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Claims for the Knowledge Economy 

J. Bradford De Long, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Economic Policy in the US Department of the Treasury in the Clinton administration in the period 1993-1995, begins his yet to be completed The Economic History of the  Twentieth Century
  with the assertion that the last hundred years is above all a history determined and driven by economics, and by the unrivalled events of the Depression and the end of the command economy of Soviet Russia that imploded and allowed neo-conservatives to herald the close fit between long-term economic modernization and democracy. As he writes: ‘For perhaps the first time, changes in the way we produce, distribute and consume the necessities and conveniences of daily life has been history’s driving force.’ He characterizes the twentieth century in terms of an explosion of material wealth, huge expansion in the range of goods and services produced, and increasing gaps and global inequalities.
 In ‘Speculative Microeconomics for Tomorrow’s Economy’
 De Long (1999) suggests ‘The ongoing revolution in data processing and data communications technology may well be starting to undermine those basic features of property and exchange that make the invisible hand a powerful social mechanism for organizing production and distribution.’ He characterizes those basic features in terms of three pillars that since Adam Smith have defined the way that property rights and exchange worked: 

· excludability: the ability of sellers to force consumers to become buyers, and thus to pay for whatever goods and services they use; 

· rivalry: a structure of costs in which two cannot partake as cheaply as one, in which producing enough for two million people to use will cost at least twice as many of society's resources as producing enough for one million people to use; 

· transparency: the ability of individuals to see clearly what they need and what is for sale, so that they truly know just what it is that they wish to buy.

None of these features apply to what he calls the ‘information-based sector’ of the next economy. In other words ‘digital media undermine the assumptions of rivalry, excludability, and transparency’. De Long is emphatic that the knowledge economy (he uses the terms ‘knowledge economy’ and ‘new economy’ interchangeably) is about a new source of economic growth which is less about accumulating more physical capital and more about creating intellectual capital.

If the history of the twenty-century is primarily economic, as De Long maintains, then the history of twenty-century education, especially in its post-wars year is also largely economic.  De Long also depicts the ‘new economy’ as clusters of innovation, based on new technologies and new business models, which succeed each other. He argues it is likely to continue for an extended time and its consequences are pervasive. He provides an analytical overview of the digital economy, which conveys how different it is from the market economy of orthodox economics. He likens the digital economy to the enclosure of the common lands in early modern Britain, which paved the way for the agricultural and industrial revolutions. Digital commodities, he maintains, do not behave like standard goods and services of economic theory: they are non-rivalrous, barely excludable and not transparent.
 

Yet this general picture of the knowledge economy needs to be refined. Kevin Smith (2002) suggests that the term ‘knowledge-based’ economy has been used in a superficial and uncritical way and that there is no coherent definition, let alone theoretical concept. He criticises, for instance, the OECD (1996: 7) definition of knowledge economies as ‘those which are directly based on the production, distribution and use of knowledge and information’. Smith (2002: 7) argues the OECD’s definition covers everything and nothing and he suggests that definitional problems in the literature stem from the reluctance to ‘consider what knowledge is in epistemological or cognitive terms’. He distinguishes four basic views about the changed significance of knowledge:

1. knowledge as an input is quantitatively and qualitatively more important than capital (e.g., OECD 1996, Drucker, 1998);

2. knowledge as an product is more important than before, and hence the rise of new forms of trading activity of knowledge products;

3. codified (as opposed to tacit) knowledge is more important than before as a component of the basis for the organisation and conduct of economic activities (Abramowitz & David, 1996);

4. the knowledge economy rests on technological changes in ICT (e.g., Lundvall & Foray, 1996).

Smith concludes that there is no evidence to support the first claim and that separability of knowledge and capital is difficult to sustain conceptually. There is some evidence to support the second claim but business services remain relatively small as an activity. While there is clear evidence for extension of formal education and rising numbers of patents ‘it is not clear that they are either new, or that they represent some new role for knowledge’ (p. 11). Smith agrees with Lundvall and Foray that ICT play a new role in knowledge production and distribution but it does not ‘justify talking about a new mode of economic or social functioning’ (p. 12).

Taking Smith’s criticisms into account, it is important to recognise that the knowledge economy is both classical and new. Danny Quah (2001) of the London School of Economics indicates that the economic importance of knowledge can be found in examples where deployment of machines boosted economic performance such as in the Industrial revolution. By contrast, he talks of the ‘weightless economy’ ‘where the economic significance of knowledge achieves its greatest contemporary resonance’ and suggests it comprises four main elements:

1. Information and communications technology (ICT), the Internet.

2. Intellectual assets: Not only patents and copyrights but also, more broadly, name brands, trademarks, advertising, financial and consulting services, and education.

3. Electronic libraries and databases: including new media, video entertainment, and broadcasting.

4. Biotechnology: carbon-based libraries and databases, pharmaceuticals

Elsewhere he argues:

Digital goods are bitstrings, sequences of 0s and 1s, that have economic value. They are distinguished from other goods by five characteristics: digital goods are nonrival, infinitely expansible, discrete, aspatial, and recombinant (Quah, 2003).

Quah (2001) also has been influential in suggesting that knowledge concentrations spontaneously emerge in space, even when physical distance and transportation costs are irrelevant. The dynamics of spatial distributions manifest themselves in convergent clusters. This is an important feature, especially given the development of the e-conomy first in Silicon Valley and thereafter in a number of new geographic clusters in other parts of the world.

Claims for the knowledge economy need careful assessment and there is a need to distinguish between claims for the ‘knowledge economy’ and the ‘new economy’.

For instance, in Getting the Measure of the New Economy Diane Coyle and Danny Quah (2002), while noting the 11 % productivity gap between the UK and Germany, and the 45% productivity gap with the USA (1999 base year), at the same time note the considerable impact of ICT on the economy. They demonstrate on the basis of evidence from the USA that those businesses responding the quickest to ICT developments are driving forward the rest of the economy, even although at the same time they maintain that technology takes time to filter through and set up the cascade effects that are evident in changed organisational and business practices. They acknowledge that after the dot-com bubble burst confidence in the new economy has waned yet they remain optimistic about long term technology-led economic growth based on the processing power of the microchip, which encompasses well known developments like the Internet and developments in information and communications technologies with gene technology, nanotechnology, robotics and advanced materials.

In the Economics of Knowledge (2004) Dominique Foray argues

Some, who had thought that the concepts of a new economy and a knowledge-based economy related to more or less the same phenomenon, logically concluded that the bursting of the speculative high-tech bubble sealed the fate of a short-lived knowledge-based economy. My conception is different. I think that the term “knowledge-based economy” is still valid insofar as it characterizes a possible scenario of structural transformations of our economies. This is, moreover, the conception of major international organizations such as the World Bank and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) (our emphasis).

In this scenario ‘the rapid creation of new knowledge and the improvement of access to the knowledge bases thus constituted, in every possible way (education, training, transfer of technological knowledge, diffusion of innovations), are factors increasing economic efficiency, innovation, the quality of goods and services, and equity between individuals, social categories, and generations.’ He goes on to argue: 

Realization of this scenario enjoys a number of structural conditions that have progressively been set in place. Two phenomena in particular will be considered: first, a long-standing trend, reflected in the expansion of “knowledge-related” investments and activities; and second, a unique technological revolution that radically changed the conditions of production and transmission of knowledge and information. The collision between these two phenomena has spawned a unique economy, characterized essentially by (1) the accelerating (and unprecedented) speed at which knowledge is created and accumulated and, in all likelihood, at which it depreciates in terms of economic relevance and value as well as (2) a substantial decrease in the costs of codification, transmission, and acquisition of knowledge. This creates the potential for a massive growth of knowledge flows and externalities. Indeed, the strength of such externalities (and hence the importance of the problems they pose) is historically dependent on technological and organization.

We consider, while still contentious and open to question, there is enough agreement among leading economists and world agencies to adopt Foray’s structural transformation scenario as a working hypothesis. It is a productive hypothesis upon which to highlight differences between readings of the knowledge economy and to profile the importance of education at all levels—basic education that constitute the Millennium Goals of the United Nation’s Education for All program and the role of higher education to such a structural transformation.
 It also raises the political question of whether the discourse of the knowledge economy is distinct from versions of neoliberalism, the neoliberal project of globalization, and the extent to which it is compatible with a more benign social democratic version of the knowledge economy.   

Building Public Knowledge Cultures

The title for this essay is drawn from our book called Building Knowledge Cultures (2006). We coined the term ‘knowledge cultures’ for several reasons. To begin with we are unhappy with the distinction and separation that has grown up in the literature between ‘knowledge society’ and ‘knowledge economy’. This bifurcation reflects an historical disciplinary division between sociology and economics that is no longer helpful when coming to understand the complex ways in which the traditional distinction has broken down. ‘Society’ and ‘culture’ can no longer be regarded as epiphenomena dependent or determined in some sense on or by the ‘economy’, as both analytic liberal economists and traditional Marxists claim. In this paper we hold that knowledge and the value of knowledge are rooted in social relations—a starting position we inherit from Marx, Heidegger and Wittgenstein, all of whom prioritise the concept of ‘practice’. If knowledge and the value of knowledge are rooted in social relations then an analysis of the knowledge economy is simultaneously an analysis of social relations and ‘knowledge practices’. This much at least is understood and recognised by those who emphasize that social, human, and cultural capital are at the heart of the knowledge economy.

When we first started writing Building Knowledge Cultures the claims for the ‘new economy’ has not been punctured by the collapse of the dot.com market in 2002, nor had corporate capitalism been scandalized by the corruption and fraud characterizing the collapse of Enron, World-Com or Parlamat. We started writing also before September 11, when the extremist terrorism of radical Islam struck at the heart of corporate capitalist America with its demolition of the Twin Towers and for the first time threatened the easy globalization of neoliberalism. And yet while talk of the new economy has subsided and no one now holds to the end of the business cycle, most commentators agree that new technologies and innovation have fuelled long-term productivity growth. While there is disagreement over the job creation capacities of the new economy, its form and replicability outside the US, and its distributed social benefits, the acceleration of sustained productivity growth seems undisputed. It seems clear that there is a strong though not invariant relationship between the new information and communication technologies on the one hand and innovation and productivity growth on the other. The adoption of the new technologies goes hand in hand with changed business practices and new ways of working. We are less concerned with examining the evidence of these claims than exploring the consequences for education and development if they are taken as true. There are better minds than ours, more experienced and well placed to review this evidence. We are more concerned with understanding what is involved in accepting claims about the new economy, what constitutes the knowledge economy, and its consequences for education policy.

In this endeavour we are struck by a central paradox of the pervasiveness and increasing abstractness of information as the ultimate stuff of the universe, if we are to believe the likes of Hans Christian von Baeyer (2004), and its embodiment in rich complex social relationships called networks, if we are to believe the likes of John Seely Brown and Paul Duguid (2002). Von Baeyer (2004) writes of ‘in-formation’ as ‘the communication of relationships’ and he speculates on the status of the ‘qubit’ in quantum information. Brown and Duguid, by contrast, point to the social life of information and its development in ‘communities of practice’. This brings us to emphasize our own conception of knowledge cultures as a central notion underwriting our approach. It is a view that resonates in different ways with a number of recent emphases in the literature: The Future of Ideas and the need to protect the freedom of the intellectual commons (Lessig, 2002); The Rise of the Creative Class (Florida, 2002); and Culture Matters: How Values Shape Human Progress (Harrison & Huntington, 2000). 

The Future of Ideas is a passionate defence of the intellectual commons which provides a model of development in terms of the model of a networked communication system with its layered complexity—physical infrastructure, code, and content--and discusses forthcoming culture wars at each level in terms of the meta values of freedom and control. The case of Microsoft and how it fares in the EU is an instructive case study. The battle for the control of intellectual property is a policy issue both for the creation, generation and development of knowledge, and for its use, transmission, storage and retrieval. In order to progress this discussion we need to know a great deal more about the production of academic knowledge and its uses, inevitably an issue that returns to its fundamental historical, economic and cultural questions concerning a ‘work’ and its ‘authorship’. These questions in turn cannot evade the history of constellation of policies misleadingly called ‘intellectual property’ and its various modes of regulation and regimes emerging though the concepts of copyright, patent, and trade secrets. Insofar as the formation of the intellectual is closely tied to the development of literature as a public institution and to a reading public, the future of the intellectual will be determined by the ways in which questions of authorship and the ownership of knowledge are determined by the neoliberal university (see McSherry, 2001).

In The Rise of the Creative Class Richard Florida (2002: xiii) suggests ‘Human creativity is the ultimate economic resource’. We are sure that Afghanistanis, Rwandans or Ugandans will be pleased to hear this. Creativity or innovation in itself is no panacea. Historically, much of the ‘creativity’ of the West, especially in the region of aesthetics, has come from other cultures, often regarded as ‘primitive’. These have acted as sources of cultural renewal. We are thinking of the history of modern art and literature in its search for the ‘primitive’, the ‘exotic’ and the ‘authentic’; its development as works and movements in the Western canon; and its translation and commodification as fashion and design goods.  Florida’s theory of the creative economy is based on an analysis that is Americentric: he plots the central importance of place as the key economic and social organizing unit of our time, as the ecosystem that harnesses human creativity and turns it into economic value. He also describes the emergence of a new social class as the fundamental source of innovation and economic growth. He charts the dimensions and new institutions of the creative economy, arguing that not only will it transform work, leisure, community and everyday life but that it is both possible and desirable to build the creative community. Florida suggests that it is possible to build a creative community by creating appropriate working conditions, by managing creativity, by encouraging the shift from social to creative capital, and developing the city and university as creative hubs. While Florida’s work is unabashedly utopian we take from it both the geographical imperative and the notion that with appropriate investment and policies it is possible to build what we prefer to call knowledge cultures, from whence creativity can flow.

This brings us to the conceptual point focusing on the word ‘culture’ which in its various theoretical incarnations has resisted any easy definition. Lawrence E. Harrison and Samuel P. Huntington (2000) indicate how cultures count; how when social scientists try to explain ‘modernization, political democratisation, military strategy, the behaviour of ethnic groups, and the alignments and antagonisms among countries’ they turn to cultural factors (Huntington, 2000: xiv). Together they substitute the cultural paradigm, developed out of the Harvard academic symposium ‘The Cultural Values and Human Progress’, as the basis for explaining both the successes and failures of economic development. While we are happily prepared to accept this obvious set of linkages we are less happy to accept the link between values and progress, or the link between progress and the universality of values that Harrison and Huntington hold to. The concepts of ‘progress’, ‘development’ and the universality of values requires a lot of philosophical work before we can even understand what precisely is being claimed, let alone its empirical testability. The implicit dangers of talking of ‘unproductive’ or ‘uncreative’ cultures also become an anthropological and political minefield. The question of knowledge cultures can be examined from the micro, meso or macro level, yet we are inclined to think that the question is best pursued in relation to the nature of knowledge institutions, rather than ethnic or even national cultures, although we have to recognize how policies of the ‘creative nation’ or ‘clever country’ now encourage the process of cultural reconstruction in ways previously unthought of. Not only the ‘creative nation’, often a deliberate refashioning and renarrativizing of the past to serve present political purposes, but also the strategy to establish a new entrepreneurialism, a culture of innovation, and thereby move away from the so called ‘culture of dependency’. ‘Culture’ has become now as important as science and cultural policy is no longer seen as separate and divorced from science policy, competing for the same limited public purse, but rather complementary and overlapping in its interests. Yet we must remain sceptical of these policy constructions that very often have little organic roots in communities and serve limited short-term political objectives.

‘Culture’ also has its explanatory force in relation to organizations and in defining organizational strategies and processes for collective learning. In its specialized sociological sense at the level of the ‘sub-culture’ it is of inestimable help in understanding the sociology of youth, the processes of self-formation and identity development, and thus contributes to the outstanding problem in educational theory—the problem of the knowledge of other minds, as Jerome Bruner expresses it, that is the problem of intersubjectivity which is integral to both communication and any form of educational transaction.

Economists, until recently have regarded knowledge as behaving like all other commodities, subject to the laws of supply and demand and, in particular, the law of scarcity. Yet knowledge once discovered and made public operates expansively to defy the law of scarcity. Unlike most resources that become depleted when used, information and knowledge can be shared, developed and modified, and actually grow through application. This leads Stiglitz (1999) to claim that the knowledge economy is different from the traditional industrial economy because knowledge is fundamentally different from other commodities, and that these differences, consequently, have fundamental implications both for public policy and for the mode of organization of a knowledge economy. It is also the basis for him to discuss knowledge as a global public good.

Yet the distinction between ‘knowledge economy’ and ‘knowledge society’ is too dualistic: one term points to the economics of knowledge and information and of education; the other, to the concepts and rights of knowledge workers as citizens in the new economy, focusing on the subordination of economic means to social ends. The terms ‘knowledge society’ and ‘knowledge economy’ belong to different discourses that are not cross-threading. Where the object of the economics of knowledge is knowledge as an economic good and the properties governing its reproduction, reproduction as well as its historical and institutional conditions determining its processing in the economy, the sociology of knowledge studies the social origin of ideas and their effects on society. This includes their production, consumption, encoding, transmission, receptivity, storage and retrieval but also more importantly the social relations of knowledge and its institutional configurations. These discourses are powered by their own problematic – the set of problems thrown up by the discipline rather than any external pressures. They come together in the policy arena where the easy dualism of knowledge society and knowledge economy is embraced without difficulty. Yet they operate more as performative ideologies with constitutive effects at the level of public policy. A complete map of these terms would recognize blended policy discourses that draw on discourses of management (HRM, PM, KM), cognitive science (based on information processing models), cybernetics, communication theory, network analysis etc. We call the trajectories of these discourses: ‘From the sociology of knowledge to the knowledge society’ and ‘From the economics of knowledge to the knowledge economy’ as a shorthand for emphasizing their interconnectedness. 

Knowledge capitalism reifies the economic at the historical point when in a shift to the ‘sign’ economy or the importance of symbolic goods in general, blurs the distinction between economy and culture. We argue that we should accommodate the term ‘knowledge cultures’ as it is crucial for understanding questions concerning the development of both knowledge economies and knowledge societies. The term points to the cultural preconditions that must be established before economies or societies based on knowledge can be properly established. Knowledge cultures are based on shared practices of epistemic communities and they embody culturally preferred ways of doing things, often developed over many generations. Simplified in the extreme, our argument is that knowledge production and dissemination requires the exchange of ideas and such exchanges, in turn, depend upon certain cultural conditions, including trust, reciprocal rights and responsibilities between different knowledge partners, institutional regimes and strategies, and the whole sociological baggage that comes with understanding institutions. We use the term ‘knowledge cultures’ (in the plural) because there is not one prescription or formula that fits all institutions, societies or knowledge traditions. In this situation, perhaps, we should talk of the ways in which knowledge capitalism rest upon conditions of knowledge socialism, at least, upon the sharing and open exchange of ideas among knowledge workers.

Cultural Knowledge Economy

We use the term ‘cultural knowledge economy’ as a composite term trading on notions of ‘cultural knowledge’, ‘knowledge as culture’ and ‘knowledge cultures’, as well as the now accepted term ‘knowledge economy’ and the idea of ‘cultural economy’ employed as an approach similar to political economy. Knowledge is now the dominant feature of the social transformations associated with globalization as the world-wide integration of economic activity. What this statement registers is the argument that knowledge and the value of knowledge are rooted in social relations—a position that is common to philosophies of practice, including Marxian, Heideggerian (or phenomenological) and Wittgensteinian philosophies. 

The concept of practices is, perhaps, the neglected underlying concept that signals a sea change in the social sciences, including education. The term is widely employed in literary criticism, feminist scholarship, history, anthropology, and social theory. An analysis of education and knowledge in terms of practices has been taken to characterise the “new pedagogy”, a term used by a report for the Tavistock Institute (Cullen et al, 2002). The report draws on a notion of educational and knowledge practices that includes the emphasis on social construction and postmodern theory (if we can use this abbreviation). Its use also gels with a constellation of new emphases in educational studies more generally. It reflects the central importance of culture – the importance of ‘cultures’ in the plural (e.g., learning and knowledge cultures, evidence-based cultures, organisational cultures) and of ‘cultures’ in the sociological literature. The term also implies a central focus on ‘the practitioner’ and practitioner knowledge, as it is written into programmes of ‘the reflective practitioner’ dating from the work of Donald Schön (1987, 1995) and Chris Argyris (1974, 1978, 1999).  This use is carried over to so-called ‘communities of practice’ (e.g., Wenger, 1998) as it has become known in a burgeoning literature together with associated notions of ‘situated learning’ (Lave & Wenger 1991). In relation to both these developments – the cultural turn and the reflective practitioner – the term has been used to signal the priority of the practical over the theoretical in educational activities. This means, among others things, that education activities are primarily engagements-with-others-in-the-world; it implies that learning and teaching are fundamentally social activities, ‘doings’ or performances without ‘inner’ processes. Less obviously, perhaps, these overlapping tendencies in philosophy and social theory that have infiltrated education tend to focus on the increasing importance of an understanding of the body to education, not just the emotions or embodied knowledges or rationalities, but also the body as formations of self and social order. Finally, the use of practices also highlights pragmatics in general, both in linguistic and cognitive theory (i.e., practices as pragmatically-grounded). These theoretical tendencies, we have argued, derive from a largely unexamined shift in philosophy and social theory to focus on practices as the underlying concept of cultures and communities, which brings social order and structures social reality (see Peters, 2003). The present emphasis on practices–the contemporary turn to practices–can be traced, perhaps, to the contemporary ‘turn’ to Aristotle, to the continuing influence of Marx, and to the currency of both Heidegger and Wittgenstein. Theory of practice is embedded in the priority of practical engagement with the world, a materialist social ontology and a view of language as practice-based.

While we recognize with Marx (and Wittgenstein) that knowledge and education are fundamentally social activities developed through language and communication within cultures, we jettison the old Marxist dualism of economic structure and an epiphenomenal cultural superstructure that is determined by the former. Today, more than any time in the past, the cultural has become the economic and the economic has become the cultural. This is the basic insight of the knowledge economy that is based on the facility with signs and symbolic analysis and manipulation. The knowledge economy, then, rests on the production and use of knowledge and innovation, and communication through electronic networks that have become the global medium of social exchange. In this new configuration the production of new meanings is central to the knowledge process and media or communication cultures once centred on literacy and printing, now are increasingly centred on the screen or image and the radical and dynamic concordance of image, text and sound. 

Paul du Gay and Michael Pryke (2002: 1) use the term ‘cultural economy’ to denote the cultural turn—for example, the shift in organizational theory that acknowledges ‘culture’ structures ‘the way people think, act and feel in organizations’; its importance in structuring knowledge practices and activities; and the way that ‘markets’ and ‘economies’ belong to the discourse of economics which form related sets of representational and technological practices that constitute ‘the spaces within which economic action is formatted and framed’ (p. 2). They note the inseparability of production and consumption of interactive service and certain kinds of retail work. In these activities, they suggest, it is difficult to separate cultural from economic categories, especially when it comes to marketing and advertising. They go on to note the ways in which the finance industry can be viewed as primarily ‘cultural industries’ dependent not only on global streams of information but also matters of cultural style in negotiation, presentation and framing. 

‘Cultural economy’ is also meant to carry the connotation that ‘we are living through an era in which economic and organizational life has become increasingly “culturalized’” (Gay and Pryke, 2002: 6). They cite Scott Lash and John Urry’s (1994: 64) The Economies of Signs and Space

Economic and symbolic processes are more than ever interlaced and interarticulated; that is… the economy is increasingly culturally inflected and … culture is more and more economically inflected.

The ‘culturalization’ of the economy is clearly evident in a number of related developments: the creation, development, distribution and production of both hardware and software as part of the information infrastructure for other knowledge and cultural industries; the growth of highly stylised consumer culture where ordinary products are increasing aestheticized and imbued with cultural meaning in relation to questions of lifestyle and the ‘fashioning’ of personal identity; the convergence of telecommunications with enter- and edutainment media cultures based on radio, film, TV, Internet, mobile phones with their assorted mixed media; the significance accorded to signifying and other cultural practices in the actual organizational life of firms as well as in the production, design and marketing of products This ‘culturalization’ of economic knowledge and markets is also reflected in the dominance of the appropriation of the drama-related notion of ‘performance’ that now serves as the dominant social model for evaluating and assessing human and technical behaviour (see also Thrift, 2002). John Allen (2002: 40) argues for the symbolic basis for all forms of economic knowledge while acknowledging that ‘expressive or affective forms of knowledge are often unintentionally marginalized in favour of cognitive reason’ in today’s cultural coded economies. He draws on Cassirer’s exposition of three symbolic functions of expression, representation and signification as a means of demonstrating that each operates under specific epistemological conditions not reducible to either science or habit. Allen is at pains to point out that knowing through codes depends upon shared cultural meanings Thus, the emphasis falls on codifiable knowledges which tends to overlook cultural modes of knowing such as ‘knowing through affect’ which have close affinities with embodied or experiential forms of knowing that are non-representational. 

The knowledge society/knowledge economy dualism tends to echo the traditional disciplinary one between economy and society, and therefore tends to be conceptually blinded to the radical interpenetration of these spheres: both the ‘economization of society’ and the “’culturalization of economics’. The notion of ‘knowledge cultures’, then, points to the cultural preconditions that must be established before economies or societies based on knowledge can operate successfully as genuine democratic cultures. Knowledge cultures are based on shared practices; they embody culturally preferred ways of doing things, often developed over many generations. They point to the culture-bound nature of symbolic functions and also the way in which cultures have different repertoires of representational and non-representational forms of knowing. Simplified in the extreme, the argument is that knowledge creation, production and dissemination requires the cultural exchange of ideas and such exchanges, in turn, depend upon certain cultural conditions, including trust, reciprocal rights and responsibilities between different knowledge partners, institutional routines, regimes and strategies. There is no one prescription or formula that fits all learners, institutions, societies or knowledge traditions. The term has the advantage of helping to focus upon learning per se – learning styles, processes, economies and systems.  ‘Knowledge cultures’ also implies that the economics of knowledge ultimately depends upon philosophical and cultural concepts and analyses. Our book focuses on the relation between education, knowledge and economy, and it proposes a theory for the development of ‘knowledge cultures’ designed to provide an alternative to mainstream neoliberal accounts, aimed at the recognition of plural institutional knowledge cultures and their enhancement.
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� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/TCEH/Slouch_title.html" ��http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/TCEH/Slouch_title.html�. See also his homepage at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/" ��http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/� (both sites accessed Jan 10, 2006).


� Significantly, he goes on to say ‘Some have argued for the importance of culture. But the presence or absence of a "culture of entrepreneurship" is not usually a deciding factor.’ This is not an argument against the importance of culture so much as a reduction of ‘culture’ to ‘entrepreneurship’ which does not exhaust arguments from culture.


� This paper is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/OpEd/virtual/technet/spmicro.html" ��http://www.j-bradford-delong.net/OpEd/virtual/technet/spmicro.html� (accessed Jan 10, 2006).


� De Long notes the store of music track is not diminished when one downloads a track from the Internet; it is difficult, if not impossible, to restrict distribution of goods that can be reproduced with no or little cost, and; a consumer does not know how good software is before purchase or indeed how its successor versions will perform in the future.


� It is possible to distinguish a number of different strands and readings of the knowledge economy: (1) the standard or received business model associated with knowledge management prevalent in the 1980s and thereafter; (2) economic value of knowledge studies based on Fritz Machlup’s studies of the production and distribution of knowledge in the early 1960s; (3) ‘Technological revolution’ studies popularised by Daniel Bell & Alvin Toffler in the 1970s based on ‘post-industrialism’; (4) postmodernity as late capitalism characterized by Lyotard and others; (5) OECD’s model based on endogenous growth theory; (6) the World Bank’s ‘Knowledge for Development’ and ‘Education for the Knowledge Economy’; (7) ‘new economy’ readings of the 1990s; (8) the role of information in markets; (9) the learning economy based on Lundvall’s work; (10) the digital economy by Quah and others; (11) global information society based on the World Summit (WSIS); (12) postmodern global systems theory based on network theory after Castels. It is an important intellectual task not only to provide a chronological order for these readings but also to recognize their different political assumptions. Clearly not all are based on neoliberal fundamentals; some predate neoliberalism and others provide a critique of neoliberal conceptions of globalization.





