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HE DEBATE OVER THE IMPACTS OF TRANSNATIONAL CORPORATIONS (TNCS) IN

developing countries is probably best characterised as a tumultuous and highly charged

debate between different theoretical positions. This debate is also grounded in a long

history of corporate involvement in developing countries from colonial empires and

pre-capitalist market structures to the present international system comprising highly
complex and sophisticated nation-states and a truly global market for many goods and
services. While the debate over TNC impacts on developing countries has evolved over
time and scholars have generated a vast amount of empirical literature, in many cases it
has been heavily discounted due to the rhetoric of scholars and the ideological motiva-
tions prompting many studies.

Over the course of the past decade, while the general debate over the impacts of TNCs
on developing countries has diminished in intensity, the focus of many scholars has shifted
to questions of the role of TNCs in sustainable development and how environmental and
social considerations are changing TNCs’ behaviour in developing countries. Many of
these debates focus on the social and environmental responsibility of TNCs in developing
countries. In order to evaluate how TNCs are affecting not only the overall economic
advancement of developing countries, but also the social, environmental and human fabric
of developing societies, a broader conceptual framework is needed that focuses on a diverse
array of possible TNC impacts in developing countries. In addition, in order to illustrate
the specific impacts of TNC activities, a different scale of evaluation that includes the people
and stakeholders of developing countries, such as houscholds, is necessary.

The purpose of this paper is to, first, briefly review the theoretical development of
the debate over TNC impacts on developing countries in order to illustrate how different
schools of thought have focused on different types of resource impact and to highlight
the need for a more synthetic approach that includes a comprehensive set of indicators.
Second, this paper presents a comprehensive framework for evaluating the impacts of
TNCs on the produced, human, natural and social capitals in developing countries. In
addition, it is argued that the impacts of TNCs should be evaluated in relation to those
capital resources that households access to produce their livelihoods, as households are
key stakeholders in local TNC activities. Third, the paper conceptually defines the elements
of each capital resource (produced, human, natural and social) and argues why linking
the houschold level of analysis to cach capital concept is both useful and an important
contribution to the overall debate of the impact of TNCs on developing countries. Finally,
the paper concludes with a brief discussion of the complexity surrounding studies of this
nature and suggests new avenues for future research.

The debate over the impacts of TNCs on developing countries

The debate over what types of resource in developing countries are affected by TNC-
led foreign direct investment (FDI), and in what ways, has been the central tension point
in the overall question of whether TNC investment efforts are beneficial or deleterious
for developing countries. While theories seeking to evaluate the effects, both positive
and negative, of TNCs have focused on a variety of different resource transformations,
their multiple foci have changed substantially over time. In addition, one striking charac-
teristic of the past several decades of this very heated and sometimes bitter debate is that
many scholars have focused on a limited set of resource impacts, thus excluding a more
comprehensive evaluation. Attempts to move beyond the bitter rhetoric of the debate,
without ignoring the important contributions of past research, need to accommodate a
wider set of variables. The purpose of this section is to briefly survey how the debate
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over TNCs in developing countries has progressed over the course of the past several decades
in order to identify, albeit rather broadly, a more comprehensive set of resource impacts
that needs to be evaluated in future research.

Historically, proponents of TNCs and FDI flows have primarily focused on the positive
economic impacts of TNCs in developing countries because, they maintain, the intro-
duction of economic resources into developing countries leads to national economic growth
(Vernon 1968; Freeman 1981). This perspective has been influenced by development econ-
omists such as Arthur Lewis who argue that capital accumulation is a critical precursor
to economic growth and expansion and that ‘nearly every developed state has had the
assistance of foreign finance to supplement its own meager savings during the early stages
of development’ (Lewis 1955: 245). Proponents of TNC-led growth, then, following the
notion that foreign economic resources stimulate economic growth in developing countries,
have argued for free and competitive markets that facilitate the introduction of foreign
capital, which supposedly leads to more efficient and rapid economic growth (Graham
1991).

In contrast to the pro-FDI perspective, yet still focusing on the economic impacts of
TNCs, scholars utilising the dependency perspective have argued that TNCs affect economic
variables negatively. There is considerable differentiation in dependency perspectives on
the structure of the international capitalist system and how the ‘core’ countries exploit
the ‘peripheral’ countries (e.g. Cardoso and Falletto 1979; cf. Baran 1957). However, generally,
dependency scholars such as Celso Furtado have highlighted the historical integration
of developing countries into the global capitalist system, the rise of TNCs and the subsequent
international division of labour that results in foreign indebtedness, worsening balance-
of-payments problems, capital monopolisation and economic impoverishment (Furtado
1970).

Scholars utilising the dependency perspective have also argued that TNC-led FDI has
had significant social consequences; this has effectively expanded the debate over TNC
impacts to include human and cultural variables. For example, Frank argues that the colonial
and ncocolonial relationships between the metropolis and the periphery have exacer-
bated social inequalities, destroyed traditional agricultural structures, displaced local
businesses, created massive unemployment and crushed local cultures (Frank 1974).

In recent years, the controversy surrounding the impacts of TNCs on developing coun-
tries has diminished in terms of the bitter rhetoric and heavy discounting of empirical
evidence used to justify various positions. Peter Evans argues that the controversy has
diminished because whether or not TNCs are optimal instruments of development is a
moot point because in a globalising world ‘no Third World country considers excluding
them’ (Evans 1998: 195). In addition, much of the attention surrounding the impacts of
FDI has turned to cross-investment among advanced industrial countries (e.g. Graham
and Krugman 1993) because most FDI is concentrated in developed-country economies.
However, many of the traditional economic debates have again been taken up in a recent
edition of World Development (1998) devoted exclusively to a discussion of international
capital flows and development. Thus, it is probably more appropriate to argue that, while
much of the debate has been either silenced by the reality of globalisation or redirected
to developed countries, interest in the impacts of TNCs in developing countries has yet
to be extinguished. Indeed, some research has begun to adopt a more comprehensive
analytical perspective that accommodates a broader set of impacts that TNCs have on
developing countries. These approaches include new ways of examining the environ-
mental and social impacts of TNCs on developing countries.

The emergence of environmental concerns have reconfigured the debate to include
how and in what ways natural resources are affected. Early work on this issue emerged
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in the late 1980s (Pearson 1987) and the Earth Summit conference in Rio de Janeiro in
1992 clicited a massive response by business scholars on the changing role of TNCs in
environmental affairs (e.g. Schmidheiny 1992; Hawken 1993; Cairncross 1995). Today,
the environmental impacts of TNCs has become a vigorous research theme undertaken
by both scholars and civil society groups concerned with environmental degradation in
developing countries.

Recent research has also highlighted social impacts through analyses of new
‘stakeholder’ models of sustainable development (e.g. Beckenstein ef al. 1996). In addition,
recent theorising on the social underpinnings of economies suggests that transitions to
market economies in many developing countries are often dependent on the social networks
and institutions on which the market depends for its basic elements (Platteau 1994a, 1994b).
Thus the impacts of TNCs on the ‘social capital’ of developing countries should be another
important consideration for researchers (Evans 1996).

Opverall, these new perspectives on social and environmental resources suggest that
not only do the concerns of past debates need to be evaluated by scholars, but natural
and social impacts must also be considered as part of any comprehensive analysis that
attempts to evaluate the impacts of TNCs on developing countries. The need for studies
evaluating a more comprehensive array of TNC impacts has been recognised by scholars
in international business studies (e.g. Dicken 1994; Caves 1996; Saari 1999; Wells 1999),
but few frameworks have been proposed to move the debate forward. The following
section introduces one such possible framework.

A framework for linking corporations,
capital resources and household livelihoods

The evolution of the debate surrounding TNC impacts on developing countries over the
course of the past few decades suggests a need for new analytical frameworks that com-
prehensively treat the diversity of TNC impacts based on a diversity of resources including
economic, human, natural and social elements. This will not only allow for the evaluation
of the economic impacts of FDI in developing countries, but also allow for a comparative
and dynamic framework in which the human, environmental and social impacts of TNC
activities can be illustrated and evaluated. This section introduces the concepts of capital
resources as part of a conceptual framework for more comprehensively evaluating the
impacts of TNCs in developing countries.

In addition, this section argues that there is also a need to evaluate the impacts of TNCs
at the local level. This will allow new research to illustrate the experiences of stakeholders
in TNC activities in developing countries. One way of accomplishing this task is by direct-
ing attention to household-level analyses. This section introduces the household as a unit
of analysis and provides a series of arguments for why this level of analysis is useful in
this debate.

Capital resources

One way of conceiving of the resources that TNCs affect is through the use of ‘capital’
terminology. Capital, as it is understood in traditional economic discourse, can be defined
as ‘anything which yields a flow of productive services over time’ (Herfindahl and Kneese
1974). If capital does indeed yield a ‘low’, then it must also reside in stocks or reserves
that can be decreased or increased through some sort of activity. Because TNCs introduce
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a host of capital resources into developing countries (i.e. technology, employees, monetary
resources) and subsequently utilise the resources of developing countries (i.¢. labour, natural
resources, local suppliers) through economic activities, the relationship between TNCs
and host countries can effectively be thought of as the interrelationships between diftferent
forms of capital.

Combining capital terminology with the various theoretical foci discussed in the previous
section accommodates not only the important and disputed impacts of past debates, but
also new research on natural and social impacts. A framework in which all of the impacts
of FDI flows in developing countries are considered must include the economic, or pro-
duced, capital of developing countries, as well as the human, natural and social capital
resources. Figure 1 illustrates this conceptual separation of the different resource impacts
of TNC-led FDI in developing countries.

While it is possible to consider the effects of TNC operations in developing countries
in terms of many different capital resources in addition to those discussed above, recent
development-oriented studies utilising this fourfold division of resources argue that it is
useful for evaluating local-scale change and interaction with actors such as TNCs at larger
scales. For example, Serageldin and Steer argue that sustainable development efforts need
to recognise these four types of capital to ensure ‘that future generations have as many
opportunities that we have’ (1994: 30). Similarly, Bebbington and Perrault (1999) utilise
a capital framework to illustrate the formation of social capital and its effects on resource
access and livelihoods in highland Ecuador. Furthermore, Bebbington (1999) and Scoones

Figure 1 RESOURCE IMPACTS OF TNC-LED FDI IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
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(1998) propose that the four-capitals framework is a useful approach for evaluating both
the capability of people to produce meaningful livelihoods and their ability to access chang-
ing capital resources as their livelihood strategies evolve.

The use of capital language’ to identify the various types of impact of TNCs does have
shortcomings. By considering all natural and human resources as ‘capital’ that can be
determined and therefore exchanged, decreased or increased does little justice to many
intangible assets of human interrelations. However, the use of various types of ‘capital’
for the purposes of the proposed framework does provide an important heuristic that
delivers a more comprehensive set of indicators as well as a broader realm of analysis of
the impacts of TNCs.

TNCs and household livelihoods

The ways in which TNCs affect developing countries are conditioned by a variety of actors
at different scales and over time (e.g. states, international institutions). One way of con-
ceptualising how different actors affect TNC access to resources is by analytically sepa-
rating these actors into different ‘spheres’ (Fox 1996), which include state, market and
civil society actors (see Fig. 1). Bebbington (1999) points out that cach of these spheres
operates according to its own logic in terms of different sets of rules governing access to
resources and also in terms of which actors aim to influence those rules. TNCs, as one
type of market actor, influence and are influenced by other actors both within the market
sphere and from the state and civil society spheres, yet they clearly operate under their
own form of logic, which is conditioned by a distinctive set of rules governing their opera-
tions. Thus, TNCs are likely to have a distinctive form of interaction in developing countries
that sets them apart from other market and non-market actors.

If indeed TNCs have a distinctive form of impact on developing countries, they therefore
access resources and affect access to resources for other actors in developing countries
differently. At the local level, these actors are often stakeholders in TNC operations and
are primarily households. By linking the activities of TNCs and households through an
evaluation of changing access to local capital resources, it is possible to explore the rela-
tionships between TNCs and households (see Fig. 1).

The household can be conceived of as the basic structure through which market and
non-market relations are articulated, as a basic unit of civil society and as the primary
link between human productive activities and the environment. Indeed, as Masini (19g1:
4) argues, the household is the ‘primary social living unit in which are encapsulated a
cluster of activities that function within the broader organisation of the environment and
of the community’. Households have commonly been defined as ‘a residential group of
individuals living under the same roof and eating out of the same pot’ (Freidmann 1992:
46).

Houscholds produce livelihoods by accessing and transforming resources. Conse-
quently, TNC-led FDI affects which resources households access in the pursuit of
livelihoods. Livelihoods can be considered as the method of production or of satisfying
material wants (Polanyi 1977). Thus households engage in productive strategies that rely
on the conversion of basic resources such as produced, human, natural and social capitals
into the satisfaction of not only basic wants such as food and income, but also in ways,
as Bebbington (1999) suggests, that enable them to engage ‘meaningfully’ with the world.

TNC-led FDI also affects how households access resources. TNCs condition through
multiple forms of impact different resource combinations that households access. This
conditions the nature of household transformation of resources and what strategies house-
hold decision-makers pursue. How households access resources is a central question of
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the emerging field of political ecology and in development-oriented literature. Political
ecology research addresses questions of access in a variety of different ways. For example,
Blaikie (1985) and Hecht and Cockburn (1989) argue that class relations affect household
access to resources significantly. In more development-oriented work, Leach et al. (1997)
conceive of access in terms of ‘environmental entitlements’. This idea combines access
or ‘claims’ to capital resources with the ability to make use of them in the production
of livelihoods. Furthermore, work on common property regimes also focuses on how
individuals and groups access natural resources through local institutional arrangements
(Ostrom 1990). By focusing on how TNCs alter the capital resources that houscholds access
in developing countries, new research can build on political ecology and houschold-
oriented research by demonstrating how TNCs condition access to resources.

If houscholds are linked to the debate over the impacts of TNCs in developing countries,
then studies utilising this conceptual framework can provide a number of important con-
tributions to the discussion. First, the specificity of the framework allows for analyses to
highlight the impacts of TNCs on specific geographic localities and stakeholder house-
holds aftected by TNC operations. This can generate in-depth empirical analyses that focus
on how the relationships between TNCs and houscholds are evolving over time and how
particular livelihood strategies respond to TNC-led FDI. Second, linking the houschold
unit of analysis to the debate over TNC impacts can complement both specific and aggre-
gative studies that seek to evaluate the national-level impacts of TNCs. Decades of empirical
research have been compiled on the positive and negative impacts of TNCs on develop-
ing country economic, political and social affairs, yet intra-country comparisons across
regions and localities are relatively sparse. Third, linking the houschold unit of analysis
to TNC impacts can illustrate how different types of corporation involved in different
business activities affect developing-country capital resources and houschold livelihoods
differently. Fourth, household studies can also highlight how different actors from different
spheres both singly and in combination (state, market, civil society) affect TNC and house-
hold access to resources. Finally, this approach can highlight increasingly innovative TNC
business activities, such as ‘socially and environmentally responsible’ practices, that sub-
stantively contribute to local, regional and national development efforts directed
towards poverty alleviation and participatory development. This will allow for non-deter-
ministic analyses and highlight what Booth (1994) calls ‘spaces for change’, or interfaces
between global and local actors in which TNC activity is changing and being changed.

Linking corporations, capitals and households

The previous section proposes a framework that links the impacts of TNCs in developing
countries to the livelihood activities of households. Conceptually, the relationships between
TNCs and houscholds are linked by evaluating how TNCs affect household access to the
produced, human, natural and social capital of local areas.

This section defines the elements of each capital resource (produced, human, natural
and social) and argues why linking the houschold level of analysis to each capital concept
is both useful and an important contribution to the overall debate. In order to accomplish
this goal, the relevant literature for each type of capital impact is more extensively reviewed
in order to demonstrate what types of indicator have been utilised in past research and
what types of indicator might be useful in future research. Finally, each section links the
household to capital resources and explains what advantages local-level analyses can offer
to researchers evaluating the impacts of TNCs in developing countries.
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Produced capital

Perhaps the most extensive research on the impacts of TNCs on developing countries
revolves around the economic effects of TNC business activities, which have largely been
described in terms of financial and infrastructural assets. The conventional perspective
of development economics that emerged in the post-Second World War period viewed
TNCs as the vehicles of economic growth because they introduced technologies, capital
and employment into developing countries and fostered indirect ‘complementarity’ effects
through business relationships with suppliers and subcontractors. The neoclassical eco-
nomics perspective, in conjunction with modernisation theories of development, argue
that TNCs positively affect produced capital in developing countries, which generates eco-
nomic growth and higher levels of income (Lewis 1955; McCormack 1980; Freeman 1981).

Each of these produced capital impacts has been extensively debated in the literature.
Technology transfer is one of the most important economic impacts in developing countries;
technological innovation and increased production are central components of economic
growth. Debates over the economic effects of technology transfer address questions of
balance-of-payments (Wilkins 1974; Vaitsos 1974; cf. Chudnovsky 1982) as well as the
‘appropriateness’ of technology transfer for economic growth in developing countries
(Lall and Streeten 1977; cf. Bergsten ef al. 1978). The eftect of capital introduced by TNCs
into developing countries has also been a central focus of the debate; this capital can sup-
plement domestic savings and contribute to domestic capital formation, or as Lall and
Streeten (1977) argue, TNCs can appropriate local capital for their own use. As Jones (1996)
clearly illustrates, TNC operations create employment in host economies. However, debates
about the impacts of employment generated by TNCs in developing countries have focused
on whether or not TNCs are actually creating jobs through their operations (Meller and
Mizala 1982) or, as scholars from the dependency perspective maintain, eliminating more
jobs than they create (Muller 1973). Ilustrating the ‘complementarity’ effects of TNCs on
local contractors and suppliers has proved to be an extremely difficult undertaking. Lall
(1980) refers to these effects as ‘linkages’ by firms in complementary activities, and suggests
that in some cases they are substantial; yet Newfarmer (1985) argues that developing-country
export production does not substantially increase. In addition, Casson and Pearce (1987)
argue that backward linkages between TNCs and local suppliers do not occur frequently.

Aggregative studies using general indicators such as gross national product (GNP) and
distribution of income have also evaluated the impacts of TNC-led FDI on produced capital
in terms of economic growth. Critics of the neoclassical approach, who utilise extensive
regression models 1n their analyses, argue that FDI inhibits developing-country growth
in the long term and that it is associated with a worsening income distribution in developing
countries (Bornschier ef al. 1978). However, these claims have been challenged on both
methodological and empirical grounds by scholars who argue that the regression models
are flawed (Caves 1982) and that FDI is positively associated with growth in many sectors
(Rothgeb 1984). Overall, the findings for aggregative studies based on regression analyses
have produced mixed and inconclusive results.

Linking the impacts of TNCs to the produced capital of houscholds at the local level
will illustrate a number of important processes and can generate a number of useful indi-
cators for evaluation. In terms of technologies, local-level analyses can examine how the
introduction of new technologies affects the production of household livelihoods and
the ways in which these technologies are accessed. In addition, a local-level approach
can explore issues surrounding the ‘appropriateness’ of the technology that TNCs introduce
into developing countries. In terms of capital flows, a local-scale analysis can assess the
flows of capital into houscholds and communities as well as access to capital such as financ-
ing. The employment effects of TNCs can also be examined at the local level in terms of
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both employment opportunities and the ways that TNC employment strategies affect or
transform livelihoods in different business sectors. In terms of linkages, a local approach
can clarify the relationships between TNC activities and ‘complementarity’ eftects by focusing
on local regions in developing countries. Finally, a local-scale approach can complement
aggregative studies by examining local-level economic growth as well as distribution of
income.

Human capital

Beginning in the early 1960s, researchers became increasingly occupied by discussion over
the ‘human’ element in development and how TNCs were affecting these resources. In
a landmark study, Schultz (1964) argued that the capabilities of people, like other capital
goods, are produced. Subsequently, scholars began to consider education, on-the-job
training and health as important elements of human capital (World Bank 1990; Strauss
and Thomas 19095).

The debate over the impacts of TNCs on developing countries has focused on the edu-
cational component of human capital in terms such as research and development (R&D),
the transfer of managerial techniques, employment and training, and the fostering of
entrepreneurial skills. With regard to R&D, Jones (1996) argues that in many cases TNC
operations have hindered the development of local education and technological innova-
tion by driving out local competitors. However, he also maintains that, through joint
ventures and licensing arrangements, many developing countries have benefited greatly
in educational skills. The transfer of managerial skills to developing countries, according
to Moran (1974), is based on the argument that the skills and practices of TNCs such as
accounting and marketing greatly elevate human capital levels. Debate over employ-
ment and training has also focused on the different employment terms and training pro-
grammes, conditions and practices of TNCs, as well the effects of their labour practices
on gender and class differences (Jones 1996). In terms of the fostering of entrepreneurial
skill, Buckley and Casson (1991) argue that TNCs foster a ‘highly entreprencurial culture’,
which affects human capabilities significantly.

How TNCs affect the health component of human capital has only recently begun to
emerge as an important element of the debate. Recent studies emphasising health, such
as the Brown ef al. 1993 study of the impacts of technology transfer on health for several
corporations, highlights this importance. Other research argues that the health impacts
of TNCs must be considered in the overall debate over TNC impacts as they are critical
elements of sustainable development (Burayidi 1994; ISWG of UNCSD 1998).

Linking the impacts of TNCs to houscholds in developing countries in terms of human
capital is critically important in order to assess indicators of both education and health.
For example, houschold-level studies can illustrate the eftects of employment and training
programmes initiated by TNCs as well as the changes in health among households in com-
munities where TNC operations begin. In addition, both the inclusion of human capital
as a concept in the overall capitals framework and the focus on households will enable
evaluations of how new forms of ‘social’ responsibility in the form of health and edu-
cational services are affecting local houscholds surrounding TNC operations. Utilising a
local-scale analysis and human capital approach will substantively enlarge the debate over
the impacts of TNCs in developing countries.

Natural capital

While produced capital and human capital concerns have been utilised in development
planning and as part of the debate over TNC impacts in developing countries for many
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years, the concept of natural capital has only emerged over the course of the past decade.
Previous research has focused on environmental resources, but the notion that the envi-
ronment can be conceived of as a capital resource is relatively new to the field of environ-
mental economics. Increasingly, scholars have come to recognise that ecological assets
and services are critical to development and for evaluating how TNCs affect developing
countries. Natural capital has largely been defined as consisting of two major elements:

1. Non-renewable resources such as oil, coal and minerals
2. Renewable resources such as ecosystems (Costanza and Daly 1992; Barbier 1994)

Opverall, natural capital provides resources and services on which TNCs rely in their operations
and, in many cases, such as in natural resource extractive industries, it is the primary incentive
for TNC-led FDI in developing countries.

The debate over TNC impacts on environmental resources has evolved simultancously
with the larger discussions of environment and development and sustainable develop-
ment (see WCED 1987; World Bank 1992). In the early 1960s, for example, Kapp (1963)
illustrated the national impacts of business enterprises on natural capital resources: air pol-
lution, water pollution, deforestation, soil erosion and petroleum and coal depletion. By
the 1970s, a number of issues such as pollution control and environmental planning emerged
in the TNC debate (Gladwin and Walter 1976). In terms of pollution control, a number
of studies concluded that, while TNCs had developed formal written statements of objectives
and policies concerning pollution control, most of them were intended for home-country
operations rather than developing countries. In addition, it was argued that most TNCs
had not been successful in adapting their performance measurement, evaluation and reward
systems to handle issues of environmental protection (Gladwin and Wells 1976; Gladwin
and Walter 1976). In terms of environmental planning, TNC environmentally oriented
industrial planning was still in its infancy in the 1970s owing to lack of ecological and
social data (Gladwin and Royston 1975).

In the 1980s, a number of case studies profiling TNC environmental planning activities
and their relationship to economic development surfaced in the debate over natural capital.
A number of these studies focused on the relationship between TNCs and developing
countries and natural resource negotiations (Pintz 1987), tropical deforestation (Gillis 1987)
and pesticide production (Goodman 1987). In addition, environmental concerns and devel-
opment issues began to enter the debate (Pearson 198s).

Following the Earth Summit meetings in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, the environmental
resource impacts of TNCs emerged as central concerns in the debate over TNC impacts
in developing countries, primarily through the formation of the World Business Council
for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). Stefan Schmidheiny, originally involved in the
Rio conference and subsequently the head of the WBCSD for several years, argues that
the role of business and finance in development efforts must fundamentally ‘change’ through
the adoption of ‘eco-efficiency’ measures and sustainable development efforts (Schmid-
heiny 1992; Schmidheiny and Zorraquin 1996). Recently, a number of studies highlight-
ing the role of TNC environmental practices and sustainable development in developing
countries have been conducted (e.g. Nelson 1994; Vetter 1995; Frankel 1998).

‘While a vast amount of attention in the literature on natural capital has been on general
statements about the role of business in promoting sustainable development and general
surveys of TNC environmental practices in developing countries, there is a paucity of
research in many developing countries on what the specific natural capital impacts of
TNCs are in terms of both renewable and non-renewable resources. More importantly,
there 1s also a substantial lack of information on how these natural capital impacts are
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aftecting local stakeholders such as houscholds. There is increasing recognition of the
need for local-level analyses of TNC-houschold interactions. For example, the links between
TNCs, environmental resources and households is one component of new political ecology
research (e.g. Grossman 1987; Zimmerer 1996) because, as Bryant and Bailey (1997) argue,
TNC business activities are increasingly influencing local natural resource management
activities. Linking the houschold to the natural capital impacts of TNCs in developing
countries will illustrate the effects of TNCs on renewable and non-renewable natural
resources in different geographic localities, how these impacts vary according to different
types of TNC operating in difterent sectors and how natural capital impacts are affecting
houschold access to resources upon which many livelihoods are constructed. In addition,
by focusing on specific TNC business activities, innovative ‘environmentally responsible’
practices can be highlighted in terms of their effects on households and their contribu-
tion to development efforts.

Social capital

Social capital has only recently emerged as a concept in development discussions and in
the debate over TNC impacts on developing countries, but it has rapidly been taken up
by scholars and development practitioners as an important asset in the discussion (e.g.
‘World Bank 1998). However, the conceptual definition and ‘capital” aspects of social capital
have produced a considerable amount of confusion and scepticism concerning its validity
as a discrete variable (e.g. Bebbington and Perrault 1999; Harris and De Renzio 1997;
Stemp 1998; Woolcock 1998). While social capital may indeed be conceptually prob-
lematic, it is not necessarily appropriate to dismiss it; the debate over its conceptual ‘precision’
and the issues it highlights broadens the discussion over TNC impacts in developing
countries. Furthermore, in conjunction with local-level household approaches, the notion
of social capital can be further refined by more intensive and extensive investigation.

The notion of social capital owes much of its genesis to Granovetter (1985) and Bourdieu
(1086), who first identified it in its present form, and to Coleman (1988) and Putnam
(1993), who first explained social capital as, respectively, relational structures (both horizontal
and vertical) that facilitate action, and as the elements of civil society that have fostered
economic development and good governance in modern Italy. Since these early studies,
recent articles (Woolcock 1998; Harris and De Renzio 1998) have elaborated substan-
tially on the notion of social capital. While scholars are still disputing the conceptual defi-
nitions, the general ‘capital’ definition of social capital is that stocks of mutual trust or
‘connections’ between people exist that provide a flow of resources that enable both solutions
to problems and the pursuit of economic and political activities.

Discussions of how TNCs affect social capital in developing countries have proceeded
along a number of different lines. While early economic development debates over the
impact of TNCs did not necessarily utilise ‘social capital’ language, the discussion over
how to transform developing countries in the pursuit of economic growth and increased
income clearly highlights many of the definitional aspects utilised in the preceding para-
graph. Early modernisation theories, such as that of Hoselitz (1952), argued that economic
development included not only a change in production techniques and technology, but
also the wholesale transformation of social norms and values which, for modernisation
scholars, would facilitate the positive aspects of economic growth. In contrast, depen-
dency scholars (e.g. Muller [1973]; Frank [1974]) argued that the penetration of TNCs into
developing countries was actually destroying, rather than transforming, these networks
of social values and norms on which societies relied.
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Another avenue of discussion in the social capital debate surrounds the introduction
of TNC-FDI in terms of how it transforms market systems. For example, Evans (1996)
argues that markets are ‘delicate mechanisms’ that are ‘embedded’ in the social fabric of
countries. However, as Platteau (1994a, 1994b) argues, in many cases developing countries
could ‘vengefully react’ to the rapid introduction of TNC-led FDI as it may be embedded
in an ‘uncongenial’ network of social capital that could produce massive inequities and
inefficiencies. While scholars such as Buckley and Casson (1991) suggest that introducing
‘entreprencurial” skills into a population can produce very positive impacts in develop-
ing countries, recent experiences with rapid introduction of new market values and the
elimination of old social networks and norms in the former Soviet Union and in Eastern
Europe clearly illustrate many of the problematic features of this argument.

Social capital concerns have also been pursued in terms of ‘social responsibility” dis-
cussions. As carly as Kapp’s 1963 study on the social impacts of private enterprise, many
scholars have argued that TNCs have profound social impacts on developing countries.
One consequence of the emergence of ‘sustainable development’ discussions is the
increasing attention being directed to ‘social sustainability” in terms of both participatory
development and the maintenance of traditional networks and institutions in developing
countries (e.g. Jones 1997; Moser and Miller 1997). For example, Capra and Pauli (1995)
argue that sustainable development has both an environmental and a social component
and the TNCs must direct their attention towards the maintenance of both of these capital
stocks.

The debates over the social impacts of TNCs in developing countries in terms of social
capital are certainly in their infancy; the ‘capital” aspects of social capital are only relatively
recent formulations. Linking the local scale to this ongoing discussion would be particu-
larly useful in terms of social capital because houschold-level studies can illustrate how
social capital functions in particular contexts and in terms of particular TNC business activities.
In doing so, illustrating which social capital networks are utilised as houscholds access
resources in their pursuits of livelihoods can contribute to the social capital discussion.
In addition, houschold-level social capital studies can illustrate how ‘socially responsible’
activities on the part of TNCs are affecting social capital reserves in developing countries.

Complex dynamics and conclusions

A final consideration for capital framework analyses of TNC impacts on developing countries
involves both the complex and diverse array of actors involved in this type of research
and the relationships between capital resources. National-level studies seeking to evaluate
the impacts of TNCs on developing countries have utilised the nation-state as the basic
unit of analysis. However, by using the household as a unit of analysis and as a primary
stakeholder in local TNC activities to evaluate the impacts of TNCs, the quantity of variables
dramatically increases. While there are fewer than 200 nation-states, by the mid-1990s
there were estimated to be over 37,530 TNCs actively controlling over 200,000 foreign
affiliates worldwide (Jones 1996). In addition, this vast number of TNCs affect millions
of households through their operations. While a considerable proportion of total business
activities are in the hands of a hundred or so really large TNCs, the bewildering array of
actors involved in the study of TNC impacts on developing countries presents a significant
challenge to researchers utilising a capitals framework approach. The complexity of this
situation suggests that the debate over how TNCs aftect developing countries is far from
over. In fact, it suggests that there is a real need for more research that differentiates between
these actors in a meaningful and organised fashion, but that also provides a method for
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comparative research. The employment of a capitals framework can provide this basic
comparative framework, which can be substantially enriched by local-level houschold
evaluations. Once this is accomplished, attempts to ‘scale up’ to regional and national
levels of analysis can fruitfully demonstrate common processes and characteristics across
sectors and countries.

Another important consideration is how capital resources vary internally. Research
using the four-capitals approach must be cognisant of the fact that difterent compositions
of capital resources are likely to be present in different contexts and that they are likely
to vary over time. For example, in terms of natural capital, huge changes in biological
ecology in the form of ‘new ecology’ approaches to ecosystems and natural processes
suggest that disequilibria, instability and even chaotic fluctuations characterise natural
resources (Worster 1990; Botkin 1990; Zimmerer and Young 1998). This emphasis on
the volatility of environmental change tests the conventional wisdom that depicts nature
as tending towards stability or near-constant balance. In analysing how TNCs aftect capital
resources, then, researchers will have to examine the complex interstices within capital
resources in terms of spatial complexity, non-linearity and non-equilibrating processes,
which are prone to threshold changes that in many cases may be dynamic and inter-
rupted. Understanding variability within capital stocks is important because the relation-
ships between capital stocks in local environments, given exogenous changes by TNC-led
FDI, can create a variety of interactions that are contingent and based on uncertainty, yet
very important to understand. In fact, studies utilising the houschold level of analysis,
due to their limited scope, are probably most likely to illustrate the complexity of capital
resource transformation.

The interaction between capital resources in terms of both TNC impacts and the pro-
duction of houschold livelihoods is another important consideration. If researchers
utilising a capital approach are to effectively evaluate how houschold access to resources
changes in response to TNC-led FDI, an understanding of the relationships between capital
stocks 1s critical, particularly as they change over time. Rescarch on some of these inter-
actions has been undertaken by a variety of scholars. In terms of produced capital, a vast
quantity of literature originating in the early modernisation school and carrying on to
the present has discussed the relative effects of economic development and how it produces
substantive changes in other forms of capital (e.g. Lewis 1955; Hirschman 1958; Buckley
and Casson 1991). Human capital studies also argue that other forms of capital such as
natural resources (Strauss and Thomas 1995) and community produced capital such as
health and educational facilities (e.g. Rosenweig and Schultz 1982; Birdsall 1985) equally
affect human capital resources. Natural capital studies undertaken by ecological econ-
omists (e.g. Costanza and Daly 1992; Rennings and Wiggering 1997) argue that produced
and human capital interactions significantly affect both the depletion and the mainte-
nance of natural capital resources. Social capital studies have also recently explored the
relationships between capital resources. Bebbington and Perrault (1999) evaluate how social
capital reserves affect houschold access to other capital resources in the highlands of Ecuador.
In addition, Katz (1996) evaluates the role of social capital in minimising unsustainable
natural capital depletion in Guatemala. Finally, researchers utilising the four-capitals frame-
work will not only need to usefully quantify cach of the capital resources by using a set
of illustrative indicators—some of which have been outlined in this paper—but will also
have to evaluate how the interactions between capital resources change as TNC-led FDI
is introduced into developing countries.

In conclusion, while the debate over the impacts of TNCs in developing countries may
have diminished recently, it is probably more appropriate to suggest that the debate has
moved to new intellectual and conceptual terrain. These new discussions need to be inte-
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grated into analyses of TNC activities that account for a wider diversity of impacts and
that also consider new types of business activity that are ostensibly undertaken to increase
the socially and environmentally responsible behaviour of corporations. Corporate citi-
zens of the 21st century will increasingly have to account for all of their resource impacts
and it is expected that frameworks such as the one presented in this paper will continue
to be adopted around the planet.

Bibliography

Adams, W.M. (1990) Green Development: Environment and Sustainability in the Third World (New York: Routledge).

Baran, P. (1957) The Political Economy of Growth (New York: Monthly Review Press).

Barbier, E. (1994) ‘Natural Capital and the Economics of Environment and Development’, in A.M. Jansson,
M. Hammer, C. Folke and R. Costanza (eds.), Investing in Natural Capital: The Ecological Economics Approach
to Sustainability (Washington, DC: Island Press): 291-322.

Bebbington, A. (1999) ‘Capitals and Capabilities: A Framework for Analysing Peasant Viability, Rural Livelihoods
and Poverty’, World Development 277.12; 2021-44.

Bebbington, A., and T. Perrault (1999) ‘Social Capital, Development and Access to Resources in Highland
Ecuador’, Economic Geography 75.4: 395-418.

Beckenstein, A.R., F.J. Long, M.B. Arnold and T.N. Gladwin (1996) Stakeholder Negotiations: Exercises in
Sustainable Development (Boston, MA: Richard Irwin Publishing).

Bergsten, F., T. Horst and T. Moran (1978) American Multinationals and American Interests (Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution).

Birdsall, N. (1985) ‘Public Inputs and Child Schooling in Brazil’, Journal of Development Economics 18.1: 67-86.

Blaikie, P. (1985) ‘Environment and Access to Resources in Africa’, Africa 59.1: 18-40.

Booth, D. (1994) Rethinking Social Development (Harlow, UK: Longman).

Bornschier, V., C. Chase-Dunn and R. Rubinson (1978) ‘Cross-national Evidence of the Effects of Foreign
Investment and Aid on Economic Growth and Inequality: A Survey of Findings and a Reanalysis’, American
Journal of Sociology 3.84: 651-83.

Botkin, D.B. (1990) Discordant Harmonies: A New Ecology for the Twenty-First Century (New York: Oxford
University Press).

Bourdieu, P. (1986) ‘The Forms of Capital’, in J. Richardson (ed.), Handbook of Theory and Research for the
Sociology of Education (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press).

Brown, H., P. Derr, O. Renn and A. White (1993) Corporate Environmentalism in a Global Economy: Societal
Values in International Technology Transfer (Westport, CT: Quorum Books).

Buckley, P., and M. Casson (1991) ‘Multinational Enterprises in Less Developed Countries: Cultural and Economic
Interactions’, in P. Buckley and J. Clegg (eds.), Multinational Enterprises in Less Developed Countries (New
York: St Martin’s Press): 27-55.

Bryant, R., and S. Bailey (1997) Third World Political Ecology (London: Routledge).

Burayidi, M. (1994) ‘Environmental Sustainability in the Context of Third World Economic Development:
Constraints and Possibilities’, Mid-American_Journal of Business 9.2: 31-37.

Cairncross, F. (1995) Green, Inc.: A Guide to Business and the Environment (Washington, DC: Island Press).

Capra, F., and G. Pauli (1995) “The Challenge’, in F. Capra and G. Pauli (eds.), Steering Business Toward Sus-
tainability (New York: United Nations University Press): 1-15.

Cardoso, F.H., and E. Falletto (1979) Dependency and Development in Latin America (Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press).

Casson, M., and R.D. Pearce (1987) ‘Multinational Enterprises in LDCs’, in N. Gemmell (ed.), Surveys in Devel-
opment Economics (New York: Basil Blackwell): go-134.

Caves, R. (1982) Multinational Enterprise and Economic Analysis (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press).

Caves, R.. (1996) Multinational Enterprise and Economic Development (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press).

Chudnovsky, D. (1982) ‘The Changing Remittance Behavior of United States Manufacturing Firms in Latin
America’, World Development 10 (June 1982): 514-16.

Coleman, J. (1988) ‘Social Capital in the Creation of Human Stock’, American_fournal of Sociology 94: S95-120.

Costanza, R.., and H. Daly (1992) ‘Natural Capital and Sustainable Development’, Conservation Biology 6.1: 37-
46.

Costanza, R., R. d’Arge, R. de Groot, S. Farber, M. Grasso, B. Hannon, K. Limburg, S. Nacem, R.V. O’Neil,
J. Paruelo, R.G. Raskin, P. Sutton and M. van den Belt (1998) “The Value for the World’s Ecosystem
Services and Natural Capital’, Ecological Economics 25: 3-15.

© Greenleaf Publishing 2001
JCC 1 Spring 2001



CORPORATIONS AND CAPITALS

Dicken, P. (1994) ‘Global-Local Tensions: Firms and States in the Global Space Economy’, Economic Geography
3.70: 101-27.

Evans, P. (1998) “Transnational Corporations and Third World States: From the Old Internationalisation to
the New’, in R. Kozul-Wright and R. Rowthorn (eds.), Transnational Corporations and the Global Econonry
(New York: St Martin’s Press): 195-224.

Evans, P. (1978) Dependent Development: The Alliance of Multinational, State and Local Capital in Brazil (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press).

Evans, P. (19906) ‘Introduction: Development Strategies across the Public—Private Divide’, World Development
24:1089-103.

Fox, J. (1996) ‘How does civil society thicken? The Political Construction of Social Capital in Mexico’, World
Development 2.4.6: 1089-103.

Frank, A.G. (1974) Lumbenbourgeoisie: Lumpendevelopment (New York: Monthly Review Press).

Frankel, C. (1998) In Earth’s Company: Business, Environment and the Challenge of Sustainability (Gabriola Island,
BC, Canada: New Society Publishers).

Freeman, O. (1981) The Multinational Company: Instrument for World Growth (New Y ork: Praeger).

Friedmann, J. (1992) Empowerment: The Politics of Alternative Development (Cambridge, UK: Blackwell).

Furtado, C. (1970) Economic Development in Latin America (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press).

Gerefhi, G. (1983) The Pharmaceutical Industry and Dependency in the Third World (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press).

Gillis, M. (1987) ‘Multinational Enterprises and Environmental and R esource Management Issues in the Indo-
nesian Tropic Forest Sector’, in C.S. Pearson (ed.), Corporations, Environment and the Third World: Business
Matters (London: Holmes & Meier): 64-89.

Gladwin, T., and M.G. Royston (1975) ‘An Environmentally-Oriented Mode of Industrial Project Planning’,
Environmental Conservation, Autumn 1975: 189-93.

Gladwin, T., and I. Walter (1976) ‘Multinational Enterprise, Social Responsiveness and Pollution Control’,
Journal of International Business Studies, Fall/Winter 1976: 64-73.

Gladwin, T., and J.G. Wells (1976) ‘Environmental Policy and Multinational Corporate Strategy’, in I. Walter
(ed.), Studies in International Environmental Economics (New York: John Wiley): 177-224.

Goodman, L.W. (1987) ‘Foreign Toxins: Multinational Corporations and Pesticides in Mexican Agriculture’,
in C.S. Pearson (ed.), Corporations, Environment and the Third World: Business Matters (London: Holmes &
Meier): go-112.

Graham, E. (1991) ‘Strategic Trade Policy and the Multinational Enterprise in Developing Countries’, in P.
Buckley and J. Clegg (eds.), Multinational Enterprises in Less Developed Countries (New York: St Martin’s
Press): 79-91.

Graham, E., and P. Krugman (1993) “The Surge in Foreign Direct Investment in the 1980s’, in K. Froot (ed.),
Foreign Direct Investment (Chicago: University of Chicago Press).

Granovetter, M. (1985) ‘Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness’, American
Journal of Sociology 91: 481-510.

Greico, J. (1986) ‘Foreign Investment and Development: Theories and Evidence’, in T. Moran (ed.), Investing
in Development: New Roles for Private Capital (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books): 35-60.

Grossman, L. (1987) “The Cultural Ecology of Economic Development’, Annals of the Association of American
Geographers 71.2: 220-30.

Harris, J., and P. De Renzio (1997) © “Missing Link™ or Analytically Missing? The Concept of Social Capital:
An Introductory Bibliographic Essay’, Journal of International Development 9.7: 919-37.

Hawken, P. (1993) The Ecology of Commerce: A Declaration of Sustainability (New York: HarperCollins).

Hecht, S., and A. Cockburn (1989) The Fate of the Forest: Developers, Destroyers and Defenders of the Amazon
(London: Verso).

Helleiner, G.K. (1989) “Transnational Corporations and Direct Foreign Investment’, in H. Chenery and T.N.
Srinivasan (eds.), Handbook of Development Economics. Vol. II (London: Elsevier): 1442-80.

Herfindahl, O., and A.V. Kneese (1974) Natural Theory of Natural Resources (Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merill).

Hirschman, A.O. (1958) The Strategy of Economic Development (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press).

Hoselitz, B.F. (1952) ‘Non-economic Barriers to Economic Development’, in S. Corbridge (ed.), Development
Studies: A Reader (London: Edward Arnold): 17-27.

ISWG (Inter-Sessional Working Group) of UNCSD (United Nations Commission on Sustainable Develop-
ment) (1998) Co-Chairmen’s Report of the Ad Hoc Inter-Sessional Working Group of the Commission on Sus-
tainable Development on Industry and Sustainable Development (New York: United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs).

Jones, J. (1996) The Evolution of International Business: An Introduction (New York: Routledge).

Jones, M. (1997) “The Role of Stakeholder Participation: Linkages to Stakeholder Impact Assessment and Social
Capital in Camisea, Peru’, Greener Management International 19 (Autumn 1997): 87-98.

Kapp, K.W. (1963) Social Costs of Business Enterprise (New York: Asia Publishing House).

Katz, E. (19906) Social Capital and Natural Capital: A Comparative Analysis of Land Tenure and Natural Resource
Management in Smallholder and Common Property Regimes in Guatemala (unpublished manuscript).

JCC 1 Spri © Greenleaf Publishing 2001
pring 2001

89



JEFFREY BURY

90

Lall, S. (1980) ‘Vertical Interfirm Linkages in LDCs: an Empirical Study’, Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics
42: 203-20.

Lall, S., and P. Streeten (1977) Foreign Investment, Transnationals and Developing Countries (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press).

Leach, M., R. Mearns and 1. Scoones (1997) Environmental Entitlements: A Conceptual Framework for Understand-
ing the Institutional Dynamics of Environmental Change (IDS Discussion Paper 359; Brighton, UK: Institute of
Development Studies).

Lewis, A.W. (1955) The Theory of Economic Growth (Homewood, IL: Irwin).

Masini, E.B. (1991) ‘The Household, Gender and Age Project’, in E. Masini and S. Stratigos (eds.), Women,
Households and Change (Tokyo: United Nations University Press): 2-17.

McCormack, A. (1980) Multinational Investment: Boon or Burden _for Developing Countries? (New Y ork: Grace).

Meller, P., and A. Mizala (1982) ‘US Multinationals and Latin American Manufacturing Employment Absorp-
tion’, World Development 10 (February 1982): 99, 119-22.

Moran, T. (1974) Multinational Corporations and the Politics of Dependence: Copper in Chile (Princeton, NJ: Prince-
ton University Press).

Moser, T., and D. Miller (1997) ‘Multinational Corporations’ Impacts on the Environment and Communities
in the Developing World: A Synthesis of the Contemporary Debate’, Greener Management International 19
(Autumn 1997): 40-52.

Muller, R.. (1973) “The Multinational Corporation and the Underdevelopment of the Third World’, in C.K.
Wilbur (ed.), The Political Economy of Development and Underdevelopment (New York: Random House).

Nelson, J. (ed.) (1994) New Business Horizons: The Driving Forces for Business and Community Partnerships in the
21st Century: Briefing Document (London: Prince of Wales Leaders Forum).

Newfarmer, R. (1985) Profits, Progress and Poverty: Case Studies of International Industries in Latin America (Notre
Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press).

Ostrom, E. (1990) Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press).

Pearson, C. (1985) Down to Business: Multinational Corporations, the Environment, and Development (Washington,
DC: World Resources Institute).

Pearson, C. (ed.) (1987) Multinational Corporations, Environment and the Third World (Durham, NC: Duke Uni-
versity Press).

Pintz, W. (1987) ‘Environmental Negotiations in the Ok Tedi Mine in Papua New Guinea’, in C.S. Pearson
(ed.), Corporations, Environment and the Third World: Business Matters (London: Holmes & Meier): 35-63.

Platteau, J.-P. (1994a) ‘Behind the Market Stage where Real Societies Exist. Part I. The Role of Public and
Private Order Institutions’, Journal of Development Studies 30: 533-77.

Platteau, J.-P. (1994b) ‘Behind the Market Stage where Real Societies Exist. Part II. The Role of Moral Norms’,

Journal of Development Studies 30: 753-817.

Polanyi, K. (1977) in H.W. Pearson (ed.), The Livelihood of Man (New York: Academic Press).

Putnam, R. (1993) Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press).

Rennings, K., and H. Wiggering (1997) ‘Steps towards Indicators of Sustainable Development: Linking Eco-
nomic and Ecological Concepts’, Ecological Economics 20: 25-36.

Rosenstein-Rodan, P. (1961) ‘Notes on the Theory of the “Big Push” ’, in H. Ellis and H. Wallich (eds.), Eco-
nomic Development for Latin America: Proceedings of a Conference held by the International Economic Association
(London: Macmillan): 57-81.

Rosenweig, M.R .., and T.P. Shultz (1982) ‘Child Mortality and Fertility in Colombia: Individual and Community
Eftects’, Health and Policy Education 2: 305-48.

Rothgeb, J. (1984) ‘The Eftects of Foreign Investment on Overall and Sectoral Growth in Third World States’,

Journal of Peace Research 21.1: 11-12..

Saari, D. (1999) Global Corporations and Sovereign Nations: Collision or Cooperation? (London: Quorum Books).

Schafer, M. (19835) ‘Capturing the Mineral Multinationals: Advantage or Disadvantage?’, in T. Moran (ed.),
Multinational Corporations: The Political Economy of Foreign Direct Investment (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books):
25-51.

Schmidheiny, S. (1992) Changing Course: A Global Business Perspective on Development and the Environment (Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press).

Schmidheiny, S., and F. Zorraquin (1996) Financing Change: The Financial Community, Eco-cfficiency and Sustainable
Development (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press).

Schultz, T. (1964) Transforming Traditional Agriculture (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press).

Scoones, L. (1998) Sustainable Rural Livelihoods: A Framework for Analysis (IDS Working Paper 72; Brighton,
UK: Institute for Development Studies).

Serageldin, I., and A. Steer (1994) ‘Epilogue: Expanding the Capital Stock’, in I. Serageldin and A. Steer (eds.),
Making Development Sustainable: From Concepts to Action (Environmentally Sustainable Development Occa-
sional Paper Series No. 2; Washington, DC: World Bank).

© Greenleaf Publishing 2001
JCC 1 Spring 2001



CORPORATIONS AND CAPITALS

Smith, D., and L.T. Wells (1975) Negotiating Third World Mineral Agreements (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business
School Press).

Solow, R. (1956) ‘A Contribution to the Theory of Economic Growth’, Quarterly Journal of Economics 70.1:
65-94.

Stemp, A. (1998) Comparing Social and Human-Made Capitals: Unraveling a Conceptual Mess (unpublished
manuscript).

Strauss, J., and D. Thomas (1995) ‘Human Resources: Empirical Modeling and Houschold and Family Decisions’,
in J. Behrman and T.N. Srinivasan (eds.), Handbook of Development Economics. Vol. III (London: Elsevier
Science).

Vaitsos, C. (1974) Intercountry Income Distribution and Transnational Enterprises (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press).

Vernon, R. (1968) ‘Economic Sovereignty at Bay’, Foreign Affairs 47.1: 122-43.

Vernon, R. (1971) Sovereignty at Bay: The Multinational Spread of US Enterprises (New York: Basic Books).

Vernon, R. (1977) Storm over the Multinationals: The Real Issues (Cambridge: MA: Harvard University Press).

Vetter, S. (1995) ‘Mobilizing Resources: The Business of Grassroots Development’, Grassroots Development 19.2::
2-11.

WCED (World Commission on Environment and Development) (1987) Our Common Future (New Y ork: Oxford
University Press).

Wells, L. (1999) ‘Multinationals and the Developing Countries’, Journal of International Business Studies 29.1:
101-14.

Wilkins, M. (1974) ‘The Role of Private Business in the International Diftusion of Technology’, Journal of
Economic History 34.1: 166-88.

Woolcock, M. (1998) ‘Social Capital and Economic Development: Toward a Theoretical Synthesis and Policy
Framework’, Theory and Society 277.2: 151-208.

‘World Bank (1990) World Development Report 1990 (New York: Oxford University Press).

World Bank (1992) World Development Report 1992 (New York: Oxford University Press).

World Bank (1998) ‘Social Capital for Development’ (www.worldbank.org/poverty/scaptial/, accessed 7
December 19938).

Worster, D. (1990) “The Ecology of Order and Chaos’, Environmental History Review 14.1-2: 1-18.

Zimmerer, K. (1996) Changing Fortunes: Biodiversity and Peasant Livelihoods in the Peruvian Andes (Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press).

Zimmerer, K., and K. Young (eds.) (1998) Nature’s Geography: New Lessons for Conservation in Developing Countries
(Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin).

JCC 1 Spri © Greenleaf Publishing 2001
pring 2001

91



