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Carlota Perez was born in Caracas, Venezuela, on 20 September 1939, the
oldest of five children. Her father, Jose Henrique Perez Perez (1913-1978),
was a very successful civil engineer as well as an international chess player
who enjoyed playing up to twenty simultaneous games, including one in
which he wasn’t even allowed to look at the board. He devised a system
for geographers to define the exact coastline in relation to tides, which was
patented by the German company that built the equipment, and a method for
scheduling his construction projects that predated PERT-CPM. Her mother,
Carlota Perez Arenas (born 1919), is a painter and a determined, charming
and courageous woman who, at ninety, drives a car and surfs the web.
The children were raised with very high expectations, and all, including the
three girls, were expected to become engineers like their father. By the time
Carlota entered kindergarten, at the age of three, she was already reading and
writing. Her father’s work took the family around the country, and Carlota
ended up attending five different elementary schools.
The year Carlota turned eleven, the family got their first TV, she started high
school and her parents divorced. Her mother, then 30, embarked for Buenos
Aires with the five children – aged 6 to 11 – her sister, her aunt and her
Oldsmobile. The Venezuelan petro-dollars were hard currency in Peron’s
Argentina and the children all went to private schools. Carlota had barely started
high school anew in Argentina when, six months later, the family returned to
Venezuela and she was sent to a Catholic boarding school in upstate New York.
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Those were the early 1950s, and from the television set at the school dorm
the young Carlota witnessed the rise of the ‘American way of life’ and the
advance of mass production and mass consumption across society.
After graduation, reflecting the inclinations of both of her parents, Carlota
decided to study architecture; she was one of only four women in the school of
Architecture at the Illinois Institute of Technology. Led by Mies van der Rohe,
the school was the epicentre of the Bauhaus movement in the United States,
identified with Mies’ signature glass-and-steel buildings. On her next visit to
Caracas, where summer temperatures reign year around, Carlota thought that
the first glass-and-steel building in Caracas would also be its last, and she
decided to transfer to the more eclectic Pratt Institute in Brooklyn, New York.
As Caracas eventually filled with glass office buildings and Venezuelans traded
their light Caribbean clothes for gabardine jackets, shirts and ties, her wrong
prediction taught her a valuable lesson: glass structures, northern clothing and
cheap energy for air conditioning all came together to Venezuela as part of the
same bundle of adoption without adaptation; all part of what she would later
call the same techno-economic paradigm.
The study of architecture left a strong imprint on Carlota. Architects develop
a capacity to analyze and integrate several contrasting but interrelated issues: the
relationship between form and function; the shaping role of social, cultural,
climatic and physical contexts; the difficult balance between structure and
aesthetics; the need to fuse desires and feasibility, to blend beauty with the crude
pragmatism of working wiring and plumbing. They also need to deal explicitly
with the notions of design options and relative costs; a whole must be constructed
as a combination not only of parts, but also of trade-offs. When she later turned
her interest to the study of social structures, this background led her naturally to
interdisciplinary endeavours and to the ‘realm of the feasible’ as a natural
boundary for human action.
Carlota’s increasing rejection of the restrictions and limits of individual
disciplines brings echoes of the Faustian economics approach of the German
Historical School, and of their dictum: Zuerst war die Ganzheit (in the beginning
was the whole). Erik’s paper in this volume points to more parallels between
Carlota’s thinking and pre-World War II German and United States economics.
In the early 1960s, when Carlota returned to Venezuela, she found herself in
the middle of the revolutionary fervour aroused by the Cuban revolution, and
the desire of so many young Latin Americans to follow that example. Marxism
was at the top of everybody’s reading list at the university and a central topic of
discussion among intellectuals in every café. Engels’ (1884) The Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State made a profound impression on Carlota, as the
book resonated with her recent witnessing of how changes in technology can
bring about transformations in economy and society.
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The Venezuelan intellectuals’ enamouring with ‘real socialism’ was crushed
by the tanks that invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968. Carlota was impressed by the
tragic outcome of an attempt to transform the Soviet system and replace the
ruling nomenklatura with an intellectual elite capable of positive change and
opening society to democracy and innovation. She was already appalled at the
so-called ‘Cultural’ Revolution in China that enthroned inexperience and
ignorance and tried to destroy all competence and accumulated knowledge, be
it local or foreign. Her conviction was – and is – that a decent society can only
be constructed through increased knowledge and ever-widening capabilities.
Carlota was by now determined to understand the role of knowledge and
technology in the well-being of societies and the relationship, if any, between
technology and social structures. She moved to France and embarked on a
completely new career in Interdisciplinary Social Sciences at the University of
Paris. One of her teachers, the young Benjamin Coriat, introduced her to the
relationship between technical change and the changes in work organization, an
idea that would become an essential contribution to her notion of paradigm
shifts. She was also impressed by Radovan Richta’s (1966) Civilization at the
Crossroads, the manifesto of the Czech movement, whose main argument
for a change of regime was based on the emergence of the computer and of
information-based technologies, which demanded a different kind of power
structure and a replacement of the bureaucrats with the intelligentsia.
A question that had long been troubling her was the fact that the technologies
underlying both the capitalist and communist countries, as well as the failed
Nazi and Fascist regimes, were essentially the same, and yet they were the basis
for profoundly different social structures. Could the contrast between the
Athenian and Spartan models provide a relevant historical parallel? Carlota
submerged herself in the literature about the various Greek city-states and
discovered that they did not fit the ‘slavery mode of production’ described by
the Marxists. She identified not just two, but five different modes: from a
patriarchal society with no slaves, through the Spartan caste system and its
slave-centred economy, to the Athenian market-based democracy where the
work of foreign slaves in mines and homes played a marginal role. This clearly
suggested that the relationship between technology and society, while
enormously relevant, was much more subtle and complex than what ‘historical
materialism’ proposed.
Upon returning to Venezuela, she took an academic job as a researcher at the
Central University in Caracas. She was tasked with reviewing the structural
causes of the energy crisis of the 1970s and identifying its possible impact on
the worldwide demand for oil. While researching these issues, she was startled
to find out that at that point in time there was hardly any product or technology
that was not energy intensive. The 1972 and 1976 reports of the Club of Rome
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had already highlighted the excessive use of materials and energy in relation to
growth, while an article in Fortune magazine soon after the price hike (March
1974) calculated that six industries were responsible for 60 per cent of all
industrial energy consumption (petrochemicals, oil refining, paper, cement, steel
and aluminium), and yet the technologies existed that could help cut their
consumption significantly. The reason why they did not bother to use them was
clearly spelled out in one of the subtitles of the article: ‘Too Cheap to Worry
About’. This opened her eyes to the important role played by the low cost of oil
in shaping the apparently varied technologies of the post-war era.
Around that time, the late 1970s, the all-pervasive promise of microelectronics
was becoming apparent. A 1976 article in Business Week announced a ‘Machine
Revolution’ that was ‘Providing Products with Brainpower’. Not only were
electronic instruments capable of controlling energy and materials use; these tiny
and powerful chips could transform all sorts of products and processes, and
create a host of new ones. Most of all, they were cheap and constantly getting
cheaper and more powerful. The nature of the upcoming technological shift
became clear to her: low-cost microelectronics would come to replace low-cost
oil in shaping the technologies of the future.
It was in those years that Benjamin Sagalovsky met Carlota. With a
background in electronics, and working at the time on a critical analysis of the
Club of Rome’s second model, he was soon drafted into Carlota’s discussions
about the oil-based economy and the nature and potential of microelectronics.
Their dialog and friendship continued and deepened as they both pursued
graduate studies in California, and extends to this date.
At the time of her insight into the role of microelectronics, Carlota had
moved from the university to the Institute of Foreign Trade (ICE), a
government department connected to the Ministry of International Economic
Relations, headed by Manuel Perez Guerrero, the Co-Chairman of the NorthSouth Dialogue. Carlota was in charge of technology issues, and thus was part
of delegations to United Nations meetings on ‘technology transfer’ and on
‘codes of conduct for transnational corporations’ – part of what was then
touted as a New International Economic Order. After years of great difficulty
in gaining access to manufacturing technologies and export markets, developing
countries were now able to buy licenses and set up factories, and produce not
only for the home market but for export as well. The term in vogue was
‘industrial redeployment’, and these UN meetings were meant to regulate and
improve the conditions for this transfer. Carlota was puzzled. Why had the
situation changed? Why was it now profitable to sell the technologies outright,
whereas before it had been difficult to get corporations to go beyond the fully
owned foreign subsidiary? Why would the differential cost of labour suddenly
become so important; hadn’t it always been there? To answer these questions,
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she would need the notions of technological trajectories and maturity, which
she would first learn about in Chris Freeman’s (1974) classic text The Economics
of Industrial Innovation. Now it was still a puzzle, but one thing was clear: the
conditions for access to technology change substantially as time goes by.
She wondered whether such a shift might have happened before. Some
university colleagues pointed her to Kondratiev’s (1926) article on long waves
and to Jevons’ (1965) The Coal Question. Jevons’ discussion of the consequences
of dearer and less accessible coal for British growth in the 1860s clearly echoed
the debates she was witnessing on the consequences of high-priced oil and the
possible limits on world reserves. Moreover, Kondratiev’s data about long waves
and his cryptic suggestion that they were ‘inherent in the essence of the
capitalist economy’ led her to a much wider formulation of her questions and
to the intuition that such major changes in the direction and impact of
technology might be a recurrent historical phenomenon.
As events further confirmed the depth of the changes taking place, Carlota
decided to undertake formal research in the context of a postgraduate program.
The ambition of the project and its overtly interdisciplinary nature made
acceptance difficult in most conventional schools. She was warmly welcomed,
though, at San Francisco State University, where a group of scholars had come
together to set up a Department of Interdisciplinary Social Sciences. Raymond
Miller, Stan Bailis and Don Barnhart became friendly guides in her ambitious
and multidirectional endeavour. The location, near Silicon Valley, was an ideal
place for witnessing the emergence of the information revolution and its
exciting early years.
Some key readings during that time greatly contributed to consolidating
her conceptual framework. Schumpeter’s (1939) Business Cycles reinforced the
importance of technology for economic growth and planted the seed for a
future closer look at the important role of finance. That came together with
Chris Freeman’s (1974) book about the economics of innovation, Kuhn’s (1962)
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions and Kenneth Boulding’s (1961) The Image.
The latter was an odd book to come from an economist; it was essentially
an argument about how worldviews (images) are formed in individuals and
negotiated in society, and how they end up governing behaviour. Kuhn’s theory
provided three important insights about the impact of paradigm changes in
science: how they redefined the criteria for the valid questions and the valid
answers, the resistance this generates in the incumbents and the need to rewrite
history to reinforce the belief in a continuous and uninterrupted process of
advance. Major shifts in images or paradigms would face inertia precisely
because the prior ones were strongly interwoven, were shared by the whole
community and fulfilled expectations of security, stability and progress.
All the main pieces thus came together for constructing the notion of a
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techno-economic paradigm, which would arise from the features and
requirements of each particular technological revolution, and would set
boundaries to the organization of production, the patterns of consumption and
eventually the whole socio-institutional framework.
But Carlota didn’t originally use the term paradigm in spite of having been
impressed with Kuhn. At first she called it ‘patrón tecnológico,’ which in Spanish
implies a mixture of model to follow and regime. She didn’t like the English
translation as ‘standard’ as in the Gold Standard (patrón oro), and ended up
choosing ‘technological style’. This term, and Carlota’s thinking in general,
parallels the view in German economics – dating from long before Marx – that
history revolves along qualitatively different stages (Stufen) of economic growth,
what Marxists came to call ‘modes of production’ and what later, with Bertram
Schefold, were to be called ‘economic styles’, or ‘Wirtschaftsstile’.
The structure was gradually coming together, but Carlota felt overwhelmed.
She figured that in order to present these ideas, she would eventually have to
write a major book, much like Schumpeter’s Business Cycles. She was doing the
research, amassing historical data, thinking through and writing what was
shaping up as a full-fledged theory. Besides, as she recalls with unsuppressed
fondness, her red portable Olivetti did not help – like today’s computers
would – with the many changes and rewritings required.
When Carlota returned to Venezuela in 1980 she decided to tackle the
practical matters of technology policy armed with her new understanding.
One of her contracts was the design of a new Technology Department for the
Ministry of Development. She had long felt that the separate councils or
ministries of science and technology in Latin America were inadequate for the
task of promoting innovation in industry. They were always complaining about
the lack of a bridge between research and industry, and she understood that this
was so because they were what an architect would call a ‘cantilever’: a structure
anchored on one side only. There were no pillars within industry to hold the
other side of the bridge. She proposed to build those pillars and she worked on
it herself; after designing the post of Director of Technological Development,
she accepted to take it on as its first incumbent. The ensuing three years were
priceless in furthering her understanding of the model of industrialization
based on Import Substitution, and the underlying reasons for the lack of
indigenous capability in the assembly industries. Paradoxically, there was more
technological learning in natural resources, construction, electricity and the rest
of the infrastructure that surrounded and provided services to the bare bones
assembly plants.
She also gave active support to an indigenous electronics industry, started by
Berkeley- and Stanford-trained PhDs. She saw how a fully digital PABX (local
telephone exchange), the first in the world, was designed, built and exported by
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a small Venezuelan firm, as well as several other innovations. This was radically
different from the rest of the local industries. In search of the deeper meaning
of this anomaly, Carlota re-read Landes’ (1969) The Unbound Prometheus and his
depiction of how the United States and Germany, coming from behind,
overtook Britain and gained leadership in the electrical and chemical
technologies early in the twentieth century. Through her connections with other
Latin Americans involved in Science and Technology policy, she found that in
Brazil, Argentina and other countries, the electronics sector was innovating
strongly as well, in stark contrast with the traditional, import-substituting
electromechanical sectors. This brought her to Seev Hirsch’s and Raymond
Vernon’s product cycle theory, and their analysis of how old technologies
migrate at maturity. It became clear that there were two key periods in the
evolution of a technology when it is accessible to laggards: at the beginning and
at the end of its life cycle. This idea was to be developed in her 1988 article,
together with Luc Soete, who had already advanced the concept of
‘leapfrogging’. [23] It was further elaborated in an article originally written for
the UNCTAD X meeting in 1999 and then published in the Cepal Review No.
75 in 2001. [72.1.1] Unfortunately, she also witnessed how the local electronics
entrepreneurs lost their edge as better-located companies overtook them. That
became another piece of the puzzle to investigate.
Her work entailed intense interaction with large and small firms, public and
private, about the conditions and obstacles for technical change and innovation.
This would prove highly valuable for her future consultancy work, and a solid
groundwork for further elaboration. She became an avid reader of business
publications: Harvard Business Review, Business Week, Electronics, and all the books of
the business gurus so much in fashion at that time. She wanted to better
understand and contrast what was happening to the companies in the developed
world vis-à-vis what she was seeing in Venezuela as a result of the Import
Substitution policies. To further understand these differences she spent the
whole of 1993 (funded by the Canadian International Development Research
Council) in a real-time case study of the modernization of a manufacturing
company with 500 employees. Her paper on the Legacy of Import Substitution
(published in Spanish in Comercio Exterior of Mexico in 1996, [52]) owed
much to that intense and direct contact with the local industrial experience,
and to her realization of how different it was from the cases described in
the consultancy books and the international business press.
Another seminal insight arose from her experience founding FINTEC, the
first venture capital government agency in Venezuela. It was based on models
from Brazil and Israel, inspired by discussions with Morris Teubal, whom she
had invited to visit Venezuela, and designed in collaboration with Sergio
Barrio, a Peruvian colleague and a former researcher from SPRU, the Science
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Policy Research Unit headed by Chris Freeman at the University of Sussex.
The implementation of FINTEC was impaired by debates among all the
government offices involved; when the agency was finally born, it ended up with
too little money, too much interference and an inbuilt incapacity to take risks.
The main practical problem was that it was illegal to lend public money without
full collateral; this made the whole notion of government venture capital
impossible and crippled the new institution. While government funding – and
even direct public investment – had been very effective in helping set up the
local production of traditional imports, and even in promoting mature export
industries in some countries, it wasn’t clear that it could do the same job for
radical innovation. Could the private market be the only mechanism capable of
bringing real risk-takers together with real innovators, at the particular time
when this is badly needed? The answer to this question would take Carlota
into an analysis of the role of financial capital, ultimately leading to her Great
Surges theory.
But this was still 1983, and at that time Sergio Barrio suggested inviting
Chris Freeman, Keith Pavitt, Roy Rothwell and Kurt Hoffman to come from
SPRU and help convince the Venezuelan government of the importance of
establishing a serious technology policy. Their visit was a big boost to many of
the projects at hand, but the most important consequence for Carlota was
meeting Chris. Catering to his interest in bird watching, she took him for lengthy
walks in Parque del Este in Caracas and to Cata, a beautiful Caribbean beach at
the edge of a rain forest. That scenery surrounded hours of conversation
about technology and long waves, and Chris’ proverbial generosity led him to
pronounce that Carlota’s views went even further than he had gone. He invited
her to the seminar on Long Waves he was organizing in London, and suggested
that she present a paper on the basic structure of her model.
Though Carlota doubted that such synthesis could be possible in the short
space of an article, Chris insisted. He worked alongside her, reading through
two reams of incomplete chapters and dozens of bits and pieces as they sorted
them by theme and selected the clearest or simplest formulations. To her
astonishment, the resulting outline was filled in one day from sections already
written and a few connecting paragraphs. Two days later, she was presenting
the paper at the Long Wave Seminar in London, and by the end of the year it
was published. That is how the Futures article on ‘Structural Change and
Assimilation of New Technologies in the Economic and Social Systems’ [3.1]
came to be. Carlota remembers it as giving birth, with all the pain, the joy, and
the relief.
To this day, Chris has been her colleague, partner and staunch supporter,
through a long personal and professional relationship and a collaboration
spanning a quarter of a century.
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After the London seminar, Carlota secured funding from CLACSO (Latin
American Social Sciences Council) to spend two years in SPRU as a visiting
fellow. Chris Freeman introduced her ideas to the academic world, in particular
to the evolutionary economics community. He cited her ideas in his own work,
whenever relevant, and with his support, by the late 1980s, she was established
as a researcher with her work gaining wider and wider recognition. They wrote
various papers together for major conferences, culminating in their joint
chapter in the 1988 book Technical Change and Economic Theory. [20.1]
Meantime, in 1985, having written four papers for publication and a major
report about a strategy for the electronics industry in Venezuela [10], Carlota
had gone back to work in Caracas. The 1980s were ‘the lost decade’ for Latin
America, and even though high oil revenues allowed Venezuela to service the
debt without yet having to follow IMF conditions on eliminating protective
tariffs, it was clear to her that this could not last. Under the auspices of the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), she set up a project in the
Ministry of Industry to work with local companies and prepare them to better
survive global competition. Also, and with support from the Corporación Andina de
Fomento CAF, she brought a British team from the Centre for Research in Innovation
Management CENTRIM, headed by John Bessant and Howard Rush, to train a
local group of innovation consultants. Carlota’s contributions to Science and
Technology policy in her country earned her the Order of Andres Bello for
outstanding service in Education and Science.
For several years, Carlota worked as a freelance consultant in different Latin
American countries and lectured at university, government and business events.
She immersed herself again in the actual problems of the agents of production,
innovation and policy, while joining the conceptual dots of her model into what
was gradually becoming a big picture. To keep her research efforts alive, Carlota
kept her part-time visiting fellow status at SPRU, going there three times a year
for a month or more. It was on one of those trips, during a conference in
Maastricht, that Erik Reinert met Carlota. They discovered their common
interest in the fate of Latin America, and immediately established a strong
intellectual connection and a lasting friendship.
By the mid-nineties, Carlota wanted to devote more uninterrupted time to
research and to write down a comprehensive account of her theories. She spent
five months in SPRU and gathered enough evidence to begin writing what would
become her book on Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital. [74.1] At that
time, Erik was setting up The Other Canon, a network of economists rejecting
the ‘Physics envy’ orthodoxy, reconnecting economics to history and to the
Praxisnähe – the closeness to reality – of the former historical schools of
economics. In 1997, in Oslo, Norsk Investorforum organized a conference on the
turbulent relationship between finance and the real economy: ‘Production
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Capitalism vs. Financial Capitalism; Symbiosis and Parasitism: An Evolutionary
Perspective.’ (A prolegomenon and a 40-page bibliography on this subject, which
has acquired increased actuality with the 2008 financial crisis, are found on
www.othercanon.org.) The title seemed almost tailored to Carlota’s own
research programme.
After that seminar, she started looking for an opportunity to complete the
book, which finally presented itself through a part-time contract with INTEVEP,
the R&D arm of the Venezuelan oil company PDVSA. She stopped travelling –
except to SPRU for research – and worked intensively in both reading and
writing. She was finally able to read in depth, and with a clear purpose in mind,
the works of Keynes, Kindleberger, Kuznets, Minsky, Hilferding, Veblen and
so many others that had looked at the processes of growth, finance and
cyclicality. Each contributed in a different way to structure, deepen and enrich
the model that was taking shape.
Using Carlos Marichal’s (1988) data on the Latin American debt crises across
history she discovered an almost clockwork regularity since the Independence
loans: money was lent at the maturity phase of each technological revolution
and led to default some years after. Alfred Chandler’s (1977) Visible Hand gave
her a sequence in the structure of firms that coincided with the timing of the
key paradigm changes. She found in David Wells’ (1889) Recent Economic Changes
strong and curious parallels with the Hoover Report (1929) on the frenzy of the
1920s, even though historically the 1880s were remembered as the ‘Great
Depression.’ Could it be that the price declines of that earlier period were
indeed a consequence of increased productivity in some important sectors, as
Wells suggested? Could that supposed ‘downswing’ be a combination of an
upswing in the new sectors, going through a productivity explosion, and a
strong decline in the old sectors as they reached maturity and faced stagnant
markets?
Carlota gradually began to question the Schumpeterian scheme of upswing
and downswing in economic aggregates. She was convinced, for instance, that
the 1950s represented the flourishing of all the technological potential that had
been unleashed in the 1920s; it was the same technological revolution, the same
paradigm. If that was the case, then the 1930s were not the end of a wave
but just a parenthesis, as it were, in the process of diffusion. Working with Chris,
she had already written a critique of Schumpeter’s insistence on measuring
the waves by the evolution of macroeconomic aggregates, which ‘hid more
than they revealed’. Now she realized that the proper object of study was not
economic growth per se, but the process of technological diffusion and its
various consequences. The focus had to be on the introduction and turbulent
absorption by the economy and society of a new set of technologies and a new
techno-economic paradigm and their deployment until maturity. With this way
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of looking at it, the timing and the regularities were revealed. She went back to
all her history books, and the pendular movement of economic prominence
from financial to production capital, with a stock market crash midway, became
clearly visible in the long-term record. That completely changed the dating of
each long wave and required a different concept. She chose ‘great surge of
development’.
The recurrence of a ‘hiatus’ of institutional recomposition after each crash
not only helped understand the 1930s, but also suggested that once the new
paradigm was established, finance had done its job of funding the new
entrepreneurs and the infrastructure, and the resulting bubble had crashed, it
was up to the various social forces to negotiate and establish the direction in
which the economic potential unleashed would be focused, choosing from the
wide range of the technically possible. The insights garnered in that initial
review of Ancient Greece finally found a place in explaining the far more recent
chapters of economic history.
Excited with the new findings, Carlota struggled with the appropriate naming
for the periods and the phases, and worried about mechanical interpretations
or excess determinism. But by now the puzzle was really solved and she just
had to write it down. It was 1999.
When the NASDAQ stock market collapse occurred, Carlota was devastated.
She thought she had lost the opportunity of (correctly) predicting it. On the
bright side, this forced her to make the book independent of the specific
historical moment; she had to describe the theory and the recurring sequence
of diffusion of technological revolutions clearly enough as to be useful when
read during any of its phases.
With the publication of Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital in 2002
[74.1], Carlota’s theoretical edifice was basically complete. She was invited to do
research in the Cambridge Endowment for Research in Finance (CERF)
at the Judge Institute of the University of Cambridge. She soon became a
consultant and lecturer to top global corporations. IBM has incorporated her
theories into its global strategic thinking, Volkswagen invited her to be in the
Scientific Board of its corporate university, Cisco regularly features her as a
keynote speaker in its international events and so do other companies,
governments and international organizations. She has been invited to give public
lectures at Lund University, Sweden; the University of Oslo; the Instituto de
Empresa and Universidad Complutense in Madrid; Deusto University in Bilbao;
UC Berkeley in California; her own universities of Cambridge and Sussex and
many others in Europe and Latin America.
In 2006, Carlota Perez was elected Professor of Technology and SocioEconomic Development at Tallinn University of Technology. She was to join the
faculty of a Technology Governance graduate program set up by professors
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Rainer Kattel, Wolfgang Drechsler, and Erik Reinert, who in 2004 had become
Professor of Technology Governance and Development Strategies there. Carlota
had met Wolfgang at the 1997 trailblazing Oslo conference and Rainer in 2002
in Tallinn at a workshop in the Estonian Ministry of Economics, and had since
maintained a fruitful and frequent exchange of ideas with both of them. The
new programme was in line with and partially based on her theories and on
those of The Other Canon, in general. Tallinn University of Technology has
since then become an intellectual hub for those theories.
As of this writing, her major research projects include the investigation of the
nature and consequences of major technology and financial bubbles, the
challenges posed by energy and environmental issues in shaping the deployment
of Information and Communications Technologies, and the potential for
combining technology and natural resources to re-launch the development effort
in Latin America.
As should be evident from this sketch, Carlota’s career is not that of the typical
academic. Her theories have been developed through combining experience
with study and through alternating roles as public servant, consultant, public
lecturer and researcher. Her avid reading of theory is guided by her questions,
and she often quips that the problem with the educational system is that
if fills people with answers well before they have had the opportunity to
formulate any of the questions. The bibliography at the end of this volume
confirms the growth of important ideas from a strong connection to the practical
world of policy making. It is her closeness to the real world – her Praxisnähe –
building her theory from the facts towards a higher level of abstraction, rather
than from assumptions, that makes her a worthy member of the German
Historical School of Economics.
Carlota’s architectural striving for integration and pragmatism, and for
finding a structure that can maintain the whole together, has benefited us
all and provides an overarching model that sheds some badly needed light on
the challenges, opportunities and choices that we all need to face in these
troubled times.

