquely “human” forms of
production
Another group of experts anticipates that pushback against expanding automation
will lead to a revolution in small-scale, artisanal, and handmade modes of
production.
Kevin Carson, a senior fellow at the Center for a Stateless Society and contributor
to the P2P Foundation blog, wrote, “I believe the concept of ‘jobs’ and ‘employment’
will be far less meaningful, because the main direction of technological advance is
toward cheap production tools (e.g., desktop information processing tools or opensource CNC garage machine tools) that undermine the material basis of the wage
system. The real change will not be the stereotypical model of ‘technological
unemployment,’ with robots displacing workers in the factories, but increased
employment in small shops, increased project-based work on the construction
industry model, and increased provisioning in the informal and household economies

and production for gift, sharing, and barter.”
Tony Siesfeld, director of the Monitor Institute, wrote, “I anticipate that there will
be a backlash and we'll see a continued growth of artisanal products and small-scale
[efforts], done myself or with a small group of others, that reject robotics and digital
technology.”
A network scientist for BBN Technologies wrote, “To some degree, this is already
happening. In terms of the large-scale, mass-produced economy, the utility of lowskill human workers is rapidly diminishing, as many blue-collar jobs (e.g., in
manufacturing) and white-collar jobs (e.g., processing insurance paperwork) can be
handled much more cheaply by automated systems. And we can already see some
hints of reaction to this trend in the current economy: entrepreneurially-minded
unemployed and underemployed people are taking advantages of sites like Etsy and
TaskRabbit to market quintessentially human skills. And in response, there is
increasing demand for ‘artisanal’ or ‘hand-crafted’ products that were made by a
human. In the long run this trend will actually push toward the re-localization and rehumanization of the economy, with the 19th- and 20th-century economies of scale
exploited where they make sense (cheap, identical, disposable goods), and humanoriented techniques (both older and newer) increasingly accounting for goods and
services that are valuable, customized, or long-lasting.” Leading

Conclusion
I mentioned earlier on about a book on leadership presented to me by my friend and
colleague Dr Richard Stiglitz during a recent visit to Washington DC and as I write
this conclusion I recall an earlier book given to me in 2005 in Paris on the problems
facing governments and global institutions called “High Noon 20 global issues and 20
years to solve them” by Jean Francois Rischard then the Vice President of the World
Bank in Europe - I recommend a look at this now its ten years on.
Leading thinkers cannot agree on the most likely outcomes but do agree on the
urgency of the topic and it should be a core topic of the G20 agenda. Regardless we
at eNotus believe that the rebuilding of Trust is an essential ingredient and perhaps
is even the platform for anew wave of thinking and innovating that could lead to
creating future economic activities that present a third way.
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