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Globalization and the Next Economy: 
A Theoretical and Critical Review 

 
Xing Li and Woodrow W. Clark  

 
 
             
Abstract 
This article discusses the ideological triumph of the free market and liberal 
democracy from the developed nations after the end of the Cold War and its 
impact upon developing nations. We utilize an integrated historical-economic-
political approach to study the concepts and inherent logic, primarily from the 
USA and UK as they steer international finance organizations toward their 
particular definition of globalization and the “Next Economy”. Globalization is 
the current manifestation of the “free market” as companies contract and form 
“Next Firms” in developing countries for goods and services from less 
expensive work-forces, limited regulations and restrictions including 
environment, taxation, corporate governance and political influence, The article 
reveals that this particular paradigm is an ideologically rooted one that cannot 
serve as a universal political-economic model.  
 
Furthermore, the Anglo-Saxon free market system has failed to fulfill its 
functions in most transition and emerging nations as it is predictably bound to 
fail in developing countries. While we are more reticent to predict its failure in 
the Anglo-Saxon milieu, we argue that the “free market” and “free competition” 
model never existed there in the first place. Our conclusion maintains that liberal 
democracy will be more and more market driven, but that the magical “invisible 
hand” will never exist so that a stronger and re-directed “social contract” must 
be made between government and the public and business. Not only is the Next 
Economy upon us now but also a Next era of social consciousness. 
  
Introduction 
The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the socialist bloc, along with the 
crisis of the Swedish welfare state model1, allowed two fundamental Western 
ideological values to triumph as the dominant paradigm for economic 
development throughout the world: free market economy and liberal democracy. 

                                                           
1  The neo-classical globalization has had a special impact on welfare states in general and Northern 

European welfare states in particular because their high level of social security taxes and public 
spending were seen to cause low competitiveness and high unemployment. Governments in these 
countries, such as Sweden, responded to the wide-ranging pressures by distancing themselves 
from Keynesianism through gradual withdrawal from the responsibilities of welfare provision and 
by adopting neo-classical economic measures (decentralization, marketization and privatization) 
in order to become competitive. 
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The contemporary combination of these two values has become the prerequisite 
for interactions between nations expecting political “acceptance” by the 
international community or seeking economic aid from international financial 
institutions. This position can be seen repeatedly in a number of international 
multi-lateral organizations such as the UN, World Bank, WTO and others 
throughout the early and mid-1990s.  
 

Besides dramatic transformations in political ideologies taking place in the post-
Cold War era, even the so-called free market economy has also undergone 
qualitative and quantitative changes. Today, it is termed the Next Economy, 
which refers to a computer technology- and internet-based economy not bound 
by the same physical constraints as the “old economy” (Baker, 2000, pp. 14). 
Clark and Feinberg (2003) studies the Next Economy in an analysis of the 
California economy as it began to emerge in the 21st Century. This Next 
Economy for California has impacts globally. It implies new ways of doing 
business where the keys to employment creation, economic growth and higher 
standards of living are ideas, knowledge, innovations and technologies 
embedded in services and manufactured products. The rules of the game of the 
Next Economy are simple and clear: risk, uncertainty, temptation, challenging, 
gambling, and constant adaptation. However, by the beginning of the new 
millennium, serious questions were raised about the feasibility and viability of 
such economic models beyond only a few developed nations (Clark, 1998). No 
less than the mass media champion of the free market, The Economist (Sept. 13, 
1997 and July 24, 1999 in particular and then repeated since then) has 
questioned some basic tenants in the established manner in which developed 
nations conduct business: are these nations “internationalized” as in 
“globalization” so that they produce cheap goods and services? And how do 
they lead in high technologies and emerging markets?  
    
This questioning even within the establishment of two these political or 
theoretical propositions has lead to some serious theoretical reflections and the 
need for in-depth critical thinking. The end of the Cold War means that history, 
in the sense of ideological conflict, has come to an end with the final triumph of 
Western ideological value system (Fukuyama, 1992). Recently, the free market 
and liberal democracy are being promoted by an even more grand vision called 
“globalization.” Now however, in the 21st Century a new twist has occurred to 
once more challenge even these assumptions. The advent of the internet, web 
sites, and a plethora of “dot.coms” has caused enormous international self-
analysis and re-discovery (The Economist, July 24, 1999, pp. 21-24 and 
Business Week, March 28, 2000 among others). Ideology is no longer confined 
to the school books, mass media and politicians. It literally excels over cyber 
space being challenged, driven and modified daily. What underlies these 
fundamental changes? 
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Globalization is one key element which can be easily conceptualized by its 
impact on three basic arenas of social life: the economy, the polity and culture. 
In other word, the notion of globalization maintains that a multiplicity of states 
with unique political cultures (nation-states) is being integrated by a common 
economic system.  The possibility of such a common economic system requires 
at the same time a common political culture, social system, common language, 
and common policies. This is also the point of departure on which the arguments 
of Fukuyama and Huntington are based: The nation-states of the world are 
moving towards a common political culture of liberal democracy. Liberal 
democracy has come to mean a commitment to free market capitalism because it 
is believed that only the free market can guarantee individual freedom and rights 
that lead to liberal democracy. This is the discourse on which the ideology of 
free market and liberal democracy is conceptually grounded and the American 
“New World Order” is politically founded along with the Anglo-Saxon 
imperative drawn from neo-classical economics (Reinert, 1997).  
 
The triumph of neo-classical economics, despite persistent criticism, has 
nowadays reached an elevation as the paradigmatic framework to analyze all 
spheres of society and human life including international relations. At the same 
time democracy has in recent years been elevated to the position of good 
government on a global scale embracing all systems and cultures (Helgesen and 
Li, 2000). The combination of these two is being promoted to become what 
Heilbroner (1996) calls “science” - the explanation system, i.e. a way to study 
human beings and societies. But some of the key issues concern what are the 
elements of the “next economy” and what is the role of government(s) getting 
each nation-state there?  
 
This article intends to critically analyse this ideological paradigm by revealing 
that it is neither scientific nor universal. Aside from the inherent contradictions 
within each concept and between them it is demonstrated that the particular 
Anglo-Saxon focus on neo-classical economics is extremely narrow 
(ideological) and biased toward only one way of viewing economic and business 
policies and programs. In this paper, the focus is primarily placed upon the 
ideological economic issues which confront all nations including the political 
dimensions as well as internationalization. For developing, transitional and 
emerging economies, the reliance on Anglo-Saxon economic ideologies is both 
disastrous to the national economy but also an inhibitor to any movement for the 
creation of a stable liberal democratic society (Reinert, 1998). 
 
Understanding “economics”  
The economic order of market capitalism is philosophically and ideologically 
based on a set of assumptions that focus on the individual. As Casson argues, 
“economists have been too narrow-minded in the way that they have sought to 
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apply their analytical principles. Economists have become prematurely attached 
to a very materialistic view of human motivation” (1996, pp.  1152). The results 
, following the neo-classical paradigm of Adam Smith, are view of the world 
whereby individuals need to accumulate wealth, much as nations need to as 
well. Reinert (1998) noted, however, that this particular approach was unique to 
Anglo-Saxon philosophical traditions and was not common among other 
European or developed countries, let alone, developing or emerging economics.  
 
The conventional market economic argues that : 1) economics should be the 
dominant institution in modern society; 2) sustained economic growth is 
necessary to provide jobs and to provide the resources to clean up the 
environment; 3) steady increase in productivity is necessary for continued gains 
in standards of living; 4) technological advance and competition are essential for 
progress; and 5) free and unregulated markets generally result in the most 
efficient and socially optimal allocation of resources. All in all, it assumes that 
“all human behavior can be viewed as involving participants who maximize 
their utility from stable set of preferences and accumulate an optimal amount of 
information and other inputs in a variety of markets”. And this assumption is 
argued to be applicable to all human behaviors including different types of 
human beings and different cultures (Buckley and Chapman, 1996). 
 
In essence, the system of market capitalism is conceptualized by Marxism and 
other scholars to be a unique mode of production. Consider the argument that 
most conventional market economists advocate. The dominant paradigm in 
economics argues from a deterministic view or theoretical perspective rooted in 
the Aristotelian philosophical tradition. As outlined by Hume and Locke this 
paradigm was “scientific” and came to influence contemporary social science to 
the present day (McNeill and Freiberger, 1993). The dominant social science 
and economic neo-classical paradigm (e.g. market capitalism) in particular have 
been under this theoretical perspective for centuries. Economics is “modeled 
upon the great successes of the natural sciences: they are in this sense, 
‘positivist’” (Buckley and Chapman, 1996). It is this argument over what is 
“science” that is the heart of the modernist and post-modernism debate. 
 
However, one critical point needs to be made. Few, if any of the scholars, who 
debate the issue of “scientism”, actually get into the details of what is science. 
The economists simply use terms like mathematics and models and the social 
scientists back off. Casson (1996) documented this struggle, for example, 
between the fields of economics and social anthropology. Rarely does either the 
economists or the social scientist consult or study the natural sciences of today, 
not as the philosophers pondered on them centuries ago. When doing so, the 
economists would learn that science is mathematics as a tool and that formalism 
does not mean rigid formulas run on computers (Lakoff, 1988). 
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In essence, the social scientist research argument for being scientific would 
point to statistical and quantitative theories and methods. Either a new definition 
must be given to science or another term use to describe the work of social 
scientists. Science, for one thing, is far more than the gathering of statistics. 
Science means that an activity, phenomena or event can be “described”, 
“explained”, and “predicted” (see various works listed below by Chomsky in 
linguistics; and Lakoff, 1988).  While chemists and physicists will use control 
and experimental groups (the favorite methodology of social scientists), they 
will do so to check theories, results and provide predictable or verifiable 
numerical data. The primary mode of hypothesis generation is through 
observation and recording every day data. In economics, data can be quantified, 
described and to a certain explained, but rarely predicted. In fact, when the 
social science fields are confronted with that fact, they will use probabilities and 
percentage of outcomes rather than have any degree of certainty. Besides that, a 
fact, from social science perspective, can be interpreted in different ways. 
 
So what then is economics? The author and philosopher C.P. Snow raised this 
question many times several decades ago when he noted that science is really an 
“art.” This observation is certainly true of the social sciences. Snow extended 
that observation to all scientific fields, including medicine. In the end, the issue 
is that “unlike physics, economics yields no natural laws or universal constants. 
That is what makes decisive falsification in economics so difficult. And that is 
why, with or without experiments, economics is not and never can be a proper 
science.” (The Economist, May 8, 1999, pp. 84) However, consider other 
academic fields that do meet scientific criteria of description, understanding, 
explanation, and predication.  
 
Within the social sciences over the past few decades, the only field that qualifies 
as a science is “linguistics.” As Chomsky notes, “The beginnings of science is 
the recognition that the simplest phenomena of ordinary life raise quite serious 
problems” (1988, pp.  43). If economics is to get beyond the ideological 
tautology that it now finds itself, it must adhere to being scientific rather than 
biased to one paradigm or another. There are other newer approaches to logic 
and mathematics which could assist economics, as McNeill and Freiberger 
(1993) point out:  
 

In economics the mathematical and linguistic realms stand quite apart. Since 
economics is money and money is numerical, math brings powerful tools to 
the field. Yet the precision of math leads to overly crisp estimates and 
idealized models that seem to describe a society of robots. Hence, economics 
also employs verbal concepts like recession. Language handles real-life 
questions better and treats details more subtly, but it also narrows the scope of 
models and shortens chains of reasoning.  

(1993, pp. 96)  
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In other words, modern linguistics, with the seminal work Chomsky, is the 
exception in the social sciences. It may hold some significant keys to a new 
paradigm and a different approach to economics. Elsewhere (Clark and 
Sorensen, 1994; and Clark, 1997) has explored how Chomsky’s 
transformational linguistic theories (generative grammar)2 might be applied to 
business economics. At this point, the issue is to create a scientific field of 
economics that is devoid of ideology, biases, and hyperbole. Economics can be a 
dynamic and changing field and that is basically the study of human and group 
interaction. Within the field of sociology, an interactionist paradigm has been 
explored thoroughly by Mead and Blumer as “symbolic interactionism” (Mead, 
1962; and Blumer, 1986). 
 
The myth of the free market 
The free market is the pillar of the capitalist economic order. Buckley and 
Chapman (1996) provide a short but cogent outline of the economic theory as it 
centers primarily around the neo-classical or conventional economic paradigm 
today. While most economists would not argue that the free market is an 
ideology, it is clear that its focus on the individual, materialism, and wealth are 
“culturally biased” if not narrow views of economics. Indeed, the free market 
has roots shaped by particular cultural and religious norms with values that in 
return promote particular forms of human interactions and social relations; and 
the outcome of free market interactions is always the empowerment and 
inclusion of some, while the marginalization and exclusion of others creating 
political and social contradictions and inequalities (Current discussions in 
international trade over the importance and role of “intellectual property rights” 
is a very pronounced and demonstrable indicator of this ideological bias. 
 
Following the dominant neo-classical paradigm, the free market is the central 
category and the core of capitalist economics. Blaug claims that, “The history of 
economic thought ... is nothing but the history of our efforts to understand the 
workings of an economy based on market transactions” (1985, pp. 6). However, 
the free market is concerned exclusively with capitalism both as a mechanism of 
exchange and allocation and as a regulator of human and social relations. The 
history of market economics is not a neutral and value-free genesis. Rather, they 

                                                           
2  Transformational Grammar argues that there are meanings attached to words and expression in 

any language. In order to understand (communicate) people have animate understanding of syntax 
(language structure) and must then understand words that linked together to provide a grammatical 
text. This is done through data collected at the surface structure (language usage) and the deep 
structure (the meanings for words in sentence). In a parallel analytical framework, everyday 
business life (surface structure) can be understood by getting at the meanings (deep structure) that 
inform and provide meaning to business situations and activities. The task of economics is to 
understood that transformational “rules” that provide the explanation between the deep and 
surface structures of business situation. 
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have cultural and philosophical roots that are embedded with peculiar political 
power relations due to historical happenstance and dominance of one paradigm 
over another. 
 
Consider the neo-classical paradigm in economics again. “Any serious social 
science or theory of social change must be founded on some concept of human 
nature. A theorist of classical liberalism such as Adam Smith begins by 
affirming that human nature is defined by a propensity to truck and barter, to 
exchange goods: that assumption accords very well with the social order he 
defends” (Chomsky, 1988, pp.  70). Furthermore, “If you accept that premise 
(Smith’s which is  hardly credible), it turns out that human nature conforms to 
an idealized early capitalist society, without monopoly, without state 
intervention, and without social control of production” (ibid., 70). 
 
A pure concept of market exchange can hardly exist if it is based on the 
assumption that the market operates free of any political, cultural and socio-
organizational constraints. Yet this is exactly the claim of contemporary 
“transactional costs economists” (Williamson, 1975, 1993, and 1996) built upon 
Coase’s earlier observations about the firm (Coase, 1937). Otherwise, the 
market exchange as an abstract concept could only make sense if a transaction 
took place between many actors who are unaffected by any kind of established 
social, political and cultural relations. Neoclassical economics regards the free 
market as being separate from and autonomous of social, political and cultural 
specificity. This is because 
 

Neo-classical economics has kept Throeau’s individualistic (and hence no 
human institutions or no systemic effects) means that individuals will never 
be able to comply with any sort of institution or common good and Smith’s 
‘all human institutions -- public and private - so invariably (they) produce 
absurd results that they have no presumptive legitimacy’ (so that people have 
a) strong aversion to any type of human institutions and collective action 
...(hence kept the) myth alive by failing to internalize the systemic synergies 
of societies...  

(Rienert 1997, pp. 5) 
 
Theoretically, the market mechanism where exchanges of goods and services are 
motivated by profit can only operate adequately when business people follow 
certain behavioral norms. Among economists, there is little dispute about the 
logic, measurement tools and mathematical formulas of such deterministic 
market mechanism. However, there is a fundamental disagreement about 
whether the market mechanism is based on “human nature” or “learned” 
behavior. Neoclassical economists believe the response to the market 
mechanism is an inherent part of human nature in search for profits. They fail to 
understand that business activities and economic accumulation processes are 
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influenced by socio-cultural factors, which lead to various forms of capitalism, 
such as the East Asian “crony capitalism” in general and the “Chinese 
capitalism” in particular with its peculiar “Chinese characteristics”. In other 
words, they fail to understand that the business situations and everyday life of 
the firm comprise the economic phenomenon worthy of comprehension.  
 
In reality, what the free market does is not limited to its economic function in 
allocating resources and distributing income. To a large extent, the free market 
shapes certain forms of culture; cultivates or impedes forms of human 
interactions and social relations; and supports a defined structure of power. The 
free market is “as much political and cultural institutions as they are economic”. 
Economics must be expanded to include the effects of markets on both the 
structure of power and the process of human development.”  In order to do this, 
an entirely non-political and non-culture specific approach to economics must be 
taken, one that recognizes the everyday economic realities of a firm and the 
interactions of people within the firm as well as the general public (Clark and 
Fast, forthcoming). Some scholars have advocated a Marxist or socialist 
approach. However, each of these frameworks bring with them political and 
ideological trappings that involve idiosyncratic and ethnocentric biases. Instead, 
we must turn to different basic philosophical approaches to economics other 
than those traditions of neo-classical and free market ideologies. 
 
To say the free market is a cultural institution is to suggest that the way people 
interact in the market exchange process (i.e. regulating and coordinating their 
economic behaviors) shapes what kind of people they become because, The 
Economy - its markets, workplaces and other sites - is a gigantic school. Its 
rewards encourage the development of particular skills and attitudes while other 
potentials lay fallow or atrophy. We learn to function in these environments, and 
in so doing become someone we might not have become in a different setting. In 
other words, firms and people within them conduct everyday business activities 
which are constantly changing and forming “new relationships”. Business 
interactions across different socio-cultural and socio-political backgrounds 
cannot be fully understood and explained by the free market, nor can they be 
directed by the market’s “invisible hand”. What the neo-classical text book 
notions of the free market do is limited to allocation or distribution because the 
parties to the exchange - their culture, preference, values - are exogenously 
determined and not influenced by the exchange process itself. The “next 
relationships” phenomenon in the era of globalization with embedded and 
constant features of innovation is challenging the fundamental discourses of 
neoclassical and neo-liberal economic paradigms. 
  
The contemporary free market economy implies not only an exchange institution 
for production of goods and services, but also an updating or upgrading process 
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from tradition to modernization in which the creation of an ideological 
conformity between population and corresponding institutions is indispensable. 
In this sense, what is necessary to create a modern industrial society has less to 
do with cultural, social and political factors, but more to do with market 
mechanisms and economic forces? This approach to economics strives to justify 
itself as being “objectivist” (or “positivist”) and not culturally biased through the 
use of statistics and mathematical models. Accordingly, an economic 
development approach to economics which is rooted in the everyday business 
life presupposes a revolutionary transformation in ideology, philosophy, cultural 
traditions, psychological attitude as well as way of life. Those very elements that 
possibly cause sufferings and dislocations are turned into the inevitable 
prerequisite for creating a modern, rational, and industrial society. The grave 
policy failure of the “Washington Consensus” prescriptions in connection with 
economic stagnation in Lain America, financial crisis in East Asia, political and 
economic collapse in the post-socialist transition economies, and continuous 
underdevelopment in Africa is a perfect example! (Li, forthcoming) 
 
Contrary to the neo-classical conceptualization of the free market where each 
individual (or state) is able to act upon his/her own goals, values and objectives 
without subordination or subjection to any other individual or collective, the 
realities of the actual market is a political institution that eventually empowers 
some and marginalizes others. The free market rules out the free exercise of 
collectives, other groups or individual initiatives: One is free to do anything as 
long as it is through the market exchange. This is one of the reasons that neo-
classical economics has a difficult time understanding and explaining 
entrepreneurship. It simply does not fit the free market ideology despite various 
attempts to do so. 
 
At the current stage of global capitalism, the market is redefining the concept of 
“national economy” within the framework of the nation-state. The relative 
decline of state autonomy is a manifestation of the power of capital - the 
mobility of transnational firms, financial institutions and powerful individual 
investors to transfer production to countries or regions where state policies may 
be more preferential to capital. Into the 21st Century,, the market defines the 
limits of state politics and economists exert unprecedented influence on policy-
makers. States no longer have the capacity to act as buffers between domestic 
and international economic actors. Rather, they have to adjust domestic policies 
or priorities to respond to the world economy. Consequently, states become 
“transmission belts” (Cox, 1993)of global economic forces penetrating local 
borders and markets. The domestic political and institutional spheres face an 
inherent contradiction: On the one hand, states are the custodians of society that 
have obligations to fulfill the role of providing social welfare and security and 
protecting national interests; on the other hand, the indisputable power of capital 
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mobility reduces their capacity to do so. Yet in the end, governments have a 
“social contract” with their public. The state must play a role in economic 
activities since the consequences impact every citizen. We will say more about 
this below. 
 
Globalization and the “Next Economy” 
The Anglo-Saxon neo-classical approach to economics fosters and promotes 
globalization as a key component to business development. For all countries the 
necessity for integration into the global market system in order to trade, prosper, 
and grow entails structural differentiation and functional specialization. Trade, 
for example, as a means of exchange of goods and services is dependent upon 
laws (Porter, 1990 and Williamson, 1996). This is precisely why developed 
nations, lead primarily by the USA insist upon the creation of intellectual 
property laws, their enforcement, and recrimination (Casson, 1996, pp.  1168). 
Reinert (1998) criticizes this neo-classic approach to trade and free market 
because in reality the raw materials producing countries are not embarked upon 
free trade but act simply as colonial suppliers of goods and services to the 
developed nations. 
 
In most cases, the globalization process entails that the national labor forces be 
divided into contract and temporary workers with members of each group 
receiving differentiated salaries and welfare benefits. Since economic mobility 
in the hierarchy of the world economy requires higher levels of production and 
technology, the ruling economic and political leaders in most countries are 
pushing forward greater vertical linkages to the capitalist market and deepen 
their internal accumulations through exploitation of surplus labor. The economic 
and business leaders therefore hope that the globalization of local economies to 
the world market could reinforce their own position and promote internal 
economic expansion. Rapid industrialization with in the country, in their view, 
hence attracts foreign direct investment by providing “favorable” labor 
conditions to multinational companies and by reducing welfare costs, as well as 
providing tax free zones, and mitigating environmental regulations.  
 
Consequently, the credibility of any government has come to rest on its 
economic performance and its relations with the international capital markets.  
Some scholars have argued that it is exactly this problematic relationship which 
lay at the heart of the Southeast Asian economic crisis in the late 1990s. The 
tendency toward globalized economic systems in developing nations makes 
them politically vulnerable to the setbacks of in their own domestic economy 
and predicates the further breakdown of the international financial markets. 
Many government officials thus realize that the only way to stay in power is to 
promote global economic growth and expansion by all means, even by political 
authoritarianism through harsh labor exploitation. In other words, the neo-
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classical globalized market is closely connected with political legitimacy and 
internal power struggles. 
 
Now in the new Millennium, the free market is seen as responding far more 
rapidly to subtle changes in both people’s choices and social values than ever 
before. The latest economic concept heralded as “The New Economy” (The 
Economist, July 24, 1999 among other sources) but not fully understood. In fact, 
Clark (2003) notes that the best approach is label the phenomenon, the Next 
Economy because it challenges most of the basic economic assumptions that 
underlie neo-classical economics (Clark and Jensen, 2001). Arguments are 
purported that undermine, for example, Europe’s so-called “social or welfare” 
states, especially in Scandinavia,  as not being competitive in the New Economy 
(The Economist, Aug. 23, 1997, pp.  37-39). The problem, according to many 
editors and some politicians is that governments are “encouraging people to 
work less (which) is a bad way to create growth” (Newsweek, Dec. 27, 1999, 
pp. 116). The basic economics question is “who says so?” In fact, a strong 
argument could be made that what has encouraged the Next Economy in 
America is exactly that free time for workers who in turn spend money but more 
importantly develop new business ventures. To suggest the opposite is not 
supported by facts.  
 
The Anglo-Saxon logic of organizing economic activities supposes to be entirely 
based on competition, as Porter (1980 and 1990) has clearly demonstrated in his 
pervasive influence on political and economic leaders. However, in retrospect 
both the English and American historical examples showed the opposite – 
protected trade and competition. As List sharply observed, 
 

Had they (England) sanctioned the free importation into England of India 
cotton and silk goods, the English cotton and silk manufactories must of 
necessity soon come to a stand. India had not only the advantage of cheaper 
labour and raw material, but also the experience, the skill, and the practice of 
centuries. These effect of these advantages could not fail to tell under a 
system of free competition…. Accordingly, England prohibited the import of 
the goods dealt in by her own factories, the Indian cotton and silk fabrics.       
                                                                                                  (1885, pp.  42-43) 

 
There lacks no evidence3 that it was protectionism rather than the free market 
that made the United States the richest and most powerful country in the world: 
                                                           
3  Chomsky (1997), among other scholars, has some concrete examples of the US protectionism: The virtual 

destruction of Colombia’s wheat growing by such means is one of the factors in the growth of the drug 
industry; Kenya’s textile industry collapsed in 1994 when the Clinton administration imposed a quota, 
barring the path to development that has been followed by every industrial country; in December 1996 
Washington barred exports of tomatoes from Mexico in violation of NAFTA and WTO rules, which was at 
a cost to Mexican producers of close to $1 billion annually; steep tariffs on Japan supercomputers aimed at 
protecting US high-tech industry, etc.  
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In Latin America, Egypt, South Asia, and elsewhere, development was to be 
“complementary,” not “competitive.” … Marshall Plan aid was tied to 
purchase of U.S. agricultural products, part of the reason why the U.S. share 
in world trade in grains increased from less than 10 percent before the war to 
more than half by 1950, ... U.S. Food for Peace aid was also used both to 
subsidize U.S. agribusiness and shipping and to undercut foreign producers, 
among other measures to prevent independent development.  

 
(Chomsky, 1997b) 

 
Theoretically and logically, the owners of the means of production and their 
financial capital have to compete with each other in the market in order to get a 
larger share of the overall profits produced. When competition is driven for 
profits, it does not necessarily mean that actors in the market like to behave in 
that way. Nor are the same actors addicted to an endless process of wealth 
accumulation, as the neo-classical economist argue. Rather, what is seen in 
reality is that when competition becomes systematic, “the interaction of class 
and competitiveness create not just an economic system but a social system: 
what happens in the kind of economy tends to dominate every aspect of our 
lives” (Hargrove, 1995, pp. 2). 
 
The paradox facing most states especially developing countries is that on the one 
hand, they are under pressure to cut spending for the sake of competition, while 
on the other hand, they have to provide the necessary ingredients for 
competitiveness, such as infrastructure, education, job training research and 
development policies. The classical economic assumptions of comparative or 
competitive advantage, mutual benefit and equilibrium are becoming 
increasingly outdated. Casson (1996) makes an interesting series of arguments 
in outlining the need for economist to have equilibrium. As he puts it, “The 
(economist) initial position is therefore of no consequence for the final position 
that is attained. History, therefore, does not matter under these assumptions: 
today’s equilibrium is explained entirely by today’s circumstances, and the state 
of the system yesterday is quite irrelevant” (1996, pp.  1159). To do otherwise 
forces the economic analysis of business “recursive” or a nightmare for any 
economist since the amount of data is never-ending (ibid., 1159). Hence the 
logic and nature of market competition eventually leads to limited information 
flow by the privileged and inevitably create a monopoly to the exclusion of new 
enterprises not sanctioned or controlled. 
 
The globalization of capitalism in the name of the New Economy is maintained 
not only through competition but also through the constant reproduction of new 
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commodities and through innovations and revolutions in modern technology 
controlled by those same nations and corporations. Those exceptionally skilled 
in advanced engineering and computer technologies are supposed to be 
rewarded with higher levels of income than those less skilled. As Greenspan 
claims, “So long as material well being holds a high priority in a nation’s value 
system, the persistence of technological advance should foster this process” 
(1998, pp. 421). 
  
Rooted in the material process of market competition, the neo-classical ideology 
of globalized competitiveness has been taken for granted as a fact of life to 
which the general public acquiesces. The free market been seen as a natural law, 
a natural force that is beyond questioning and resisting. As Rinehart (1997) 
observes, “Historically, the concept of competitiveness has been used to justify 
business opposition to unions, reduced hours of work, wage increases, paid 
vacations, health and safety regulations, anti-pollution laws, and so on.” 
Nowadays, competitiveness is used to transform democracy and remove from 
the agenda of government tasks which are defined as barriers to business 
competitiveness, such as income and wealth distribution, business restrictions, 
laws on taxation and protection of union activities.  
 
The Next Economy and the old “Social Contract”? 
Contrary to the neo-classical argument that the free market system is the most 
effective means of reducing poverty, it is actually the globalization of this 
system that is pushing forward technological revolution, financial and trade 
liberalization, environmental pollution and degradation, welfare downsizing, 
corporation restructuring, production relocation, free movement of cheap labor 
and other consequences. Any sub-set of these economic conditions rests as the 
roots to permanently impairing and hurting economies in Eastern Europe, East 
Asia and Latin America, not to mention Africa. 
 
The collapse of the financial markets in East Asia 1997 caused dramatic decline 
of living standards of millions. For example, mis-directed privatization policies 
and forced bankruptcy of hundreds of state enterprises in China, millions of 
workers have been or are being laid off. At the same time, the state is distancing 
itself from spending in welfare and social programs. It is unofficially confirmed 
that the rich-poor gap in China has already surpassed that of the United States. 
 
Even so, the free market is viewed by political and economic leaders as the most 
efficient way to regulate society. It is increasingly becoming the societal 
ideology, and at the same time economic growth is growing to become a 
standard way of viewing social development. As a result, the three market 
elements - supply, demand and price - become not just exchange utilities, but are 
embedded with political and socio-cultural implications. In other words, market 
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relations and social relations are implicitly becoming the two sides of one coin. 
Accordingly, social relations have to be transformed or adjusted to aim at 
creating new ways of thinking in conformity with the rules and values of the 
market. 
  
Seen from the above perspectives, the current globalization of the free market 
system can also be described as a new age of “imperialism” (Wood, 1999). 
When developing countries have to integrate their economies with global 
capitalism based on free market parameters: free prices, the removal of 
subsidies, the opening up of developing, transitional and emerging economies to 
international trade, freely convertible currencies, privatization of the state-
owned companies, absorbing foreign investment, closing inefficient enterprises 
and laying off redundant workers, these countries are actually playing the 
market rules set up by the dominant neo-classical paradigm. In other words, they 
are entering a trap as only a rule-player not rule-settler, where they will always 
feel powerless. Without a clear comprehension of the production and 
understanding of actual everyday business life in developed nations, they will be 
permanently handicapped. 
 
Understanding neo-classical economics as it actually works and what the 
alternatives are requires  a through understanding of the economic, political, 
social structure of vertical and horizontal orders. The market represents the 
vertical order, whereas democracy represents the horizontal order. The 
fundamental task of the neo-classical political order must not only protect its 
economic order through laws and regulations but also facilitate all mechanisms 
in which the market can fully develop, expand and flourish. In other words, the 
neo-classical  political order must assist the economic order on which the 
continued hegemony of the dominant class is based. To lose the economic order 
is to lose the reproduction of the material basis on which the dominant class will 
rely to sustain its hegemony. 
 
Often advanced as part of the Anglo-Saxon neo-classical economic paradigm,  
liberal democracy encompasses the notion of the  “social contract”, i.e. a 
contract between the state and its citizens that binds the two sides together in a 
collective society. The basic concept of the social contract developed by Locke 
and Hume centuries ago connotes an agreement that defines authority and 
obligations. Legitimate authority is created when individuals give consent for 
the initiation of the agreement. As Lunvall (1992) and Nelsen (1993) note, this 
is particularly true today when knowledge and learning are considered an 
important part of national innovation programs and systems. 
 
There is a clear problem in the dawn of the 21st Century with the parallel 
between the firm and the state, since in both cases there is an absence of a theory 

 14



of the firm in modern economic theory and an absence of the theory of the State. 
“Both firms and states are institutions which are brought to life by the kind of 
systemic synergies (e.g. Next form of social contract) which are excluded in 
neo-classical theory through the assumptions of full divisibility of resources, of 
perfect information, perfect competition, and of the absence of increasing 
returns” (Rienert, 1997, pp. 18). 
 
In other words, citizens concede certain individual freedoms and accept certain 
obligations in exchange for the provision of certain goods and services provided 
to them by the state that they would have difficulty attaining as individuals and 
through other mechanisms. Examples are highways, education, public health and 
welfare systems, waste treatment, and throughout most of the 20th Century, 
certain industries dedicated to the public good such as power, electricity and 
water. Extensions of the social contract have been applied to areas that needed to 
be regulated since much of the financial support and contracts were government 
driven, such as telecommunications, airlines, and defense (military weapons).  
 
In the current era of market-dominated economics, the notion of social contract 
as citizen-state interactions has undergone enormous challenges and tremendous 
transformations, namely that the consent and consensus involving obligations of 
both citizens and government and accountability-control mechanisms are 
increasingly being marketized. In other words, the agreements embodied in the 
social contract is being maintained and relegated through market-based 
mechanisms. This change can seen in the state policies of “privatization” or “de-
regulation” of certain formerly owned and monitored state monopolies.  
 
Although the market mechanism as an alternative regulative method has long 
existed, it has a strong tendency to break contract forcing governments to 
“contract-out” their obligations in order to respond to competition, productivity 
and efficiency because, the market notoriously tends to universalize itself. It 
does not easily coexist  with institutions that operate according to principles 
antithetical to itself: Schools and universities, newspapers and magazines, 
charities, families. Sooner or later the market, under these state “reforms” or 
policies, is expected to absorb them all. It puts an almost irresistible pressure on 
every activity to justify itself in the only terms the neo-classical economist 
recognizes: to become business-like. 
 
For example, in some welfare states like Denmark and Sweden, the governments 
are beginning to award private firms business contracts to manage welfare or 
public services which used to belong to the responsibilities of the governments, 
and universities are beginning to be governed by a management board where the 
majorities of members are from the business sectors. In the United Kingdom, 
higher education has all but turned over to being “business-like”. Drastically 
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reduced funding from government has turned British education from one 
“seeking knowledge” to one “seeking money” in order to support itself.  
 
As a result of the marketization of the social contract, the “social” part of the 
contract is becoming less universal but selective. Hence political participation is 
becoming less inclusive but more exclusive. Thus, the concept of citizenship as 
a means of political empowerment is changed to one of economic 
empowerment. This implies the fundamental transformation of the social 
contract which emphasizes social and political rights. 
 
Furthermore, the neo-classical economic discourse that regards citizens as both 
consumers and customers threatens to transform the traditional 
conceptualization of the social contract into a social subcontract and, thus 
fundamentally changing the relationship between citizens and state and the 
political foundation of government. In fact, in many states today, documents and 
programs are described as such. The citizen is referred to as “customer”. And 
the results of government are seen as being either profitable or not.  
 
As a result, democracy in the form of accountability mechanisms regulating 
citizen-government relationship has been permanently altered. Under the non-
market-centered social contract people could use direct political mechanisms to 
hold the government apparatus accountable. But under the market-dominated 
social contract, the market is ideologically defined not only as a neutral place 
(institution) for allocation of goods, resources and services, but also as the most 
efficient mechanism to regulate society and human relations. As we have seen 
this is questionable and spurious. 
 
Conclusion 
The neo-classical economic paradigm of the free market tends to make people 
forget the real social aspects of human activities: common need (not individual 
preference), cooperation between divisions, and the relationship between the 
owner and the owned. When neo-classical economics addresses liberal 
democracy, it means the capitalist free market system. Free is mainly freedom 
for business and corporation to operate as they chose. Individual and social 
rights are narrowly defined within the framework of politics. The crucial 
question is: can liberal democracy really democratize the key elements within 
the neo-classical economic system, such as capital, the means of production, 
wealth distribution, etc.? 
  
The neo-classical free market school of thought believes that the best way for all 
countries to develop in a global economy is that everyone is subject to the same 
rules: their rules. No better exists than in the struggle over intellectual property 
rights. Yet, the diversities of nation-states mean that “the world remains ruled 
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not just by hard choices about the distribution of income and power between 
capital and labor but also by stark differences among nations in their economic 
goals and interests.”  
 
George Soros, one of the world’s biggest financial capitalists, openly 
acknowledges that the origin of the recent world financial crisis is to be found in 
the global capitalist system itself, namely “in the mechanism that defines the 
essence of a globalized capitalist system: the free, competitive capital markets.” 
Furthermore, he contends as well that the ideology of global capitalism as 
manifested by the Next Economy faces a historical challenge that could produce 
a strong backlash against market capitalism, particularly in the developing 
world. And he should know as his own heavy financial involvement in Hungary 
and Russia, among other countries,  have clearly demonstrated that neo-classical 
economics does not work universally, if at all. 
 
Furthermore, since market power has strong tendency to define political power, 
liberal democracy can hardly become a governing principle in international 
institutions and inter-state relations. Not only Western bureaucracies themselves 
are organized on the basis of strict hierarchies, but also international multi-
lateral organizations like IMF and the World Bank. The United Nations, 
especially, was established and maintained based on oligarchic structures where 
important decisions are made by major economic powers. The democratic 
principle of “one citizen - one vote” can barely be implemented when the 
interests of the state economic titans are challenged. Nor can “one state - one 
vote” be realized when the “national interests” of developed countries’ 
economic interests and powers are threatened.  
 
If the global economic system and policies are not changed, the results for 
developing, transitional and emerging nations will be catastrophic. Neo-classical 
economics and its version of liberal democracy in the end will cost more in 
terms of our health, lives, environment and even businesses. The entire world 
does not work according to the narrowly defined neo-classical economic 
propositions and theories. Nor should it.  

 17



References 
Baker, D. (2000): The New Economy, Dollars and Sense. March/April 2000, pp. 14-17. 
Blaug, M. (1985): Economic Theory in Retrospect, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Blumer, H. (1986): Symbolic Interaction - perspective and method, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 

Prentice-Hall. 
Buckley, P. J. and Chapman, M. (1996): Economics and Social Anthropology -- Reconciling 

Differences, Human Relations, 49(9), pp. 1124-1150. 
Business Week (2000): The New Economy: Europe’s Response, 28 March 2000. Special 

Section. 
Casson, M. (1996): “Economics and Anthropology -- Reluctant Partners”, Human Relations, 

49(9), pp. 1151-1180. 
Chomsky, N. (1997): “Market Democracy in a Neoliberal Order: Doctrines and Reality”, Z-

Magazine (electronic version), November.
Chomsky, N. (1988): Language and Problems of Knowledge, Boston: MIT Press. 
Chomsky, N. (1998): Free Market Fantasies: capitalism in the real world. (AK Press, CD 

Audio, San Francisco, California). 
Clark, W. W. and Fast, M. (forthcoming): Qualitative Economics: toward a science of 

Business-Economics. 
Clark, Woodrow W. II (2006): Partnerships in Creating Agile Sustainable Development 

Communities”, Journal of Clean Production, (15) pp.294-302. 
Clark, Woodrow W. (2006): China: Social Capitalism in Renewable Energy Generations, 

Conference paper, Western Economic Association Conference, July. 
Clark, Woodrow W. II and Istemi Demirag (2006): “US Financial Regulatory Change: the 

case of the California Energy Crisis”, Special Issue, Journal of Banking Regulation, 
(vol.7, nos. ½). Pp. 75-93. 

Clark, Woodrow W. II and Istemi Demirag (2005): Regulatory Economic Considerations of 
Corporate Governance, International Journal of Banking, Special Issue on Corporate 
Governance, Fall. 

Clark, Woodrow W. II. (2003): “California Energy Challenge: solutions for the future. Energy 
Pulse: Insight, Analysis and Commentary on the Global Power Industry”, January 
http://www.energypulse.net 

Clark, WW. II and I. Demirag (2002): Enron: the failure of corporate governance, Journal of 
Corporate Citizenship, 8, pp.105-122. 

Clark, Woodrow W. II and Xing Li (2003): Social Capitalism: transfer of technology for 
developing nations, International Journal of Technology Transfer, 3(1): 1-11. 

Woodrow W. Clark with Todd Feinberg (2003): “California’s Next Economy, Sacramento, 
CA: Governor's Office of Planning and Research”, Local Government Commission web 
site at http://www.lgc.org, pp. 1-56. 

Clark, Woodrow W. II (2002): “Innovation and Capitalisation”, International Journal of 
Technology Management, 24(4), pp. 391-418. 

Clark, Woodrow W. II (2002): Greening Technology, International Journal of Environmental 
Innovation Management. 

Clark, Woodrow  W. II and J. Dan Jenssen (2003): “The Role of Government in Privatization: 
An Economic Model for Denmark”, International Journal of Technology Management, 
21(5/6) 

Coase, R. H. (1937): The Nature of the Firm, Economica,  4, pp. 386-405. 
Cox, R. W. (1993): “Structural issues of global governance: implications for Europe”, in S. 

Gill, (ed): Gramsci, Historical Materialism and International Relations, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

 

 18



The Economist:  Europe (1997) Remodelling Scandinavia, Aug. 23, 1997, pp. 37-39. 
The Economist:  Finance and Economics (1997) Assembling the New economy, Sept. 13, 

1997, pp. 71-73. 
The Economist (1999) Economic Focus -- News from the Lab, May 8, 1999, p. 84. 
The Economist (1999) The New Economy. Work in progress,  July 24, 1999, pp. 21-24. 
Fukuyama, F. (1992): The End of History and the Last Man. London: Hamish Hamilton. 
Greenspan, A. (1998): Market Capitalism, Vital Speeches of the Day, 64(14), pp. 418-421. 
Hargrove, B. (1995): The Future of Capitalism: Does Capitalism Represent the Best Humanity 

Can Ever Hope to Achieve? Monthly Review, 46(8), pp.1-10. 
Hegesen, G and Li, X. (2000): Good Governance: Democracy or Minzhu: The East Asian 

Debate, in: H. Antlöv and Tal-Wing Ngo (eds), The Cultural Construction of Politics in 
Asia, (Richmond: Curzon Press). 

Heilbroner, R. (1996): The Embarrassment of Economics, Challenge, 39(6), pp. 46-49. 
Holland, J. H. (1992): Adaptation in Natural and Artificial Systems. (Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press). 
Lakoff, G. (1988): Women, Fire, and Dangerous Things: what categories reveal about the 

mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Li, X. (2001): “The Market-Democracy Conundrum”, Journal of Political Ideologies, 6(1), 

pp. 75-94. 
Li, X and Hersh, J. (2004): “The Genesis of Capitalism: The Nexus between ‘Politics in 

Command’ and Social Engineering”, American Review of Political Economy. 2(2), pp. 
100-144. 

Li, X. and Hersh, J. (2002): “Understanding Capitalism: Crises and Passive Revolutions, 
Competition & Change”, Journal of Global Business and Political Economy, 6(2), pp. 
193-212. 

Li. X. (forthcoming): From Washington Consensus to Beijing Consensus. 
List, F. (1885): National System of Political Economy, London: Longmans. 
Mead, G H. (1962 [1934]): Mind, Self, & Society - from the standpoint of a Social 

Behaviorist. Three Volumes. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press). 
McNeill, D & Freiberger, P. (1993): Fuzzy Logic: the discovery of a revolutionary computer 

technology-- and how it is changing our world, New York: Simon & Schuster. 
Newsweek, Editorial (1999): “In Europe, the welfare state dies hard”, 27 Dec 1999, pp. 116. 
Porter, M E. (1980): Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and 

Competitors, New York: Free Press. 
Porter, M E. (1990): The Competitive Advantage of Nations, New York: Free Press. 
Reinert, Erik S. (1997): The role of the state in economic Growth, Centre for Development 

and the Environment, University of Oslo, Norway, pp. 1-57. 
Reinert, Erik S. (1998): “Raw materials in the History of Economic Policy”, The Economics 

and Politics of International Trade: Freedom and Trade, II, pp. 275-300. 
Williamson, O. E. (1996): The Mechanisms of Governance, New York: Oxford University 

Press). 
Williamson, O. E. and Sidney, G. W. (eds.) (1993): The nature of the firm: origins, evolution, 

and development, New York: Oxford University Press. 
Williamson, O E. (1975): Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and Anti-trust Implications, 

New York: The Free Press. 
Wood, E. M. (1999): Kosovo and the New imperialism, Monthly Review, 51(2), pp.1-9. 
 

 

 19



DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH SERIES 
WORKING PAPERS: 
 
No.   1: Olav Jull Sørensen: Marketing Issues in Peasant Agricultural Development, 55 pp, 1983. 
No.   2: Hans Gullestrup: The Ecol-Humanistic Technology - the new Technology as Experiences from the 

Past, 33 pp, 1983. 
No.   3: Georg Sørensen: Transnationals and the Transfer of Technology to the Third World, 31 pp, 1984. 
No.   4: Georg Sørensen: International Bureaucracies and Aid: The Political Economic of the 'B-Share', 11 

pp, 1984. 
No.   5: Georg Sørensen: Notes on Materialism and Boredom - Western Development Ideals, 12 pp, 1984. 
No.   6: Olav Jull Sørensen: Marketing Systems and Economic Development. An Institutional-Structural 

Approach, 41 pp, 1984. 
No.   7: Georg Sørensen: How much Poison is Another Man's Meat? - Notes on the Logic of World Systems 

Analysis, 29 pp, 1984. 
No.   8: Georg Sørensen: Peace and Development: Looking for the Right Track, 18 pp, 1984. 
No.   9: Georg Sørensen: The Twists and Turns of Development Theory - A Comment on "The European 

Experience" by Dieter Senghaas. 19 pp, 1984. 
No.  10: Jacques Hersh & Ellen Brun: Aspects of Soviet Participation in a Shifting World Economy. 45 pp, 

1984. 
No.  11: Olav Jull Sørensen: Marketing System Development and Labour Migration: Analysis and 

Consequences. 41 pp, 1984. 
No.  12: Georg Sørensen: How Cold is the Second Cold War? - An Assessment of the Scope of 'the Great 

Contest'. 23 pp, 1984. 
No.  13: John E. Kuada: Agricultural Development in the Third World. 23 pp, 1984. 
No.  14: Olav Jull Sørensen: Profiles of Tanzanian Peasants and their Marketing Implications. 52 pp, 1984. 
No.  15: Jørgen Kristiansen: Urban Passenger Transport in Developing Countries - Socio-economic Impact 

and the Choice of Technology. 58 pp, 1985. 
No.  16: John E. Kuada: Marketing Systems in a Development Process. 35 pp, 1985. 
No.  17: Georg Sørensen: Some Contradictions in a Rich Concept on Development. 14 pp, 1985. 
No.  18: Olav Jull Sørensen: Marketing of Agricultural Inputs/Implements and Profiles of Farmers in Kenya: 

Project Preparations. 47 pp, 1986. 
No.  19: Georg Sørensen: Development Through the Eyes of a Child. 17 pp, 1986. 
No.  20: Georg Sørensen: International and External Intertwined: 5 Obstacles to Development in India. 20 

pp, 1986. 
No.  21: John E. Kuada: Macro-Micro Integrated Framework for Market Opportunity Analysis and Project 

Selection. 14 pp, 1986. 
No.  22: Olav Jull Sørensen: Co-operatives: Movement-to-Movement Cooperation. Some Conceptual Views. 

15 pp, 1986. 
No.  23: John E. Kuada: Financing Rural Food Marketing Systems in Ghana. 16 pp, 1986. 
No.  24: Hans Gullestrup: Culture, Cultural Analysis and Cultural Ethics - Or What Divides and What 

Unites Us? (Out of print) (in Danish). 84 pp, 1987. 
No.  24a: Hans Gullestrup: Culture, Cultural Analysis and Cultural Ethics - Or What Divides and What 

Unites Us? (Second revised edition) (Out of print) (in Danish). 92 pp, 1988. 
No.  25: John E. Kuada: Food Marketing in Ghana, the Role of Rural Food Traders. 53 pp, 1988. 
No.  26: Henrik A. Nielsen: Monitoring Rural Development in Bangladesh. 22 pp, 1989. 
No.  27: Hans Gullestrup: The Ethical Dilemma in the Intercultural Co-operation, or: The Development Aid 

Worker=s Personal Problem (in Danish). 26 pp, 1991. 
No.  28: Chaiwoot Chaipan: Current Issues on Economic Development in East and Southeast Asia. 24 pp, 

1991. 
No.  29: Henrik Nielsen: Databased Information on Danida-Projects 1962-91: Overview and Analysis of the 

Daniproj-Database. 55 pp, 1992. 
No.  30: Hans Gullestrup: Evaluating Social Consequences of Social Changes in the Third World Countries. 

24 pp, 1993. 
No.  31: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: In The Shadow of the Pacific Century - Comparative Perspectives on 

Externalities Influence on Economic Policy-Making in Southeast Asian Would-be NICs. 106 pp, 
1993. 

No.  32: Henrik A. Nielsen: Local Community Development Around the Bay of Bengal: Context, Crises and 
Perspectives. 27 pp, 1994. 

No.  33: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Southeast Asian State Responses to a Regionalized World Economy. 
21 pp, 1994.  

No.  34: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Semi-autonomy in Economic Policy-making: The Case of Thailand. 
28 pp, 1994.  



No.  35: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Increasing Exports in a Decreasing World Market: The Role of 
Developmental States in the ASEAN-4. 27 pp, 1994.  

No.  36: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: State Capacities and Bargaining Strategies in the Global Disorder. 14 
pp, 1994. 

No.  37: Samir Amin: The Future of Global Polarization. 17 pp, 1994. 
No.  38: Peter W. Cunningham: The Re-affirmation of State Socialism. The South African Debate. 17 pp, 

1995. 
No.  39: Andre Gunder Frank: Nothing New in the East: No New World Order. 28 pp, 1994. 
No.  40: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: State Intervention in Southeast Asia. Creating Growth without 

Welfare. 20 pp, 1994. 
No.  41: Garry Rodan: Ideological Convergences Across 'East' and 'West': The New Conservative Offensive. 

24 pp, 1995. 
No.  42:  Jacques Hersh: North Korea: Ideal-Type Anomaly. 18 pp, 1995. 
No.  43: Research Centre for Development and International Relations (DIR), Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt 

et al. (eds.): Research Program 1995-1997. Globalization and Social Change - Structures, Systems 
and Unidisciplinary Research. 74 pp, 1995. 

No.  44: Feiwel Kupferberg: Ethno-nationalism, Liberal Democracy and the Psychology of the Post Cold 
War Era. 19 pp, 1995. 

No.  45: Feiwel Kupferberg: Uncertainty, Chaos and Learning: Prolegomenon to a Sociology of Creativity. 
27 pp, 1995. 

No.  46: Feiwel Kupferberg: Strategic Learning: East Germany as a "Model Case" for Transformation 
Theory. 26 pp, 1995. 

No.  47: Li Xing: China and East Asia vs. The West: Controversies, Clashes and Challenges. 19 pp, 1995. 
No.  48: Kwang-Yeong Shin: Democratization and Class Politics in Korea, 1987 - 1993. 20 pp, 1995. 
No.  49: Joachim Hirsch: Regulation Theory and its Applicability to Studies on Globalization and Social 

Change. 12 pp, 1995. 
No.  50: Ellen Brun: The New Social Contract: Sustainability from below. 20 pp, 1995. 
No.  51: Li Xing: The Dynamics of East Asian Intra-Regional Economic Relations. 22 pp, 1995. 
No.  52: Kwang-Yeong Shin: Characteristics of the East Asian Economic System: Authoritarian Capitalism 

and The Developmental State. 33 pp, 1996. 
No.  53: Li Xing: Playing Democracy and Human Rights. The International System and the China-West 

Case. 17 pp, 1996. 
No.  54: Jacques Hersh & Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Dirigisme or Laissez-Faire? - Catching-up 

Strategies in the Global System After the Demise of Soviet-Style Command Economies. 22 pp, 
1996. 

No.  55: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt & Jacques Hersh: Peace Convergence and Political Legitimacy in 
Israel and Palestine. 16 pp, 1997. 

No.  56: David Harvey: Globalization in Question. 22 pp, 1997. 
No.  57: Amiya Kumar Bagchi: In Praise of the Developmental State. 35 pp, 1997. 
No.  58: Su-Hoon Lee: The Rise of Environmentalism in South Korea. 31 pp, 1997. 
No.  59: Mark Beeson & Kanishka Jayasuriya: The Politics of Regionalism: APEC and the EU in 

Comparative Perspective. 37 pp, 1997. 
No.  60: Manfred Bienefeld: The State and Civil Society: The Political Economy of the ANew Social Policy@. 

35 pp, 1997. 
No.  61: Duncan McCargo: Problematising Democratisation: The Thai Case. 22 pp, 1997. 
No.  62: Li Xing: Conceptualizing the Crisis of Socialism: A Gramscian Approach. Some Reflections on the 

Chinese Socialist Experience. 41 pp, 1998. 
No.  63: Henrik A. Nielsen: Decentralising the Monitoring of Development Intervention: From Local 

Government Impact-Monitoring. 116 pp, 1998. 
No.  64: Suresh Narayanan: From Miracle to Realities: The Malaysian Economy in Crisis.  26 pp, 1998. 
No.  65: Li Xing, Jacques Hersh & Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: The Rise and Fall of East Asian 

Capitalism: Back to the future? 30 pp, 1998. 
No.  66: Jan Oberg: Globalization and Responses by Civil Society to Humanitarian Emergencies. 44 pp, 

1998. 
No.  67: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Development Theory and the Crisis of the State. 30 pp, 1998. 
No.  68:  Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt, Jacques Hersh and Li Xing (eds.) and members of DIR: Research 

Program 1998-2000 Globalization and Social Change Interdisciplinary Critical Perspectives. 81 pp, 
1998. 

No.  69: Katarina Tomaševski: Human Rights in International Development Co-operation: Between Politics 
and Policy. 69 pp, 1999. 

No.  70: Mammo Muchie: Problems of Sub-Saharan Africa’s Renewal in the Era of Globalisation. 32 pp, 
1999. 



No.  71: Wolfgang Sachs: Globalization and Sustainability. 38 pp, 1999. 
No.  72: Xing Li: The Market Approach to Industrialization: A Critique of China´s Experiment. 37 pp, 1999. 
No.  73: Bob Jessop: The State and the Contradictions of the Knowledge-Driven Economy. 37 pp, 1999. 
No.  74: Bob Jessop: What follows Fordism? On the Periodization of Capitalism and its Regulation. 36 pp, 

1999. 
No.  75:  Mammo Muchie: Climbing the Value-Added Chain in Leather Manufacture: Lessons from the Indian 

Case to Enhance Value-Added Leather Processing in Ethiopia and Kenya. 26 pp, 2000.  
No.  76:  Stanislav Menshikov: Macropolicies to Help Re-Start Economic Growth in Russia. 44 pp, 2000. 
No.  77:  Stanislav Menshikov: Indicators and Trends of Economic Globalisation. 26 pp, 2000. 
No.  78:  Stanislav Menshikov: The Role of International Capital Flows: How to Reduce the Vulnerability of 

the Global Economy. 23 pp, 2000. 
No.  79: Mammo Muchie: The Way Africa Entered The Millennium: Trousers and Skirts down or Head 

High: A Commentary. 19 pp, 2000. 
No.  80: Manfred Bienefeld: Globalisation and Social Change: Drowning in the Icy Waters of Commercial 

Calculation. 48 pp, 2000. 
No.  81: Mammo Muchie: From Protest to Sanitation: Critical Reflections on the UN´s Discourse of 

Environmentally friendly Technologies. 24 pp, 2000. 
No.  82: Jacques Hersh: Globalization and Regionalization: Two Facets of One Process. 22 pp, 2000. 
No.  83: Mammo Muchie: Towards a Theory for Re-framing Pan-Africanism: An Idea Whose Time Has 

Come. 30 pp, 2000. 
No.  84: Rajah Rasiah: From Dragons to Dwarfs: Reexamining Neo-Liberal Explanations of the Southeast 

Asian Financial Crisis. 23 pp, 2000. 
No.  85: Jacques Hersh: The Constraints of World Capitalism in Catching up. 35 pp, 2000. 
No.  86: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Political Business as Usual-Comparing Public-Private Partnerships in 

East and Southeast Asia. 22 pp, 2000. 
No.  87: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Democratization and Social Welfare in Thailand. 23 pp, 2000. 
No.  88: Mammo Muchie: The Uptake of Environmentally Sensitive Innovation in Production in Sub-

Saharan Africa. 19 pp, 2000. 
No.  89: Mammo Muchie: Imagining Ethiopia Betyond War and Poverty: The two-year war between two 

strategic allies in the Horn of Africa. 34 pp, 2000.  
No.  90: Susanne Thorbek: Beyond Equal Rights. 25 pp, 2000. 
No.  91: Timothy M. Shaw: Development Studies at the Start of the New Millennium in South and North. 18 

pp, 2000. 
No.  92: Jane L. Parpart: Rethinking Participatory Empowerment, gender and development: The PRA 

Approach. 24 pp, 2000. 
No.  93: Timothy M. Shaw: Contemporary Conflicts in Africa: implications for development studies/policies. 

36 pp, 2000. 
No.  94: Andre Gunder Frank: ReOrient Histography and Social Theory. 41 pp, 2000 
No.  95: Howard Stein: The Development of the Developmental State in Africa: A Theoretical Inquiry. 30 

pp, 2000. 
No.  96: Li Xing and Jacques Hersh: Understanding Capitalism: Crises and Passive Revolutions. 35 pp, 

2001. 
No.  97: Jiang Shixue: Reflections from Comparative Studies Of the Development Models in Latin America 

and East Asia.  15 pp, 2001. 
No.  98: Jiang Shixue: Sino-Latin American Relations: Retrospect and Prospects. 21 pp, 2001. 
No.  99: Peter Wad: Social Development in East Asia: Warfare, Workfare, Welfare? 51 pp, 2001. 
No. 100: Peadar Kirby: Is the Irish state developmental? 28 pp, 2001. 
No. 101: Elmar Altvater: The Growth Obsession. 28 pp, 2001. 
No. 102: Berhanu Gutema Balcha: Food Insecurity in Ethiopia: the Impact of Socio-political Forces. 17 pp, 

2001. 
No. 103: Marianne H. Marchand: Gendering  Globalization in an Era of Transnational Capital: New Cross-

border Alliances and Strategies of Resistance in a Post-NAFTA Mexico. 21 pp, 2001. 
No. 104: Ravindra Kumar: Gandhi: Non-violence and Indian Democracy. 9 pp, 2002. 
No. 105: Mammo Muchie: The New Partnership for African Development (Nepad): A False or a True Start 

for Shaping Africa’s Decolonised Future? 10 pp, 2002. 
No. 106: Vibeke Andersson: Indigenous Authority and State Policy: Popular participation in two villages in 

rural Bolivia. 19 pp, 2002. 
No. 107: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Rethinking the Nexus between Development Theory and IR: From 

Old Divisions to New Encounters. 23 pp, 2004. 
No. 108: Louise Takeda: The Emancipatory Potential of Ecological Economics: A Thermodynamic 

Perspective on Economics, Space and Sustainability. 95 pp, 2002. 



No. 109: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: No Middle Road Capitalism: The Impact of the Uniform Policy-
regime in Eastern Europe and East Asia. 23 pp, 2004. 

No. 110: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Confronting Globalization through Social Reform in East and 
Southeast Asia. 26 pp, 2004. 

No. 111: Johan Galtung: A World in Economic Crisis. 33 pp, 2002. 
No. 112: Kristen Nordhaug: US Hegemony, Economic Integration and Monetary Regionalism in East Asia. 

33 pp, 2002. 
No. 113: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Regionalism in East and Southeast Asia. 23 pp, 2004. 
No. 114:    Rajah Rasiah: The Competitive Impact of China on Southeast Asia’s Labor Markets. 37 pp, 2002. 
No. 115:  Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Crisis Management in Thailand: The Ambivalence of “New” 

Keynesian Responce. 27 pp, 2003. 
No. 116:  Annette Kanstrup-Jensen: Constraints on Capability Formation of Indigenous Communities: The 

Case of Human Development among Akha and Hmong Groups in South East Asia. 22 pp, 2003. 
No. 117: Li Xing & Mammo Muchie: Globalization and  Social Well-being Alternative Approach to Well-

being Attainment and Measurement. 22 pp, 2003.  
No. 118: Bjørn Møller: Raising armies in a rough neighbourhood. The Military and Militarism in Southern 

Africa. 45 pp, 2003. 
No. 119: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Making capitalism work: The dubious dichotomy between welfare 

and workfare. 24 pp, 2003. 
No. 120: Bjørn Møller: African conflicts: Background factors, motives and patterns. 92 pp, 2003. 
No. 121: Li Xing & Jacques Hersh: The Genesis of capitalism. 30 pp, 2003. 
No. 122: Bjørn Møller: Conflict theory. 68 pp, 2003. 
No. 123: Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Reflections on human rights and the new US world disorder. 15 pp, 

2004. 
No. 124  Bjørn Møller: Aid against terrorism. 19 pp, 2003. 
No. 125 Timothy Shaw: Two Africas? Two Ugandas? An African ‘Democratic Developmental State’?  Or 

Another ‘Failed State’? 24 pp, 2004. 
No. 126 Jane Parpart: Gender, Power and Governance in a Globalizing World. 16 pp, 2004. 
No. 127 Bjørn Møller: Peace as A Global Public Good. 35 pp, 2004. 
No. 128 Ananta Kumar Giri: A Moral Critique of Development: Ethics, Aesthetics and Responsibility. 33 

pp, 2004. 
No. 129 Peadar Kirby: Is Globalisation Good for Us? Introducing the Concept of Vulnerability. 46 pp, 2004. 
No. 130 Malee M. Lang: Management of the Mekong River Basin: Contesting its sustainability from a 

communication Perspective. 27 pp, 2004. 
No. 131 Elmar Altvater: Globalization and the informalization of the urban space. 18 pp, 2004. 
No. 132 Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Civil Society at the Crossroads in Southeast Asia. 28 pp, 2004. 
No. 133 Johannes Dragsbaek Schmidt: Flexicurity, Casualisation and Informalisation of Global Labour 

Markets. 24 pp, 2005. 
No. 134 Ananta Kumar Giri: Creative Social Research: Rethinking Theories and Methods and the Calling of 

an Ontological Epistemology of Participation. 43 pp, 2005.
No. 135 Bengt-Aake Lundvall: Nation states, social capital and economic development – a system’s approach 

to knowledge creation and learning. 21 pp, 2006. 
No. 136 Annette Kanstrup-Jensen: Indigenous Education and Knowledge – a delegitimised Concept in the 

Education for All Strategies. 28 pp, 2006. 
No. 137 Mammo Muchie, Adam Habib and Vishnu Padayachee: African Integration and civil society: The 

case of the African Union. 22 pp, 2006. 
No. 138 Li Xing & Woodrow W. Clark: Globalization and the Next Economy: A Theoretical and Critical 

Review. 19 pp, 2007. 


	                                           
	  
	  DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH SERIES
	 WORKING PAPER NO. 138

	list_138.pdf
	 DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH SERIES


