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Globalization has a multitude of contested meanings. Moreover, considered as an allegedly existing process, it lacks any clear causal status. This makes it hard to relate globalization to cities and social movements -- especially as the natures of cities and social movements are themselves disputed. These difficulties have shaped the order of argument in the following discussion. First, before addressing entrepreneurial cities and the scope they might offer to social movements to expand the social economy, I offer some general remarks on the 'chaotic concept' of globalization. I also comment on some of the complex processes which are currently shaping globalization. The second topic is the highly mediated, but nonetheless real, relationship between globalization and the changing economic and social problems said to confront mature welfare states in advanced capitalist societies. After considering the specific ideal-typical features of these welfare states, the emerging features of a new type of welfare regime are briefly discussed. These economic and social problems and their reflection in new forms of economic and social reproduction are especially evident in cities. Thus a third concern is the rise of so-called 'entrepreneurial cities' in response to the manifold crisis of Atlantic Fordism and their efforts to maintain or enhance their position in an intensifying inter-urban competition. A fourth topic is the limits to any and all attempts to enhance the competitiveness of cities within the framework of a globalizing economy. Even successful cities face problems in this regard; and, of course, there are always losers in this process too. One response to these problems provides the focus for the fifth part of the chapter: the renewed interest on the part of some social movements and some urban authorities in the social economy. The concluding section offers some general observations on the role of the social economy in the re-scaling of economic and social life within a global society.

Globalization: chaotic concept, chaotic process

The first task is to deconstruct the 'chaotic concept' of globalization. The latter is often treated in both theoretical and empirical studies as if it were a distinctive and singular causal process in its own right. But such accounts typically fail to grasp the quite varied forms in which this process occurs and the different understandings which motivate key actors in their approach to globalization (for a recent review of these complexities, see Ruigrok and van Tulder 1995). They ignore the extent to which globalization is the complex resultant of many different forces and processes -- processes occurring on various spatial and temporal scales and originating in widely dispersed places and/or networks of places. They neglect the extent to which globalization involves complex and tangled causal hierarchies rather than a simple, unilinear, bottom-up or top-down movement as well as the extent to which globalization is always a contingent product of tendencies and counter-tendencies. And they overlook the extent to which globalization typically involves an eccentric 'interpenetration' of different scales of social organization rather than their simple 'nesting' in the manner of Russian dolls.

These problems can be avoided by taking a fresh look at globalization in four respects. First, we need to distinguish between the structural and strategic dimensions of globalization. Whereas the former dimension refers to the extent to which there is growing global interdependence (covariation) among actions on different scales, the latter refers to the extent to which actors themselves adopt global horizons of action. Second, rather than considering globalization in isolation, it should be understood in terms of its complex interrelation with trends on other spatial scales. These include such trends as localization, regionalization, 'triadization', the growth of cross-border linkages, and the development of transnational urban networks. Third, we must recognize the multi-centric nature of globalization, especially with the recent challenge of several East Asian economies to the global hegemonic pretensions of Western Europe and North America
. And, fourth, we must distinguish the different social fields or domains in which globalization is said to be occurring. This is especially important since the driving forces and the relative balance of tendencies and counter-tendencies typically vary across different domains.

Structurally, globalization in a specific domain can be said to exist in so far as the covariation of relevant activities becomes more global in extent and/or the speed of such covariation on a global scale increases. This sort of covariation is linked to the stretching of social relations over time and space so that they can be coordinated over longer periods of time (including into the ever more distant future) and over longer distances, greater areas, or more scales of activity. As well as 'time-space distantiation', however, globalization involves new forms of 'time-space compression'. This involves the intensification of 'discrete' events in real time
 and/or the increased velocity of material and immaterial flows over a given distance. 'Time-space compression' is tied to material and social technologies that enable control to be exercised more precisely over ever shorter periods in 'real time' and that enable 'space to be conquered by time'
. As an emergent phenomenon that derives from these processes and reacts back on their subsequent development, globalization can be seen as both a structural and a structuring phenomenon. Given its complex, overdetermined nature, however, globalization is always prey to uneven development and reversals.

Strategically, globalization refers to actors' attempts to coordinate their activities on a global scale. Such attempts can be pursued through different material and social technologies on the interpersonal, interorganizational, interinstitutional, and intersystemic levels. These are exemplified in: interpersonal networking (e.g., the Chinese diaspora); interorganizational 'strategic alliances' orchestrated by transnational enterprises (alliances which may include more local or regionally-based firms as well as non-profit-oriented organizations); the institutional design of 'international regimes' to govern particular fields of action; and various projects for global governance or even comprehesive world government. Needless to say, whether as strategy or project, 'globalization' has no guarantees of success.

Seen from this viewpoint, what is generally labeled nowadays as 'economic globalization' rarely, if ever, involves full structural integration -- let alone complete strategic coordination -- across the globe. Among processes included under this rubric are: (a) the internationalization of national economic spaces through growing penetration (inward flows) and extraversion (outward flows); (b) the formation of regional economic blocs embracing several national economies; (c) the development of economic ties between local and regional authorities in different national economies -- ties which often by-pass the national level but are sometimes sponsored by one or more national states; (d) the movement of multinational companies (MNCs) and transnational banks (TNBs) from limited economic activities abroad to more comprehensive and worldwide strategies, sometimes extending to 'global localization' in and through which firms pursue a global strategy based on exploiting local differences; (e) the opening of national borders through various liberalization measures; (f) the widening and deepening of international regimes covering economic and economically relevant issues; and (g) the emergence of globalization proper through the introduction and acceptance of global norms and standards, the development of globally integrated markets together with globally oriented strategies, and 'deracinated' firms with no evident national operational base. In each case these processes could be said to be contributing -- in however mediated and indirect a way and on whatever scale -- to the structural integration and/or strategic coordination of the economic system on a global scale. But they do so in a dispersed, fragmented, and partial manner.

Moreover, far from homogenizing economic space, the various processes involved in globalization actually involve the re-ordering -- across a wide range of economic spaces on different spatial scales -- of differences and complementarities as the basis for dynamic competitive advantages. The latter can be understood in terms of 'structural competitiveness' (Chesnais 1986) or in the even broader terms of 'systemic competitiveness' (Messner 1996)
. Both concepts highlight the continuing importance of place (in both its terrestrial and territorial aspects) in competition. Thus economic globalization is typically, if paradoxically, linked to a re-valorization of the role of the 'region' in economic activities and economic intervention. In this context, of course, 'region' covers a multitude of scales from hemispheres and triads to sub- or cross-border regions. Each of these regions is struggling in one way or another for competitive advantage. However, since competitiveness is always relational and dynamic, the competitive game always produces comparative losers as well as winners.

In this sense globalization is better interpreted as the most inclusive structural context in which processes on other economic scales could be identified and inter-related and/or as the broadest horizon of action to which accumulation strategies and economic projects can be directed. This implies that economic processes are multi-scalar and that globalization is best seen as an emergent, overdetermined, phenomenon rather than as a sui generis causal mechanism. Globalization depends, in short, on sub-global processes. Moreover, regarded as an horizon of action, globalization means thinking globally, even if acting locally, regionally, or triadically. One does not need to be omnipresent in order to insert oneself favourably into the global division of labour. This not only holds for firms but also, and even more forcefully, for localities, cities, regions, or states. But one must increasingly think about one's strategic advantages and disadvantages in relation to global processes. It follows that an appropriate focus in studying economic globalization is the changing global economic hierarchy, its changing scalar division of labour, its emerging structural contradictions and strategic dilemmas, its various sources of resistance, and its linkages to other fields of globalization.

Globalization and the welfare state

What does this approach to globalization imply for the analysis of the state, cities, and social movements in advanced capitalism? Above all, it means that not only past spatial fixes, but also past scalar fixes, are becoming harder to maintain. During the period of Atlantic Fordism which emerged after 1945, it was the national scale that was primary in both economic management and political organization. This was reflected in the dominance of the 'Keynesian welfare national state' (or KWNS) as the principal institutional complex in and through which the market-mediated processes of capital accumulation and social reproduction were regularized in advanced capitalist societies
. This implied in turn that most cities operated primarily as sites of capital accumulation and social reproduction within a national context and oriented their actions within that context; and also implied that local states were primarily relays of policies settled at national level. Likewise, during this period of KWNS dominance, the main social movements were producer organizations, political parties, and pressure groups concerned with national economic growth and with social redistribution among the citizens of a given national state (cf. Offe 1985; Hirsch and Roth 1987). Various economic, political, socio-cultural pressures and forces (see below) have undermined this primacy of the national level. Indeed, it seems that there is currently no primary scale on which the global economy is being effectively instituted, organized and regularized -- whether global, triadic, national, regional, or local. The current period of 'after-Fordism' seems to have no privileged scale of organization on which the global economy is (or can be) managed. Instead there is a more complex nesting and weaving of different spatial scales as attempts are made to re-articulate them in the search for new spatial and scalar fixes. Moreover, as there is no single, self-enclosed and circumscribed spatial scale that can be taken-for-granted, 'the geographical boundaries of social relations have become direct objects of socio-political contestation' (Brenner 1997a: 24).

The current restructuring of economic and political relations (within which 'globalization' is only one of several processes) is associated with what can usefully be termed the 'relativization of scale' (Collinge 1996; cf. Brenner 1997b). This has obvious implications for the state, cities, and new social movements in advanced capitalist societies. This point can be developed by re-examining the nature of the Keynesian welfare national state. This had four key features in relation to economic and social reproduction in Atlantic Fordism. First, in its role of helping to provide the external and internal conditions for capital accumulation, the KWNS was Keynesian in so far as it aimed to secure full employment in what was treated as a relatively closed national economy and also aimed to do so primarily through demand-side management. The KWNS attempted to adjust effective demand to the supply-driven needs of Fordist mass production with its dependence on economies of scale and on full utilization of relatively inflexible means of production. Second, to secure the conditions for social reproduction, the KWNS was oriented to welfare in so far as it tried to regulate collective bargaining within limits consistent with full employment levels of growth, to generalize norms of mass consumption beyond those directly employed in Fordist sectors so that all national citizens might share the fruits of economic growth (and thereby contribute to effective domestic demand), and to promote forms of collective consumption favourable to the Fordist mode of growth. Its economic and social policies were closely linked to an expanding understanding and a progressive institutionalization of economic and social welfare rights attached to individual citizens of the national territorial state. Third, the KWNS was also national in so far as the national state had the primary responsibility for developing and guiding Keynesian welfare policies on different scales. In this context, local and regional states acted mainly as relays for policies framed at the national level; and the various postwar international regimes linked to Atlantic Fordism were aimed at stabilizing national economies and national states. And, fourth, the KWNS was statist in so far as state institutions (on different levels) were the chief complement to market forces in the operation of the 'mixed economy' and had a dominant role in shaping the institutions of civil society.

This said, the concrete forms of the KWNS and the specific modalities in which its functions were performed varied from case to case. One can distinguish among KWNS regimes in terms of their typical forms of economic and social intervention -- liberal social market regimes, tripartite social democratic regimes, dirigiste regimes with strong states and a relatively fragmented labour force, and more corporatist conservative regimes in which social welfare is partly organized on occupational or status lines and also tends to conserve rather than weaken inequalities. There is already an extensive literature on this topic. My chief concern here is the general nature of still emerging forms of economic and social policy and their associated institutions rather than with the past.

The KWNS experienced a crisis in the 1970s and 1980s. This had a variety of general economic, political, and socio-cultural causes. There were also more specific, conjunctural factors that affected the timing, forms, and incidence of the crisis in particular cases.

Economically, the KWNS was undermined by the increasing opening of national economies and their resulting interpenetration through a variable mixture of extraversion, inward investment, and expanding international social division of labour. These processes are often subsumed, of course, under the current catchall concept of 'globalization'. Together with the increased importance of global financial capital, this weakened the 'taken-for-grantedness' of the national economy as a natural object of economic management and reduced the effectiveness of Keynesian policies. Moreover, not only was the efficacy of national economic policy undermined by internationalization, regional and local economies were also increasingly found to have their own specific problems. These could be solved neither by the usual national macro-economic policies nor by standard industrial and/or regional policies formulated at the centre. Other economic factors that weakened the KWNS included the challenges posed by lower-waged but increasingly high-tech East Asian NICs as well as the rise to economic super-power status of Japan, with its more flexible production system; the more general shift from more supply-driven to more demand-driven forms of production (often paradigmatically summarized, but never adequately characterized, as the shift from Fordism to post-Fordism); and the feminization of the labour-force (with its impact on the family form and the family wage which both played key roles in the KWNS).

Overall, these changes made it harder for the state to manage its national economy as if it were closed (as it had done, for example, in relying on demand management) and so prompted an interest in, and a shift towards, more supply-side intervention. This could be limited to neo-liberal supply side measures or extended to include tailor-made measures targeted at specific sectors and/or places. The latter policies often refocus economic strategies around the specific features of regional-local economic spaces and cities' potential role in the struggle to maintain international competitiveness and/or defend jobs, growth, and welfare in the face of competitive pressures at home and abroad. There was also an increasing emphasis on flexibility in manufacturing and services (including the public sector) based on new technologies (especially micro-electronics) and more flexible forms of organizing production. And there was increasing concern with how economic and social policies affect structural and systemic competitiveness vis-a-vis other economies -- thereby creating political openings for attacks on social welfare to the extent that competitiveness is understood in terms of direct and indirect costs of production (thus including the social wage).

Politically, the KWNS was undermined by growing political resistance to taxation and stagflation, by the crisis in postwar compromises between industrial capital and organized labour, by new economic and social conditions and attendant problems which cannot be managed or resolved readily, if at all, through continuing reliance on top-down state planning and/or simple market forces, and by the rise of new social movements which could not be easily integrated into the postwar compromise -- especially as these movements developed in crisis-prone cities and were often oriented to global or local rather than national issues. Whilst the rise of new social movements is partly related to economic and ecological crises associated with mass production and the problems facing the KWNS, it is also linked more generally to the development of a politics of identity, to the phenomenon of the 'risk society', and to so-called 'post-modern' patterns of consumption. The link between economic and community development, notably in terms of the empowerment of citizens and community groups, puts a premium on partnerships embracing not only the state and business interests but also community organizations of various kinds. This is reflected in active sponsorship of the 'third sector' and/or 'social economy' (both located between market and state) alongside other forms of decentralized public-private partnerships (see below). It can also be seen in efforts to solve local problems by involving as many different local stakeholders and partners as possible. Many of the new social movements are also oriented to other scales of action than the national level -- especially to the city and the international arena.

Socially, the KWNS was undermined by a tendential 'de-nationalization' of civil society. This is reflected in the development of cosmopolitanism, 'tribalism' (or the rediscovery or invention of primordial, affectual identities at the expense both of liberal individualism and of civic loyalty to an 'imagined' national community), and an expansion of diverse social movements which now operate across national boundaries. Together these phenomena have weakened the sense of national identity which shaped the KWNS in its formative period and have also weakened thereby the coalition of forces which sustained it. In additin, the more specific values, social identities, and interests associated with the welfare state have undergone a transformation. This is associated with rejection of the social democratic and/or Atlantic Fordist normative commitment to a class-based egalitarianism and its accompanying class-based redistributive politics; with a pluralistic identity politics and 'politics of difference' in which there is greater emphasis on mutual respect, authenticity, and autonomy; with increased concern for personal empowerment rather than for the bureaucratic administration of legal rights, monetized entitlements, and uniform public services; and with the expansion of the so-called 'third sector' and/or social economy, which supposedly operate flexibly outside of the framework of pure markets and the bureaucratic state (but often in close conjunction with them as a 'shadow market' and 'shadow state'). These shifts have not ended the contradictions between the economics and politics of welfare but transformed their forms of appearance.

Given these various sources of crisis-tendency, it is hardly surprising that, from the early 1980s onwards, at different times and speeds, in different fields in different societies, the KWNS state has been subject to several changes which tend to produce a new welfare regime. This can be described as a 'Schumpeterian Workfare Postnational Regime' (hereafter SWPR) and can be contrasted with the KWNS in four respects. First, the SWPR is Schumpeterian in so far as it tries to promote permanent innovation and flexibility innovation in open economies by intervening on the supply-side and to strengthen as far as possible the structural competitiveness of the relevant economic spaces. Second, regarding social reproduction, the SWPR can be described (infelicitously and at the risk of misunderstanding) as a workfare regime in so far as it subordinates social policy to the demands of labour market flexibility and structural competitiveness. Such 'workfarist' subordination of social to economic policy is most likely to occur where these policies concern the present and future working population. It is for this reason that education has such a key role in 'workfare' strategy. More generally, 'workfare' in the present meaning of the term is also associated with downward pressure on public spending -- for this is now regarded mainly as a cost of international production rather than as a source of domestic demand. Third, regarding the national form, the SWPR can be described as 'postnational' in so far as the increased significance of other spatial scales and horizons of action has made the national territory less important as a 'power container'
. This does not mean the end of the national state but signifies rather the 'relativization of scale' as compared to the primacy of the national level during the Atlantic Fordist period (see above). And, fourth, in using 'regime' rather than state to describe the SWPR, I wish to emphasize the increased importance of non-state delivery mechanisms in providing any state-sponsored economic and social policies. In addition to the role of public-private partnerships oriented to capitalist economic growth and workfare, we can also include the renewed interest in the 'social economy' under this rubric (see below).

The rise of the entrepreneurial city

So far I have discussed the crisis-tendencies in the KWNS at the level of the national state. But these interrelated crisis-tendencies have also had their own distinctive effects at the international level (as evidenced in crises of the principal postwar international regimes) and at the sub-national level (as evidenced, for example, in the crisis of the Fordist form of city). More generally, there is a complex, multi-dimensional crisis of cities as forms of socio-economic, civil, and political organization. And this has prompted debates over new ways to manage cities and deal with their many and varied problems. Problems rooted in uneven economic development within and across nations and a more general fisco-financial crisis affecting all governments are central issues in this regard. They have encouraged new forms of inter-urban competition for access to resources as well as the search for an (endogenous) urban growth dynamic which could compensate for limited public resources. In addition, the crisis-tendencies affect​ing the economic and political capacities of national states have made cities and their hinterlands more significant as nodes and vectors in organizing economic, political, and social life than they were during the period of Atlantic Fordism. This has expanded the economic and political space for cities and regions to engage in competition and has highlighted the importance of cities' differential capacities to reflect on and secure the conditions for economic dynamism (cf. Storper 1997). Finally, shifts in the modalities of competition in an increasingly 'globally integrated' but still multi-scalar, unevenly developing, and tangled economy have modified the nature of inter-urban as well as international competition.

Overall, this is reflected in the rise of so-called 'entrepreneurial cities'. The distinctive feature of such cities is their function of -- or, at least, their declared self-image as proactively engaged in -- promoting the capacities of their respective economic spaces in the face of intensified competition in the global economy. In this regard, cities have a key role in the tendential development of the Schumpeterian workfare postnational regime. For, whether entrepreneurial or not, they have become key sites and stakes in the struggle to redefine the boundaries of the state and its role in securing the conditions for the valorization of capital and the reproduction of labour-power. This may explain why cities now seem to be replacing firms as the new 'national champions' in international competition. They are becoming sites of struggle over economic and social restructuring to enhance competitiveness (even at the expense of social polarization and deepening social exclusion). And they are becoming the political basis for new forms of growth or grant coalition and new forms of social alliance -- sometimes including the old and new social movements, sometimes marginalizing them. At the same time national states find it harder to contain the activities of some cities (those which have been integrated into a network of global cities which, qua network, is not contained within any given national territory) and harder to compensate for the economic crisis of other cities which are excluded from this network.

The entrepreneurial city has been discussed in many different ways. My own approach is influenced by Schumpeter, an emblematic thinker for contemporary capitalism, who defined entrepreneurship as the creation of opportunities for surplus profit through 'new combinations' or innovation (Schumpeter 1934; see below); and by Harvey, an arguably more controversial thinker on post-modern capitalism, who has presented some influential ideas on the shift from urban managerialism and urban entrepreneurialism (1989). Their work can be refined by linking it to the useful distinction between strong and weak competition. Strong competition involves potentially positive-sum attempts to improve a locality's overall (structural) competitiveness through innovation; and it usually involves the social embedding of economic activity. Conversely, weak competition involves essentially zero-sum attempts to secure re-allocation of existing resources at the expense of other localities. In this regard, weak competition tends to be socially disembedding (Cox 1995). Combining these arguments, one can usefully distinguish between entrepreneurship oriented towards strong competition and that oriented towards weak competition.

Despite the increasingly common rhetoric of entrepreneurialism, there are few cities which are genuinely oriented to strong competition. For few cities are systematically oriented to securing sustainable dynamic competitive advantages via continuing economic, political, and social innovations that are intended to enhance productivity and other conditions of structural and systemic competitiveness. And even those that do have such an orientation tend to fail for various reasons to ensure continued capital accumulation. Weaker forms of competition are usually more concerned with modifications in formal and substantive regulatory, facilitative, or supportive measures
 aimed at capturing mobile investment (a deregulatory race to the bottom) as well as simple image-building measures with the same purpose (boosterism). Cities engaged in such weak entrepreneurialism are even more likely to fail in the longer term since such activities can easily be copied.

Following Schumpeter's account of entrepreneurship and Harvey's work on urban entrepreneurialism, I suggest that the principal fields in which a city can become entrepreneurial are:

the introduction of new types of urban place or space for living, working, producing, servicing, consuming, etc.. Examples include multicultural cities, cities organized around integrated transport and sustainable development, and cross-border regional hubs or gateways.

new methods of space or place production to create location-specific advantages for producing goods/services or other urban activities. Examples include new physical, social, and cybernetic infrastructures, promoting agglomeration economies, technopoles, regulatory undercutting, re-skilling.

opening new markets -- whether by place-marketing specific cities in new areas and/or modifying the spatial division of consumption through enhancing the quality of life for residents, commuters, or visitors (e.g., culture, entertainment, spectacles, new cityscapes, gay quarters, gentrification);

finding new sources of supply to enhance competitive advantages. Examples include new sources or patterns of immigration, changing the cultural mix of cities, finding new sources of funding from the central state (or, in the EU, European funds), or reskilling the workforce.

refiguring or redefining the urban hierarchy and/or altering the place of a given city within it. Examples include the development of a world or global city position, regional gateways, cross-border regions, and 'virtual regions' based on interregional cooperation among non-contiguous spaces.

In each regard we can see that urban entrepreneurialism contains the element of uncertainty that many see as the very essence of entrepreneurial activity. Indeed, as Storper notes in a discussion of the 'reflexive city', the nature of uncertainty and risk have been changing as market forces and the extra-economic environment for economic actors become more turbulent, more influenced by the strategic calculation of other actors, and more open to influence on a wide range of spatial scales. This puts a premium on forms of urban organization which enable economic actors to share risks and to cope with uncertainty through dense social and institutional networks (Storper 1997; cf. Veltz 1996).

Whether in regard to firms or cities, there is a typical economic dynamic to entrepreneurial activities. Although a successful innovation will initially generate surplus profits (or 'rents'), these tend to decline and eventually disappear as the innovation is either adopted (or superceded) as 'best practice' by other competitors and/or as less efficient competitors (are forced to) leave the market. Unless an effective (practical or legal) monopoly position can be established, this will tend to return profits to normal levels. Moreover, once an innovation is generalized, the cost of production and the search for new markets begins to matter, changing the balance of competitive advantages. Whilst this emphasis on costs leads to the competing away of initial advantages, it also prepares the ground for the next wave of innovation and entrepreneurship -- either by the initial pioneers or perhaps latecomers who are able to exploit their competitive position in a later stage of the product cycle to build a resource base for subsequent innovations.

Making due allowance for obvious differences in the 'product', this dynamic is also seen in inter-urban competition. The capacity of global cities to remain at the top of both world and national hierarchies is linked to their ability to remain at the forefront of economic and institutional innovation. But inter-urban competition can also displace competitive advantages across cities lower down the hierarchy. Some cities begin apparently irreversible decline as they are out-manoeuvred by innovations in other established or emerging cities; this is especially likely where their initial superiority in the hierarchy was based on static comparative advantage. At the same time, of course, imitation and speculation can also lead to overproduction both within individual growth centres and in general through diffusion. This 'crowding' phenomenon is currently reflected in the 'serial production of world trade centres, waterfront developments, post-modern shopping malls, etc.' (Harvey 1989: 10). Thus inter-urban competition tends to produce a 'snakes-and-ladders' game with frequent shifts among winners and losers among players in the middle ranks. The capacity to remain at the top of the hierarchy or to move up it typically depends on cities' capacities and strategies for acquiring complex strategic activities and/or promoting innovative production (Kraetke 1995: 136-142). All of this points to the importance for inter-urban competition of the entrepreneurial capacities to engage in strong competition (for further discussion, see Jessop 1998).

The illogic of globalization

Neither the tendential shift from Keynesian welfare national states to Schumpeterian workfare postnational regimes nor the tendential rise of the entrepreneurial city suspends the contradictions and conflicts of capitalism. The latter has always depended on a contradictory balance between marketized and non-marketized organizational forms. Although this was previously viewed mainly in terms of the balance between market and state, the rise of economic and social partnerships in entrepreneurial regimes has not introduced a neutral third term. Instead it adds other sites and scales upon which the balance can be contested and provides a meeting ground for the competing logics of accumulation and politics. Furthermore, the expansion of the economic logic of capitalism and economic competitiveness to include more and more factors previously regarded as 'extra-economic' creates new spaces for conflict over the primacy of accumulation relative to the codes, values, and interests of other subsystems (such as education, science, health). It thereby intensifies struggles over the hegemonic and/or dominant principle of societalization (Vergesellschaftung) in the wider society.

Capitalist growth depends essentially on the market-mediated exploitation of wage-labour -- not on the inherent efficiency of unfettered markets. Markets mediate the search for added value but cannot themselves produce it; and the very process of commodification engendered by the spread of the market mechanism generates contradictions which cannot be resolved by that mechanism itself. This is evident in contradictions inscribed in the most basic forms of the capitalist market society. Thus the commodity is both an exchange-value and a use-value; the wage is both a cost of production and a source of demand; the worker is both abstract labour and a concrete individual; money is both national money and international currency; productive capital is both abstract value in motion and a concrete stock of time- and place-specific assets in the course of being valorized; and so on. It was in managing, at least for a while, such contradictions and dilemmas in the spatio-temporal matrix of the national economy and the national state that the 'welfare mix' associated with the KWNS made its own contribution to the Atlantic Fordist regime. Nonetheless, much of what passed then as 'market failure' (i.e., was discursively constructed as such) and to which the KWNS was judged an appropriate response was actually an expression of deeper contradictions of capitalism. Thus KWNS intervention often only modified the forms or sites of these contradictions -- introducing class struggles into the state and/or generating tendencies towards fiscal crisis, legitimacy crisis, rationality crisis, etc.. And, as the capital relation developed in ways that undermined the national economy as an object of state management, the underlying contradictions re-emerged.

The impact of globalization is to exaggerate the importance of the first side of these contradictions. In general terms globalization reinforces the abstract moment of exchange value in these different structural forms at the expense of the more concrete substantive-material moment of use value. For it is capital in these abstract moments that can be most easily disembedded from specific places and thereby enabled to 'flow' freely through space and time
. Capital in its concrete moments, however, always has its own productive and reproductive particularities that can only be materialized in specific types of spatio-temporal location. Even where they are relatively de-coupled in specific forms of capital (e.g., global finance capital), there remains a link between the abstract and concrete dimensions in the need for a concrete 'spatio-temporal fix' so that disembedded capital can flow more easily (cf. Harvey 1982). In the case of global finance capital, of course, this 'spatio-temporal fix' is provided by the grid of global cities (Sassen 1996a,b).

These structural contradictions assume different forms in different contexts. This can be seen in the emerging post-Fordist accumulation regime. Not only are these contradictions expressed in cities which had a privileged place in the Fordist accumulation regime (as one might well expect) but they are also expressed in global cities (which one might regard as the success stories in the new era of globalization). Thus one finds an increasing contrast between private affluence and public poverty; between the depressing impact of the flight of productive capital from the inner city and the scope that still exists there for local demand-induced economic growth; between the short-term logic of the labour market and the resulting de-skilling and demoralization of the long-term unemployed; between the alleged imperatives of international currency markets and the fiscal needs of urban regeneration; and between the laissez-faire rhetoric of the borderless economy and the continuing (albeit transformed) role of national, regional, and urban governments in supplying mobile capital with its new forms of spatio-temporal fix. As these contrasts feed back in turn into the multiple crisis of the city forms inherited from the Atlantic Fordist period, they also reinforce the pertinence of the social economy as an alternative way of defining and addressing their problems (see the next section).

These contrasts are rooted in contradictions which were already evident in the Fordist period. They have become even more pointed in many cases due to the intensification of other sources of contradiction. Here we can mention the increasing interdependence between the economic and extra-economic factors making for structural or systemic competitiveness. Veltz expresses this in his observation that hard economic calculation increasingly rests on the mobilization of soft social resources, which are irreducible to the economic and resistant to such calculation (1996: 11-12). In temporal terms, this means that there is a major contradiction between short-term economic calculation (especially in the area of financial flows) and the long-term dynamic of 'real competition' rooted in resources (skills, trust, collective mastery of techniques, economies of agglomeration and size) which take years to create, stabilize, and reproduce. And, spatially, there is a fundamental contradiction between the economy considered as a pure space of flows and the economy as a territorially and/or socially embedded system of extra-economic as well as economic resources and competences. This leads to new dilemmas for the securing the reproduction of the capital relation over an expanding range of scales and over increasingly compressed as well as extended temporal horizons of action. Another contradiction which is becoming increasingly evident in the post-Fordist (or, at least, the post-industrial) accumulation regime is that between the information economy and the information society. Whereas the former is concerned with the private appropriation of knowledge in the form of 'intellectual property rights' so that it can become the basis for monopoly rents and national competitiveness (and is thereby subject to many of the tendencies towards market failure long recognized in the 'economics of information'), the latter is concerned with broadening public access to knowledge as a source of personal empowerment and the expansion of the public sphere. Here, too, the social economy has something to offer.

The social economy

Judging by the rhetoric surrounding the tendential emergence of Schumpeterian workfare postnational regimes, one would expect it to resolve these various post-Fordist structural contradictions and dilemmas -- at least for a while. But even their more ardent supporters often concede that in its currently predominant neo-liberal form that the SWPR entails greater social exclusion and marginalization than was evident during the period of the KWNS
. There is also growing recognition of the risks of a de-regulatory 'race to the bottom' in which bad economic and social policy drives out good in the inter-urban as well as the international spheres of competition.

It is in this context that the social economy provides an interesting and potentially significant counterpoint
. For the social economy challenges the very logic of capital accumulation within the economy, its extension to other spheres of social life, and the struggle to establish bourgeois hegemony over society as a whole. Against the logic of capital accumulation, especially its most abstract aspects rooted in the dominance of exchange-value (see above), the social economy prioritizes social use-value. Its proponents aim to re-embed the organization of the economy in specific spatio-temporal contexts oriented to the rhythms of social reproduction rather than to the frenzied circulation of digitalized finance capital. The social economy also opposes the extension of the logic of capital accumulation to other spheres of life such that education, health services, housing, politics, culture, sport, and so on are directly commodified or, at least, subject to quasi-market forces. In this regard the extension of the social economy also provides a basis for resisting the increasing hegemony of capital over society as a whole. For it demonstrates the possibility of organizing economic and social life in terms that challenge the taken-for-grantedness of the 'common-sense' of the capital relation. This threefold potential will not, of course, be realized without a struggle. Nor will struggle alone be sufficient to establish it. For, as with any other form of economic organization, there are complex interpersonal, organizational, institutional, and systemic preconditions necessary to its consolidation. In the case of the social economy these concern the scope for the reabsorption of the market and the state into an expanded civil society
. But the reabsorption of the social economy by the state (through dependence on state finance and through co-optation) and/or the logic of the market (due to integration into capitalist commodity chains and dependence on normal loans, etc.) is more likely than vice versa.

This point can be developed by considering the nature of Atlantic Fordism. In this accumulation regime, it was the 'mixed economy' that provided the centre of gravity for economic and political regulation. To the extent that markets failed to deliver the expected values of economic growth, full employment, low inflation, and a sustainable trade balance, the national state was called on to compensate as well as to generalize prosperity to all its citizens. In this context, as Carpi (1997) notes, there was little room for the social economy. On the one hand, Fordist growth based on a capital-labour compromise permitted full employment and the spread of mass consumption; and the welfare state assumed responsibility for coping with the economic and social risks (e.g., unemployment, poverty, sickness, inadequate housing) which had earlier stimulated self-help through the expansion of the social economy. And, on the other hand, the importance of economies of scale in the dominant Fordist production paradigm encouraged surviving firms in the social economy to move towards larger scale, more centralized, and hierarchical organizational forms (Carpi 1997: 243-4). The subsequent crisis of the KWNS led to the rediscovery of state failure and, among neo-liberals, to a powerful call for a return to the market mechanism. Even in the neo-liberal camp, however, there is growing recognition of the limits of the market. This is reflected in the search for new forms of public-private partnership and even in grudging admissions that there is still an important role for a 're-invented' state. More generally, there is increasing interest on all sides in new forms of 'governance' that depend neither on the anarchy of the market nor the top-down control of the state. It is in this context that the social economy has been rediscovered.

The social economy is particularly relevant to the current period of after-Fordism -- especially as the limits of neo-liberalism and the turbulence of unregulated economic globalization become more evident. Carpi has argued for a broad congruence between the dynamic of post-Fordism and the dynamic of a social economy in terms of three trends:

'The first dimension has been the emergence of an alternative movement seeking both new forms of economic organization (democratic) and new market niches (natural and ecological goods, ideologically committed bookshops, etc.). Second was the growing weight of the service sector (tertiarization of the economy), the development of flexible production and the externalization of functions on the part of firms, which has propelled the growth of small businesses and the feasibility of productive organizations in expanding activities without any great investment. Third, a restructuring of state activity and the externalization of public service management, stimulated by the fiscal crisis and conservative assault, with the aim of "rationalizing" the welfare state, has created new opportunities for the social economy to expand. At the same time, the recomposition of state action in social and economic affairs and the technological and economic transformation under way have created a growing number of problems and unsatisfied needs (unemployment, social exclusion, territorial decline) that have had an impact on civil society and local authorities. Consequently, alternatives are looked for outside the capitalist sector and the state' (Carpi 1997: 256).

This approach can be strengthened by considering the limits to strategies of economic development which rely on 'weak competition' as well as those which are oriented to boosting endogenous growth potential through 'strong competition'. For, whilst weak competition relies on essentially zero-sum attempts to secure re-allocation of existing resources at the expense of other localities, even strong competition involves the ever-present risk of any competitive advantages being competed away as the unceasing logic of the market evolves. This is particularly true for those economic spaces (such as inner cities, de-industrializing cities, or cities at the bottom of urban hierarchies) which are unable to engage in strong competition and run the greatest risk of losing out in the zero-sum competition for resources from outside. In such cases a resort to a social economy grounded in local social movements and concerned to empower the poor, deprived, and underprivileged could provide a more effective solution by developing a more self-sufficient economy which is then able to re-insert itself into the wider economy. Thus, in terms of the structural contradictions noted in the preceding section, an expanded social economy could help to redress the imbalance between private affluence and public poverty, to create local demand, to re-skill the long-term unemployed and re-integrate them into an expanded labour market, to address some of the problems of urban regeneration (e.g., in social housing, insulation, and energy-saving), to provide a different kind of spatio-temporal fix for small and medium-enterprises, to regenerate trust within the community, and to promote empowerment (for a discussion of some of these issues, see Catterall et al., 1997; and Lipietz, 1996).

But, as other contributions to this book indicate (notably those of Mendell and of Shragge and Fontan), this is not an easy solution that will work in any and all circumstances. There are some quite daunting preconditions -- organizational, institutional, and ethico-political -- to be realized even for successful small-scale experimentation and some major strategic dilemmas that must be continually managed. In particular, the expansion of the social economy depends on the effective coordination of institutional arrangements to produce 'structured coherence' at the micro-, meso-, macro-, and meta-levels and to ensure the dynamic complementarity of the social economy with the wider economic system. In micro-economic terms, this involves developing and promoting interconnected productive organizations in order the better to secure their economic and educational potential as social movements. This includes concern with the self-management of social economy firms (in the light of their distinctive problems as both economic and social actors) and with the transfer of best practice in both regards. At the meso-level, what is required are territorial socio-political networks aiming to mobilize and develop resources, organize the economy in a sustainable way, to offer and demand certain services that could be largely met from the social economy, and to promote interaction between suppliers, producers, and customers. Likewise, at the macro-level, what is required is a framework able to make social ends compatible with economic functionality of social economy within a wider society where the market will still have a key role in allocation and accumulation (cf. Carpi 1997: 265). Both on economic and social grounds, the development of this macro-level framework would depend more on the supply of relevant knowledge and organizational intelligence than on the supply of capital; on the capacity to shape the institutional context in which firms operate rather than providing subsidies; and on organizing place-specific advantages rather than an abstract space of flows so that local (social) capital can generate local economic growth (cf. Willke 1992, 1997). Finally, at what one might call the meta-level (following Messner 1996), expansion of the social attention depends on the ongoing transformation of values, norms, identities, and interests so that they support the social economy rather than the commodification of all areas of social life.

Concluding remarks

I have argued against the view that globalization comprises a coherent causal mechanism and has suggested that globalization is a complex, chaotic, and overdetermined outcome of a multi-scalar, multi-temporal, and multi-centric series of processes operating in specific structural contexts. I have also argued that globalization is only one of several processes occurring in the current re-scaling of economic, political, and social life. In critiquing the 'chaotic concept' of globalization in this manner, I do not wish to imply globalization is an insignificant trend or that its effects on the postwar economic, political, and social order within Atlantic Fordism are negligible. My intention is rather to demystify its associated rhetoric and thereby make it harder to use the existence of globalization as an excuse for attacks on economic, political, and social rights in the name of enhanced international competitiveness or the force majeure of uncontrollable and external forces. At the same time I have tried to show that the crisis-tendencies and changes in the Keynesian welfare national state cannot be attributed exclusively to the trend towards globalization -- even after allowing for its complexities. This implies both that globalization is less problematic for the renewal of socialist and democratic projects and/or the resurgence of social movements than some have suggested; and that there are actually more obstacles to the success of such projects and/or movements than a one-sided concern with the logic (and illogic) of globalization would suggest.

I have also argued that the crisis of 'Keynesian welfare national states' is linked to the tendential emergence of 'Schumpeterian workfare postnational regimes'. This concept has been introduced to capture some of the policy and institutional changes that have followed from the hegemonic interpretations of that crisis. It is not intended to suggest that the SWPR will suspend the structural contradictions of capitalism -- let alone that it could do so in its neo-liberal form. In this context, I have further argued that the crisis of the KWNS is linked to a 'relativization of scale' which creates both the space and the need for a resurgence of urban politics. The dominant form of this resurgence is the development of the 'entrepreneurial city', i.e., the development of entrepreneurial economic strategies at city level that are also narrated in entrepreneurial terms. Nonetheless, for a number of reasons given above, there are major limits to such urban entrepreneurial strategies. This raises in turn the issue of alternatives to the never-ending search for sustainable advantages in an inter-urban competition that is becoming wider in scope and more hectic in its rhythms. One such alternative can be found in various projects to build greater self-sufficiency and sustainability through the development of the 'social economy'. It has only been possible to provide a brief sketch of some of the issues raised by such projects. Nonetheless, as the other chapters in this volume and several other studies have shown, any expansion of the social economy will depend on the development of stronger grass-roots social movements which will facilitate the reabsorption of the economy and state into an expanded civil society. Without such a basis and the institutional framework to sustain it, the current experiments with the social economy are threatened with marginalization and subordination to the logic (and illogic) of an increasingly global, but neither fully globalized nor fully globalizable, capitalism.
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Notes

� 	This chapter was written while I held a Hallsworth Research Fellowship in Political Economy in the School of Geography at Manchester University. I am grateful to my colleagues there for many fruitful discussions which have helped to shape my analysis. The usual disclaimers apply.


� 	The recent turbulence in East Asian economies does not signify the end of that challenge -- their restructuring could, in due course, strengthen their competitiveness.


� 	This can occur either by reducing the time a given 'event' takes to produce within a given spatial frame of action; or by increasing the ability to discriminate more steps in an 'event' and so enhancing opportunities to modify its course or outcome by intervening into the event as it happens.


� 	One could ask interesting questions about the unequal distribution of capacities to shape social relations over time and space and/or to compress the timing of events and to overcome the frictions of space. They concern both different types of actors within the same system (e.g., financial vs. industrial capital) and different types of actors across systems (e.g., global economic players vs. national state managers).


� 	Whereas the former term refers to the relative availability of factors of production and their impact on the spatial division of labor, the latter two terms refer in different ways to the sources of dynamic collective efficiency in a socially embedded, socially regularized economy. More specifically, these two concepts refer to the capacity of economic spaces to compete through the creation and retention of core economic competences with strong vertical and horizontal integration in a number of interrelated sectors together with the specific socio-political and cultural supports necessary for these always socially embedded, always socially regulated economic activities to occur and prosper. Different modalities of structural and/or systemic competitiveness have been identified in the literature and these can be linked in turn to position in the global hierarchy of economic spaces and the capacities to move within (or transform) that hierarchy.


� 	This does not mean that accumulation and reproduction were ever contained within the framework of individual national economies and national states. It means only that these provided the scalar fix within which local and supra-national processes occurred.


� 	Another meaning of postnational is also relevant. This is the movement from a nation-state (whether Volksnation, Kulturnation, or Staatsnation) towards a multi-ethnic, multi-cultural, and more 'diasporic' society within given national territorial borders.


� 	These termes are defined in Jessop 1982: 254-255.


� 	The temporal dimension of low is capture in the metaphors of ‘liquidity’ and ‘stickiness’.


� 	The KWNS had its own hidden forms of exclusion and marginalization too, of course, even within the national state framework. These intensified during the 1970s and helped contribute to its crisis. The KWNS also imposed costs on the economies, states and societies which were outside the virtuous circle of Atlantic Fordism.


� 	The following argument is indebted to the work of Carpi (1997) but has been rephrased to fit with the more general approach developed in earlier parts of the chapter.


� 	The concept of ‘reabsorption’ derives from Gramsci’s prison notebooks (Gramsci 1971). But it needs to be re-specified in the light of subsequent economic, political, and social developments, including those noted above.





