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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we propose a new model for development, one that
transcends the North–South dichotomy and goes beyond a narrow conception of

development as an economic process. This model requires a paradigm shift toward a
new metaphor that develops sustainability, rather than sustains development. We
conclude by defending a ‘report card on development’ as a means for evaluating how

countries perform within this new paradigm.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of development emerged as a framework for thinking
about how best to modernise former colonies. It invoked a particular
perspective of the world, one in which improving the lives of the
‘masses’ was predicated on supplanting traditional ways of life with a
model of society driven by economic interests and individualist
structures. Western development theorists professed that the key to
any kind of development was economic development – that is, eco-
nomic growth and the associated increasing production and con-
sumption that it underpins – from which human and political
development would inevitably follow. In the later 1980’s the concept
of sustainable development emerged as a way of integrating Western
economic and individualist conceptualisations of development into
the international discourse. Since then support for development has
been replaced by an unwavering faith in the ‘developmental power’ of
economic globalisation.

There is no question that the discourse on sustainable forms of
development pointed toward a significant paradigm shift in strategies
for development.1 The effort to link the environmental debate to
issues of development and justice reflected a concern for both
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humanity and the environment.2 That the idea of sustainable devel-
opment has become institutionalised is apparent from its express
endorsement by numerous new sustainable development commissions
and organisations that define policy for conservation, development,
science, technology, and society. It has changed the tone and sub-
stance of environmentalist, ecological, public health, political, socio-
economic, and corporate discourses. Today, ‘fervent discussion about
human aspirations, dignity, morals, values, and conquering of an
uncertain future, are regular elements of the debate on sustainable
development’.3

Yet, we live in a world of unprecedented inequality and continued
environmental degradation. According to United Nations Develop-
ment Program (UNDP) figures, increases in global inequality have
been staggering: the ratio of income per capita in the richest quintile
of countries to that of the poorest quintile increased from 30:1 in
1960, to 74:1 by 1997.4 The 2003 Human Development Report,
commissioned by the UNDP, found that 30 out of 34 ‘low human
development’ countries at the bottom of the Index are in sub-Saharan
Africa; roughly half of the countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean recorded either a decline or stagnation in income during
the 1990s; and Eastern Europe and Central Asia saw an overall
decline in 2003.5 According to the United Nations, ‘a third of the
world’s people live on an income of less than two dollars a day, use of
fossil fuels is rising rapidly, patterns of production and consumption
continue to consume natural resources faster than they can be
replenished, three-quarters of the world’s fisheries are fished to their
sustainable limits or beyond, mountain glaciers are slowly melting
away and the world’s forests have shrunk in the last decade...’6

Such a stark reality prompts the question: what exactly are we
sustaining and what are we developing? Despite more than a decade
of world conferences focusing attention on the global development
agenda, global trends in inequality, extreme poverty, and other
indicators of social penury only seem to grow or deepen. Most
recently, on the 10th anniversary of the Rio Earth Summit, world
leaders met in Johannesburg in search of concrete initiatives to move
the agenda of sustainable development forward in a paradoxically
interdependent and divided world.7 At the dawn of the Summit, the
United Nations declared, ‘this is a historic opportunity to confront
serious and growing threats to human well-being’.8 That even modest
expectations went unfulfilled at this World Summit on Sustainable
Development does not just point to the failure of summit diplomacy.9
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It reveals the unsustainability of the international discourse on sus-
tainable development. This is because it is predicated on a conception
of development that is inadequate.

The international community exerts much effort at developing the
poor through the widespread implementation of a neo-liberal model
of capitalist development, yet it pays no heed to the fact that all
countries – not just those we regard as developing countries – need to
make progress toward sustainable practices and processes. The
development myth – ‘it worked in the West, now take it on the road’
– does not consider that what we regard as ‘developed’ may not be all
that developed after all. Indeed, so-called developed countries show
signs of underdevelopment that have been completely ignored in the
global development agenda, while developing countries offer much in
the way of sustainable human life.

EXPOSING THE DEVELOPMENT MYTH

Any successful attempt to shift institutional, political, and rational
frameworks toward sustainable practices and processes requires that
we abandon the following four assumptions.

(1) That developing countries’ problems are entirely internal;
(2) That developed countries are an example to be globally emu-

lated;
(3) That the role of developed countries in promoting development

is defined by altruism;
(4) That the poor do not have the potential to improve their own

lives significantly.

These assumptions rest on a North–South dichotomy that pre-
supposes that some countries are developed and others are develop-
ing or not developed. This is problematic because it narrowly focuses
on ‘shortcomings’ in poor, developing countries, while positing that
they could, and should, emulate the Western model of development
(to make progress toward the current level of economic status and
standard of living of rich, developed countries). Beyond this, how-
ever, the North–South dichotomy masks a broad, complex contin-
uum of development, underdevelopment, and undevelopment (social,
economic, cultural, civic, etc.) in both Northern and Southern
countries. There are entire categories of people in the North who find
themselves totally marginalised and excluded from the benefits of
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‘development’, along with the majority of the world’s poor living in
the South. There is in fact a major rift between the localised poor and
the globalised rich. This rift – separating a small global upper class
and larger global middle class from a marginalised majority outside
the circuits of the world economy – suggests that the North–South
dichotomy is in fact a false construct. Indeed, increasing inequity,
growing poverty, and ill health is escalating between countries and
within countries, in the North as well as in the South.10 As we shall
now illustrate, these problems are captured in the paradoxical dis-
courses on growth, free trade, and security – all of which are
underpinned by key social forces affecting each of these apparently
separate aspects of sustainability.11

The Discourse on Growth

The discourse on growth is that growth itself is central to the
development process – continued and expansive growth of free trade,
of the production of goods and services, and of consumption, all of
which centre on economic growth. This is paradoxical, since devel-
opment measured in terms of economic growth – enabled by
unlimited, unrestrained economic and resource consumption – is
untenable as a sustainable strategy.12,13

Yet, growth continues to be the cornerstone of the development
paradigm. The sustainable development discourse posits that eco-
nomic growth and resource consumption are compatible with con-
servation. It is generally suggested that economic growth can occur ‘if
the content of growth is changed’ and that the resource base should
be conserved and enhanced, even as ‘the international economy
speeds up world growth’. Commonly proposed are ‘changes in pur-
chasing patterns to reduce resource use’ and ‘efforts to promote green
consumerism’.14 But while it is acknowledged that some changes need
to be made in the quality of growth, the overall merits of the system
are hardly questioned. In fact, the sustainable development discourse
presents environmental degradation as an obstacle to continuing
economic growth, rather than raising questions about the role of
continuing economic growth in causing environmental degradation
and social injustice. This is not difficult to substantiate: to develop,
so-called ‘developed’ societies have been, and continue to be, highly
dependent on the seemingly limitless and ever-increasing sources of
energy and materials. Barely 20% of the world’s population, mostly
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from ‘developed’ countries, consume over 80% of global resources
and produce 80% of the global contamination.15

Even those who challenge the effects of unlimited growth promote
growth. According to the Bruntland Commission, a critical objective
for achieving sustainable development is reviving growth. Other sem-
inal international reports reinforce this logic. Even the UNDP, which
attempts to identify and solve base problems of social inequality,
poverty, and resource distribution, argues in every Human Develop-
ment Report it has published that ‘the purpose of development is to
improve people’s lives by expanding their choices’.16 In the same vein,
the 1996 UNDP Human Development Report defines human devel-
opment as a ‘process of enlarging people’s choices’, adding that ‘eco-
nomic growth is ... a subset of Human Development Models’.17

The Discourse on Free Trade

The discourse on free trade is seen as a means to economic devel-
opment and poverty alleviation – that is, a means to improve people’s
lives. But current trade practices are increasingly locked into place
through the ‘new constitutionalism’ (see chapter by Gill and Bakker
in this issue), which benefits a minority of the world’s population,
while exacerbating inequality and poor conditions of health for the
majority.18 This is because ‘competitiveness remains the central
organising and constitutive purpose of free trade agreements’, while
the sustainable development discourse ‘has increasingly become
linked with, and subsumed within, the context of a competitiveness
agenda with free trade as its centrepiece (...)’.19 In other words, the
trade agenda overrides the objectives of sustainable development
because of the overwhelming concern for protecting competitiveness
and promoting consumption. Consequently, commitments to sus-
tainability are mere adjuncts to trade agreements. Indeed, the same
governments that ratified multilateral and regional agreements on,
for example, biodiversity and climate change – and adopted Agenda
21, a plan of action that integrates economic, environmental, and
social concerns into a single policy framework – have continued to
strongly argue against obstructing trade negotiations with what is
deemed to be a merely secondary social agenda. They thereby sideline
the critical need to link issues of health, equity, and environmental
sustainability to trade and economic development. Trade agreements,
in sum, place trade ‘interests’ over what economists call ‘external
conditionalities’, such as the environment and health protection.
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The Discourse on Security

Since the end of the Cold War, there has been significant debate over
what security means. While it has been broadened to include eco-
nomic, ecological, human health, and social problems, this broader
notion of security continues to be predominantly conceived in terms
of its conventional definition of military threats.20 But security seen
through this lens cannot adequately address global problems. This is
especially relevant in the context of global disease threats.

Health and disease transcend national borders, challenging
conventional frameworks of sovereignty, public policy, and gover-
nance.21 This is reinforced by the changing nature of public policy-
making, which has steered towards an ever more internationalised
policy-making process, blurring the lines between foreign and
domestic policy. The distinction between forces and actors that were
once considered firmly on one side or the other is increasingly arti-
ficial, as the convergence of foreign and domestic policy is becoming
more and more apparent. Foreign policy-making has become
entangled within a widening web of shared jurisdiction and networks
of influence. Yet, Western countries continue to address global health
problems from the standpoint of national security concerns. Consider
the following:

In 2000, David Gordon (a national intelligence officer for eco-
nomic and global issues with the National Intelligence Council) wrote
a CIA report on the Global Infectious Disease Threat and Its Impli-
cations for the United States, to warn American policy-makers of the
threat posed by infectious diseases and the growing probability of a
bioterrorist attack against US civilian and military personnel over-
seas or in the United States.22 Gordon explains the rationale for such
a report:

This report represents an important initiative on the part of the Intelligence Com-

munity to consider the national security dimension of a non-traditional threat. It
responds to a growing concern by senior US leaders about the implications – in terms
of health, economics, and national security – of the growing global infectious disease

threat. The dramatic increase in drug-resistant microbes, combined with the lag in
development of new antibiotics, the rise of megacities with severe health care defi-
ciencies, environmental degradation, and the growing ease and frequency of cross-

border movements of people and produce have greatly facilitated the spread of
infectious diseases.

Testifying before the House Committee on International Rela-
tions, he warned that ‘new and reemerging infectious diseases will
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pose a rising – and in the worst case, a catastrophic – global health
threat’.23 But the real danger, members of Congress were told, is that
infectious diseases ‘can weaken U.S. troops abroad and slow social
and economic development in countries of interest to the United
States. Embargoes may become necessary to protect from infectious
diseases, disrupting trade’. Dr. David Satcher, then U.S. Surgeon
General, concurred. At the same hearing, he testified that U.S.
investment in global health could preserve domestic health, enhance
the nation’s economy, and advance U.S. foreign policy interests.

Dr. Paul Farmer, an infectious disease physician who writes from
the front lines of the destitute sick in rural Haiti, explains how
infectious diseases seen through a national security lens play out in
poor countries:

In a wealthy country, the spectre of biological warfare, for which there is exceedingly
slender evidence, triggers a sort of officially blessed paranoia. In a poor country

tightly bound to the rich one, real infections continue to kill-off the poor, and we are
told sternly to look harder for cheaper, more ‘cost-effective’ interventions. At best,
those of us working in places like Haiti can hope for trickle-down funds if the plagues

of the poor are classed as ‘U.S. security interests’.24

For example, ongoing tropical disease research conducted by the
U.S. Department of Defense’s Institutes is motivated by the ‘security
interest’ to understand infectious diseases that threaten military
personnel abroad.25 According to Henry and Farmer, the rationale
for priority setting in disease research ‘can be characterised in part by
the reigning logic of cost-effectiveness’.26 Even the World Health
Organisation’s 1999World Health Reportmaintained that it ‘does not
make economic sense to try to provide comprehensive medical ser-
vices for everyone’.27 The dominant international public health dis-
course that has emerged is reduced, therefore, to the cost-effectiveness
argument: ‘[effective] treatment is too expensive to be considered
‘‘realistic’’ in resource-poor settings’28 and the only way to circum-
vent this is to lower the standards of care.

While health care providers in developing countries are expected –
at times, forced – to lower standards of care on the grounds of ‘cost-
effectiveness’,29 the United States pours substantial resources into
bioterrorism prevention and response.30 On the eve of the 2001
Presidential State of the Union, just a few days after the September 11
attacks, the Project for the New American Century (PNAC) issued a
statement complaining that the current US military budget of almost
400 billion dollars – greater than the world’s 15 next biggest military
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establishments combined – was not enough to sustain U.S. strategy
abroad.31 Significantly, world military expenditure for 2001 is esti-
mated at $839 billion, accounting for 2.6% of the world’s GDP.32 In
contrast, the world’s 21 richest nations currently spend about
$58 billion a year on foreign aid.33 There is no question that we live in
a world fraught with insecurity. Is military spending, however, the
most productive way to achieve health and human security, as
defined by Acharya as ‘security of the people, their livelihoods, their
health and their sense of well-being’?34

TOWARDS A NEW PARADIGM OF DEVELOPMENT

Efforts to address pressing global problems ‘continue to be domi-
nated by what can be termed ‘‘conventional’’ approaches’.35 Put
another way, problem-solving approaches use a ‘silo’ concept of
knowledge to address micro aspects of existing norms and institutions
that recreate poverty and inequality. In so doing, they sustain the
existing system, no matter what the cost.

It is not surprising that the new poverty agenda that surfaced in
the 1990s, and was embodied in the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) 10 years later, ‘stresses the importance of market-led growth
itself as the most important method to address poverty’.36 In other
words, the new poverty agenda ‘has shifted the terrain of debate away
from such issues as the conditions under which land reforms (or asset
redistribution more generally) and basic needs provisioning are
effective in reducing poverty. Instead, the focus now is on the types of
economic growth that may be most conducive to poverty alleviation,
and how state policies can promote such patterns of growth’.37

So while the concept of poverty has been broadened beyond a
narrow definition of income to include other dimensions of human
development (an approach to poverty reduction presented as the
post-Washington Consensus), both the issues and the strategies that
anti-poverty programmes identify as central to the alleviation of
poverty are rooted in market-oriented policies – reflecting and rein-
forcing the dominant neo-liberal discourse. The new poverty agenda
has remained a discussion about development in its conventional
sense, i.e. poverty reduction can be achieved through faster economic
growth.38 Drawing on Gill’s concept of the new constitutionalism,39

Weber concludes that ‘normative discourses underpinning the
post-Washington Consensus are argued to be instrumental to efforts
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to legitimate the consolidation, ‘‘constitutionally’’, of what continues
to be the Washington Consensus’.40

The dominant development paradigm thus remains intact. While
‘global institutional efforts have been stepped up in support of the
international development targets [also the MDGs]’,41 current global
trends are ‘sustaining privilege, sustaining poverty, sustaining abuse
of the earth, sustaining inequality, sustaining starvation, sustaining
violence’.42 In short, current global trends are devastatingly unsus-
tainable and global heath is threatened.43

DEVELOPING SUSTAINABLITY

The problems surrounding the dominant development paradigm
suggest that we are in need of a new model of development; one that
develops sustainability rather than sustains development.44 Whereas
sustainable development means managing growth, developing sus-
tainability means creating new institutions and systems that require a
shift away from the economic towards an ethic that, as Robertson
argues, takes needs ‘out of the marketplace where they are com-
modified’.45 On this view, ‘the best response to extreme poverty’,
echoes Gomberg, is to put in place ‘social understandings and rela-
tionships that put the fundamentals of human well-being outside the
forces of the market’.46

Many years ago, it was suggested that not only were extremes of
rural poverty being ignored, but there was also failure to appreciate
the richness, validity, and power of the knowledge of the rural poor,
which if constructively tapped into could result in significant
improvements in their lives.47 More recently, an approach to sus-
tainable livelihoods that builds on the ‘wealth’ of the poor has been
proposed. This focuses on empowering them by emphasising the
knowledge, resourcefulness, and adaptive skills that have allowed the
poor to survive against terrible odds. The sustainable livelihood
approach is based on the premise that most adaptive strategies can be
made more productive and more sustainable with the application of a
little contemporary knowledge, technology, financial services, and
improvements on governance.48

The view that basic human needs should not be turned into
commodities – and hence, subject to competitive market pricing and
market allocation mechanisms – is a central feature of a new
paradigm of (human) development. In fact, it echoes Amartya Sen’s
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well-known notion of basic needs as ‘entitlements’. Sen, who
addresses questions of development and underdevelopment by
explicitly applying ethical principles, argues that development cannot
be understood as economic growth, industrialisation, or modernisa-
tion. He argues that these are, at best, only means to such ends as the
expansion of people’s valuable capabilities and functionings.49

Of the many issues central to the development process, Sen argues
that the moral notion that takes priority over any other in under-
standing and securing development is that of human well-being,
achieved through the capabilities and functions that provide people
with the freedom to improve their own lives. In other words, every-
one has the right (that is, is entitled) to an adequate level of morally
basic capabilities. In sum, Sen’s capabilities thesis bolsters the
important view that the commodification of needs does not develop
human sustainability, including, and especially, human health.

While Sen proposes a broader conception of development, he does
not go quite far enough in reframing an understanding of develop-
ment that develops sustainability. He continues to promote a neo-
liberal agenda that reinforces the market imperative of the dominant
development paradigm. But the idea that economic freedom is the
key to achieving one’s capabilities is implausible.50 While market
practices have existed throughout history, the modern market system
– in which people satisfy their material needs by treating land, labour,
and money as commodities – is an invention of the past three cen-
turies. As Polanyi’s argued, ‘reciprocity’ and ‘redistribution’ were two
alternative forms of economic organisation that operated on a logic
quite contrary to that of market exchange,51 with highly significant
implications for development and developing sustainability.

To be sure, a new paradigm of development cannot avoid ‘the
advances in technology, communication, production and transport’52

inherent to globalisation. But neo-liberal globalisation must be dis-
tinguished from social democratic globalisation. On the one hand,
pragmatic neo-liberals accept the inexorability and, usually, the
desirability of global free markets. They seek merely to mitigate their
worst effects, but without challenging the interests of the rich and of
corporate capital. On the other hand, social democrats champion the
building of integrated (and socially embedded) markets for goods,
capital, technology, and skills. They believe that the structures and
inequalities of capitalism require democratic reform, including a
reduction of inequities in incomes and power between rich and poor.
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A social democratic pattern of globalisation requires two types of
enforceable international agreements: one set to regulate interna-
tional competition among firms and states, so as ‘to yield socially and
environmentally desirable outcomes’; and another set to redistribute
some of the economic gains from globalisation towards those who are
vulnerable and most in need.53

In seeking to develop such a global mindset, participants in the
Copenhagen seminars on social progress have suggested that building
a moral community focused on the common good will require a
synthesis built around three substantive goals (democracy, a
humanist political culture, and an economy oriented to meeting
human needs in the widest sense) and two procedural goals (devel-
opment of a coalition of social forces with a global agenda, and
building a structure for multilateral governance).54

A REPORT CARD FOR DOCUMENTING
DEVELOPMENT – A NEW MARKER OF DEVELOPMENT

In the spirit of the Copenhagen seminars, we shall now propose the
need to design a report card on which indices of an expanded concept
of development could be documented at regular intervals for every
country (on a 10-point scale for each item). Some examples of such
indices are listed below. Each index will not apply equally to every
country, but the overall score will indicate the extent to which
development has occurred.

• Amount of development aid given (e.g., 1 point for each 0.1% of
GNP donated)

• Nature of aid given and whether or not it is linked to the purchase
of weapons

• Extent to which the need for debt relief is accepted and
implemented

• Proportion of GNP spent on the military (lower score for high
expenditure)

• The extent to which promises made for aid are put into practice
• Number of people per million population in prison (lower score for

high rates)
• Extent to which international humanitarian law and the universal

declaration of human rights are supported
• Environmental pollution index
• Water conservation measures
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• Acceptance and implementation of fair trade rules
• Adequacy of governance and protection of the rule of law
• Trends in the wealth gap between top and bottom population

deciles in the country
• The extent to which participatory democracy is being instituted
• The calibre of democracy and the rule of law
• Appropriate use of development aid
• Improved literacy rates
• Falling infant mortality rates
• Empowerment of women
• Involving communities in decision-making processes
• Farming and manufacturing productivity
• Levels of corruption within the state

This list is only tentative and suggestive and not by any means
exhaustive. However, the indices do go beyond those listed in the
Human Development Report. Additional indices should be consid-
ered and careful thought given to structuring a detailed and appro-
priately weighted scoring system. The scoring system should evaluate
every country according to the nature of the contributions it could
(and should) be making at any particular time to human development
and sustainable life, locally and abroad. Such scores should be widely
advertised and used constructively to promote rectification of what-
ever development deficiencies may characterise a country, including
so-called developed countries.

CONCLUSION

The state of the world calls for new ways of thinking and acting.55

Among many shifts in metaphors that could encourage such progress
is a shift from the idea of sustainable development to developing
sustainability. Like the participants at the Copenhagen seminars, and
many others, we share the view that the dominant development
paradigm (that is based on individual rights and the acquisition/
consumption of increased quantities of goods and services) does not
itself create a harmonious world community nor develop sustain-
ability. In its place, a new paradigm of development has been pro-
posed to facilitate progress towards the goals of sustainability. It
promises to promote and respect rights, as well as to secure and
protect basic needs.
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CÉCILE M. BENSIMON AND SOLOMON R. BENATAR74



48 K. Helmore and N. Singh, Sustainable Livelihoods: Building on the Wealth of the
Poor (Bloomfield: Kumarian Press Inc, 2001), pp. 1–128.
49 For more on this idea see: A.K. Sen, Inequality Re-examined (New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1992).
50 R. Sandbrook, Civilising Globalization: A Survival Guide (Albany: State Univer-

sity of New York Press, 2003), pp. 1–11.
51 K. Polayni, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of our
Time (Boston: Beacon Press, 1957 (reprinted in 2001), Cited in R. Sandbrook,
‘Globalisation and the Limits of Neo-Liberal Development Doctrine’, Third World

Quarterly 21(6) (2000) 1071–1180.
52 R. Sandbrook, Closing the Circle: Democratisation and Development in Africa
(London: Zed Books, 2000) pp. 31–147.
53 Ibid
54 Royal Danish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Building a Global Community:
Globalization and the Common Good (Copenhagen: Royal Danish Ministry for

Foreign Affairs, 2000), pp. 14–30.
55 S.R. Benatar, ‘Streams of Global Change’, in Ethics, Equity and Health for All, eds.
Z. Bankowski, J.H. Bryant and J. Gallagher (Geneva: CIOMS, 1997), pp. 75–85.

REFERENCES

Acharya, A. Human Security, Identity Politics, and Global Governance: From Free-

dom from Fear to Fear of Freedoms, p. 2 (presented at the international conference,
Civil Society, Religion, and Global Governance: Paradigms of Power and Persuasion,
Canberra, Australia, September 2005). http://law.anu.edu.au/niss1/acharya.pdf.

Aginam, O. ‘From Rio to Johannesburg: the Pessimism of Sustainable Development
and the Optimism of Sustainable Livelihoods: Two Cases from Nigeria’. Paper
presented at the conference, ‘After Johannesburg: New Strategies for Sustainable
Livelihoods’, Toronto, Canada, September 27–28, 2002. http://www.yorku.ca/fes/

strategies/aginam.pdf.
Attaran, A. and J. Sachs. ‘Defining and Refining International Donor Support for
Combating the AIDS Pandemic ’. Lancet 357 (2000): 57–61.

Bakker, I. and S. Gill. Power, Production and Social Reproduction: Human in/
Security in the Global Political Economy. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003.

Benatar, S.R. ‘Streams of Global Change’. In Ethics, Equity and Health for All.

Edited by Z. Bankowski. J.H. Bryant and J. Gallagher. Geneva: CIOMS, 1997.
Benatar, S.R. ‘Global Disparities in Health and Human Rights ’. American Journal
of Public Health 88 (1998): 295–300.

Benatar, S.R. ‘The Coming Catastrophe in International Health ’. International
Journal 4 (2001): 611–631.

Benatar, S.R.A. Daar and P. Singer. ‘Global Health Ethics: A Rationale For Mutual
Caring ’. International Affairs 79 (2003): 107–138.

Ben-David, D.H. Nordstrom and L.A. Winters. Trade, Income Disparity and Pov-
erty. Geneva: WTO Publications, International Monetary Fund, 1999.

A NEW METAPHOR FOR PROGRESS 75



Birdsall, N. and M. Clemens. From Promise to Performance: How Rich Countries
Can Help Poor Countries Help Themselves. Washington, D.C.: Center for Global

Development, 2003. http://www.cgdev.org/Publications/?PubID=35.
Blackwell, T. and J. Seabrook. Revolt Against Change: Towards a Conserving Rad-
icalism. London: Vintage, 1993.

Bond, P. ‘Globalisation, Pharmaceutical Pricing and South African Health Policy ’.
International Journal of Health Sciences 29 (1999): 765–792.

Buchanan, D. An Ethic for Health Promotion. New York: Oxford University Press,
2001.

Butler, C. ‘Inequality, Global Change and the Sustainability of Civilisation ’. Global
Change and Human Health 1 (2000): 156–172.

Central Intelligence Agency. The Global Infectious Disease Threat And Its Implica-

tions For The United States (NIE 99-17D). Washington, D.C.: Central Intelligence
Agency, 2000. http://www.cia.gov/cia/reports/nie/report/nie99-17d.html.

Chambers, R. Rural Development: Putting the Last First. England: Longman, 1983.

Clinton, W.J. ‘Remarks by the President on Keeping America Secure for the 21st
century’. Remarks presented at the National Academy of Sciences, Washington,
D.C., January 22, 1999. http://clinton4.nara.gov/textonly/WH/New/html/19990

122-7214.html.
Cornia, G.A.R. Jolly and F. Stewart. Adjustment with a Human Face: Protecting the
Vulnerable and Promoting Growth, volume 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1987.

Corporate Europe Observatory. ‘World Summit on Sustainable Development: A
Little More Conservation, A Little Less Action’. Global Policy Forum, 2002.
http://www.globalpolicy.org/reform/business/2002/sdtalk.htm.

Cox, R.W. ‘Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations
Theory’. In Neorealism and its Critics. Edited by R. Keohane. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1986.

Commission on Health Research for Development. Health Research: Essential Link
to Equity in Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990.

Crocker, D.A. ‘Development Ethics and Globalization ’. Philosophy and Public

Policy Quarterly 22 (2002): 13–20.
De Larrinaga, M. ‘Re-defining Security, Critical Theory and Post-modernism:
Sojourns into the Development of a Framework of Study’. Unpublished Paper,
University of Ottawa, 1994.

Esty, D.C. ‘The World Trade Organizations Legitimacy Crisis ’. World Trade Review
1 (2002): 7–22.

Farmer, P.E.D. Walton and L. Tarter. ‘Infections and Inequalities ’. Global Change

and Human Health 1 (2000): 94–109.
Foreign Policy and Center for Global Development. ‘Ranking the Rich’. Foreign
Policy, May/June, 2003, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/story.php?storyID=

13656&PHPSESSID=b555cceffffcbl1780924615522921aaf.
Frazier, J.G. ‘Sustainable Development: Modern Elixir or Sack Dress? ’ Environ-
mental Conservation 24 (1997): 182–193.

Friends of the Earth International. ‘Big Business Rules? Corporate Accountability

and the Johannesburg Summit’. 2002. http://www.globalpolicy.org/reform/busi-
ness/2002/foebusiness.htm.
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