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. Theoretical TIssues in Econocmic” Anthropology

The publication nf Trade snd Market in the Early Bmpires (1957)

origins mich earli

anthropologists (Firth 1939; ch. 1; Goodfellow 1939: ch. 1¢ Herskov
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soclated with Karl Polanyi's analytical schema has

=tiecal disputes In economic anthropology hawing their
er when the subject was of interest to many fewer
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n economie anthropology are prineipally over which

guestions should be put to primitive snd peasant economies--those asked

connectlons between sconomic a

This paper

purpose in Part T
COLLTOVersy in' ect
Polanyi group and

format. for economl

nomic anthropology and

1L our own economy, or guestions having to do with the
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is EQJ“fnﬁ“u to issues raised recently by anthro-
: J

"—*E.r'f the theoretical approach of the Polanyi group

earlier literature of theoretical contention. My

is to make clear the underlying reascons for sustained

ts erities; and in Part IT to suggest a theoretical

¢ anthropslogy which takes account of both sets of idfas.,




1. CONTENTIOUS I55UES ANDY POSITIONS

Why is Theory Difficult and Contentlous in Economic Anthropology?
. =8

-

There are two kinds of work in economic santhropology for which

it is necessary to choose & thegretical appreach: for deoing fieldwork
and analyzing its results (e.g., Salisbury 1".""_'}:'.{:’ and for writing a
general or comparative work drawing on the extensive ethnographic
literature (Herskovits 1952; Forde and Douglas 1356; Belshaw 1965;

Ty 2 T TE- - L5, S o Ly B e - Lok - £ < | = B ——F, s
Nash 1966) . The anthropologist going to the field in the mi1d-1960's

to study A& primitive or peassant ecconomy , 82 well as the writer of

[0}

8 general or comperative work in economic anthropol ogYy, is af & di

edvantage compared to his fellows investigating other topics.

(1) Theory in economic anthropology is less developed Bl

\ .IJ.I L '\.-!-L‘r: =] T = Ll o F57 T 4 afa b o I."-I 1 T
kﬁb{ Jnrﬁuux.mf than is the case, say, with kinship and religion.
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Only two anthropologists, Bronislew Malinowski and Raymond Firth, heave
e T e B - - 5 = : il e | i ety
gnything like a large corpus of writings in economic anthropology.

And relstively few anthropologists, principally, Cyril Belshaw, Paul
Bohannan, Mary Douglas, Clifford Geertz, Maurice Godelier, Melville
Herskovits, Sidney Mintz, Manning Nash, Marshall Szshlins, and Richard
Salisbury have written at length on theoretical aspects of ecancmic

anthropology . *

(2) Anthropologists understand the economic organization and

o |
1

the economic theory of industrial capitalism muech less well than they
understand FEuropean and American politics, kinship, and religion, and

netitutions, This T believe to

the theories underlying these Western
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be one of the very important reasons for sustained coni .TOVEersy in

afidae e An d 1,1”:11?‘&_; et :uf:'u'f
econamic &l .'_-II.J.'.’J'L 01 Y . FEconomlce is the T?:-UE'-'?J}%H,U:{J*.&?L’E of the sorcial
sciences and industrial capitalism is an extremely complicated
economic system. Anthropologiste are much more familiar with sociology,
Pischology, and political science ﬁhﬂmhthﬁ instituticons and processes

in European and American Society they are degis
uf

LS

gned to analyze. Intil
recently economics has been concerned exclusively with cone type of
economy, industrial ca i:uiisjjaﬂé ecoriomists have had no reason to
spell ouft the content and method of economics in such fashion as to
make clear what in conventional economiecs is and 1s not relevant to
economic anthropology .

Tne fact thet the attention Df economists has been focused

so exclusively on just those aspects of our economy least
likely to be found among nw.-lL'Gla_, folk hes thn

enthropologists who turned ito economic treatises for clari-
fication of problems and methods in the study of the economic
systems of non-literate societies (Herskovits 1952: 53).

RADSN R e NS s R 3R ool s Aihdt Very

few economistes other than myself and those represented in Trade and

]

Market (Polanyi, leale, Pearson, and Fusfeld) have written directly

o

on these isgues. This despite the fact that{a principal issue of
contention is the relevance of conventional economics to eccnomic

anthropology.) The few economists who have written, have done so (to

book reviews (Knight 1941;: Rottenberg

Anthropologists seem not to understand that conventional
econcmics deoes not deal with what anthropologists mean by human
behavior, and (with some minor qualifications) that the concepts of

rfalbive G &liﬁw f kil

conventional Etonﬂmiﬁﬁ(arv not Truitfully applicable cutside of market

systems .*¥ What is a serious point of contention among anthropologists
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(LeClair 1962; Burling 1962; Cook 1966) is dismissed out of hand by two
prominent econcmists.

.the economist who studies the non-market economy has to

abaﬂunn most of what he has learnt, and adopts the technigues

o 5 = Pl £ g
of the anthropologist (Lewis 1962:; wiii).
. .We are not concerned with the economies of the Trobriand
Islander but witk the industrial economies of the Western
world. . lx"'ld.w i
The mainstream of conventional Western economics is ecornecerned
exclusively with large (nationally-integrated) industrial capitalist

9

economies. The concepts, leading ideas, and causal i

analysis of price
theory, aggregate income theory, and growth theory,as well as fields

such as international trade, and money, deal with the structure, processes,
and problems of economies such as the 7.3. and Great Britain in the

19th and 20th centurie

Tn the 1930's and '40's with the instituting of central planning
and collectivization in the Soviet Union, enlarged governmental spending,

borrowing, taxing, and market controls in fascist Germany, and the

American Hew Deal and cother welfare state reforms in England and

d remaine confined to recent and contemporary nationally-
integrated industrialized econcomies. Tt compares the structure and
periormance of UU.5. and Soviet type economies, and considers the literature

a : . e g ; . =
of socialism[7} (Grutky 1966). Comparative economic systems never

ists nor those described in
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by anthropolog.
the literature of pre-industrial economic history of Eurcpe.

After World War II and the achievement of political independence
by the Tormer colonies in Africa, Asia, and elsewhere, the field of

economic development came into being, and for the firstiime appreciable

pumbers of fmerican and Furopean economists did fieldwork in those
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areas of the world in which anthropologists traditionally have centered
I

their interests. However, most of the literature of economic development

is concerned with the same impersonal mattfers (investment, foreign trade)

relating to the national economy (Wigeria, not the Tiv) that economists
A | ¢ i L +* Pl [
are concerned with in enalyzing our own national economy (Delton 196Lb).

A small part of the development literature written by economists is con-

cerned with social organization and culture (what economists ecall

"institutional matters") as these relate to national and local community

#ﬁﬁg@mﬁﬁj‘ifv&lnpmﬁﬂL (Lewis 1955; Myrdal 1957; Hoselitz 1960; Hagen 462 ;
fic%#ig

Myint 3 Yudelman : Seers ; Adelman and [f&fis 1965;

SDE:LLCJI‘"_ Q 5"]

(3) t is probably the case in the mid-1960's that almost all the

comminities to be studied in the field are experiencing some degrese of

1

. 128 iy 1 1 = : He 5 aret - R
economic, social,cultural, or technological change beczuse they are now

independent nation-states which, since the 1930's, are bent on

E

"modernization” and economic development. The subject of socio-economic
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change within the modern context of developing naticn-states 15 exXtremel
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complicated and, of course, very recent. We know much mor
"traditionael” systems before Western Incursion and about The Kin
change that toock place in the 15th century with colonialism. Therefore,
the scope of economic anthropology is now widening considerably. As with
other branches of anthropology (religion, polity), the older focus of
concern was the organization and functionlng of indigenous economy as it
relates to social relationships and institutions, typically, under static

orditions. Malinowski's work is a prime example (1922; 1935). The

£

new focus of conern is socic-economic change (Epstein Firth and Yamey
L

Dalton 1964) of sorts different from those described in the early studies




of culture contact--the depopulation of Melanesia; the introduction of
the horse among the Plains Indians. Moreover, the facts of newly
established peolitical independence of Asian and African nation-state

and their Govermnments' explicit intention to create and develop national
i oflea Tl
societies and economies pf@ﬂLéﬁﬂzPDiLext ﬁﬁh“’wwm~rﬂun-w-ﬂ change
= ”'.h 1 -rlag
e - » .. - I ] U
wiiciently different from that of the early esulture contact studies

1
I
1

to require new thegretical EFPTQHE.E-:&ﬂﬂ certainly new policy concerns.

Description, Folk-Views, and Analysis

If one asks why & given ethnography is judged to be & first-rate
piece of work, the answer, I think, is three-fold: precise descripiion
of eaectivilies, events, and relationships, a sensitive presentaticn of
folk-views, and theoretical analysis judged by the prafession to be
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illuminating. For the
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tinguish among these different statements anthropologists make hecause

I

one basis for judging the validity (usefulness) of one set of
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concepts compared to another is the extent to which they accord with

deseription and folk-views.

Good description is the accurate reporting of observable activities.
-Fl,l-l E_‘f f {. I.-'l,'ll'\-{:} j‘J.-
In economic anthropology{it is the daily round of work of men and women:

il
the making of tools; sequential events at market days; indicating the
frequency of various activitiee and transactions involving netural
resources, work organization, and produce disposition. .

To present folk-views sensitively ‘,{r{ﬁm{fw[ﬂ M is more difficult

than to report observable sctivities. A distinguishing characteristic

of good ethnography is that the reader come away with the shared meaning

d [
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to the people studied, of activities and institutions the people regard
1

as important. Tt is the study in depth that is fieldwork, the immersion

in the community life of the people, the leaming of their language, that

enable the Tieldworker to characterize the folk-views of thelr economy,

ibion, and eculture. I would venture to suggest that an

Al

social organiz
egreed-upon 1ist of the dozen most wvaluable etlnographies would have
in .common an unusually sensitive portrayal of folk-systems of belief and
value-~the inward meaning of activities and relaticnships. It is in

£

the presentation of folk-views that the artistic component of anthropology
is most evident. TIndeed, one difference between conventional economics
and anthropology is that economics is almost never concerned with folk-

views motivations, or values, but only with impersonal matters of

price determination, national income determination, growth rates, ete.

T “
LT.v*m:-- E ST -
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ve the anthropologist clues as to what activities,

x T e e PR Syny ok W = i - - P 4 e : bt o ST
1N8TITUTIO L?H'F onships A qqasy are important in the society being

studied. Malinowski chose to write at great length about the kula (19022)
and about agriculture (1935) for several reac sons, one of which is that

the Trobrianders regarded the kula and gardening as important activities.

Perhaps one mey generalize here. If one asks why anthropoleogists cloose
to emphasize certain features of a people's community life and ignore others,

one answer is that the anthropologist takes his e¢lues from the people--
from their activities and their folk-views. TFor example, the terminology,
cations, and theory of kinship are the subject of
detailed analysis not because of some eccentric whim of anthropologists,
but because kin relationships, and ihe f1WHLh,*dLE obligations, and
activities derived from them permeate social orpanization and community

life, So too with economic metters. If Bvans-Pritchard cheoses to analyze




in detail the role of cattle--a topic not stressed by conventional

economics--among the HJQ;J;; is because cattle are important to the

Nuer 85 Jjudged by Nuer activities and Nuer folk-views. As with religion

and Kinship, if anthropologists put different guestions to primitive

-t

economy from those economi 5 put to our own, is because in some
ways the structure of primitive economy is different from our own.*
The economic anthropologist's most difficult task is to analyze
the economy he studies. IT is in giving his analytical interprefation
that the secientific component of anthropology is most evident. But the
analysis of a primitive or peasant economy requires a theoretical grounding

| =

which is altogether less certain and less agreed upon than is the analysis

of theoretical approsach LUH,{{{

#h%h¢§§WMJ¢irﬂy'ha put as follows: there are two ready-made bodie
| _fﬂﬁl}? aud
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that were created to analyrze industrial capitalist economies, conventional
T L ey s 'r 1 =5 o L i e o,

economic theory and Marxian theory. The question that confronts the

anthropologist is whether to borrow concepts and leading ideas from these
and to put the same guestions to his anthropological data thatl economists
put Lo our own economy, or to use a special set of concepts and leading
ideas, and put different guestlons to primitive and peasant economies = —
g’
€5, indeed, some combination of the two.

The problem does not seem to arise--at least in as contenticus
a way (Cook 1966)-- in other branches of anthropological inguiry.
Anthropologicts seem not to debate heatedly the guestion of whether or
not to borrow concepts and leading ideas from Western religious theory
(Christianity and Judaism), and politieal theory (democracy and dictatorship)

to analyze primitive religions and political organization.




Nothing 1s so misleading in ethnographic accounts as the
description of facts of native civilizations in terms of
our own (Malinowski 1922: 176) .

The mistake of judging the men of other pericds by the
morzlity of our own day has its parallel in the mistake

of supposing that every wheel and bolt in the modern social
machine had its counterpart in more rudimentary societies
(Maine, guoted in Bohannan 195 ,?i: < & i

-most anthropologists have ceased to take their bearings
in the study of religion from any religion practiced in
their own society (Lienherdt 1956: 310).

One important discovery made in ... [African Political
Systems] was that the institutions through which a soclety
organized politically need not necessarily look like the
kinds mf nﬂlﬁtiﬂal institutions with which we have long
been familiar in the Western world, and in the great
nations of Asia (Gluckman and Cunnison 1062: vi).

We can now point out another reason why the choice of 2 theoretical
approach in sconomic anthropology is difficult and contentious. The
literature of economic anthropology contains descriptions of hundreds
of economies in Africa, Asia, TLatin America, Qeeania, ete., and anthropologists
are professionally concerned with many aspects--aside from economy--of speial
organization, eculture, and human behavior. In contrast, conventional
economics, (with the minor and recent qualifications of comparative economic
systems and economic development) is concerned with one type of economy,

industrial capitalism, organized on a nation-wide scale, and econcmists

4

are professionally concerned with a narrow range of matters and exclude

entirely from their formal analyses matters relating to social organization,

-

_ culture, and human behavior. Economists have (what appears to anthropologists)
ﬁ unified theory and set of concepts because they are concerned with the
impersonal determination of prices, incomes, and growth rates in industrialized
market economies and not at all with those social and eultural matters that
differentiate the U.S. from Japan from Germany. A question of great

importance in economic anthropology, the relation of economic to social

&""Il-l--ln-l‘..'-|£"|.-:I-i"-l'|Jr i =% v !J”I!rf_ '-"'. -
organization, does not arise !IFﬁEE;ﬁFEHif'_hﬂLUEH theﬂ?yf:pykﬁ:ﬁuih

theolyry,
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The choice of which analytical model is best in economic anthropology
the
is further complicated b};lutJE for a general theory--a single set of con-
epts which would yield fruitful insights for all economies, those studied
hﬂ anthropologists as well as those studied by economists and historians .
I share Gershenkron's skepticism about general theory:

There is a deep-seated yearning in social science to discover

one general approach, one general law valid for all time and

all cl:mud. But these primitive attitudes must be ocutgrowm

[Gershcﬂkrﬂn 19510 . 255]. -

The guest for general theory in a field in which the data are drawn
from hundreds of primitive and peasant societies studied at different
points of time is ancther Important contributing reason for sustained
controversy In economie snthropology. Those who search for/generzl

¥ Fr oo e S + 1 = ’ -4 b ol LW 2]
theory iﬁ,%@iﬁb il /b *th dpdllokyy in fact use the economic theory of
industrial capitalism as a base, seek for similarities to our own system

al = = o § V5

in the anthropological universe, and translate the economic institutions

it

o primitive economies into the conceptual language of market economy

(TLeClair 1962).

What is required ... is = r&arﬂh Tor the general theory of
economic proce ture of which crthmrﬁriﬂv econcmic
theory 1

case (LeClair 1962: 1188).

s reguired from economic anthropology is the analysis
cerial in such a way that it will be directly comparabl

with The material of modern economics, matching assumption
sumption and so allowing generalizations to be
ultimately framed which will subsume the phenomena of both price

and non-price communities Iinto a body of principles zbout
human behavior which will be truly universal (Firth 1966: 1k) .

The pupebpbed difficulty with this aporoach is that economic anthro-

pology is concerned with an extraordinary range of theoretical matters

in an extraordinarily large set of economies: it is concerned with structure

and performance of both primitive and peasant economies. under static and

—

dynamic conditions. What Firth and LeClair suggest be treated under a single




theory--whatever this means--is assigned in economics (and sociology)
to several Tields: price and distribution theory; ageregate income
theory; growth theory; comparztive eccnomic systems; national ineome
accounting; industrial sociology, ete.

Here lie those difficult matters which are least understood in
the suctained controversies over theoretical issues in econcmic
anthropology ih%b &% need several sets of analytical concepts because
of the several different kinds of questions put to the data. In economics
we have one set of analytical concepts to answer the question, "What
determines prices in U.S. type economiesi” And we have a different set to
answer the guestion, "What determines gross nationzl product?”-- and
yet another to answer the question, "How is income dividedgs"

ILater in tThis paper I shall argue that a fruitful approach in

economic anthropology is to separate the areas for theoretical analysis

F g
as, indeed elearly done in econcmics)./ And that conventional
3 K

peasant economies and the performance of all econcmies; but that the

analysis of the organization of primitive economies under stetic conditions

and questions relating to change, growth, and ?u"ﬂldﬂﬂ:ﬂg Ifor primitive
and peasant communities require conceptual categories different Trom

those used in conventicnal e:ﬂnjminﬁ.\;

A further diff dculty which complicates the cholice of analytical
approach E?}?gﬁ@ﬂédb/hx; d{ﬁhﬂ;ﬁtﬂ is due to there belng two rather
different ways of perceiving an economy: one is to concentrate on economic
behavior of individual perscns and the motives that impel the individual
behavers, so that the economy is seen as a cluster of individuasl actors

and their motives.
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Economics ... has long been confidently felt to ineclude a
tolerably well-defined type of human behavior.... None of

these definitions [of economics] covers exactly the same

area of behavior as any cther. ... Even economists have

long claimed to eguate the material side of life with economic
behavior. ... Since this definiticn doeg not lsolate smy type
of behavior from any other type. ... ITf the unity of economics
arises out of the Tact that it deals with priced goods, then In
some primitive soecieties 1t is silly te loock for any behawvior
that can be called ‘'economic.' ... Economice in this view focuses
on a particular aspect of behavior and not on certelin kinds of
behavior (Burling 1962: LD?}Uk;,_GJ:nll}

The other is to perceive the economy as a set of rules of social organization
(analogous to polity and political rules]: so that each of is is born into
"system" whose rules we learn. The activities and transactions of
participants are perceived as responses (fulfillment or deviation) to
these systematic rules. This i1s how the Pplanyl group regards an economy,
2

and, indeed, it is the approach used In comparative economilc systems in

contrasting $he organization (rules) of Soviet and U.S. economies.

=)
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Thogse who percelve an economy zs a cluster of individual behavers

freguently equate those economic activities the behavers undertske with
explicit cholce of those actlvities, and believe that such choice affirms
the economics textbook dietum that in all economies there must be choice
of what to produce, how to produce it,and who is to get how much of what
ig produced. This way of introducing the topies of resource allocation,
production functions, and income distribution in industrial capitalism

to beginning students in economiecs, Is useful because the individual
AW LR

households and fims iﬁZmarknt economies such as our own are confronted

with many expliclt cholees: which of thousands of goods and services

to buy; which of hundreds of job markets to enter; which of dozens

of products to produce; which of several techniques to use to produce

them. These alternative thoices are subject to fine caleculation

because industrial capltalism makes extensive use of money and pricing,

and because there are real alternatives among which choices can be made
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without calling down social opprobrium. For example, the American farmer,
entirely depending on market sale for livelihood, must choose explicitly

o m ] p [ el | - - - 4 - - - L L 4 ‘.dr
how much of each kind of cash crop to grow. The relevant Qﬂnﬁiﬂﬁrﬁtlﬁﬁﬁfﬁ AL
not perscnal taste, soclal obligation, or physicel yield, but physiecal
yield times expected money price compared to money costs of production.

He makes explicit "economizing" decisions about costs relative to

expected market revenue for the several alternative crops he

{3
k]
i

.lf__,Fl‘EJ'J,

and the several alternative combinations of rescurces he can buy to grow them.

i
')

In subsistence (non-market) economies, the gquestion of explicit

-
| |

choice among real alternatives does not as frequently arise. (This is what
an older generation of anthropologists meani by the importance of custom
and tradiiiﬂn.} A Trobriand Islander learns and follows the rules of

economy in his society like an American learns and follows the rules of

lansuage in his. An MAmerican is born into an English-speaking ctulture.

ch

In no sense does he "choose" to speak English because (in mos

no altermative Is presented te him. So too, the Trobrisnder is born into

a yam-growing economy. He does not "choose" %o plant yems rather than rice.
A L g'-'-:'

much of each of pgEve o

or how to apporticon a

iven werk day to several tasks.*

tined for
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In the Trobriand subsistence economy, produce

et
i

sale to others, so it is personal taste within the eco cal constraints

T
. =
-

set by resource endowment, the technélogical constraints set by known
techniques of I]D&‘Ztldﬁjﬂnﬂ the social constraints set by the cbligation

to provide sister's husband with yams that dietate how much of each crop

is to be planted.*® BSo too for Tikopi:
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»«»in Tikopia on any given dsy a man has in thEﬂ g a choice
between working in his orchard and going out fishing, in a
canoe or on the reef. It might be held that he wlll decide
according to his preference at the time for an ultimate yield
Of corps or an imncdiate one of fish. Bub in practice his
choice may be rigldly determined by social and ritual con-
siderations. The recent death of a man of rank and thE taboos
associated with mourning may bar him absolutely Pr@n any resort
to canoe fishing cut at sea, although such may otherwise be his
preference and would yield him a greater material return....
Moreover, the pericd of his abstention from cance=-fishing tends
t0 vary directly in accordance with his propinguity of kinship
to the dead (Firth 1966: 12).

-] A

We can now examine in detail the consequences of the special set
of theoretlcal difficulties that confront economic anthropology: sus-
tained thecretical dlisputes in tThe literature and the existence of

three frames of reference q‘bhﬁ analytieal treatment of primitive

and pesant economies,

3

1epretical Dispuces and Positions

4

The point of contenticn which has aroused heated controversy is the

/
{extent to which the concepts and leading ideas of conventional economic

theory should be adopted by anthropolcgists as the conceptual language

l"-
=il )
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with which to analyze primitive and peasant economies\(Firth 1958: 63).
Unlike Auden's academic warriors who "fight with smiles and Christian
= i P - | A A T 4 K 3 - 5
names,” some of the participants iIn this dispute display the feroecity

of’ those engaged in theological battle, a battle which has now became

9, £h. 1
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a thirty years war (Goodfellow 1939: ch.l: Firth 19-
Herskovits 1940: ch. 2; 1941; 1952; Knight 1941; Polanyi 194b: ch. L;
1947; 1957a; Rottenberg 1958; sSahlins 19 ; Dalton 1961; 1962; 1965b;

}&ﬂﬁﬂkaiﬂﬂhfkﬁﬁhltﬂﬂfuﬂalghlﬂéékfiﬂﬁﬂh} LeClair 1962; Burling 1962;

Cock 1966).
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The anti-Polanyi group argucs that the leading ideas, concepts,
and terminology of conventional ecenomic theory {ecmnmmizing} maximizing,
elasticity, supply, demand, capital, etc.) are usefully applicable to
primitive as well as peasant econcmies studied by anthropologists; that
the basic similarities between primitive and peasant economies and
industrial eapitalism are gufficiently close 8o that some sort of
general economic theory--embracing the very large number of economles
stuﬂie@thy'anthra;glngiEts as well as our own-- is both achievable and
desirable: and that anthropologists should learn more conventional

economics so 85 to be eble to put the same questions sbout economic

performance to their data that economists put to thelrs, and (as economists
do) quantify their data when possible (Firth 1957; 1954; 1965; Salisbury

1962: ch. 6=9).
With a few exceptions (Bohannan and Dalton 1;1? Dalton 1964), the
Polanyi group has really nol concerned iiself with peasant economies. My

own view is that some of the concepbs used and the processes analyzed

in conwventional economics are relevant Lo peasant economic organization

(i.e., where dependence on purchasing land and labor and on the market
sale of produce is guantitetively importa ntl}and in deseribing ecanomic

performance~- the guantity and composition of output and the distribution

of income--for any economy, primitive, peasant, industrial capitalist,

ol
or industrial eommunist. But that the di rfﬁrknt}'bE*hEEH primitive economic
organization (i.e., where market transacti :ﬂL;f respurces and produce
are absent or present only in petiy amounts) and our own are so great that
(; epecial sel of concepts, leading ideas, and terms are necessary to
i
analyze these subsistence econcmies. Moreover, special analytical
CONCEPLs are necessary because social organization and culture--kinship,
politieal organization, religlon--affect eaunmm ¢ organizaticn and

performance so directly and sensitively in non-market systems that only a
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socio-economic approach which considers explicitly the relatlonships
between economy and society is capable of yielding ins cights and

- | § - - '...-'
generalizations of importance.|\ A different set of questions from those
sked by economists about our own economy should be put %o Primitive

economies: questions gbout the soeial aspects of economic organization.

The ties between producers tend to reach out beyond this

common interest in the act of production and its rewards

glone. A production relationship is often only one facet

of a social relationship. ... Economiec relations can ‘be

understood only as a part of a scheme of cocial relations.

...Economic anthropology deals primarily with the economic

aspects of the social relations of persons (Firth 1951;

136-38) .
The Polanyi approach focuses on economy as & set of rules of socisl
organization, on socio-economic structure (organization) rather
thali quantifiable performance (levels of output; productivity),

Ly iief

and maiﬁﬁiﬁﬁaujsﬁr use of the folk-views of economy. The early
work along these lines was done by Melinowski (1921: 1922; 1935) and
Mauss (1925). The more recent work of course stems from Karl Polanyi
(194k: ch.b-6; 19%7; 1957; 1960; 1963; 1964; 1966), and those who have
worked with him (Neale 1957a; 1957b; Bohannsn 1959; Dalton 1965a; 1967b).

One point of agreement between the groups is that knowledge of our
own economic system, industrial capitalism, should figure explicitly and

Importantly in economic anthropology. However, there is sharp disagree-

ment on the eppropriste way to incorporate conventional economics.

The "formalist" group takes what it believes to be the universally applicable

concepts of cconomic theory as that which is to be incorporated in
economic anthropology--scarcity, economizing, maximizing, surplus--
and fits the empirical data of primitive and peasant economies into
these concepts (Pﬂspisil[qéa ;Firth [I6S ). They also put the
economist's questions to primitive and peasant economies, questions
about capital formation, demand, income, ete., in the temminology of

Western economic theory and industrial ecapitalism.¥
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The "substantivist" (Polanyl) group argues that these formal
concepts of ecanomic theory yield useful insights when applied
our own economy because the rules of market exchange induce economizing
end maximizing activities; but to employ these terms to analyze non-
market economies is as distorting as 1t would be to apply the conc epts

Christianity to primitive religions. '_J#:ILT_*:{"' ek, \by Youttink the

ceTAoWisN's gu WKHLULHWKL a-primitive\ economy, quistione exdlusitely
f,,r::r' Bt ,LH" Iisbury 1'{915'\—!\:;_&:11 X __F_,ﬁhdd_ﬂ.t-‘: ~mportagt range\ of ajalysis
hay;u{ 10 Goarith-eConotyx as it-Telates fo-seglal organizatTon,~1X left

{"L-- Cl

1dﬂ1 cWF1Lﬁh onal econcmic enalysis was not invented to answer questions

gbout how kinship, religion, ete., affect economy, because o

-Ir

nomous nature of market processes in an economy integrated by merket

exchange; but these gquestions are iImportant in non-market economies . ¥

£

The "formalist" group confuses the ability to translate amy socio-
econcmic transaction or exchange (potl latch, kula, bridewealth) into

market terms with the usefulness of doing so (Homans

]
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Describing the potlatch as an ment which yields 100 per cent

S e I o P 1 R = e - - - o = -
1NGeress {Jqﬁu ]; brideweal th as the price one pays for sexus
Enﬂ_ d' et g A el =t ta e = |:r|""'-r1-:|1 l:“'6'ﬂ'| H. Ta) | - -\,-I e o ) e e ~ - o =T 7
OACSLAC seIViCes [y 120U ), and shell transzctions on Rossel
— . =l = i
Island as cash payments for market purchases (Armstrong 1924; 1928),
= L - ey 3 = )

suggests they are basiecally similar to ordinary commercial transactions

in our own economy. These are the analytical views of the anthropologist,

his interpretation of resl world processes which remain the same re

of what he calls them. Whether it is analytiecally useful to interpret

the potlateh, bridewealth, and Rossel Tsland shells in such fashion
o

:u:uﬁ?unts and usages, 8s well as the

depends on the folk-views of ik
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analytical assessment of the differences between these and commercial

transactions (Dalton 1961:10-1L; 1966).
As the literature of theoreticzl contention in economic anthropology

gErows, it becomes inereasingly clear that those who argue that convention

11}
=

1

economics is applicable te primitive economies--the Trobriand and Tiv

type of economy--have three things in mind:

(1) The first is the least difficult to unravel. IT 18 to regard
peasant economy &s the iypical case uc be analyzed in eccnomic anthropology
and to assume that what is true f'or peasant economies is also true for
primitive economies because they are both within the universe of anthro-

= - L T P | - el RS e B ~ S | o e T = A o el e i
pological interest, and somehow 2 single set of concepts and generalizatlions

el oped mATrket
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chould apply. Most peasant economies
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ecognomies, in which productlon Ior marset sale, the use of Western money,
atm amsmsras 1o9b3 15 o N B e et e o =Rt o sl 2 o T e ..-.a‘i Athar I oy o ITES C
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markes economies are present. The structure and performance ol the
= e = | . - - o = 2 i - L . i P e & - o
commercialized sectors of peasant economies are amenable TO aANalys.s
- - 4 L = = - — r.,. 5 iy e T e I e P -
and measurement in conventional economic Terms (preciscly DeCalSE MONEY,

’ = wd L < F - e "I = ol -y s g - pasy 1 ¥ gy e e - o s
prices, =nd mariets are 1mpoIrCallc ) - But this does not mean thet the same

(2) The second reason some anthropologists think conventl
14ieable to all economies is--to speak bluntly--due
to thel r imperfect understanding of economic theory and ites concepis.

From Goodfellow (1939) and Herskovits (1952), to Burling (1962) an

=T,

Cook (1966), there ls Ingrained misunderstanding of what economisils

A
L g e 1" b s 4

mean by "economize," "maximize," and ratlonal choice." Given cost

and demand schedules for a firm, there is one price-outpuv combination
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at which a firm m&ﬁimiﬂﬁﬁlﬂ&{ltﬁkﬁﬂEQMkﬂ;Eﬂ;kﬂgﬂE;qifQEpﬂgﬂfﬁﬁ%pipﬁfﬂﬁqﬂ&L
Anthropologists misuse--or better, mis-translate--this piece of analysi

by erroncously equating all purposeful activities with economizing or

meximizing, and then Jumping to the conclusion that because economizing
and maximizing choices are made, economic theory must apply.

Dur primary concern in these pages 1s to understand the cross-
implications of the process of economizing (Herskovits

From this point of view, we are "economizing" in everything we
do. We are always itrying to maximize our satisfactions somehow,
and so we are led back to the notion that economics deals not
with a type but rather with an aspeet of behavior. This economic
view of sociely becomes ... one model for looking at society.
It is a model which sees the individuals of a soclety busily
ngeged in maximizing their own 3“+iffﬂttfmnz-—ﬂezirt for power,
sex, food, independence ... (Burling 1962: 817-818).

The only way I know of disabusing them of such misinterpretation

for them to ask those economists who haye had

s
cn

of economic coneepis
occasion to deal with anthropology or primitive societies--Irma Adelman,
Arthurs Lewis--for a critigue. Because &8
Tikopian chooses to Tish today rather than tend his garden does not mean
that the economiecs of Tikopian fishing or gardening 1f;1¢*ﬂ¢:u*_b?i by

1lnear programning or oligopoly theory.

N ' a & - s e -

(3) The third meaning of applicabllity of conventional economics
To primitive econony concerns measurcment of performance and output
and the description of primitive economy in market terms. I have

comnented at length elsewhere on the distortion which results from
using market economy termms (capital, credit, investment, money) in
non-market econcmies, and T will not go intoc these matters here

(Dalton 1960; 1961; 1963; 1965; 1966

d
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several branches of applied econcmics and statistics are concerned
with quantitative measurement of economic structure (e.g., input-output
analysis) and performance (e.g., national income accounting), for large-
scale, nationally-integrated industrialized ecanomies {E.g.: the U.5.),
and, with appropriate conceptual revision, economies of the coviet tyme .
Moreover, some kind of measurement of output is possible for any type of
economy, no matter how primitive and small, because it is always possible
Lo measure output and performance in terms of the inputs used (labor days

to build a hut), or in the real terms of the outputs themselves (tons of

Salisbury's book on a primitive economy in New Guinea before and
after the Introduction of purchased steel axes is cited by Firth (1965)
and Cook (1966) as proof of the ebility to apply conventional economics
to a primitive economy because Salisbury does some rather elementary
calculations such as the number of man-days of labor regquired to produce
a variety of items (1962; 147). Such caleulations can be done for ary
econony--Robinson Crusce's, a medieval manasécry,an Isrdeli kibbutz, or
Communist China. But they have nothing to do with the applicability
of conventional measurement, such as input-output analysis or national

income accounting. All that is done is to contrive erude analogies, such

as the labor tTime expended In building a thatched hut. What is the connectlion

between such simplistic counting of labor days or numbers of yams and
national income accounting? My fellow economists, I believe (e.g., Deane
: v 4
1953), would answer, very little.
X lHThe use of Marxian concepts, terms, leading ideas, and assumptions
(surplus, exploitation, primitive accumulation, stages of development,

class struggle) iz a third theoretical approach to economic anthropology.

However, among those anthropologists who write in English there is only




e
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an occasional borrowing of Marxian ideas (such as economic surplus) rather
than a systematic attempt to apply Marxian analysis to Frimitive economies
(Herskovits 1952: Part V; Pearson 1957; Harris 1959; Dalton 1960; 1963) . J

]‘ﬂ'r l"'\ ﬂl"l'rf.i“-'
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(Eﬁf A THEORETICAT, FORMAT FOR ECONCMIC ANTHROFOLOGY

A theoretical format for economic anthropology which is Judged widely

Juglue

to be useful mus L;iﬂﬂii;u@bffjgt{;}fthmﬂﬁ underlying difficulties which
create disputes. Specifieally, it must be clear about the similarities
and differences belween our own economy and primitive and peasant economies;
about the relevance of conventional economics to economic anthropolo;
and it must contaln an explicit statement of the matters to be a analyzed in
economic anthropology.

It

Whet is an Economic "System™?

One of {Hig many semantic difficulties in economic anthropology is

1T 11 -1

that the word "economy" (like the words "society" and "eulture") has no

size dimension attached to it. We can speak of the economy of a hunting
bend comprising a few dozen persons or the economy of Communist China

comprising severzl hundred million.®

Whatever the size of the economy it will have several features
in common, threoe of which are of special interest. 1) Whether the
human group is called band, tribe, village or nation, and whether its

eéconomy 1s called primitive, peasant, capitalist, or communist, it

-

consists of people with recognized social and cultural affinities--kinship,
religion, lanruapij eighborhood--expressed in some sort of shared community

or social life. This means that two kinds of goods and specialist services

must be provided for internal use (i.e., within the community however defined):




food and other material reguisites of physical existence, and goods and
services for religion, defense, settlement of disputes, rites de passage,
Cnd
and other aspects of socisl ,Lﬂammun1+f,“Jfb ﬁﬁ{tﬁhﬂl 1ife. The acguisition
or production of material items and specialist services necessary for
physical and soeial existence are never left to chance because neither
individuals nor caommmities can survive without them. It is for this
reason that it iz useful to regard all communites or societies as having
an economic system. The word "system" refers to structured arrsngements
and rules which assure that material goods and specialist services are
provided in repetitive fashion. IL is one task of economic enthropology
to spell oul these rules and systematic arrangements for that special set

Q¢ cked
of ‘E%I'\EJLLE?; of interest to anthropologists

& -

(2) & qﬁnmnd_ﬁ A48l similarity among econcmies is that they all

1]

make use of some Torm{s) of naturazl resources (1and, waterways,

=

minerals), human cooperation (division of labor), and technology (tools,

and knowledge of physical aspects of production or acgquisition processes—-
- rainfall, spil, and climate conditions, thich plants are edible, habits

of game animals, etc.). Fach of these features requires a set of social

rights and obligations. The rules for the scguisition,

&1

rules-~-specifie

use, and transfer of rights to land, we call land tenure; the riles
specifying human cooperation In production processes,- we call work
organization; the existence of tools and technical knowledge in any
economy means chat there will be rules for their acauisition, use, and
transfer.

Two general points emerge: The rules specifying rights of acquisition
or usage of any of these components of economy may be expressions of

f'u_,{a.i Ll ;}f"...ur":'-)

kinship or pmliticﬂliFﬂﬂ%jlgljbﬂa, in which case the economic component
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15 ineﬁtricahly related 1o the social (both observable activities and

folkK-views will indicate if such iz the nﬂse), and we have g socio-economic

practice, institultion, or process. Aboriginal arrangements for land tenure
in parts of Africa are cbvious examples, where land is aequired through

kinship right or tribal affiliation {Euhanﬁun 1954 1963; Schapera and

LB

Goodwin 1936: 157). Secondly, what we call economic organization, or
structure, or institutions are the rules in forece through whieh natural
TESDMTEE%Jh:mEH cooperation, and technology are brought together to
provide material items and specialist services in sustained and repetitiwve
fashion.

(3) A third similarity 1s the incorporation of superficially
similar economic devices and practices in economies differently
organized. Economies as different as the U.S., the U.5.5.R., and the
Tiv make use of market places, foreign trade, monetary objects, and
devices for measuring and record-keeping.

In summary, all socletles of record--~those studied by anthropologists,
historians, and economists--have structured arrangements to provide the
material means of Individual and community life. It is these structured
rules that we call an economic system. Economic anthropology, as it is
done by the Polanyl group, is concerned with delineating these social
Tules of economy by describing activities and folk-views, and analyzing
prﬁcesses and relationships In the small-seale, prc-induﬁtrial communities
of the underdeveloped world, and making comparisons between primitive and
peasant economies on the one hand, and the industrialired developed
economies of the West, on the other. 8o too with the eomponents of
economy: the allocation of land and labor, the organization of work,

the dispositien of produce, and the organization and usage of fomm

of money, markets, and external trade.
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However, there are very important differences among economies--

r'\-.
.

fialn

differences in structure and in performance, and much valuable analys]
lies in contrasting eccnomiecs with regard to the following: teclinology,
size, and physical environment; transacticnal modes used to allocate

o e T o .l_- =1 1 8 '.-"1' ] .-li-. e P Wl i o i B e T =1 T.T- + -
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guestions such as these are relevant: what i1s the range of poods and service

n

mprie . [ i P! | e = e [y I - e e - e :
produced; what are the relative gquentities produced, how egqually or unegually

is real income distrib T_.u?-rcli' {I.h.tf L,L‘['Uvs_

Why Study Traditional, Static, Subsistence Economies?

— =

I have recently been chastised in print (Cock 1966) for--among

I_.|

other vices--analyzing in detail the structure of trad itional, statie,
suosistence economies such as the Trobriand Islands in Malinowski’'s

. o A TR e -
time . ¥ Tn the mid-1960's very

B . = X a1 w - T - - - 4 ) s E
all of vhem undergoing various kinds and degrees of economic, social,
ultural, and technologiczl change . *

made in other branches of anthropology: do anthropologists criticize
4= =y A e ot e 5 TLoL ~T) = L T = SRR R = L

each other for studying tradiiional political organlization or traditiona

rellgion because--like traditional economy-- they are now undergoing

4
=
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change? Indeed, why study history, then, since it is conecerned with

of

-

ocial organization no longer in being?

{n

e
il

Questioning the usefulness of analyzing traditional econom

1s an example of an odd double standard in anthropology. Anthropologists

l--'
e Tl

who would condemn out of hand a theoretical approach which regarded

£
primitive religion or political organization as being simply varisnts of
dﬂﬁkppﬁyn k??tﬂhﬂ}jﬂifmﬂii;ﬂilhgrg%PEJmLuﬂtEu;héln; S\mplx vaflianfsicd
Furpopean religions and polities to be analyzed in the conceptual langusge of

Christianity and democracy, neverthelesg approach primitive economy

L
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though it were a variant of capitalliem to be analyzed in the conceptual
language of supply, demand, elasticity, capital, maximizing (bride)price,
etc. (LeClair 1962; Pospisil [G43).

To answer the guestion specifieally: Anthropologists have old
and new reascns to study the organization of static, traditional,
subsistence economies, even in the 1960's when these are changing .

One old reason is precisely the same that justifies their studying

any aspect of traditional social organization and culture--religion,

polity, kinship, language: to find out how these are (or were)

organized in as many societies as we can (Levi-Strauss 1966), and then
ﬂ'iif»ﬁj!’fif P (LR

make;generalizations about these and compare them withz;ﬁt own Western

systems. BEut there are at least two special reasons why it is important--

even at this late date--to study Lraditional primitive economies.

I assert that the theoretical portion of economic anthropology
has been poorly done. Compared to the theoretical literature on
kinship and religion, economic anthropology is underdeveloped. T do
not mean to suggest that theoretieal light began to dewm only with

the publication of Trade and Market in the Early Fmpires. Malinowski

i

(1921; 1922; 1935), Mauss (1925), and Pirth (1929: 1939; 19486)--to
name only the outstanding--have made theoretical contributions of great

importance. But much was not done, and much of what was done was
v
done poorly.( And it is Polanyi's work on modes of transaction, money,
markets, external trade, and operational devices that has begun fmportant
\

new theoretical lines of analysis,2nd, indeed, has allowed us to clear

#

up some old muddles such as "primitive money" (Dalton 1965), and economic

"surplus" (Pearson 1957; Dalton 1960; 1963).



There is another reason to be concerned with traditional

subsistence economies which Polanyi's work (Polanyi being an economic

historian) illustrates. Tt is a great pity that some of those who

sought a theoretical framework with which to analyze primitive and

26.

peasant economies (Gﬂﬁdfc]lﬁw 1939; Herskovits 1952), turned to writings

PUSE ~ yclucdi e
ol ﬁbﬂwﬁqﬁiﬁhi}mecmnmmic thecry for conceptual guidance instead of

writings on pre-industrial Furcpean economic and soeial history.
Pirenne ( ) Bloch ( }, Weber | | ), and Finley (
St ot bt st
have more to teach anthropologists about pre-industrial econcmic
organization than do Marshall (1920), Knight (1941), or Robbins (
Because the peoples and communities of Afriea, Asia, Iatin
America, and Qceania traditionally studied by anthropologists are
experiencing the several kinds of change we associate with economic
development, industrialization, urbanization, and the formation of
nation-states, anthropologists are increasingly concerned with the
processes and problems of socio-cemomic cnange. There is a rapidly
growing literature of thecry and case studies (Smelser
Beattie ; Douglas 1965; Brokensha 1966) . Indeed, seversl
anthropologiste have returned to places they did fieldwork in twenty
Or more years earller, to study socio-economic change (Mead '
Firth ; 1G66).

I suggest that analytical insights end generalizations gbout

socic-economic change have to be based on firm theoretical understanding

of traditional socio-economic organization (Dalton 196ha; 1965¢). Change

is always change of what is; and what i5, depends on what has been:

"Any planned growth is embedded in a set of institutions and attitudes

which come from the past" (Keyfitz 1959: 2




— e

S
ﬂl{dﬁb{,{i&{#{rj Qlu can illustrate the point from European and

American experiecrnice. How
k

is it possible to understand the causes and

consequences of those New Deal, Fair Deal, "Great Society," changes

in U.S. economy and their counterparts in the English end Scandanawvian

welfare states, except by knowing the structure and performance of

19th and early 20th century capitalism in Burope and the U.S5.7 How

is 1t possible to understand the impact of Western money on subsistence

economies in Africa unless one first understands the nature of Iindigenous

money &nd its uses, which, in turn, requires knowing how indigenous econcmy

functioned before the monetary incursion (Bchannan 1955; Douglas 1958; Dalton

1965a). So too, in order to understand why litigation over lend rights

sometimes occurs when land is first made subject to contractual purchase

and sale, one has to know the nature of land tenure before land was made
Procecsses of modernization--industrialization, the expansion of

commercial production, etc.--zre extremely complicated and ramify

into 211 segmenis of scelety and culture. Many of the anthropologieal

studies being undertaken are addressed to two broad guesiions, both of

which require knowledge of traditionsl, "pre-modernizatim" structures:

(1) What are those features of traditional social organization, culture,

polity, and economy which make for recepti
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technological, economic ‘!{-.Lr";iiiu and cultural innovations--modernization
-"‘} L'I.['-I: _ti--"
and development (Douglas 1965)7 (2) what ﬁ%ithv "impact" --processes
'—

of se

|.".-.|‘

uential change--on traditional social organizaticn and culture when a
group undertales enlarged production for sale, the use of Western money
and technology, and incorporates other such innovations (Gulliver 1962,

Firth and Yamey 190 l;_}
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Conceptual Categories in Economic Anthropology

Conceptual categories in economic anthropology, e.g., "prestige
economy ,” "spheres of cxﬂt:ugﬂ:” 'reciprocity," as in any scecial or
Physicaf science, are not right or wrong, but very useful, less useful,
or useless for analyzing some real-world process or problem. Conceptual

ategories are definitions invented in men's heads and made with a specific
purpose in mind. The purpose is to answer some question of interest zhout
some portion of reality worth knowing about. When one theory supersedes
another (as when Keynesian economies displaced the quantity theory of mﬂgﬁy,
or when nuclear physics displaced guantum physics), it is because the new
conceptual categories of the new theory allow investigators to answer
questions of importance about real world processes in a way Judged superior
to the earlier theory. The judges are the professional audiences of
economisis in one case, physicists in the other.* The concepts of

Keynesien economies (e=.g., the consumption function), are judged by

economists to be superior to the concepts of the gquantity theory (e.g.,

velocity of eirculation) in explaining the process of aggregate income

determination and its fluctuation. The reason T italicize is to insist
w o

jkﬁtdﬂftnﬁt concepts--and the theory they are attached to--can only

be judged useful or useless in relation to their specific application.

We should judge methodology, conceptual catego ories, frames of reference--

id & word, theory--as we judge mousetraps: not by elegance of desi
3 s — - wl )

or strength of materials, but by how many mice they catch when put to
work . *® o Ep
@-?,?me{(
The point 1~‘TEXﬁﬂ§v“ri}}I’\fiﬂbl“ to all academic fields of inguiry:

the oedipus complex in Freudian theory, role expectations in Parsonian theory,
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elasticity of demand in Marshallian theory, are like special-purpose
meney in Polanyi's theory: definitional concepts invented by men
to allow them to make statements of analytical interest about a real-
world process. We judge the concepts by the insights, conelusions

and generalizations reached through their use.*

Feonomic Anthropology as Part of Comparative Economy

The economies of direct interest to anthropologists are the large

SEL oI subsistence and peasant communities in Africa, Asia, Latin
America, and Oceania.® The focus of analytical interest is either their

traditional structure and performance before serious Western incursion

(Malinowski 1 225 1935; Firth ]9&9], or matters relating to socio-

. - - e
economic change, growth, and development (Hunter , Firth 1966;
Geertz 1962). In either case, there is an important literature
outside of anthropology. The fields within econcmics which provide

- - = ¥ " i
complementary information ﬁiﬂiﬁ‘ﬂﬂu4gﬂhﬁ(5ﬁk;q;d;h are pre-industrial

e L S Al O AT . -
economic history (Pilrenne 1936; Rostovatefi ), comparative economic
systems (Grossman ; Carr 1951; Myrdal 1960), and the institutional

literature of economic development (Lewis 1955; Myrdal 1957; Hagen 1962).
ithropologists conventlionally make comparisonz among primitive and

peasant economies (Mauss 1925; Wolf 1955), and between these and thelx

own Zuropean or Ameriesan economy (Salisbury 1962; LeClair 1962) . Only

rarely do they attempt compariscons between primitive economies and economics

of pre-industrial Burope (Goody 1963; Beattie 1963 Fallers

baw

Godelier 1965), and I have yet to come across a work in economic

anthropology which shows awareness of the structure of Soviet economy .*




Meconomic anthropology is best done within a Tramework of

comparative economic systems which draws on all economies of record
The analysis of both static and developing econom: o= 15 now scattered
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Teble 4

— » Conceptilal Categories, Leading Tdeas, and Belevani stions in

Economic Anthropology

I

A.

Traditional Static Eeonomies

™ TR " 5 = L] .-FL = ] -
1. Primitive, without centralized policy (TErdhr;anas, P
Neur, Lele)
2. Primitive, with centralized polity; chiefdoms, kingdoms,
empires (Nupe, Bantu, Tnca, 18th Century Dahomey .
2 e Somt { ok s ! {-1,'. [ZELTTE x A atud Guatircns [ o Soman bl i 3
Analytical Distinctions for Primitive and Peasant Economies
(the same categories can be applied to nationaf developed
economies such as the U.3. and U.3.5.R.)

1. Structure (Organization)

1. Gize of economy, technology, and ecology (natural
resource endowment )

11. Transactional modes (reciprocity, redistribution,
market exchange in internal and external transactions;
dominant-integrative modes distinguished from petiy modes)
iii.

Organizatlion of production processes: (a) allocation of
I'l

resources (land acquisition, use, and transfer: the
acquisition, use, and trarsfer of labor; dHeldepliditics,
e\ and\ traksfen of \Igbpys the acquisition, use, and
transfer of tools and equipment). (b) Work organization.
(c) Disposition of produce. (d) Specialist duapiecd dudt

Thery  Arsmonebad i,
iv. Organization and role(s) of external trade, if any
(reciproeal gift trade; politically administered
trade; market trade)

V. Organization and role(s) of internal markets and
market places, if any (marketless economiss; petis
merkel places; small-scale market-integrated

economies., Resource markets and produce markets)

vli. QOrganization of money and money uses, if any
(distinctions between general-purpose and special-
burpose monies; between commercial and non-commercial
uses of money; relation between pdqhayind money uses
and transactional modes)

vil. Operational devices, if any: record-keeping,
accounting, and measurement devices (quipu strings,
pebble counte); devices of culture contact (silent

N

trade, ports of trade; border markets)

viii. Prestige economy contrasted with subsietence economy
(transactional spheres, conversions)




3l

1x. The relatlon of economic to social organization

(the place of economy in society): social control

of resource allocation, work organization, and
product disposition; soeial pguarantees of livelihood
through resource allocation and emergency subsistence

2. Performance

i. Range of goods and specialist services produced or
acquired.

il1. Level of output; fluctuations in output; frequency of
dearth or famine (emergency devices in dearth or
famine: use of trade partners for emergency gifts; use
of less-preferred foods; emergency conversions--sale
of treasures, valuables, and people to strangers for
food)

iii. Distribution of real income: how equal or unegqual?

iv. Distribution of cubzi

stence goods contrasted with
distribution of prestige g

goods /.l fife Lid :L,“' .Jfl;.f'f'c‘.sz I;?!‘J

C. BSpecial Points Relating to Static, Peasant Economies

1. The nature of market organization and de
with national, developed market econcmie
capitalism™ 1is an accurate description.

pender LE cortrasted
s; why "penny

2. Peasant economy &nd culture before and after the Tndustrial
Revolution.

3. The m““urﬁ of traditional and market economy; of
tradit 1 and modern technoclogy; of traditional social
ﬂTgﬂﬂ;EdLLDH and culture and elements of modern culture.

. Primitive economy and soclety in comtrast to peasant economy
and society, and in contrast to industrial capitalist
economy &and soclety.

Clbhn lf: -.:,._.;n,

IT. Soclo-economic Change, Growth, and Development: Segquential Process L

1. Two fields of economic development: econcmics (national
development--from above), and anthropology [?ammunity
development-~from bﬁlmwl}

2. The reasons for the complexity of the subject(s) of change,
growth, and development.

3. The distinctions between degenerative change, economic
growth, and socig-economic development.

L. Almost invariebly, change, growth, and development are
initiated from outside the small community of anthropological

cCOonceril.
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ECONOMICS, ANTHROPOLOGY, AND ECONOMIC A?TT[-?RL’;-'L-L{.?L}#'

George Dalton
Boston University
The social science disciplines, economics and anthropology,
can be regarded from two points of view, As areas of professional
study having, so to speak, lives of their own, they are fields
of specialized interest subject to research, development, and

growth, Sc tnat, as distinct disninlines, each h s a h;stnry. ¥

o T AR 1-,3 L gy o1 s i, .I;.:I'l'rmj...r T '.l.:.'l:'
and its nwn spe:ial vnnabuléry, ploneer works, major emphaseﬁ.
T gt J\_ { T '_;. e T
nd leading principles, i
~ : l x g P p ('.f'f fr?lt[" ‘dal‘.r'ﬂ"'h)

"= But social science disciplines gfe Tirg F?aﬁféi%%?TiFrf%E}dE
of inguyiry. In varying degree they cuntalniénalytical tcchnlques,
substantive empirical knowledge, and theoretical generalizatinﬁ;)
relevant tc the solution GE social problems., Indeed, at least

N one of them, economics, i; sgiagéﬂféagﬁiiented, that some of
the best of its nractitinners;-includlng Adam Smith and John

Maynard Keynes~ederived their major works expl :itly in pursuit

L)
1 of policy solutions for contemporary problems,- ln a word, each /

& A A e ,: g A
i Lf-J-l--"'

L social science is both/ /inner-directed by the puih of its own

-~ pasfjand its own :nnventiuns. and outer-directed by the pull of
impértant social problems,

> . (3 1t is most unfortunate that the two fields of interest to this

paper, economics and anthropelogy, for the most part have developed

Wil

independently of one another., As a specialized field of analysis,

Fl i

economics was established in response to two societal innovations

| A
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“Aatuce-
occurring in late eighteenth century England, and their general
diffueion in nineteenth century Europe and America: the use of
machine technology within the institutiocnal mkmx setiing of price-
mﬂ#%ﬁ? factor and output market integration. Not only the most
important of thgigtﬁlfields of economics, price and distributien

theory, but almost the entire family of sub-fieldse-money and bank-

ing, international trade, public finance, business cyclese-were
special
concerned exclusively with the spmkkdl structures and problems

of market-organized indusirialism, Indeed, until about 1930,

e
_.nl'-_"-'_ . /:j‘

there was nn{EEEEfsub-fieldiés comparative economic systems, The

prevalent interest of economists were such that QEEEE_their view=-
— i
{éEEEEE;tnerE were no economic systems to compare, YZhe world of,

say, the late nineteenth century could be divided into three

parts: (i) industrialized countries, all of which were organized

on the same basic margft pattern; (ii) non-industrialized countries
and colonial areas in%ﬁEEﬁgﬁichnntact with the industrialized
West, i.,e., producing agricultural commodities and natural re=-
sources transacted through world markets; (iii) noneindustrialized
countries having little or no economic contact with the industriazl-
ized West, and organized along feudal or primitive lines. The
"economies” of categories (i) and (ii) were amenable to orthodox
economic analysis. ngﬁe of category (iii) were of no interest

to Western economists.,” Analysis of kkm primitive economic
organization was the domain of anthropologists, not economists,

'ﬂ}Tum sets of world events have had the result of widening

q,u/ _ff’ £




to
the spheres of interest @& economists, and, it shall be pointed

out, increasing the importance of economic anthropelogy.

“H ) The #tig events of the last thirty years have given rise

-\. i
u i

to several new sub-fields of economics, three of which are of
interest to-this papnr. Fnr the firgst time since machine tech-
) nology becamd inatituticnallzed in the West, new structures of
\ economic nrganizatinn were adopted. Russian Communism, German
Fascism, American New Dealism, and the British Welfare State have

in common that they are industrialized countries with systems of

|
fenunumic ﬂrganlzatign different frnm the ElEEEiGETJTGQE} of
IIL N ;-.'I _d-pF"W:mr"_-_'-

XYWt {SEE:EEEEQH}xlitsse:-fiir& m#fﬁgijcapltalism. which character=-

== 1.-.-\_-_.__

%ih_ ized all industrialized countries of the Jdate-nineteenth century,

1herefure, since 1930 the sub-fielda of comparative ecnnumig:

svitemﬁ, and EuecifiﬂuﬂIEE 5tudies (e. q.; the Scviet economy)

"'tq...-.  —
have become mrafwxx matters of professional interestz to econcmists.

%ﬁjmilarly. the new sub-field, economics of underdeveloped areas,

,:has come into being as a result of the socle-economic upheavals

\L in the cnlunialf@ﬁwm primitive parts of the world,

ﬁ‘ .,lhe general pmmpose of this paper is to show hew -the (cohtent
{\\ﬁ@fp n% traditional economic theory, and the new sub-fields af compar-

ative econcmic Bystems, raginnal studies, and Pccnumicﬁ of under-

developed areas, can be related to economic anthrupﬂlmgy (a sub-

s

:i;fipld which has been traditionally outside the interest of economists),

-
{r More specifically, three themes will be emphasized: (Iﬁ'The various

'|

/ uses to which economic¢ anthropelogy can be put, (§I> Some reasons

| 2 why economic anthropology is a less develeped and less cohesive
|, 1

s i i " - - _r‘f.:r.,‘, [y b " ; B
A A g At Lfmlb o : f ll*“‘ L

|




sub-field than others within anthropology. ( III) An outline of
what seems to the present writer the bases of improving theoretical

WO done in economic anthropology.

The Uses of Economic Anthropology

'éH There are two sets of reasons why economic anthropeology
Jf' j .

. A

for deserves |

-extensive treatment than 1t clUsto-

% J
4 ~marily rectives;—ihe ressons~-or-betier, foci of interest--are
3 <ot unrelated, but it will be conventent tq,diinﬂ,: separ-
L e J
a%ety, The first set may be llbeleﬁmww
. ;{__, has B2
,E i Vi 4 A ﬁ..f—*.. | -
Lf tr;j - LJ -may--eay- that all primitive commun-

ities have kinship and religious systems, one-may say that they

also have economic systems: systematic devices, procedures, and
organization which prﬂvidg,iﬁf;%%e sustained =, repetitive flow
and diffusion nfﬂggtefiéi goods and services, with integrative
institutiqpnfé ﬁ value sanctions which impart unity and stability

siem,
e 4o

omic Eystemsﬁara riot obscure, They stem from the ssecmtietTy

hiu-ﬂacial nature j; man, -e#y-—more specifically, from the fact
» ey
? 7 thatbuﬁesda a de“pendable flow of material goods for phystesi~ HS

w survival fm
#ﬂiuﬂﬁ;ﬁﬁﬂiﬂi;fnnﬂlinﬂA;éﬂéqnyzp eligious observance, kinship

Al
obligation, educaziional provision, political duty--all of

TEg reasons for the ubiquitous existence of econ-

T :J{“'Ilv“'-q
a-quianT erial goods and services, The fundamental means of

providing them are Ev?ffrhere the same: the natural environment
4
and human cooperation, 5¢—th!t‘-ﬂﬂitf&'1with kinnhipﬁ%l:nnumi:

institutions are a regular feature of every society, and no




anthropological study would be complete without a deseripticn

of their functioning. The word "institutionx" should bear special
emphasis in order that the impnrtant d}ﬁtinctian batwten technology
and acnnnmicsuis made :lear. To bﬂItﬂW*iadETtt! frum Paul Bohannan,
technology :andarnslg "man=-thing" relationship, whereas economics
concerns ‘man-manJ.relatinnshipaxﬁgith regard to things and human
servicusj{ To xxx illustrate iihply. the technology of steel-making
in a Enfiet mill is much more aking to that of an American stéel
mill, than is the economic organization in which each steel mill

is enmeshed. The distinction is additionally important, because,

/77 as vill be discussed in some de 1 bt-:-lnw, there X exists a whole
?L 1 ¥ _.:""*.L"-,.r*-q_ ‘-‘H’"ﬂiﬁ '-\ B2 H"?'“n-.a:,.'i
m

ily of uperatinnll Efxiggs sunh és money, external trade, J

accountancy, prices, market places, which, like technoleogy, © ACA A

~are—imstitutionalized in distinctly differentﬁﬁifs in different

economies, and indeed, in different sectnrs of the same economy. -

gy f

And it is paftly :yﬂfhe ?iffgfiff,rflgs fﬂ;*iﬂ*tiiﬁﬂﬁ tﬁfﬁ&i;‘1(?
~sof te:hnulugy mﬂmﬂimuim that we distinguilh among
economic "systems."
The anthropologist's first concern with the economic, then,
stems from his general concern with all important institutions
of primitive life, especially with those which appear to be
universal and thereby capable of comparison and contrast with
similar :nmpgnanta in other scocieties.
lg;nnngfanurc! of nnn:ngfﬁwith economic anthropology is

\ col b
o Mr LA lose ko

due to the "Colonial Revolution

of policy-making for those areas in the world undergoing pervasive




transformation--political, economic, technological, and socio-

logical, Here the anthropologist's training and interests give

him a unique position, Jn.this-cennection there-are-two-points

which should be undersgored., Theé tran#fﬁrmtng-ﬂﬂuntrii!’!r!' ,” 3” 1

and will be, develuping from an economic institutinna; o ne which
.plumk'. Wi LM 7

has been almnst the ¢@¢, province of the anihrnpnlngist Economic
theorif§ist.and the highly developed copplis of Western economic

.".r

theory have_ﬁbt been cnn:ern&dmwffh nonmarket-organized, nonindust-

.

rialized économic systegsf“;:d the outstanding negative features

of prinititifggnnﬁﬁic organization are the absence of machine

tech gy, and of the market pattern as dominant integrating

: the anthropeologist=-perhaps alone among
social scientists--is/-ewo—tu—spesk, professionally sensitized

to the danger of cultural disintegration inberent in rapid,

uncontrolled, institutional transformation. The economist and
the anthropologist havé’fJAdﬁééntal differences in outlook
concerning the industrialization of undeveloped areas, Trained
in the impressive discipline of Ricardo, Marshall, and Keynes
f } __[destgmed—for thée spéclul-soeio-economic structure and-problems-

‘;zif¥' of Anglo-America), the economist carries with him his ingrained
familiarity with market-organized industrialism, and its special
value emphases on individualism, the primacy of technical
efficlency,xnd material acquisition, and impersonal contract
obligation, %0 him, the bizarre features of primitive economic
life such as gifi-giving reciprocity, and the fact that laber

services and land are rerely marketed commodities, appear as




irrationalities and therefore ubﬁﬁacles 1o mgaraxxx rapid indust-

rialization and economic gruwth?fffg; economist pezceives.the
basic organizational problem of -undeveloped areas ‘@® how to

remove the cultural obstacles in order to implant industrialization

via cur own market pattern and its values.

Any public policy which is calculated to sharpen the aspirations

of backward peoples for goods, to make income-earning a more
powerful lever, toc indtroduce the competitive spirit, and to make
them over in our puritan image, so that they, toe, will lTﬁk upon
the leisurely as social pariashs, is fraught with danger,

backward peoples may very well be socially more stable as they are,
To make a revolution among the, destroying value-systems which are
ancient and rooted, may do enormous harm. But this is a risk te

be run and, possibly, the price to be paid for economic development,
in the backward areas, now, people live badly; they are malnourished,
badly housed, ill and diseased. To improve their conditions of life,
either more of them must work, they must work more hours, and they
must produce more in each hour of work; or they must be a charge on
the people of the developed areas, WiiRxXxas Our traditions must
becnme theirs, or they must remain poverty=-stricken, or the_world's
well-to-do must move a never ending flow of gifts to them, There

is ne other way out, (Hnttenberg 1952: 97)

___,.-_r

The anthropologist has /a different nrientatiﬁn for two reasons® he

weighs more heavily th;n the economist the sccial cost of economic

transformation, and he is not @grideologically committed to our
n;iﬁiern of economic organization. Io the anthropoleogist, there-

fore, the problem appears to be, how to fmstaxd introduce and

control industrial techniques so as to allow cultural survival,

or at least to impede and retard the disintegrating detribalization

which accompanies the invasion of alien practices and values, It

is well to remember that not only parts of Asia and Africa, but

England and Soviet Russia as well (during their pm initial periods

of industrialization) suffered such social decimation of cultural

forms and values., In the former, the introduction of machine
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technology- was-accnmnanied by. the institutﬁnnuli:ntlnnng{ an une
controlled market system whlch-tﬁmptiifﬂ-¢he gubnrdinattﬁﬁ”"T
traditional values to material acquistion. lhe "economic whips"
of hunger and pauperizatiun cnmpelled the labor force to comply

with the market-:!ﬂl:in:td needs of newly established industry.
Competitixion and the threat of bankruptcy made entrepreneurs
pursue profit maximization <$e-—component-ofwuhich-ie-cost-mimimiz-
atdemds The inhabitants of Manchester's slums became as detribal-
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of JIntegrative economic organization, the Soviet§ awbhesdties
enforced a similar subordination of tradtional values to achieve
saptd industrial expansion. The exonerating rationale was the
crucial need for output growth,
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experiences of English and Hussian industrializatlnn are guile C **ﬂzé
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African transformation. Adl-sebetThg industrialized countries,
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in thetr dominant pattern* cf integrative economic organization,

tnlluw either the English model of decentralized factor and out puit

marke lqppiew. or the Soviet model of centralized, redistributive
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plannin S ,
dr--nn-ET Etarting pnint fnr understanding ‘the multipla
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{Q areas, is the WHM indigenous economy existing mdﬁ—
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<pme mutually nffﬂftjﬁhu A central feature of primitive economic

i W/
lifemmw%wmfm—is what Karl Fulanyiﬁq& ?Bm

has called the "embeddedness" of the economic in social institutiops,
g - ‘4.?‘ b P U.HF:."(?E
In primitive society, the economy is not/autonomous ia-the—gemse
! § -'j:_ . 2
ni—hﬁvéngfiﬁia:n&ily_ﬁnhiﬁiul grfncIﬁIéa operatdis independently

of kinship, religlon, government, Eiuu Rather, economic trans-

-"’f.-l;_’.r athae /

acticns EI%ﬁEIpIEEEIEnﬁ of socially defined cbligation§, One could
not describe the principles of primitive economics without, at the
same time, describing the controlling social matrix within which
the economis-functions, Another way of stating such embeddedness,

is that from the point of view of the nafive! the econg }c system , .
el

il o s -1'“*_
is ususl¥y invisiblee-or b#ﬁrﬁ unn nsclc:-ur hﬂt ]{lut aw?e of ..J -
#4’. L
w_j.; .g,s,\ﬁa_e_p_a_r_aig entity apart mmﬁ ocial intequmén‘?\
g’# The exch!ﬁQ;% of archaic societies which Aau5;] examines are ptal
f social movements or activities, They are the“same time economie,
! Juridical, moral, aesthetic, relgious, mythological, and socio-

murphnlﬂgical phenomena, Their meaning can therefore only be
grasped if they are viewed as a complex concrete reallty. g@tﬁﬂilli
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Evans-Fritchard 1954 : vii ¢)
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of Western technology and market nruanlzatlun lnduue au-h~pervasive

|—# r " k|
! i

social conseguencesr 7

“EIn-primitive communitiesy. the individual as an economic factor

is personalized, not anonymecus, He tends to hold his economic

position in virtue of his social po§ition. Hence to displace

him economically means a social disturbance. (Firth 1951: 137).
B i ot

-#na&ngﬂus examples of /gsmemeal social distuption induced f
by a luaaiiﬁid institutional change wirichrafTects—an~integresl

f 1
part. of a.wider-compdesx, are familiar to anthropologists., As, "rf"/{:’-"--{

Feor—example, when head-hunting or war were forbidden by colonial
nverseers}in societies in which eectal“Fectgnition, estimates of
self-worth, and pnlitical rank were determined by the exhibition

—l olr o " Rt e e

of war prnwess.: Similarly, the ecnnﬂmy“ is. so integrated with

’I-"

s@cial institutions, that economic change must jgﬂ:!!isignificant

] . F

social ehange, (L Sa = Y -

There is another use for economic anthropology which is
rarely discussed: the relevance of primitive socio-economic
pattern;ﬁ;umijricy problems of Western industrialized nations,

For an eccnomist to suggest that economic anthropélogy has
pelicy relevance for Western industrialized countries is to
expose himself to two different sets of professional criticism,
Economists are likely to dismiss the suggestion out of hand as
a joke of questionable taste: after all, what have the curious
habits of the natives to do with us? XK¥ Anthropélogists are
likely to accuse him of the cardinal sin of what might be called
ethnic no$talgia: the longing for a social structure akin to

Rousseau's distortion of primitive life, i,e., presented as an

organic idyll of beauty, simplicity, warm personal relationships,
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-
and, perhaps, also of permissive sexual exploration.

It will be argueazhere that just as Western economic organiz-
ation, experience, and theoretical analysis can be used as one
basis for deriving policy 'for problems of underdeveloped area
transformation, so too can knowledge of indigenous sccioc-econemic
patterns of primitive society be applied to help derive structural
reforms-in-the West, The point requires understanding to twe kinds
of social science empirical data and analyses: knowledge of the
recurrent forms of socio-economic infggration in primitive societies
(provided by economic anthropology); aﬁqunuwledge of the contem-
porary patterns of economic nrganizatinnxiq the West, and their
recent and historical antecedents {proiidedeYuecnnnmic theory,
economic histery, and comparative economic sysgkmﬁ}. It will be %y
Iﬁh-n how the post-1930 changes in YWestern economic structure,
policy, and ideological nurm?have changed the relation between
economic and social institutions. The place of the economy in
society has moved closer to that found in the primitive world,

Four points of similarity esp®c¥aliy will be dxiﬁféﬁ;d¢ (i) the
social contrel of eccnomic institutions; (ii) the enlargement

of the redistributive sphere of economy; (iii) the changed organ-
ization of operational devices; (iv) the increased institutional

nik i% 1ﬂ1LJJﬂ?‘AHdmrI

& amallOn o
M{IM J"H r T8 Zi

In the West since 1930, there has been a gemeralized mnvement

away from the nineteenth GEntUrWWEElf-

regulating market ecunpmy. The imstitutiocnal changes-which.mazk

the transfurmatiun‘lliﬁ laissez-faire capitalism, in each case

expression of non-material rewards from Wﬂrk

entaiL;fﬂa retention of machine technology, but a reformation of

-'---




12

the Ecnnnmynintegratingjurganizatianal structure of the uncontrolled
market system., German Fascism, Russian Communism, the British
Welfare State, and American New Dealism are various systems of
social cﬂntru{thich have ta altered or superseded the (relatively)
uncontrolled market determination of aggregate output, resource
allocation, and income distribution. For Anglo-America, the

more important structural changes can be put into four groups,

all of which have relevance to primitive economic organization and
to underdeveloped area transition,

Economic structural change induced by governmental intervention
in Anglo-America has taken two main forms: the political regulation
of previously uncontrolled factor (e.g., land and labor), and
output markets, usually to reduce the degree of price fluctuation
and thereby enhance the income and employment security of workers
and owners; secondly, the increased use of the redistributive
mechanisms of taxation and governmental spendihg for war, welfare
service Riivisinn, full employment maintenance, and growth
purposes,” In addition, the post-1930 departumes from laissez-
faire capitalism alsc entail the use of "old" operational devices
in different organizational settings, and sometimes for novel
purposes, For example, in uncontrolled market economy, external
trade was carried on almost exclusively at the business firm level,

and transacted on the same market principles as was local and

nationwide internal trade. Since 1930, new organizational forms awd 7/ding

have emerged: lend-lease, the Marshall Plan, point four, reciprocal
trade agreements, government purchases in bulk for domestic resale,

offshore purchasing arrangements, and inter-governmental loans are
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cases in point. So too with the operational devices of taxation

and money uses, The very specialized forms which operational

devices had in uncontrolled market economy have been changed along

with the more basic structural changes previously cited, (The

seemingly bizarre devices of primitive economy==bride-price paid

in special meoney, silent trade<<become more comprehensible, Once
fnd B Lned trods

it is realized that devices such as moneypare--like language and

mathematics=~flexible tools capable of perfoeming varied functions

in wholely different institutional contexts, we become free of

the intellectual constraints impnsed(ii market=economy precenceptions
S

of what, e.g., money is and must bel),~—

Along with the organizational changes in the West involving
the social control of markets, the increased use of redistributive
mechanism, and the changed roles of operational devices, have
appeared changed value emphases which have become institutienalized,
Two especially deserve consideration because economic anthropology

A0, TLRRTTUYE APPPLR SNTY
demonstrates similar emphases,in primitive economy.

An outstanding characteristic of primitive economy is a
socially guaranteed subsistence minimum, The threat of individual
starvation for non-performance of economic tasks is not used as
a negative incentive to induce effort.

« « « the productive or economic system was usually arranged in
such a fashion as not to threaten any individual with starvation.
His place at the camp fire, his share in the common resources,
was secure to him, whatever part he happened to have played in
hunt, pasture, tillage, or gardening.

Here are a few instances: Under the kraalland system of the
Kaffirs, 'destitution is imeusﬁible: whosoever needs assistance

Y

receives it unguestioningl (L. P. Mair, An African People in the
Twentieth Gentu;x, 1934), No Kwakiutl "ever ran the least risk
ry' (E

of going hun «» M, Loeb, The Distribution and Function of
Money in Early Socliety, 1936}.__TTﬁern is no starvation in sccieties
living on the subsistence margin' (M. J. Herskovits, The Economic
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Life of Primitive Peoples, 1940)., In effect, the individual is
not in danger of starving unless the community as a whole is in

a like predicament., It is this absence of the menace of iddivid-
ual destitution that makes primitive society, in a sense, more
humane than 19th century society, and at the same time less
'economic.' (Polanyi 1947: 112

|
It is true that the malingerer, the lazy, and the incompetent are

usually punished gogcjally for their unsatisfactory performance
through public scorn and less of prestige; but they are not
punished materially in the sense of being allowed to starve,
Material security as a matter of social right seems pervasive
in primitive society, Part of recent institutional change in
the West has been the adoption of such values and the mechanisms
to make them effective., Indeed, in the United States, it is only
within the last twenty-five years that material security wvalues
have been institutionalized on a national basis: minimum wage laws,
old age pensions, unemployment insurance, government aid teo the
indigent.and incapacitated--all have the effect of increasing
material security. We too have decjided that they who do not
(or can not) work shall mot perish, — Indeed, an issue of
domestic poliey at present is the possible extension of such
values into the spheres of higher education and medical services,
Another area for relevant application of economic anthro-
pology te Western market industrialism, concerns the inereasing
recognition of the importance of work gratification (in the
economist's term, "psychic income"), and attempts to devise {i:j
institutional policy for its greater realization and diffusinn.lT
Subjective gratification from work, aside from its material

rewards, basically is of two kinds, both of which appear in




primitive economic life, The first stems from craftsmanship:
the enhanced self-respect and creative satisfaction from the
experience o¢f a job well done, The second is the more frequent
experience of social communion: work gratification which stems
from the fulfilment of socially defined obligation, and from the
web of social relationships in which the work is enmeshed (e.q.,
satisfying associations with others on the job, or social
approval of the work done), Deliberate institutionalization of
such non-material motivation forms a part of the ethical aspiration
of democratic socialist phé%jfﬂph?’ as well as of Russian and
Chinese Communist practice.lel

In all these recent Western adaptations and shifts of value
-~the political control of market spheres, the enlargement of
the redistributive sphere, the varied use of economic operational
devices, material security as a built-in social right, work
motivated by non-material impetus--economic anthropology presents
parallels both of theoretical and practical interest, The indigenous

structures of socio-economic integration in primitive societies can

serve as model for Western market industrialism in one primary way:

we can learn from them that the scheres of economy can be so
organized that they embody the same moral values that we in the
West traditionally reserve for the special spheres of kinship

and religion, We can "re-embedd" the economy in society--indeed,

}WSMT as we have been doing peripherally, especially for the last thirty
3&%& -#;;;;;?L More specifically, we could retain machine technology,

.1
Z\ﬁ" material abundance, and valued cultural freedoms, bhalf so change

%Pﬁﬁth\ our structures that the seeking of material self-gain as a primary

A
R e M e ".} WS :
value~-~and its organizational expression, the manifold institutionalized

.}QL ﬂ
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deceits which debase human relationships--be changed. The point
is te make economic organization reflect moral values and social
ties, Such is what Marcel Mauss had in mind in a rare pelicy

statement derived from anthropology:

Hence we should return to the old and elemental, Once again we
shall discover those motives of action still remembered by many
sccietles and classes: the joy of giving in public, the delight

in genercus artistic expenditure, the pleasure of hospitality

in the public or private feast. Social insurance, solicitude

in mutuality or cooperation in the professional group and all
those moral persons called Friendly Societies, are better than the
mere perscnal security guaranteed by the nobleman to his tenants,
better than the mean life afforded by the daily wage handed out

by managements, and better even than the uncertainty of capitalist
savings, (1925: 67)

Mauss is telling us., . ., how much we have lost, whatever we may
have mximed otherwise gained, by the substitution of a2 rational

economic system for & system in which exchange of goods was
not a mechanical but a moral transaction, bringina about and

maintaining human, personal, relationships between individuals
and groups, vaans-Pritchard 1954: ix)

But moral exhortation is useless unless accompanied by institutional
change which makes the new morality operastive in functioning
experience and values, Localized inter-personal patterns de not
become general unless ihe underpinning of institutional means

are provided for their larger expression, and the new morality

becomes internalized as valued personal virtue, socially recognized.

thi@“ﬂ [E plead for the restoration of that unity of motives which should

oM . inferm man in his everyday activity as a producer, for the re-
oyt apsorption of the economic system in scciety, for the creative
PLLN adaptation of our ways of life to an industrial environment.

(Polanyi 1947: 115,116}:]

The application of knowledge derived from economic anthro-

ology to Western economic reform is, in a basic sense, symmetrical
polegy

with the anthropologist's view of the proper application of Western
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economic organlization to primitive soclieties in transition. If

one examined the orientation of an anthropologist charged with
policy making for such a primitive society, which types of economic
organizational forms and which pokicies would he recommend in order
to increase material welfare with the least social disruption?
Surely he would seek to retain those indigenous integrative patterns
which were compatible with the new industrialism, and replace

those indigenous forms which must be changed, with those specific
Western patterns sociocologically as close as possible to the old.

He would not urge the establishment of the rigorous laissez-faire

market economy of the nineteenth century, but rather the socially .
controlled patterns of present-day Anglo-America and Scandanavia@
Ihe point would be tc retain the old socio-economic relationships
and values which infused material security and social motivation,
in the new context of machine technology and controlled market
structure. Just as with us since 1930, we have retained the old
productive engine of machine technology and market structure, but
have increasingly reorganized and socially controlled it, so as

to infuse material security ?nd non-material gratification. The
crucial lesson to be lEarned;?:Em Western experience and from
economic anthropology is that an economic system can combine

a variety of different but compatible patterns--that technological
requirements do not necessitate a single kind of organizational
method independent of social goals; rather, that mach%ff)technulagy
can be organized so as to embody valued social forms, =

There are then, four connections between economic anthropelogy

on the one hand, and contemporary Western economies and the fields
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of economics on the other. (1) The general transformation in the
West from laissez-faire market economy to pervasive social control
both in organizational structure and in ideological norm, has

moved the relation between economic and social institutions closer
to those found widely in primitive society. Concomitant social
value emphases have moved in the same direction, the most obfious
two being the increased importance attached to material security

és a matier of institutionalized right, and to work gratification,
(2) Ancther set of changes from nineteenth century market economy
“in the ﬁEEE’whiﬂh also enlarges the areas of economic similarity
between West and primitive economy, lies in the new functions and
changed nrganizatimqﬁif such operational devices as money, external
trade, and taxation.— (3) Knowledge of the indigenous socio-economic
structures of primitive societies, i.e., economic anthropology,
together with an understanding of the nature and significance of
the post-1930 changes in the West, can be regarded as an indis-
pensable fund of social science analysis directly applicable k=
both to problems of underdeveloped area transition, and to comtempor-
ary institutional change in the West. Put crudely, "they" are
moving toward "us"™ in adopting machine technology and market
organization; but we have recently moved some distance towards

them in the social control of economic structure. The policy

pcint for each, is to help them avoid our early, painful phases

of market industrialism, and for us, in studying them, to help
clarify the social significance of our own recent institutional

changes. (4) Economic anthropology should be regarded as a part

of the wider field of comparative economicfsyusiems. Its incomparable

i
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literature of first-hand description of the range of socioc-economic
mechanisms and motivations we call economic systems, is a rich
source of potentially fruitful social science analysis and gener-
alization., Further, we shall indicate below how economic anthro-
pology can be used as a "control", so to speak, to test market
economy derived assumptions and value norms for their universality,
by empirical reference.
Put with slightly different Empj%is, econgmic anthropoloogy
can be regarded as having twe discipline uﬁﬂﬂ and two policy
uses, In its first discipline use it has long since been a
necessary part of general social anthropology. It could be made
an important component of the discipline of comparative economic
systems as well, Its body of empirical data and analyses has
policy relevance both to the problems of transforming underdeveloped
areaiband to the continuing organizational reforms of Western
industrialized nations,
5 The remainder of this paper will be concerned with the reasons
why a2 more fruitful and ccohesive field of economic anthropology
has not developed, and with suggestions for its improved analytical

base,

11 sources

of Ambigquity in Economic Anthropoloay

A prime
anthropology
relevance of

of primitive

source of ambiguity in the literature of economic
stems from the lack of clarity concerning the
formal econ

2
communities,

¢ theery to the economic organization

“yite naturally, anthropologists

interested in primitive economy have sought preparation by first
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studying the economics of their own Western society in the hope
of acquiring analytical insights which would be of use in their
field work. Such procedure seems additionally reasonable because
of the impressive success which formal economic theory has had
in analyzing Western economy. Unfortunately, it is not clearly
understood that much economic theory is inapplicable to primitive
economies, It will be useful to consider in some detail why
such is the case, T
23

Both the method and content of early eeonomic theory
were uniquely shaped by the two central features of the
institutional complex of nineteenth century British economy:

machine-using factory dindustrialism, in the setting of socially

uncontrolled factor and output market organization., Market-

’raxchange as the dominant pattern of economy~wide integration,

compels its participants to conform to very special rules of

the economic game. Everyone's livlihood is derived from selling

something on the market. Laborers must sell their labor, owners

of inanimate factors must sell the use of their land and natural
resources, and factory owners must sell their end-products at a
profit (which, in a competitive regime, requires economizing so
as to produce at least possible cost). The same price-determinin
market mechanism transacts the ingredients (factors) of productio
-=labor, land, natural resources, finance, tranapnﬁfatﬁén--as wel
as finished goods and services of all varieties. iﬂﬁ;ﬁ&, factor

ingredient markets are sensitively linked to output markets. Wha

should be emphasized is that it is market organization which

20
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institutionally compels its human participants to seek material
self-gain, Each must sell something in order to acquire the
material means of bio-social existence. The economic man of
nineteenth century economics was not a x myth, but rather a
convenient simplification of the institutionally imposed necessity
for each of the atomistic units in a dementralized, impersonal, [
socially uncontrolled market economy, to acquire his livlihood
through seeking material self-gain.

From Malthus and Ricardo to Alfred Marshall, a body of
economic analysis was developed primarily concerned with a single
set of gquestions: what are the forces which determine factor
resource and output prices in a market-organized industrial
economy? It is market-determined prices which allocate resources
among alternative uses, as well as determine the incomes of the
human participants. The supply~demand, market-price mechanism

the
is,all-important integrative device in a market-organized economy.

A
Further, the system functicned in an autonomous, self-regulating

way. The economy was apart from other social institutions in the
sense that government, family, religimnfdid not control market
nrganizatiuqhi:dt: results. "here soﬂiﬁl @mx institutions did
impinge on market forces, they did so only in an indirect way,
by affecting supply or demand conditions, and thereby market-
registered prices, resource allocation, and income distribution.
The market structure was self-regulating because it was only in

response to price changes made in markets that components of the

system moved. Any change in factor supply or demand, output

supply or demand, or their determinants got registered on markets
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by causing prices to change, which in tern induced buyers and
sellers to react by economizing i.e., seeking material cost
reduction or material gain increase. Indeed, wnen market
organization is economy-wide, it creates a market "society"
in the sense that some social institutions have to adapt them-
sleves to market needs:
A market economy can only exist in a market socliety, . . a
market economy must comprise all the elements of industry,
including labor, land, and money, . . but labor and land
are no other than the human beings themselves of which
every society consists and the natural surroundings in which
tx it exists., To include them in the market mechanlism means
to subordinate the substance of society itself to the laws of
the market. (Polanyi 1944: )
For example, the institutional fact that laborers are compelled
to sell their labor for a market-determined wage, means that
they must physically move to remunerative labor markets when
their present employments and wages fall, Thus, the location
of population conforms to market-registered needs for laber,

The question arises, why was it believed that the body
of economic theory derived from such a special institutional
matrix had applicable relevance to all eccnomies, including
the primitive? The reasons are several.

(1) The originators of formal economie theory derived theilr
analyses of market economy from postulates which seemed structured

24/

in the physical universe, and therefore universally applicable.

ln addition, the embryonic formation of economy-wide markets}
allowed the classical economists to use an "economistic"

approach-~a focusing on economy as separate from soclety, as
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having such an inner consistency as to allow the derivation of
distinct economic "laws" which operated apart from social
institutions, Even Adam Smith, who was asm much social phil-
osopher as economist, postulated as a universal, an innate
propensity to truck, bartier, and exchange, i.e., a ubiquitous
market orientation,

Especially significant in the work of the classicists was
the delineationmf of purely “economic motivation" (material
self-gain) as necessary and sufficient to induce laborers to
conform to market needs, William Townsend's apocryphai parable
of the goats and dng&ﬁ‘which he applied to human society, was
grounded on the explicit assertion that the "natural" force of
fear of hunger is the most efficacious inducement to work, and
the "natural™ regulator of population.
Hunger will tame the fiercest animals, it will teach decency and
civility, obedience and subjection, to the most perverse, In
general it is only hunger which c¢an spur and goad them on to
labour; yet our laws have said they shall never hunger., The laws,
it must be confessed, have likewise said, they shall be compelled
to work., But then legal constraint is atiended with much troubles
violence and noise; creates ill will, and never can be productive
of goocd and acceptable service: whexreas hunger is not only peaceable,

silent, unremitting pressure, but as the most natural motive to
%ndustry and labnur,ﬁé? calls forth the most powerful exertions.

=,
With Malthus too, immutable bioclogy was the starting point
for deriving economic laws: the natural fertility of humans (that
the passion between the ® sexes w is a biologically-given constant),

and that foed is therefore naturally scarce because of the pressure

of population growth, led him to deduce his subsistence theory
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of wages. Again, the conclusions of biology-~that the populations
of all paant and animal life are limited only by their food
supplies--were projected to the human world, HRicarde's postulate,
the law of diminishing returns, was also a natural phenomenon
from which he deduced his income distribution theory. The
paramethric assumptions of early economic analysis appeared
as physical truths., The derived laws of market economy were
thereby given the authopity of nature, It appeared that econemic
organization had separate physical laws of its own apart from
socially derived, mans-made law.

Utilitarianism provided the crowning sanction, again in
the form of immutable universal law: self-interest as the
wellspring of all human action, Material self-interest need
be the only regulator of the economic sysiem based upon the
physical nature of man and the univerSE.zT

ihe economistic approach which separated cut economy f rom
society, and derived a formal body of economic analysis of
market economy, received more refined expression later in the
nineteenth century (as market organization expanded), in the
works of Stanley Jevons, Karl Menger, J.B. Clark, and Alfred
Marshall, What is important for out purposes is that these
neo-classicists made theoretical refinements also derived from
seemingly universal truths: that the natural scarcity of material
resources in relation to unlimited material wants, necessitated

marginal cheice if maximum fulfillment of material wants was %o

be attained. Such treacherously ambiguous concepts as "universal

scarcity" became confused with general gmpirical fact.
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The institutional necessity for individuals to pursue
material self-gain in market-organized economy had ideo-
logical conseqguences in the form of generalizations about
the nature of man in society. An example is the economics
textbook homily that "man's" material wants are insatiable,
a dictum that often carries with it the implication of
immutable genetic impulse, If man's material wants are
insatiable, then scarcity of enahling means (most resources
being finite in guantities available) clearly exists by
definition; further, if man places great emphasis on ful=
filling his insatiable material wantﬁt(which are not of
equal urgency), then economizing, rational calculation
results, But if such is the case, it is clearly a socially
not a biologically derived result: a result which obtains
only in a society which places great value on material ac-
quisition and whose institutional structure forces its
members to behave accordingly. i ;?ﬁ; lo the extent that
the syllogistic chain--man's wa mgierial wants are infinite,
his material means are finite, maximum material acqguisition
therefore requires economizing ﬂalcu;Eiﬂn--is implied as

having universal empirical validity, it is wrong. It

confuses the universally correct, biologically derived
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postulate--man's survival requires material sustenance=--with
a special type of social orientation: man always wants more
material goods than he presently has;and is willing to go
to a good deal of effort and trouble to get them, If it is
once seen that the degree of importance attached to material
acquisition is most definitely determined by social institutions
and values, then it immediately follows that the presence,
absence, or existing degree of scarcity of enabling material
means in any sncietj}alsc depends upon social, not physical
gMx circumstances, Means are scarce only in those societies
in which man's material wants are regarded by him as pressing
and primary, maximum fulfillment of those wants is actively

sought and highly valued, and means are socially regarded
i %
as multi-purposed, (%)

(2) It is the erroneous identificalion of two different
meanings of the word "economic" which is at the root of
the ambiguous use of the concept of generalized scarcity;

an identification which is q,ite valid for a market-organized

ft, =

economy, but msdée woong when generalized to all Eﬂciitieﬁ;Lndydme

The Vi L -
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The word "economic" has two distinct and indepeadent
meanings, both in common use, but differing essentially

in generality of empprical applicatian,gﬁiﬁ the "substantive®

senge, economic refers to the material means by which human




wants are satisfied. The substantive meaning is perfectly
general in applicability, because all 5ﬂci#tiea;rﬂgardleas

of differences in natural characteristics and cultural traitgj
are somposed of human beings whose bio-social survival depends
upon the sustained provision of material means, Further, the
broad agencies of material means provision are everywhere the
same: natural endowment and the cooperation of inhabitants,
Therefore, with unambiguous meaning one can talk about the
economic characteristics of Imperial Rome, of the Kaw Kwakiutl
Indians, of the Benedictine Order of Monks, of nineteenth
century England, or of contemporary Russia--meaning nothing
more than the organizational systemfin each society through
which material means are ﬂrcvideq‘;:;ﬁ }:;ﬂlﬁiiﬂﬂ nothing
beforehand about necessary techniques, specific motivations,
or specific economic organizatinn, 1lhe existence of some type
of economic organizational system in each society is implied
for the following reasons: the exploitation of natural
resources requires some pattern of implemental technique

for the acquisition andfor creatlion of material goods and
services (horticulture, farming, hunting, manuflacture)., The
use of technique and of natural resources, and the appropri-
ation or division of materisal goods and services among the
inhabitants, require some pattern of institutional arrangement
to assure repetition of perfnrmanc%ﬁand conformity by the

participants}tn the established rules of the economic game,

It is the rules which integrate and systematize the use of
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natural resources, technique, and human co-operation, that
we call an economic system, However, the substantive meaning
of economic does not have specific usefulness in the invest-
igatinn of functioning Pﬂﬂﬂﬂmiﬂ?}bEEaUEP of the great diversity
of technical and institutional organization which exists,
But it does have the merit of pointing up the general exist-
ence of that minimum set of organizational requirements which
must be fulfilled in any 5nciety;%mtich underlies one of the
two common meanings of the term economic,

The formal (and special as opposed to general) meaning
of economic, also in common use, is described by the terms

"economical” and "economizing." It has to do with deliberate
calculation designed to maximize the achievement ¢of some end
or to minimize the expenditure of some means, It is important
that four aspects ¢f the formal meaning of economic be empha-
sized: (i) It has no necessary connection with the substantive
meaning of economic, It would be prejudicial to assume that
the organizaticnal provisionof material means of want satis-
faction is often, inevitably achieved through economizing
J ft. =¥(0/

calculation. (i1) Economizing calculation by no means
need be confined either thepretically or empirically to the
creation, distribution, or use of material goods and services,
Rather it derives from the general logic of rational action

which is appropriate to a large number of theoretical and

empirical situations which have in common explicit ends,

delimited means, and definite rules for the achievement of the




ends with the stated means. For example, econoemizing calcu-
lation unrelated to material want satisfaction appears in
games such as chess, in hilitary problems, and in preparing
for academic examinations, (iii) A primary field of economic
analysis (price and distribution theory) derives from the
formal meaning of Econnmiﬁgplus the posthlates that means
(factor resources) are scarce (insufficient in guantity to
achieve all ends), are multi-purpcsed (capable of fulfilling
more than one end), that the ends for which the material

means shall be used are graded (of differential preferment),
that the hierarchy of preferred ends is known, and that the
rules for relating the scarce, multi-purposed means tc the
graded ends be that (a) any end shall be fulfilled with

no more than the minimum means necessary to its fulfillment;
(b) no means shall be provided for lesser ends befecre provision
tor greater ends is made, (iv) The usefulness of economic
analysis derived from the formal meaning of Ecnﬂcmiﬂjcrucially
depends on the existence of an actual economy s¢o organized
that the very special postulates of the analysis are instit-
utionally fulfilled, For example, if it could be shown that
in some socliely the participants do not show an econeomizing
predisposition in their use of means (they use more than the
mimimum necessary to achieve the end), and their rules of
social organization dictate that some means may be used only
for one purpose (e.g., religious rules proscribe growing all

but one kind of crop on land), then formal economic analysis

is not capable of yielding fruitful prediction if applied to




%))
£t. kﬁ,

that economy,.

A unique aspect of market-organized eccnomy 1s that xhm
both weanings of economic apply: material want satlisfaction
(substantive) is provided through a special set of organizak-
tional practices which center on the materially self=gainful
(economizing) actions of the participents, made institutionally
effective through price-making markets for factor inputs and
commodity outputs. The participants need material goods to
survive; the institutional structure is such that it compels
sition, economizing performance, and provides
integrating unity and stability to such performance, TIhe
Iinstitutional complex whiech integrates the economic system--
which links together the f£f efforte of each and assures the
sustained provision of material goods=-is the supply=-demand
price mechanism, Conformity to the market rules is effected
through the appropriate motivation: the instituticonally
enforced, individualized pursuit of material self-gain
through market participation, One has to abifle by the market

rules to survive materially in a market-organized economy.

The fact that every society must have substantive economic
organization to provide material means for bio-social want
i_‘_,.-'% :‘l'. ':__II._II| l::‘l j
fulfillment, does not m&aqﬂ;h;i each must have that special

set of market-exchange institutions for which formal economic

theory was uniquely designed. Indeed, thereis increasing




evidence which suggests that the market-dominated economy

is historically and anthropologically rare. larl Polanyi

[ Dterut ) Owsteg, Deaasan (457 )

and his aaauciatesﬁhave shown that there exists at least

twe ocher patterns of internally integrating economic crgan=-

iza%icn beside the market-exchange pattern, for the analysis égz,

of which conventional economic theory is inappropriate.
Byt such is the tenacity of the belief that market theory 1s
universally applicable that one economist says the following!

What are the qualities which, it is saild, are pnossessed by
the economies for the study of which conventional analysis is
not helpful? They are: inflexible or slugglish prices or
exchange ratios; inelastic (sometimes absolutely inelastic)
supply; inelastiu (sometimes absolutely inelastic) demand,

The specifiw instances enumerated by the authors~--e.qg.,
set rates, customary or statutory equivalencies, gift trade,
administered trade, status-trading, trading parinerships, the
influence of kinship, magiec and etiquette on economic behavior,
noncompeting groups--seem to fall into cne or more ofx these
DeXES,

«.s.now, the conventional doctrine and technigues of
formal economics have much to say about economies Or markets
in which inflexibilities and inelasticities occur, It is neot
1rue that economic analysis cannot perform useful predictive
tasks in such economies, (Rottenberg 1958:676)

Rottenberg's use of orthodox price theory xm contepts
such as "inelastic demand" in reference to non-industrial
and non-market organized economies betrays what has been
called a market bias (Polanyi 1944: 43-45,58,274; Polanyi
1957: 14): the pre-judgment of empirical economic structure
by way of a priori assumption that the factor and output
market organization typified by industrial Anglo-America,
exists universally; and that the materially self-gainful
motivations (profit motive, maximization of consumer utility,

production at least cost), institutionally compelled by such




market organization on its participants, are also empirically

universal constants, It is true thal economic theory has a

good deal to say about inelastic aupply and demand eonditions,

bu* 1. 1s also true that what the theory has to say, it 5ays
sol«ly about economies s0 organized that fagaxr factor ingred-
ients and product ou*tputs are bought and scld threuygh market
apparatus, And the import of the work of Polanyi and his
associates (FPolanyi, Arensberg, Prarson 19057) is precisely
that such factor and output market structure and its attendant
materially self-gainful motivaiions, its special organization
of such operational devices as money and external trade, znd

t

s decentrdized individualism, do not exist as dominant

pattern in the primitive and historical societies they con-
der. Rather, that the production and distribution of material

goods and services are organized in ways completely different

twom those of the familiar market economy pattern r?EiTI::it?ri.{j

Xmaterial gift and tounter gift-giving motivated by social
L i L] E-g.i L)
obligation uer;v:gnf:cw kinshlp , as is the case with

' ft.8PC3)
=]

nd redistribe-

(5]

the ITrobriand Islanders (Malinowski 1922 );
ution, the channeling upward of material goods and services
to scocially determined allocative centers (e.g., king or priest),
wn® then redistribute the goods in accordance with socially
determined criéteria e.g., political, religious, or military
status, which was the dominant pattern widely appezring in

historical empires of Egypt, Rome, Mexico, Dahomey, and

ﬂgﬁﬂ
typlcally, in all feudalisms, @'
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(3) The relevance to economic anthropoloay of the distinction
between the substantive and formal meanings of economic
$hould be further emphasized, That all societies nust have
suhstantive economic organization means that there will be
simlilarities (bases for comparison) even between two widely
differéng economies--say, the Trobriaind Islands aid present-
day United States. Thus one could meaninffully talk abkout
the creation, diffusion, and use »f material goods and xmrike
-
servicese in each, as well as the role, of money and external
trade, and the organization of land tenure., rowever--and this
is the poink to be underscored--the fact thad the United

L
al

e+

ates is pervasively market-organized and industrialized

(and therefore amenable to analysis by formal economic theory),
t
«-1l2 the Trobriands is neiﬁhfr, makes the 8ifferences in econ-

dmic organization between the two more impertant than the

L=

1

c'milarities. It 1s on this point that much work in economic

anthropolecgy is misleading. The issue can be clarified and fﬁ; phﬁr
reinforced in three ways: (k} oy contrasting the questions

of interest te the anthropelogist investigating the economic
érganization of priﬁitivelsucifty{;nlth those the economist

asks in his own field; fgj by showing that the operational

. e the pareet SyStewm
derices common to primitive economy and, mxxkmk Western

A : N
f
are institutionalized and function differently; {éﬁ by eiting
examples from the literabuee of economic anthropoleogy to show
how the implicit assumption that the simidarities between

Western econemy and the primitive are more important than thex

differences, yields misleading results,




Iheypﬂ£ﬁ¢m of interest to the anthropologist invest-

six
igating a primitive economy can be classified into,fixw

overlapping categories: (i) technological processes(the

man-thing relationship); are they horticulturalists, fishermen,
geedeners, hunters, etc.? What technical devices are used? How
are canoes and houses built, land tilled, fish-traps made?

(1i) What is the level of material subsistence and how

secure is it? (iii) What is the ecological relationship?
#hat is the natural endowment (climate, waterways, land

acreage and fertility) from which livlihood is extracted?

[ivJ “"hich operational devices are used and how do they wufk?
Are there money uses? If so, for which types of transactions?
“hich types are transacted without the use of money? Are there
market places, external trade, or accounting devices? If so,
how do they work? (v) What is the place of the "economy" in

{“L'Eu T 0 - PO LADME, SR TG W R "q-"f-_.\:-m"'-’[:'.-, Ti:mﬂ-ih + Plilanad Slavi g \
the "snclet¥"ﬁthw are economic processes, material goods

flows, labor services, and land utilization organized and
transacted? How are they related to kinship structure, religion,
political authority, and other institutions of social organiz=-
ation? On what principles do things and personal services
change hands? What are the soclally sanctioned motives which
induce conforming participamtion in economic activity? How

are the inefficient and the recalcitrant dealt with? How

are the unusually efficient treated? (vi) Are there distinct

and separate socio-economic spheres with essentially different
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operational principles in each? Is it meaningful in terms
of the society's values and organizational structure to AT
Loz

distinguish betweenz spheres of subsistence, prestige, ritual?

Economic theory is not concerned directly either with
technology or social institd@tions. Both are regarded as
"given” in the sense of existing as part of the environment
within which ecopomic mechanism functions. Technology and
social institutions are only considered when they affect the
economic variables in which the economist is interested. Two
examples will xsx illustrate the point. For problems of
aggregate income, output, and employment determination, an
important quantity is the money expenditure by business firms
in purchasing new plant and equipment (producers' capital
goods). Innovations in techniques of proBuction, by changing
a whole complex of costs, proportions used of factor ingredi-
ents, and--essentially--profit expectations, will affect
yearly investment outlays and labor employment, and so is
of interest to the economist. But the anthropologist's interest
in technology is both more direct and somewhat different, The
economist is not interested in how the machine is built and
operated, asgtﬁe anthropologist K in how the fish-trap is

built and operated,

More importantly, the same is true of social institutions.

Perhaps 1% could even be x%a said that here the economist and
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the anthropologist have opposite interests: the economist is not

interested in the structure of social institions such as religion,

kinship, government, but only in their impact on economic variables,

Ihe fact of close integration of social and economic institutions

in primitive society, makes it impossible for tHe anthropologist

to describe the economic without at the same time, showing its

relation to the social, While for the economist, the fact that

the economic organization of market economy is a cohesive entity

in itself, allows him to describe it without reference to the social.
(4) A point of some imﬁnrtance coneerns the fact that a number

of economic nperétlﬂnal devlces--mnney, external trade, market

places, debi, prices--are in use both in Western market economy

and in the primitive., However, to conclude that because w both

35 )

"they and 'we have them, their ?ffinizatiun must be essentially
the same as ours, is not true.

lhe restrictive influence of the marketing approach en the interp-
retation of trade and money institutions is incisive: inevitably,
the market appears as the locus of exchange, trade as the actual
excnange, and money as the means of exchange. Since trade is
directed by prices and'prices are a function of the market, all
trade is market trade, just as all money is exchange money. The
market is the generating institution of which trade and money are
the functions,

Such notions are not true to the facts of anthropology and
history. (Polanyi 1957: 256-257)

The differences in the organization and functioning of
operatienal devices in primitive economy compared to Western

market economy, are more important than their similarities.

In Western market economy, money is all-purpose money, the same
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money instrument serving as means of exchange, standard of value,
store of value, and a means of payment (e.qg., of debts). All
factor ingredients (land, labor, natural resources), commodity
outputs, and services, bear price tags expressed in money and
enter the market, i.e., are transacted throughx the supply-demand
price apraratus. Indeed, even money is a marketed factor, the
price of which is called an interest rate, Further, the sellers

of all factors, commodities, and services depend upon such market
ol | 4

st | th wet
sale in order to getﬂﬂthe means of livlihocd, Where money is in

use in primitive economy, it is not general purpcse money, Rather,
each kind of money c¢an only be used for a special (and usually
narrow) range of transactions e.g., the use of cattle as a means

of acquiring a bride, but for no other transaction, The transaction
of factor ingredients, commodity outputs, and personal services

are compartmentalized separately. Most are transacted without the
use of money, do not enter into markets, and are transacted in
accordance with different sets of socially derived criteria (e.q.,
kinship cobligation inducing §ift exchange; political obligation
induecing payment to central authreoity), Of special importance is
the fact that where markets exist in prisitive economy, they almost
invariably are restricted toc commodities., Rarely, &f ever, do

lamd or labor get transacted through market apparatus. In primitive
economy there are market places, but not a market system i.e,,

an economy-wide pattern of m factor and output market integration
through which most goods and services are transacted,

In a word, in Western maxk economy the market apparatus and

general purpose meney are pervasive and dominate most spheres
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of material goods creation and diffusion. In primitive
society, the dominant spheres of economy are organized into
Xk® non-market patterms such as reciprocity and redis tr*?gi;un,
and the market pattern (where it exists), is subordinate.—

Similar differences exist alsc in the organization and
function ng of external trade: in Western economy, the bulk of
external trade is transacted on the same market pattern as
transacts domestic trade, both economy-wide and lecal; in
primitive ecnéf?y, non-market patterns of external trade are
found widely, !

(5) Those who attempt to analyze primitive econemy with the
formal economic theory, categories, and terminclogy of Western
market industrialism, are curiously selective in their choice
of specific theories to apply. Invariably, it is from one field
of economic theorj, price and distribution t eory (micro economics)
that they chanse.aﬂ The question arises, if price theory is applic-
able to the dominant spheres of primitive econeny, why not heynesian
aggregate income and emplyyment theory, national income acecounting,
and growth theory as well? The answer really, is that if cne
attempted to apply e.g., Keynesian theory to primitive economy,
it would become immediately evident that the assumption of basic
similarity of economic organization \the assumpiion which underlies
the application of Western price theory to primitive economy )
between the primitive and the West, is empirically indefensible.

In a word, it cannot be done. The basic contribution of Keynes

was to indicate why, in a decentralized market economy with

relatively little governmental economic participation (such as
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England or America in the early 1930's), the full employment
rate of goods and services produciion is not automatically
sustained, ©But rather that we experience sharp and deep

¥

cutput (income and employment) fluctuations. The basic
institutional reason is that in a u%ket economy, all income
is derived from the market sale of end products and services,
sold to private households (Eansumptinn goods ), business firms
(Investment goods), government agencies (Government goods), and
foreigners (Export goods); but there is no automatic mechanism
to assure that the total amount of such end-product purchases
by ¢,1,G,E, during any time period, will be sufficiemt to keep
the labor force (and machine force) fully employed, Further,
that the interdependence of each segment of the decentralized
market economy was sc great, that a sharp reduction in one
category of expenditures (say, business firm outlay on new
machinery, I) inevitably induced cutbacks in other sectors
\e.g., household purchas&é&, because those who earn their
incomes in the machinery industries, will be forced by income
cuts to spend less on household goods, One cannot apply such
analysis to primitive eccnomy for a basic institétdaonal reason:
the bulk ¢f material income is not derived from, and therefore
does not depend upon, market sales of output,

“"e have already indicated how the organization and functioning
of external trade and money are different in non-market patterns

of primitive economy., A related mattier of interest concerns the

application of other ccncepts, categories, and teiminclogy derived
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from Western economic analysis, to primitive economy,

The application of such familiar Western concepts as debt,
credit, capital, material services, and markets, is really nothing
more than imperfect analogy. Here again, the point is that % a
Western economic term such as economic service, or market, is
also used to describe a primitive device wh ch is significantly
different from the Western; and the use of the same term for both
obscures the differences, Usually, they are not functional
equivalents, but rather similar devices differently organized,
and frequently with different sociclogical as well as economic
functions. For example, in primitive economy, services are
always personal services xxmxy e.g., those performed by a healer,
a dancer, or a carver. “n Western economy services are both
persorBl (e.g., those performed by a medical doctor), and
impersonal, such as electricity and telephone services, Further,
in primitive society, personal services are usually transacted
in a special socio-economic sphere: only specialized personnel
(whose rights to perform are socially determined), and specialized

means of payment may be employed; that is to say, YWl personal

.; L] o, g, ‘L—L e
. : - : oh%
services are usually transacted on special principles, Yl from ,

other material transactions. In Western market economy, both
personal and impersonal services enter the market, just as do
tangible.material gnﬂdafixﬂn too with the concept of market

itslk:’:‘.ll‘=—"‘;“"“;J In economic anthropology, the term market always is

used to mean "market place": an actual site wherein goods get

transacted by buyers and sellers, In Western economy, the term
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market, is applied not only to specific market place sites
(the New York Stock Exchange, the Chicago wheat pit), but also
to diffused markets in a general sense: the market for engineers
labor, the automobile market--meaning the mass of putentialdﬁﬁLﬁﬁﬁ el 8
buyers of something, wherever they are located, Further,
diffused markets are so pervasive, important, and complicated
in Western economy, that they are classified many different ways:
e.g9., controlled and uncontrolled markets, factor ingredient and
output markets, local, economy-wide, and international markets,
competitive and oligopoclistic markets,

An example of market bias which distorts primitive economic
institutions by squeezing them into Western categories, is given

below, It should be noted that the implicii assumption of Boas
1EN
is that the similarity between Kwakiutl economy (and operational
ave
devices ), and Western market economy, 8 greater than the differences,
economic devices as ﬁw&uvﬁcibﬂ},
He therefore pre&entsﬁfunctinnal Equivalentsﬁatﬁnﬁ obliterateg

the essential differences,

Ihe economic system of the Indians of British Columbia is
largely based on credit, just as much as that of givilized commun-
ities, In all his undertakings, the Indian relies on the help of
his friends, He primises to pay them for this help at a later date.
If the help furnished consists in valuables, which are measured by
the Indians by blankets as we measure them by money, he promises
tc pay the amount so leocaned with interest, The Indian has no system
of writing, and therefore, in order to give security to the trans-
action, it is performed publicly. The contracting of debts, on the
one hand, and the paying of debts, on the other, is the potlatch.
IThis economic system has developed te such an extent that the
capital possessed by all the individuals of the tribe combined
exceeds many times the actual amount of cash that exists; that is
to say, the conditlons are quite analogous to those prevailing
in our community: if we want to call in all our outstnading debts,
it is found that there is not by any means money enough in exist-
ence to pay them, and the result of an attempt of all the creditors
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to call in their loans results in disastrous panic, from which it
takes the community a long time to recover.

It must be clearly understood that an Indian wheo invites all
his friends and neighbours to a great potlatch, and apparently
squanders all the accumulated results of long years of labour, has
two things in his mind which we cannot but acknowledge as wise
and worthy of praise, His first object is to pay his 8ebts. This
is done publicly and with much ceremony, as a matier of record,
His second object is to invest the fruits of his labours so that
the greatest benefit will accrue from them for himself as well as
for his children, The recipients of gifts at this festival receive
these as loans, which they utilize in their present undertakings,
but after the lapse of several years they must repay them with
interest to the giver or to his heirs, Thus the potlatch comes
to be mm considered by the Indians as a means of insuring the
well-being of their children if they should be left orphans
while still young, (Boas 1898: 681-682)

One might list some of the“wswembied differences between the
Kwakiutl and the Western transactions which BuaéiﬂfﬁfﬂIITEI!ﬂit“
7

e
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+o emphasize Eimilaritiesyipverlacts. (1) InJestepn market economy,
credit has a variety of functions .and-uses—the most—important—ef Suel
which—-ds the financing of business enterprise through b= short
and long-term loans. The recipients employ the amounts borrowed
in such meterdeddy productive ways as to be able to repay the loan
pauxk plus the interest charge, and still retain some profit &wem
TRE UsE of~bthve-doan. Such is not the case with the Kwakiutl,

(i1i) The debt-credit apparatus in Western economy is part of
market institution., The rate of interest paid on loans 1is a
variable rate, depending on supply and demand forces in the money
market. (iii) There is no status constraint on borrowing in
Western economy: one doces not borrow only from ones own lineage
group. (iv) In the above quote, Kwakiutl blankets are special
purpose money used fmx only for a specified range of transactions;

it is not general purpose money used for all transactions, as in
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market economy. (v) It is true that both in market economy and

in the Kwakiutl, the volume of outstanding debt may exceed the
volume of existing money; however, the mechanisms through which
both the volume of debt and of money are created, as well as the
conditions under which debt‘is called in for payment, are

entirely differeat; alsn?i;fdifferent the penalties for non-payment
of "loans" contracted, as well as the specificity of thgfggiigatidh.
(vi) The imputation of material self-interest as a motive in

giving gifts which must be returned with larger gifts, is an
injection of Western values: in Kwakiutl values, the chief motive
is seeking honorific prestige; the ultimate in the potlatch code
of homor is the outright destruction of wealth to demonstrate

one's aristocratic worth, (vii) The potlatch sphere transacts

some goods which are special to it, and in accordance with princi-
pades which are distinct from the subsistence sphere of everyday
livlihood i.e., the major portion of one's daily consumed and

used material goods and services are not acquired through the
potlatch, but through other mechanisms and relationships. In
Western economy, the bulk of one's livlihood is acquired through
market sale, All material goods and services enter the market—-

subsistence goods, prestige goods, as well asifﬁf debt-dredit
40

services, to which Boas compares the potlatch.

IIT1 Economic Anthropology: Institutional Uescription and Theoretical
Analysis

The literature of economic anthropology displays a sregusnit

o T

dichotomy: excellent fiimredeivard descrippion of NBELIGHING
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socio-economic organization, processes, technology, and values,
i -

combined--too often--with inadequate of fauﬂiy theopetical : _
: {Eho! ”’i"""fﬁ-ﬁw A

analysis amd-uermeralization. The dichotomy reflects the R e

institutionalized preparation, so to speak, of anthropologists.

Precise Hescription ed=data in_which._ihe anthrepoiogiet—immerses

himeelfy is a distinguishing w feature of the professionx and its

values:
And the means to be used to reach an understanding of institutions?
They are those employed by the anthropological field worker who
studies social life from both outside and inside, from the outside
as anthropologist and from the inside by identifying himself
with the members of the society he is studying, (Evans=Pritchard 1954:
viii)
Theoretical analysis, however, is already one step away from the
data j=which.is.more-~zisky and, perhaps, less valued by the pro- e
fession. Amdr—gs-we lfave-seeny the obfuscating precnnceptidhi_
of the economics amd=bire~ecoromy B# the anthropologisti's own
culture, make theoretical analysis of primitive economy yet more
difficult and less successful, But good theory is essential
both for understanding and for good policy.

Several general postulates concerning theoretical aspects
of economic anthropology will be given in order to clarify
the place of economy in primitive society, and the fundamental
differences and similarities between primitive economy and
“estern market industrialism.

(1) For purposes of theoretical analysis and generalization,

economic anthropology should be merged with economic histeory and

comparative economic systems, The three fields make up a common




45

fund of knowledge on most matters of interest to economic anthro-
pology, and especially those concerning the relation between
economic processes and $ocial organization,

(2) For economic anthropology, only the substantive meaning
of economic is of general application. For any primitive society,
one can only assume the existence of some kind of institutional
organizatlon through which material goods and services are created
and diffused, on a sustained, repetitive basis, to provide for
bio=social needs. OUne cannot assume as a universal, the necessary
presence of any special economizing orientation or institutions
such as those which pervade industrial econories, and economies
whose dominant organization is the price-making market,

(3) It should be understood that no economic "system®™ 1is
of one piece. Rather, that in any society--including our own,
and most certainly the primitive-~there exist spheres or sectors
ot economy with different principles of organization, different
sanctions to induce performance and conformity, different instit-
utionalization of upfratiﬁﬁai devices~-indeed, different moral
values for judging worth and performance. Even in our own society,
which is unusual for the numbers of goods and services which are
transacted through the dominant pattern of the price-making market,
there exist spheres such as family, gnvernmenﬁr_and military organ-
ization in which nnn-markeﬁ,patttrns operate, /S

S ey, sepled W ity A

(4 ) Nany ﬂpﬂ%&%tﬂﬂ!&‘ﬁ!?iﬁ!&harﬁ.univirﬂalﬂ, oTif-not

dufiiverssl, very frequently fcundlqh:primitive, historical, and

modern econcmies, However, division of labor, money uses, external




& I 4 6

trade, markets, ar® best regarded as flexible mechanisms capable

of use for different purposes and in a variety of organizational
structures. Here, the poverty of our terminology is a source of
built=in amb@iguity. Many of our categories, such as land tenure g
and division of labor are universals, but so colored by their wvems
emecied organization in our own economy, that when used as general
categories in reference to primitive society, they inadvertantly
%mpart the familiar, specialized meaning of our own. CUNCEPtURd==

{economic categories are.useful analytically, only when they fit

Bt ._I'I:.T'« i =~ 1 S
y - reit=?!!iﬁﬁstructures; hen diverse real-world structure IS-magde==
vy W . : g !
\ te=fit our specializamed categories, distortion results. Also,_-tiwe
J

reification of economic categories tends to create another type
of ambiguity, as occurs when the Western investigator of primitive
society seeks answers to questions whose importance is derived from
his own society: who owns-the means of production; how are govern-
mental services finance i:i"t is neither possible nor desirable for
the economic anthropelogist to shed his cultural skin; but surely
it is both that he differantiatei consciously and conscientiously,
between their values (and questions of importance to them), and ourxs.
(5) A “theoupeddecad point of gemsmed significance to economic
anthropology concerns the dominance of reciprocative and redistrib-
utive patterns of socio-economic integration, and the concomitant
fusion of social and economic institutions in primitive society.

Indeed, even the word “fusion" is distorting because it implies

the bringing together of separate elements. It would be bettler

to say that there is no conscious awareness of the " economy" as




&
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a set of practices and processes apart from other social instit-
utions<lin the-sense. thet-s three year-ovld-hes-ne-LONSClous
awareness. of -the grammar structure of the languege.he-uses). In

i & = ¥ " i B " - - [l -
the Western meaning, there is no economy" in primitive society,

only soccio=-economic institutions.
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See, G. Myrdal, The Peolitical Element in the Xxsxaxy of

Economic Theory (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1955;

translated from the German by Peul Streeten); also, J. Rocbinson,
"Marx, Marshall, and Keynes," Occasional Papers lo. 9, Delhi
Secheol of Economics, Margh 1955, For a strong case in favor of
the sccial sciences as tools with which to sclve social problems,

see R, Lynd, Khowledge for What? | Princeton N.J,: Princeton

University Press, 1938).

3
Nith the minor exception of some economic historians, See

e.q., Max Weber, General Economic History (Glencoe Ill.: The

Free Press, 1950; translated from the German by Frank H. Knight),

° &
The term is Karl Polanyi's (Polanyi 1957).

4
See (Polanyi 1957: chapter 13)

6
The expressive term is used by E.H. Carr. See his Naticonalism

and After (London: Macmillan, 1946).

7
Two exceptions are Karl Polanyi (1944 and 1947); and

G. Myrdal, Rich Lands and Poor (New York: Harper, 1957).




B
9
Ihe expressive phrase is used both by Max Weber op. ¢it.,

- _ ~ -
p. 277, and by E.H, CGarr, The New Society (London: Macmillan,

1953), Lecture III, "From Economic Whip to Welfare State.,"

10
See (Polanyi 1944: 290-294)

31
lhe many differences in economic organization and policy

amongst industrialized countries following the English model,
appear in the specific types and extent of market control, and
in subordinate pattEEE of economic organization, For example,
the dominant structure of the United States is the same as

the English, althoughx the English have more market controls, and
Ord heglis Py bt -
a greater extent of governmental uwnershia; also, such peripheral

patterns as consumers' cooperation are more important in England.

13
Indeed, there exist coteries in present-day United States

who seek the elemental ties of primitive society by repudiating
machine technology and materialistic values: the home bread-bakers,
potters, weavers, anc folk-song addicts, who would like to stamp

out Cadillacs, television, and Hollywood. Such ethnic nostalgia

is illustrative and probably symptomatic., However, it a is ‘Cﬁﬁ
relevant to peint out that ne one wants to do away with Salk vaccine,
inddor plumbing, or paperback boocks, which are also products of
machine technology and material affluence,

14
In the Soviet system, the decentralized market complesx

as the primary mechanism through which output and income flows
are created and distributed, has been replaced by a central
planning apparatus of redistribution. In some essential ways,

it resembles the institutional apparatus erected by Great Britain

and the United States during World War II. See, O. Lange




‘he Working Principles of the Soviet Economy," New York, 1943.

19
See Polanyi (1957: 264-266; Bohannan 1939}

17
For recent literature on work gratification, see Daniel Bell,

"“Meaning in Work," Dissent, Summer 1959; D. Bell, Work and Its Vis-

=

€ornitents (¥Boston: Beacon Press, 19% ); Erich Fromm, The Sane

Society (New York: Rinehart, 1955); J.K. Galbraith, The Affluent

Society (New York: , 1958), chapter s "The New Class."

On the absence of work gratification in an American industry, see

Ely Chinoy, Automobile Workers and the American Dream (Garden City:

Doubleday, 1955).

.
18
5 & b

As the individual's right of citizenship impcses on him the
duty to do military service, so in Soviet Russia the rights of
citizenship impose on everyone the duty of labor, Hence, increases
in productivity are rewarded as courage is in battle: by material
benefits and honorific distineticns. Everything is done to make
every individual a full participant in the crusade to 1increase
production, and perpare for the foming struggle with the enemy,
And all distinctions of material and heonoric rewards are made to

serve the solidarity of a society organized on the model of a

combat unit.” R. Bendix, Work and Authority in Industry (New York:

J. Wiley, 1956), p. 12.
20

For a description of many forms of producers' cooperative

—
r

communities in present-day Europe, see C., Bishop, All Things Commen

(Hl:;l:: New York: Harpers, 1950),




21
A detailed discussion of this point occurs below,

22
See F.H. Knight, "Anthropology and Economics,"” Jamxmaixsk

Rairxizmxxikgunamodeioatkiboimrx @y xkpxikxktt and M,J. Herskovitis,

"Economics and Anthropology: A Rejoinder," Journal of Political

Economy, Vol, XLIX Nox, 2, April 1%4l. Compare also, two reviews

of Polanyi (1957): ®imon Rottenberg, American Economic Review,

September 1958, pp. 675-678; and George Dalton, Boston University

Graduate Journal, June 1959, pp. 156=159, See also, D.B5, Fusfiékd (1957).

23
Early economic theory sometimes is called "micro-theory":

it concerns the pricing process for facbér ingredients and commodity
outputs under different market and cosi conditions,

24
See Polanyi (1944: chapter 10).

25
As Polanyi points out, hunger is natural but it is not

synonomous with an incentive 1o prnducii It becomes such an

incentive only if society makes an individual's eating specifically
dependent upon that individual's producing, which market eccnomy

in fact did, For a description of the views of A, Young, B. Mandeville,
T.R, Malthus, and E., Burke, similar to those of Townsend=-that only
poverty and the fear of hunger can make the lower classes industrious--
see R. Bendix (1956: 63,65,75,79,81-82). See also, J.M, Keynes,

The End of Laissez-Fgire (London: Hogarth Press, 1926).

27
"The general conception which Bentham had is one that is

widely prevalent today. . . I think we shall conclude before the

course is over that the bulk of orthodox economic theory as we




F‘...
have it at the present timei;}gaﬁil rests upon a conception of
human nature which is not very different from that which Jeremy
Bentham deew up in such formal shape," Wesley C. Mitchell,

Lecture Notes on Types of Economic Theory (New York: Kelley,

1949), Vel. I p. 92.

27a
Margaret Mead indicates that unless something is regarded

as culturally valuable, its objective, physical scarcity will

not lead to competition for it, For example, among the Zuni and
Arapesh, there is a physical scarcity of good land; but individuals
do not compete for it because of the lack of impordsnce attached

to material acquisitéon in both societies. M, Mead, Cooperation and

Competition among Primitive Pegples (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1937),

pp. 464,481,482,511, As Fusfeld points out, ". ., . scarcity is
present or absent in varying degrees as a result of the structure
of society and social attitudes, and choice is often restricted
by the social structures within which the individual functions,”
(Rx Fusfeld 1957: 343).

28
Ironically, the great social emphasis on material acquisition

makes means very scarce in the most affluent society in the world,
the United States.

29
I am indebted to Karl Polanyi for his illuminating distinction

between the two meanings of economic, For the most recent exposition-
al account by Polanyi of his distinction, and the import of the
different meanings for social science research, see Polanyi (1957:

chapter 13); see also in M, Fried, Readings in

Anthropology (New York: , 1959), Vel. 2, A




30
Polanyi calls such am a priori assumption, the "economistic

fallacy,"™ or "market bias."

31
A lack of clarity concerning the differences between the

substantive and the formal meanings of economic, plus a different
estimate of the empirical frequency of market capitalistk institutions

and metivations, were behind the controversy between F.H. Knight

over the applicability of formal economic theory to
and M.J. Herskovitsy see the Journal of Political Economy, April 1941,
primitive economy;
Also Fusfeld (1957) and Neale (l?ﬁﬁﬂ.

33
Malinowski (1922: 67) says of the Trobriands, ". . . ihat the

whole tribal life is permeated by a2 constant give and take; that

every ceremony, every legal and customary act is done to the
accompaniment of material gift and counter gift; that wealth,
given and taken, is one of the main instruments of social organiz-
ation of the power of the chief, of the bonds of kinship, and of
relationship in law."™ See also, M, Mauss ( 1954: 11-12,16,20).

For a description of the functioning of both non-market integrative

patterns (reciprocity and redistribution), as well as for an
historical example of unfortunate economic policy due teo the
unwarranted assumption that market exchange organization existed
in a primitive economy (and therefore that the categories of
formzl economic theory e.g., eccnomic rent, were applicable),
see W,C, Neale (1957a).

34a
See Paul Bohannan (1959) and F. Steiner (1954).

35
Cne need only point out that both the Soviet and American

systems employ money, division of labor, forelgn tradé, market

places, etc., to indicate that similar operational devices can be

adapted to dissimilar organizational systems. The point was not




obviocus in the nineleenth century, when all Western industrialized
economies were organized similarly both in basic market structure
and in their use of operational devices. For an historical
discussion of this point, see Wx@x H,W. Pearson (1957a) and

V. C., Neale (1957b)

See Polanyi (1957: chapter 13) and Bohannan (1959).

37
Examples are the fish-yam and Kula gift-exchange of

the Trobriands (Malinowski 1922), and administered or treaty
trade of Western Africa (Arnold 1957).

38
For examples, see Herskovits (1952), Goodfellow (1939),

and Rottenberg (1958),

39 |
See Neale (1957b)

40
The comments of M, Mauss are apposite: "Thus in a system of

this kind much wealth is continually being consumed and transferred.
Such transfers may if desired be called exchange or even commerce

or sale; but it is an aristocratic type of commerce characterized

by etigquette and gencrosity; moreover, when it is carried out in

a different spirit, for immediate gain, it is viewed with the
greatest disdain, . . . It seems that even the words 'exchange®

and 'sale' are lacking in the Kwakiutl language, . . . The potlatch--
the distribution of goods-~is the fundamental act of public recog-
nition in all spheres, military, legal, economic, and religious,

The chief or his son is recognized and acknowledged by the people.,”

M., Mauss (1954: 36,102,39).

41
See Smelser (1959: 173)
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ealoulating labor time ent-iled 1in hunting each. Unfertunately tmeh

usage, inadvertsatly no doubt, is highly & misleading. It tends te
reinforce the empirically unpreved (and the presant writer bezliaves,
invalid) assusptien that the savage is = sort of ocentemporary asncestor

ef market-eoriented man, whe, desnite the absence of industirial technelegy
and ef faector and eut-ut market ergenization, navertheless is directed in
his econemic activity byx the same pursuit of caloulzated material gain.
Empirically, anthrepelegy tendes te refute the validity of such asgummntien,
Ses the references listed throughout this Cemment.

‘rofessor Eottenberg drawe hig exsmpde net frem the many recerdsd des-—
eriptiens of empirical trade organization appearing in the literaturs eof

econemic anthrepelegy, but from a hypothetical example which assumes

=

L Bemide the sforementioned worik of Walinewski, =ee 8.g., E. Thurnwald,
Boonemics in "rimitive Communities (London: Published for the International
Inatitute of African Languages and Cultures by Humphrey dilferd, fer the
Oxford University Press, 19312); Hargaret deasd, Cooperation snd Competitien
imeng Primitive Feeples (New York: MeOraw-Hill, 1937); ¥.J. Herskovits,

The Boenemic Life of Primitive Peonles (lew Yerk: Knepf, 1940),

L]

i priori the =mnswers to what are the peoints under dispute (which, ef course,

gan enly be decided by empirical reference): are 2ll pesples, even those

e | ]

living in ecoenemies without factor and outout marketm erganimation, maxi-

i

b

migars of econeamic cuantitiea’” la the guest fer material self-gunin found

universally as incentive te participate in escenemic organiszation? It 18

glt should be poeinted out thut if one starte with the sresuppesitien
th=% 2ll econemic activity must be metivated by the quest feor material
self=-gain, then the econenica 2f primitive communities can be made to
appear as the curiouas hablits of the netives in regimes without machinery,
but eotherwise geverned by market pesychelegy (E;Eh! the Kwakiutl Fetletch
is made to sppear as n forced leoan bearing ene-hundred percent interest).
Just as in sinilar fashion, a familiar and snslagous tautelegy else oblit-
erates escesntial differences by a prieri assumptiens if ene mccents the
Benthamite presuppesitien that s2ll buman behavier iz governed by the
individual cuest fer pleasure and aveidsnece of pein, then any humen actien,
including altruism and suieide, csn be se interpreted e¢x post, but without

T R W P e | ST R RN Ly

e e

h real usefulness. The tautelegical generzlity eof the cresuppesitisn makes
; it eperatienally trivial.
F For further refersnce on the gquestion of the =zppliesbility of orthoedex

price theory te yrimitive economy, asee the debate between 4.J. Herskevita
and Frank Knight m in the Jourmsl of Pelitical Eoenemy, Vel. XLIX, (1941).
Two of the articles are reprinted as an Appendix te Herskevits' Ecenemic

Anthropelegy (#ew York: Knepf, 1952), ». 507~531,




Ny k
L* 1 - 'l
- 3 = 2
: s -
| f .
J i r L L \
e I
T ——
& & A L L L4 L | 4 i 1
i i .
N
' . K L
n & L b el - .
5 3 F = r
¥ = il T L — & . - - . L 3
e - - L i "
e = .
- i . & ] e 5
P — : : ’ - .
< & = i L g | J E
4 e
i & | ] ; =
E ¢ 2 A ;- ]
” - b - . -
s i
—
r =, = | &
EEEEE—— ©op s car P e
- - 1
W r
- & - W ke 8 ' 5 -
r
a 3 1 = i
5 : . 1
et 1 b A - - s S -
e o — 2 e e i L § -
d 7 1
o . a - ] g ol b
5 - - - ¥ . .
. 1 L
+ = = Bi b4 § L
J k. H s A ol ol 3 - - C .
— - - - - i - | | i - » -
s . = =
il £ ol e bd B2 & e Ll A 250 ¥ i 1 1 1 | i = - -

= a - i 3

0 W om bl R d = o' W . b 3P N L i ¢ oL & " | - | & | ) [ g N oy v
. = s i - ¥ e . i i I " . :

- 1 | | i a . 1
L L _ L i L0 i L . ’ L i L L | ¥ 218, "l:"
= : - —— i wme T

. j : ' 4 — B . - - . - ! s
lafl B L =L OO0y . . - . Fien 10N .on B .




- i .
. - - - -
. ]
- —
i T e Wm = =
-t -
-
-
i
- -
e J
{ =
— - 2 i T
e -










. '
mechanism ——a unigue system whioh is apart from, and not vitally centrelled
by secial institutions. It is net the general nature of the divisien of
labor, dut rather the special nature of his field (comcetitive orice and
distributien theery) which allows him te ignere sseisl institutions in

| deriviag empirieally applicable eceonemic theory. If he wers to write a beok
of economics (or reather, pelitiocal ecenomy ), cencarning principles of
erganigzation and eperstion of a nen-market sconomy, such as that ef the
Trobriand Islanders, or England under Feudalism, er the Soviet Unien,
he would find the divislon of laber rather less useful: he would be ferced
e conslder pelitics, religien, family structure, stc,, becruse of the
contrelling impertance eof social institutiens for ecenomic practice in

noen—-mariket :nannmiat.ia .

Iz'fr#fuannr Stigler memewhat ebliguely recegnisges the peint, by saying,
"Whare the conventioenal divsien of laber in the smocizl scisnces would de
great vislence to a problem (e.g., an explanatien of rent in 2 custem—demin-
ated soenomy), the scientist tills the berder line betwsen twe or mere
diseiplines,” Op, ecit., py 12,

Professor Rottenberg concludes hie eriticism of "slanyi's methedelegy,
as fellews:

The enly wey te know whether the ususl sconeamic theory vill give
good predictive results for primitive ecenemies is to test the predic-
tiens derived frem the theory by observing whether empirical ebservatioen
is censistsat with the predictions. This the suthors did net de. What
they did instead wes to examine the conventional assumptions of the theery
and seek to determine whether these found empiricul geunterparts in the
primitive ecenomiesn. This im = fruitless search, Tha cuﬁﬁﬂntians!giuz-nf
economic theery (ez of many manipulable theery in say scientific disoipline)
are s0 ideal and abstract that they sre found in ne reszl world. The signif-
icant questien ig net whether real-werld dupliostes can be found fer the |
pesumpiiens, but whether real-world observed experience duplicates |
theeoretically dérived predictions. (p. 677) !

1t is true that a good theory need not have its assumptions grounded
in complete smpirical faot in erder to yield useful predietiens. Ne theery
can be cempletely reslistic, beczuse in order to mansge its wariables it

must abstract and be based upen just a few central assumptiens frem which
]
| impertant predictiens can be i-iuuﬂ.ﬁht sursly it is se that the




I5Th. abatraction which ecours in scenemic theery exists net in the
gense that its assumptiens are se recondite or metaphysical as teo be
ineannvable of empiriocal observation eor preef, but rather in its sssumptiens
being necessarily few, and thereby incemplete, cempared te cemplex reality. |
Ses, O.J. Stigler, op. oit.y pe 9« There is alse a secend sense in which |
goconomie theery is unreslistior it makes use eof illustrative devices such |
as indifference ourves, which, although the devices themselves are net
found in empirical reality, are useful in that they illustrate and meke |
analytically managable, important functicnal relationships which are T
feund in empirical reality.

— . i

-

prediotive usefulness ef Mprshallian price theory te the Ureat Britain ef
1990, znd the predictive usefulness of Keynsaian inceme theory te the

Great Britain of 1916, were due te the fact that Marshall snd Keynes had
chesen the few right (and empirically testable) assumptions: these refleot—
ing determinatively oper.tive sampirical functiens. The central assumptiens

of sach were derived from the empiricul econemic strueture of their day.

It is net so, ss 'refessor Rettenberg ssserts, that the attempt te "examine
the ceuventional assumptiions of the theery snd seek to determine whether
these found empirical counterparts in the primitive ecencmies...is a fruit-
les= ixmk search, The cenventions of economic theery...sre se ideal and
abstract that they are feound in ne real werld.," If Frefeaser Rottenbearg’'as
statement were true, then Keynes' "abstract" assumptions (@.g., the mpe is

less than ene), and Marshall's "abstract” assumptions (e.g., the demand

L -

curve is negatively sloped), would be "found in ne real werld." But they
are} X and therein lisa their theoretical usefulness feor empirical predie— .

(s ‘
tien.

T+"Thira iz 2 secend, and sven mors fundamental, test whioch a sclientific
theory must meet: it must explain the behavier eof the phenemena in which
wa are interestedj; the mssumptieons must cerrespond te the fsots." G.J. Stigler,

-!2- Eil Pe 5-6'

Lastly, Professer Hettenberg's final stricturs, slse requires comments
"Phe significant question is net whether real-world duplicates ean be Tound
for the assumptiens, but whether resl-werld ebserved sxperisnce duplicates

theoretically derived predictions." This statement would be true (for the
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Three points concerning T&M and economic anthropology / ¢ George D.

1, Why is economic anthropclogy of particular importance to ua?
2, Why has T’J) recelved a warm reception by some anthropologists?

3, Suggestions for further work in economic anthropeology along linee
laid ont in TE&M. '

s, Large amount of descriptive datz on primitlve economy already collected,
No other field has such richk sccumulations on non-market economies,

b, Lack of analvtical framework. Anthropologists do not know sufficient
economic theory to emxiixmx undersatand its inappropriateness to them.

"¢y The entire analytical frame and set of concepts in T%M are apnlicable
¥ to collected data of =concmic anthropology: reciprocity, redistribution
|  axchange; money uses; special purpose and general purpose money;

{ external trade forms; market elements; place of economy in society;
|  substantive and formal“scenomics. S ———

d, TeM fite in with basiec literature of economic anthropology: Malinowsid,
Thurnwald, Benedict, Mead, Firth (the latter is approaching us; see
his Human Types, revised ed.)

e. Pohannan's work: money impact paper; land tenure paper; Tiv Trade and
Market: fruitful application of special purpose money, indigencus sphcres
of economy, impact of general purpose money, contained market place
sphere now providing "feed backs" to other spheres; Bohannsn's

conversions and land temnure concepis.

f, Two directions of further work: (1) re-writing economic anthropology
in our terms (exposition and critigue); (2) study other aspects
of primitive economy in the way T&M appraached external trade forms
- and money uses; some possibilities are land tenurs, natural resource
; organization,and craft specialties.
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On the Necessary Distinctien between the Ecenemics ef Primitive
Secieties and Primitive Ecenomic Analysis

-"-.

{i""" ot gl

As one whe is familiar with the werk of Karl Pelanyi -beth frem

his lectures at Columbia and frem his published writings¥*, including the

*The Great Transfermatien (lew Yerk: Hinehart, 1944 ); "Our Obselets
Market Mentality," Cemmentary, February 1947. The decteral dissertatien
of the present writer is partly cencerned with Pelanyi's system.

beok which is the subject of this Comment, -I should like to take issue
with several peints ef substance made by Simen Rettenberg in his review
KEEXXIXER (AER, Sevtember 1958, p. 675-678) ef Trade and Market in the

Garly Bmpires: Bcenemies in Histery and Theery, edited by Karl Pelanyi,

Cenrad M. Arensberg and Harry W. Pearsen (Glencee Illineis: The Free Press,
1957) .
(I) Mr. Hottenberg doubts the empirical validity and criticizes the
anglytical usefulness of Pelanyi's classificatien of ecenemies as being
integrated by cembinatiens of three basic erganizatiensl patterms: recip-
recity, redistributien, and (market) exchange. In the same context, Mr.
Rettenberg registers sharp disagreement with Pelanyi's derivative assertion
that fermal ecenomic theory (1;5., price and distribution theery) is enly
useful -indeed, is enly applicable witheut distortien— in econemies ergan—
ized in the market-emchange pattern, which, if s®, limits the fisefulness
of economic theery teo few secieties, all of which are of relatively recent
date (primarily Burepe and America since the late 18th century ) further,
anthrepelogically described primitive secieties are alse excluded because
(accerding te Pelanyi) market exchange as the empirically deminant, integ-
rative pattern is net feund, at least befere the incursiens inte such
secieties by Eurepeans.

In eritieism, Mr. Rettenberg says the follewing:

Weat are the gqualities which, it is said, are pessessed by the
econemies for the study of which cenventienal analysis is net helpful?
They are: inflexible er sluggish prices or exchange ratiesy inelastic
(sometimes abselutely inelastic) supply; inelastic (semetimes abselute—
ly inelastic) demand.

The specific instances enumerated by the authers -8.g., set rates,
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custemmary or statutery equivalencies, -gift trade, sdministered trade,
status-trading, trading partnerships, the influence of kinship, magic
and etiquestte on econemic behavier, nencempeting groups— seem te fall

_ inte ene er mere of these bexes.

el - esssNow the cenventienal dectrine and techniques ef formal ecenemiecs

; have ! much te say about econemies or markets in which inflexibilities and

P : . . :
inelasticities eccur. It is net true that ecenemic analysis cannet per-

) "] ferm useful predictive tasks in such ecenemies. (p. 676)

L. s B _ : i : ; i :

_ %Y a The very use by Mr. Hettenberg ef such erthedex price theery termin-
| :."L" | | 5 ~
i’hf=:— elegy as "inelastic supply and demand,” and "inflexible price" in refar-
ad

ences Le econemic phenemena eccurring in non-=-industrial and nen—-market
erganized ecenemies ef antiquity and secial anthrepelegy, betrays what

Pelanyi has called the "ecenemistic fallacy," eor "market bias."*: the ihL'éuﬂiﬂuan

*The Great Transformatien, p. 43-45,58,274; alse see in Trade and Market
- in the Early Empires, p. 14, 256-267.

5%'“”““‘* { & prieri assumptien that the facter and eoutput market erganizatien typi-

J it © : - = | : s .
fied, say, by Alfred Marshall's England, exists universally, and that

St
@} Ciag H the materially self-gainful metivations (e.g., tae prefit metive, maximiz-
l-"-"'fl_"i. =
g atien ef censumer utility, preductien at least cest) institutienally

compelled by such market erganizatien en its participants, are alse empir-

icelly universal censtants. If, as Mr. Hettenberg seems te de, ene starts
with the initial premise that all ecenemic activity —-be it that ef the
Trebriand Islanders of New Guinea, the Benedictine order eof Menks, er

present—day Americans,— is, by assumptien metivated by self-gain, ¥r.

Rettenberg cannet be preved wrong because he is asserting a tautelegy
which cannet be preved er dispreved by empirical reference: anything any-

ene dees in any seciety in the way eof ecenemic transactien, must be yield-

ing him self-gain somehew, or he wouldn't be deing it. I submit that such
initial premise cencerning the universality ef self-gainful metivatien is
as useful in describing or predicting ecenemic phenemena in non-market
erganized ecenemies, as the premise —-everyene dies beczuse his heart

steps beating- is useful in descriptien er predictien ef medical phenemena.

¥r, Hettenberg asserts, but (with ene partial exceptien, censidered belew)

effers ne examples or xrmiiflx preefs of hew Marshallian price and distributien
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theery could be of use in any of the histerical er primitive ecenemies

considered by Pelanyli and his asseciates.* It is perfectly true that

*What gives such secially detached generality te beeks such as Alfred
Marshall's Principles and G.J. S5tigler's Theery of Price, is precigely
these twe x¥ institutienally deminant aspects ef market capitalism which
mere than any ethers, differentiate it frem systems eof reciprecity and
redistributien: that eesh participant is necessarily metivated by the
quest for material self-gain which receives institutienal expressien -
through buyer and seller activity en price—making facter and eutput mirﬁuts4u$4rﬁ

iy AL addH

Am Loyt 'lfr;',;.ft"{pf'

scenemic theery has a good deal te say abeut inelastic supply and demand e )
functions, but it is alse true that what theery has te say it says selely Azl —
about scenemies se erganized that facters and outputs are bought and seld Moy .
through market apparatus. And the impert of the research eof Polanyi and #?T

his asseciates presented in Trade and Market in the Early Empires, is pre-

cisely that such facter and eutput market oerganization and its attendant
materially self-gainful motivatioens, do net exist in the orimitiwe and
histerical secieties they consider. Rather, that the production and dis-
tributien ef econemic geeds and services is ergani-ed in ways cempletely
different frem that entailed in the familiar market econemy pattern. Such
nen—-markeil patlerns are, of ceurse, those of reciprecity (mutual gift ex-
change motivated by secial ebligatien derived, e.g.y, frem kinship, as is

the case with the Trebriand natives described by B. Malinewski*; and re-

*Argonauts of the Western Pacific (Lenden: Reutledge & Kegan Paul,
first published in 1922, feurth impressien, 1953). Por a descriptien ef
the functioning ef beth integrative patterns {raﬂipraﬂity and redistrib-
utiﬂn}, as well as for a descrioptien ef an histerical example of the
fallacieus assumptien that market exchange erganization and metives
exigt univarsallg‘(gnd therefore price and distributien theery and its
mechanical cegellaries, e.g., demand elasticity, are universally useful
and applicabl§} see in Trade and Market in the Early Empires, by W. C.
Heale, "Heciprecity and Redistributien in the Indian Village: Sequel
te Seme Notable Discussions." Malinowski says of the Trebriands, "...
that the whele tribal life is psrmeated by a constant give and takej;
that every ceremony, every legal and customary act is dene teo the zec-
companiment of material gift and counter gift; that wealth, given and
taken, is one of the main instruments eof secial organization eof the pewer
of the chief, of the boends of kinship, and of relationshivo in law." Op. eit.,
p. 167.




distributien (the channeling upward of econemic goods to secially de-

termined aLlﬂ;zii?e gentera, ®.£.y, King or priest, who then redistrib-
utes the gaad%ﬁiﬁhacgﬁrd’ﬁca with secially determined criteria, Sy

secial status such as that of neble or ?erf}jwhmih wae the pattern in

widespread use in histerical emvires such ams thege of Kgyprt, Home, and
ieXico.

A very significant result of the werk of Pelanyi and his asseciates
has been net enly the illuminatien previded te these interested in the
secie—ecenemic structures ef ecenemic histery and ecenemic anthrepelegy,
but zlse in the application ef his research findings te receant econemic
change. The pest-1930 chenges in ecenemic erganizatien, and in degree and
ferm of secial centrel ever such urgnniz;tiaj;in the atructures ef American
New Dealism, the British Welfare Stzte, German Pascism, and (pest-1928)
Bussian Cemmunism, usefully cen be characterized as the supplanting eof
gecially uncentrelled (self-regulzting) market econemy¥ as boith,empirical

Ly noaT A
institution and,ideological nerm, with secial regulation ef facter and eut-
put market erganizatfion, plus the instituting ef gevernmentally centered
redistributien (fer war, welfare, and growth purpeses). The peint is that

Pelanyi's categories of nen-markest secie-sconemic structure, derived frem

regearch in econemic histery and ecenemic anthrepelegy, are alase spplicably

releavant to the recent econemi

[

organizational changes of which the United

L

States is a less radical example. Indeed, the Alice in Wonderland dissatis-
faction which is felt by teachers of Marshallian-Stiglerian—-Chamberlinian

price and distributien theery when they lecture,is perhaps due te the fact

that such theory derived from market econemy structure in the late 19th and
early 20th centuries, has to be supplemented increasingly with institutional
qualification, if it is te be useful feor predictien, because the Angle-imerican
market mE structures (since, let us say, 1930) are ne lenger mechanistically
autememous, bul increasingly have beem subjected to secial controlsj €L
laber market centrels wvia unienization and legislation cencerning minimum

wage, unempleymenit insurance, eold-age penlons, education subsidizatien.

Of course, labor markets still exist, but the surplies and demands they

register and the wage-rates that result are wvitally affected by secial




policies of contrel. Similarly, ene needs something beskdes the cebweb
theorem these days te explain the price ef hegs.

(II) In defense of his assertion that fermal ecenomic theery is usefully -
applicable te any economy, ir. Retienberg presents an illustratien, which,
significantly, is from hypethetical, net frem empirical anthrepelegy:

-»-aconemics in its 'language' sense,| e.g., demand ulasticityz] can
explain phenemena in econemies in whicE prices are net free te mave

er in which demand and resources are not respensive te price changes.
It can explain phenemena even in econemies in whieh peeple de net max-
imige econemic gquantities.

But is it true, in fact, as the contributers te this volume prefess,
that people in the ecenemies they have examined are net maximizers of
econemic quantities? Peeple may seek te maximize in twe distinct frame-
works, ene of which is free of censtraints and the other subject te
constraints. The first can be illustrated by the case of a hypethetical
primitive whe has pigs which he may exchange for yams at any pig-yam ratie
and whoe may trade with anyone. The second is the case of the primitive
whe may trade at any pig-yam ratie but feor whem a single trading-partner
is specified. In both cases, the pig-owning primitive may maximiZe in de-
eiding whether te trade at all, and, if se, hew much pig he is willing
to forege. The pesition taken in this beek is that maximizing behavier
or the achievement of eptimal selutions reguires the prier existence of
a '"Bystem of Self-Regulating Markets' free of Tules which constrain
choice xm and fimpliﬂitly} in which supply and demand schedules are price-
elastie. Thie is surely net true. (p. 676-677)%

*On x the existence of maximizing {gainful} erientations in primitive
economies of fact, B. Malinewski says the folleowing: "...it is impertant
te realize that a Kiriwinian is capable of werking well, efficiently, and
in a centinueus manner. But he must werk under an effective incentive: he
must be prompied by seme duty imposed by tribal standards, er he must be
lured by ambitions and values alse dictated by custom and traditien. Gain,
such &s is often the stibulus for werk in mere civilized cemmunities, never
acts as an impulse te work under the eriginal native cenditions. It succeeds
very badly, therefere, when a white man tries te use thig incentive to make
« native work." Op. cit., p. 156.

This type of backward extravelatien in which a materially self—gainful,
market eriented trader (a used pig salesman, as it were) is made to appear
as an hypethetical, tribalized barterer, is an example of the earlier mentiened

econemisgtic fallaey.* It is significant that ir. Hettenberz draws his example




*The use of the hypothetical savage (-,nd ef Hebinsen Crusee) for il-
lustrative purpeses concerning principles ef resource allecatien in a
market erganized econemy, has, ef ceurse, ancient and henerable prece-
dent: e.g., Adam Smith's deer-beaver ratie derived frem calculating laber
time entailed in hunting each. Unfertunately such usage, inadvertantly
ne deubt, is highly misleading. It tends te reinferce the empirically um-
preven (and the present writer believes, invalid) assumptien that the
savage is a sert of centemperary ancester of market eriented man, whe,
despite the absence of industrial technelegy and eof facter and eutout
market erganizatien, nevertheless is directed in his ecenemic activity
by the same pursuit of calculated material gain. Empirical anthrepelegy
tends te refute the validity ef such assumptien. See the references listed
througheut this Nete.

net from the many recerded descriptions of empirical trade erganizatien

appearing in the literature of ecenemic anthrepelegy* but frem a hype-

*Heside the aforementioned work of Mzlinewski, see e.g., R. Thurnwald,
Econemics in Primitive Communities (Lenden: Published fer the International
Institute of African Languages and Cultures by Humphrey Milferd, fer the
Oxferd University Press, 1932); M. Mead, Coeperation and Competition ameng
Primitiwe Peoples (¥ew York: McGraw-Hill, 1937); K.J. Herskevits, The Econ—
omic Life of Primitive Peeples (New Yerk: Knepf, 1940). SF

thetical example which assumes a prieri the answers te what are the peints
under dispute(mml which, of course, ean only be decided by empirical ref-

erence* ): are all peoples, even these living in ecenemies witheut facter

*1f one starts with the presuppesitien that all ecenemic activity must
be motivated by the quest fer material self-gain, then the ecenemics eof
primitive cemmunities can be made te appear as the curisus habits of the
natives in regimes without machinery, but etherwise geverned by market
Qaychullgy{g;g., the Kwakiutl Petlatch is made te appear as a ferced lean
bearing ene-hundred percent interest). Just as in similar fashien, a famil-
lar and analagous tautelegy alse ebliterates essentiazl differences by a
prieri assumptien: if ene accepts the Benthamite presuppesitien that all
human behavier is governed by the individual quest fer pleasure and aveid-
ance ef pain, then any human actien, including altruism and suicide, can
be so interpreted ex pest, but witheut real usefulness. The tautelegical
generality of the presuppesition makes it eperationally trivial.

and eutput market erganization, maximizers of ecenemic quantities? Is the
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quest fer material self-gain feund universally as incentive te participate

in ecenemic erganizatien?* It is precisely these guestiens which Pelanyi

%¥See the debate between M.J. Herskevits and Frank Knight on the ap-
plicability ef cenventionsl ecenemic analysis te primitiwe ecengmies in
the Journal ef Pelitical Ecenemy, Vel. XLIX, (1941). Tem TWaEnr icles are
reprinted as an Appendix to Herskeovits' Ecenemic Anthrepelegy (New Yerk:
Knepf, 1952), p. 507-53l.

and his asseciates attempt te answer by research inte the actual structures

of histerical and primitive ecenemies, in Trade and Karket in the LEarly Empires.

In the pertien I have gquetsd abeve from his review, Mr. Hettenberg

asserts that the Xrimixiwve {hygnthutical] primitve, when censtirained in his
(58}
trading activities by tribal rules may sct*,like a twentieth century American

#The follewing is my analegy, net lMr. Hettenberg's.

when similarly censtrained by ratiening and price contrels: i.e., beth will
maximize semething within the tribally impesed censtraints. But this is
asgertien, net preef. The primitive, unlike the American, dees net live in

a market organized ecenemy which institutienally cempels him in erder te get

material livliheed, te pursue maximum prefit, eor maximum utility, eor maximum
wage-rate, Bven the ecenomist's assumptien that universal scareity of mater-
ial factors of preductien relative te demands fer material sutputs necessitates
ecenemizing, gainfully-eriented eczlculatien, in erder te arrange some pre-
ferred allecatien of the scarce acters, is net empirically useful unless the

gecial rules of the econemic game place great emphasis en the acquisitien

of material goods,* and _,JLh',L"f« ﬂII’ﬁ.LL“LHJlf L.,l. mady atlaw dde }fuutu:gf ﬂiWMHW‘/
A faditid—.

*Margaret Mead points out that unless semething is regarded as culturally
valuable, its ebjective physical searcity will net induce coempetitien fer it.
For example, ameng the Zuni and Arapesh, there is a physical scarcity of geed
land; but individuals de net cempete fer it because of the lack ef impertance
attached to material acguisitien in beth secieties. See, Ceeperatien and Cem-
petition ameng Primitive Peeples (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1937),p- 464, 481,482,

511. She says (p. 511): "Whether a group has a minimum or & plemtiful sub-
sistence level is net directly relevant te the questien eof hew cesperative
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or competitive in emphasis a culture will be.

The secial cenceptien of success and the structural framewerk inte
which individual success if Sitted are mere determinative than the state af
technelegy er the plentifulness eof feed." Similarly, as D.B., Fusfeld points
eut, "...scarcity is present or absent in varying degrees as a result ef the
structure of seciety and secial attitudes, and cheice is often restricted by
the secial structures within which the individual functiens." Trade and M-rket
in ihe Early Empires, p. 343. Here alse hypethetical anthrepelegy is made te
reflect nen-applicable market principles. If scareity must induce economi-ing
ealculatien, then abundance must mean ne systematic erganizatien. In exceri-
ating the use of nen-empirical anthrepelegy of the type which assumes that an
abundance of feod easily available in primitive seciety must mean that ne
system of ecenemic erganizatioen is present, because the savage need enly
pluck all the food he wants from a tree, Malinewski =myx says the follewing:
" The view that the native can live in a state of individual search fer food,
er catering fer his swn househeld enly, in iselatien frem any interchange of
goods, implies a calculating celd egeism, the pessibility ef enjeyment by man
of utilities for their sake. This viewand zll the previeusly criticised as-
sumptiens, ignere the fundamental human impulse to display, to share, te be-
stew. They ignere the deep tendency te create secial ties through exchange eof
gifts. Apart frem any consideratien as te whether the B gifts are necessary
or even useful, giving for the sake of giving is one of the mest important
features of Trebriand secielegy and frem its very general and fundamental
nature, I submit, that it is a universal feature of 2all primitive secisties.”

EE- m-] pl lTE*

(III) One furthipiFuint should be coensidered. In failing te interpret
mli".'-j.:\ L
correctly,Pelanyi's distinctien between the "substantive" and the "fermal™

meanings ef "ecenomics", lr. Hettenberg deprives himself of an impertant
methedelegical device with which te judge the usefulness eof Pelanyi's system.

The meaning given by the authers te the distinctien between formal
and substantive ecenomics may be the seurce of the whole difficulty.
Formalm ecenomics derives from logic and refers te the rules fer cheosing
ameng alternatives. Substantive ecenemice derives frem fact and is the
'preces= of interaction between man and his envirenment, which results in
[iant aatisfictiaall The two, they say, have nething in cemmen; they 'could
ot be further apart.' And they prepose that enly the substantive meaning
of sconemics can yield the 'cencepts that are required by the secial sciences
for an investigation ef all the empirical ecenemies eof the past and present.’
In neither respect are they cerrect. First, fermal econemics and the
empirical ecenemy have everything in commen. Theery is net an iselated exsr-—
cise in pure legic: it is an instrument fer making predictive statements
about experience and these predictiens are tested by reference te the rezl
werld. Secendly, while econemies can be described empirically by exclusive
reference te them, fruitful predictive statements cannet be made by this
precedure and it is precisely the task eof the secial sciences te make pra-
dictiens about secizl phenemena. (p. 677)




ir. Hettenberg would be cerrect in saying that "fermal ecenemics
[ZELE., price and distributien Lheur;] and the empirical ecensmy have

everything in commen," if he restricted his meaning of empirical econemy
selely te that of market erganized capitalism. All seocieties must have
(substantive) econemic erganizatien, i.e., systematic procedures and
gtructured metives threugh which material geeds are provided te the in-
habitants en a sustained, repetetive basis. Hewever, it is the unigus
characteristic eof market-erfanized ecenemy that such prevision feor mater-

izl want satisfactien is provided by price-making factor and eutout markets

in which buyers and sellers motivated by material self-gain participate.
Such is what is meant by Felanyi when he says that in market econemy, the
two meanings of ecenemic fuse Ll;ﬂ'r they both apply): material want satis—
factien (substantive meaning of econemies) is fulfilled through econemizing
caloulatien (fermal meaning of ecenomics). And such alse is the reason why
formal ecenomic theery is capable of fruitful, predictive applicability in
such an ecememy; such predictions being capable of empirical cenfirmstien

2l x predictive avplicability

y

er reiutatioen. Hewever, fto assert the gene

a e | S =y L S e 4= - - S T L LR e,k e ) = o - =
ef fermal ecenomic theory —even to acenemiess not integrated by facter and

0utputT marc<ets, and whose participsnts may not be metivated bv self—ezinful
caleulation— is quite gnether matter.

My. Rottenberg criticizes the institutienal appreach implied in the

of econemics, and the fact ithat suck an appreach cannet
b ALY Moy
1 _-|‘ = ="l = =

lead te generally applicable theery: but rathar, that esch separate econemy
)

gubstantive mesanin:

o

Jyi_ -wr described mn'ar=L9Eg;aud any oredictive generalization derivad are solely
relevant te it. Whereas orice and distributien theery (fermsl escenemice) has

#rIt is

general aﬁplicabillty.ﬂ ne accident that there has net been derived any

body of econemic principles fer nen-market ecenemies cemparabla in BEODE,

7]

detail, and general predictive applicability te these of orice and distrib-

utien theery relating to market capitalist asconemi -:'_'-;‘ﬂ‘tiiﬂ is so because
of the great impertance of social centrels and the absence eof gself-regulating,
autenemous econemic mechanism in nen-market econemiss. In

economic (substantive) erganizatien of the pre-market ecenemies of histery,

or of primitive secieties, reference must be made te pelitical, religious,




familisl, military, ete., institutions in which ecenemic practices are
embedded ard for which they are determinative. And &zs was pointed out
briefly abeve, se toe is the case with the post-1930 ecenomies of Fascism,
Communism, the Welfare State, and to a lescer degree, with the present
New Dealist ecenemy of the United States. The generality ef predictive
apolication ef price-distribution theory, even te the United States has
significantly diminished, ss facter and output markets have changed in
actual eperation and erganization due te multiple secial centrels. In-
creased Teference to market regulsnts in the form of legislative centrel
(2-8.y agricultural price supperts), union activity, and manipulatien eof
consumer demand, is necessary te impart empirical usefulness te erthedex
price theery whick was designed for the 19th century structure whose
supply—demand price mechaniece functiened in a market econemy largely
uncendrelled by social institutiens. A related peint whieh is illuminating
cﬂncerniﬁﬁtiglar‘s argument in defense of division of laber in the soecial
Yoikane

sciences, in the first edition ef his Theery of Price. Stigler's point is

that if each type ef secial scientist sticks te his own svecialty, the skill

which accumulates threugh specialization will yield grester productivity
peT man and & greater aggregate osutput of secial science werk, than if each
tries to digest and incerperate work ef other secial sciences. But the

real point is that Stigler is able to ignere gevernment, secielegy, etec.,

and still derive fruitful analyses, ¥8 because he is dezling exclusively
with uncentrolled market mechanism —a unigue system which is apart frem
and net centrelled by social institutiens. It is net tha general nature ef
the divisien of laber, but rather the special nature of his field, which
allews him te ignore secixl institutiens in deriving EEmmmmwi® empirically
applicable econemic theery. I heff were to write a beok of econemics (er
rather political econemy) coencerning principles of organization and eper-
atien of a nen-market ecenomy such as that ef the Trebriand Islanders,

er feudalistic bngland, er theiﬁaviet Unien, he would find the division

of laber rather less useful, iﬁf, he would be ferced to censider pelitics,
religion, family structure, etc., because of ihe contrelling impertance of

social institutions fer econemiec practice in nen-market ecenemies.
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Mr. Reottenberg cencludes his criticism ef Polanyi's methedelegy, as

fellows:

The enly way te know whether the usual econemic theery will give
geod predictive results fer primitive economi=s is to test the pre-—
diections derived from the theery by observing whether empricial ebser-
vetien is consistent with the predictiens. This the authers did net de.
¥hat they did instead was te examine the coenventienal assumptiens ef the
theery and seek to determine whether these feund empirical counterparts
in the primitive economies. This is &= fruitless search. The cenventiens 51%3
of ecenemic theery x (as of any manipulable theory in any ximx scientific
digcipline) are se ideal and abstract that they are found in ne real werld.
The significant cuestien is net whether real-werld duplicates can be found
for the assumptions, but whether Tezl-world observed experience duplicates
theeretically derived predictiens. (p. 67T)

It is true that a goed theery need not have its assumptiens whelely
grounded in empirical fact in erder to yield useful predictions. Ne theory
can be completely realistic, because in crder to manzge its variables it
mist abstract and be based upen just a few central assumptiens from which
predictieons can be deduced. But surely it is se that the predictive useful-
ness of Marshallian price theory te the Great Britain ef 1890, and the pre-
dictive usefulness of Keynesian aggregate theory te the Great SBritain ef
1936, were due to the fact that Marshall and Keymes had chesen the right
few agssumptiens -i.e., these reflectiing determinatively eperative empiriecal
functiens. The centiral assumptions eof ezch were derived from the empiriecal
econemic structure of their day. It is net se, as iMr. Hettenberg asseris,
that the attempt te "examine the cenventional assumptiens ef the theery and
seell te determine whether these found empirical ceunterparts in the primitive
ecenemies,..is a fruitless search. The cenventions of econemic theory...are
30 ideal and abatract that they are found in ne resl werld." If Kr. Retten-
berg's statement were true, then Keynes' assumptions EE;E-r the mpc is less
than ene) and Marshall's assumptiens (3;5‘, the demand curve is negatively
sleped) would be “"found in ne real world." But they are; and therein lies
their usefulness fer predictien.

Lastly, lir. Rottenberg's final stricture, also requires cemment: "The
significant gquestien is net whether real-werld mmmxt dmpii® duplicates can

T be found for the assumptions, but whether real-worll bbserved experience

duplicates theeretically derived predictiens." This weuld be true (fer the
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reason that a theery cannet make all the assumptiens true ef cemplex
reality, e.2., & road map doesn't tell you the height of traffic cope,
but simply of few, relevant read features, and se is net completely real-
istic), if it were pessible te apply formal ecenemic analyeis te nen-market
organized economies. But the point is, as Polanyi snd his asseciates abundantly
show, such applicatien cannet be made. It is impertznt that we be clear abeut
this last statement. Mr. Rottenberg says that it is irrelevant (and impessible)
to try te preve the nen—applicability ef price and distributien theery to
primitive econemies {as Pelanyi dees) by shewing that the asgumptions ef
price and distributien theery (self-gainful metivation, competition yields
a market-clearing price) are net empirically duplicated in primitive escenemies.
But rather that it must be ebserved empirically whether the predictive results
of the theery are censistent with (fit) empirical results, and that "this the
guthers did not de."” The authers tested the assumptiens of price-distributien
theory rather than its prediectiens fer the perfectly geod reasen that one
cannet predict eguilibrium prices in primitive ecenemies where orices de net
fluctuate?and where there are ne demand functiens or supply functiens, ne
factor markets or output markets, ne haggling over orice, and where the
pursuit of material gain, if it exists at all, is regarded as a beoerish

display of bad manners.*

*¥Such are the characteristics eof the Trebriand econemy described by
B, Mzlinewski, ep. cit., chapters 3 and 6. In that sconemy, reciprecity
in gift and counter-gift giving eof material geeds and services, based en
kinship, and redistributien, based on pelitical ebligatien, provide the
substantive econemic apparatus to perferm the basic functiens of preductien,
distrbituien,z and censumption , that market exchange perferms in capitalist
erganizatien. Significantly, there alse exists in the Trobriands, a clearly
weuxwrnwwy peripheral pattern of market exchange, with its cencemitants ef
higgling, fluctuating prices, and gainful erientatien., But the market
pattern is explicitly suberdinate te reciprecity and redistributien, as
measured by the guantities of goeds invelved (there are ne services mx
bought and seld en the market pattern), and the impertance which the
natives attach te such exchange. Just as the reverse is the case in present-
day United States: i.e., reciprocal gifi-giving ameng kinship groups in
the United States is present ms xx a socie—economic pattern, but is clearly
peripheral te the deminant pattern eof centrelled market exchange.




I1. THE WORK OF THE POLANYI GROUP:
PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

George Dalton and Jasper Kdcke

- - . economists have concentrated on studying
the market economy, and have left the study of
the non-market economy to the anthropologist
.+ « . the economist who studies the non-market
economy has to abandon most of what he has
learnt, and adopts the techniques of the
anthropologist, (W. Arthur Lewis, 1961)

This paper contains four sections and a technical
note. The first presents evidence that Polanyi's work
is read and used. The second summarizes his main
contributions. The third mentions the topics of
recent publications by those of us who use Polanyi's
thecretical framework. These first three sections are
brief and expository. The fourth section describes
research in economic anthropology underway but not yet
published by the authors of this paper, and explains
how this work in process grew out of the past work of
the Polanyi group, as well as other work hauI nothing
to do with Polanyi. -i'l’"'Fr

J

I. EVIDENCE THAT POLANYI'S WORE IS READ AND USED

Folanyi wrote and edited five books only the
first two of which were published in his lifetime (he
died in 1964): The Great Transformation (1944),
Trade and Market in the Early Empires (1957),
Dahomey and the Slave Trade (1966), Primitive,
Archaic, and Modern Ecconomies (1968), and The
Livelihood of Man (1977). 1In 1982 all of Polanyi's
books except Dahomey and the Slave Trade are still
in print, including the especially important first
two, published thirty-eight and twenty-five years ago.
We trust this means they are being read. It
certainly means they are being bought,

In the 1970s, Polanyi's first four books were
translated into several languages. We cite here only
the translations we know to exist (there may be
others): Trade and Market was translated into
Spanish and French; The Great Transformation was
translated into German, Japanese, and Italian and will
soon be published in French. Dahomey and the Slave
Trade and three collections of Polanyi's articles and
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chapters similar to Primitive, Archaic, and Modern
Economies, were translated into Japanese, Hungarian,
and Italian.

We know of one book and six articles devoted to
assessing Polanyi's work. Allen Morris Sievers' Has
Market Capitalism Collapsed? A Critique of Karl
ﬁalanyi's New Economics (1949), considers The Great
Transformation. We list only articles written by
persons who were not Polanyi's students: 8. C.
Humphreys, "History, economics, and anthropology: the
work of Karl Polanyi®™ (1969); ¥. Garlan, "L'oeuvre de
Polanyi: la place de l'économie dans les societésg
anciennes” (1973); a symposium of some seventy printed
pages written by a dozen anthropologists and
historians in Annales (December 1974) under the
title, "L'anthropologie économique et histoire:
l'oeuvre de Karl Polanyi," an English translation of
which appears in volume 4 of Research in Economic
Anthropology (198l). Charles Kindleberger, Professor
Emeritus of Economics at M.I.T., chose to write an
essay about The Great Transformation for his
contribution to the issue of Daedalus (1974) devoted
to "Twentieth century masterpieces."™ 1In 1980, J. R.
Stanfield published an article entitled "The
institutional economics of Karl Polanyi."™ Also L.
Congdon wrote "Karl Polanyi in Hungary™ (1976).

What has just been said is evidence that
Polanyi's work is read. There is also evidence that
Polanyi's work is used: several anthropologists,
archaeologists, economic historians, and development
economists make direct use of Polanyi's concepts (such
as "redistribution™ and "port of trade™} and analyti-
cal conclusions (such as "economy embedded in
society") to anmalyze actual economies of time and
place. Here is a sample of such empirical application
of Polanyi's work: N. Wachtel, "The structure of the
lnca state” (1977); R. Hodges, "Ports of trade in
early Medieval Europe™ (1978): M. Mancall, "The Ch'ing
tribute system: an interpretative essay" (1968); P.
Wheatley, ". . . Prom reciprocity to redistribution in
ancient Southeast Asia® (1975). pDpalton has included
four such articles in Research in Economic Anthro-
Ppology: I. Adelman and cC. T, Morris, "Patterns of
market expansion in the nineteenth century: a guanti-
tative study" ( 1978); C. Geertz, "Ports of trade in
nineteenth century Bali" (1980); a translation of the
seventy page French symposium that appears in
Annales (1974) whose English title is "Economic
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anthropology and history: the work of Karl Polanyi®
(val. 4, 13sd iy ana 1. Smith, "Wampum as primitive
valuables®™ (1982).

In sum, Polanyi's work is read and used. All but
one of his books are Still in print in English. Four

of his five books have been translated, His work can
now be read in French, German, Spanish, Ltalian,
Japanese, and Hungarian. (There was an early
translation of The Great Transformation intao
Spanish, in the 1550s, and individual articles of his
have been translated more Wwidely, into Swedish and
Portuguese for example, as well as the languages into
which his books have been translated.) There are
several articles and a book devoted to assessing his
work. The lengthy set of Symposium articles that
criginally appeared in Annales is of special |
interest because five or more of the contributors of
empirical and discussion essays are anthropologists,
A number of anthropolegists, archaeclogists,
economists, and historians who are not Polanyi's
students--who know him only through his writings--have
written at least a dozen articles and chapters
employing Polanyi's paradigm.

11, FOLANYI'S CONTRIBUTION TO ECON MIC ANTHROPOLOGY,
ECONOMIC ARCHAEOLOGY, AND ECONOMIC HISTORY

Here we can be brief because we have already
eXplained various parts of Polanyi's work repeatedly
during the last twenty years (Dalton, 1961, 1968,
1969, 1975: Kocke, 1979)., But some preliminarcy
remarks are necessary to point out changes that hava
occurred in the professional audience interested in
economic anthropology, and new contributions to its
theory.

Polanyi wrote before Marxian theory began to be !
used in economic anthropology, before the recent
burgeoning of publications on the economic history of
what are now third world countries, and before it was
understood that the Philosophers of science were
@xplaining theoretical issues of importance to
economic anthropology.

His work, moreover, was a beginning, not a
Finished theoretical system. Polanyli got a late start 4
in academic life as a teacher and writer. The Great
Iransformation (1944) was published when he was 58.
He began teaching economic history at Columbia
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University in 1947, when he was 61, and had to retire
only six years later in 1953, at age 67. Trade and
Market (1957) was published when he was 71. Between
the publication of Trade and Market and his death
seven years later in 1964, he did not undertake fresh

research, but rather applied, refined, and extended
some of the ideas of Trade and Market in several
articles: "The semantics of money uses" (1957); "On
the comparative treatment of economic institutions in
antigquity with illustrations from Athens, Mycenae, and
Alaklakh"™ (1960); "Ports of trade in early societies"®
(1963 ); and "Sortings and 'ounce trade' in the HWest
African slave trade" (19¢4). It was unfortunate that
he did not live long enough to respond in print to
criticism of his work.

To understand Polanyi's theoretical system one
must first understand the national and international
market organization that is a core attribute of
capitalist economies, and neoclassical microeconomic
theory from Alfred Marshall onward that was invented
to analyze the workings of the economy-wide input and
output markets 1ntegrating capitalist economies. We
say this because formalists and Marxists on the one
hand, and the Polanyi group on the other, hold totally
different positions on whether the similarities
between industrial capitalism and the precapitalist
economies studied by anthropologists are more
important than their differences. The formalists and
Marxians say yes, the Pelanyi group says no. From
this it follows that both formalist and Marxian
anthropoclogists employ theoretical systems originally
contrived to analyze nineteenth century industrial
capitalism. The Polanyi group, in arguing that the
differences between Nuer, Trobriand, and Inca
economies on the one hand, and industrial capitalism
on the other, are more important than their
similarities, concludes that neither microeconomics
nor Marxian economics can reveal the most important

attributes of economies not integrated by market
exchange.

Now to summarize Polanyi's main points: every
soclety of human beings, past and present, may be said
Ec have an economy if we define "economy " as the
Systematic provisioning of goods; that is, as the
drrangements to provide persons and community with
goods and services in repetitive fashion, Every
soclety arranges for two kinds of goods and services:
those required by people as biological beings (food),
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and those required by cihesive soclal-political groups
or the communities w: ecall bands, lineages, clans,
kingdoms, or nations (for cammunity defense, attack,
religious expression, marriaga, ete, ). In tha
structured provision of these goods and services, all
societies employ natural resources, human labor, and
technology (tools and knowledge). Aall, or almost all,
also employ one or more practices or institutional
devices, such as local market places, trade with
politically external Jroups, or some sort of monetary
object. These are the ingredients of Polanyi's
"substantive" definition of "economic,” and are
intended to explain exactly what 18 meant by saying
that every society has an economy of some sort, and to
differentiate this substantitive meaning from the
formal meaning of economic, which means economizing,
or the cost-benefit calculations used to arrive at
profit or utility maximizing solutions that underlije
all microeconomic analyses of household and business
firm decision making in market economies,

In The Great Transformation and its briet
postscript, "Our obsoclete market mentality,"” Polanyi
(1947) argues several themes, only one of which need
concern us here: that the factor input (land, labor,
money) and product output market organization that
came to dominate and integrate nineteenth century
European and American industrial capitalism was
historically and anthropologically unigue. All of his
later work follows from this central assertion because
it is devoted to answering two questions: a) why is
formal microeconomic theory inappropriate to analyze
the non-market economies studied by anthropologists
and historiange? b) what are the core attributes of
non-market economies, and what conceptual wvocabulary
ltheory) is needed to explain the organization of
these non-market economies?

To use the conceptual vocabulary of microeconomic
Price theory (maximizing, economizing, scarcity,
supply, demand, decision making, etc.) to analyze
non-market economies such as the Trobriand, the Nuer,
or the Inca, is to distort the nature of these
€conomies in three ways: a) it is to overstate the
Similarities and understate the differences between
these economies and industrial capitalism; b) it
Prevents one from seeing that what is important and
Characteristic in Trobriand, Nuer, or Inca economy
is different from what is important and characteristic
in U.S. or Japanese industrial capitalism;
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¢) specifically, it prevents one from understanding
the functioning of external trade and monetary usages

in non-market economies, both of which differ
essentially from extermal trade and money in
capitalism. Surely the answer to the question, Why

don't political anthropologists use the conceptual
language of dictatorship and democracy to analyze the
stateless political systems of pre-colonial Highland
New Guinea? is that the differences between such
polities and those of modern America and Russia are
more important than their similarities. So too, we
believe, their pre-colonial economic systems.

What is certain and should be uncontentious is
that all human societies of record have an economy of
some sort and that foreign trade, the use of monetary
objects, and the use of market places are very widely
employed in all sorts of past and present economlies.
What has been extremely contentious ever since the
publication of Trade and Market is the following two
assertions made by Polanyi: a) the core attributes of
non-market economies are so very different from those
of capitalism, that b) a special conceptual
vocabulary within a special paradigm--neither
formalist nor Marxist--is necessary to understand the
structures of non-market economies. Polanyl's
shorthand phrase, that in non-market economies,
"economy is embedded in society™ means the opposite of
Marx's economic determinism as well as something which
1s more important to Polanyi's theory, the absence of
economy as a separate sub-system capable of being
analyzed apart from Trobriand, Nuer, or Inca kinship
and polity: A commonsense way to say the same thing
is that all aspects of Trobriand, Nuer, and Inca
economy are socially and politically controlled,
something that is immediately apparent upon examining,
say, the production of staple yams in the Trobriands.

Polanyi's conceptual vocabulary, therefore, is
soclo-economic because he believed the evidence showed
that nothing of economic importance in non-market
economies--the production of staple foods, external
trade, ceremonial exchange, bridewealth, bloodwealth,
obligatory payments to and disbursements by political
leaders--existed independently of the political and
social institutions and relationships determining what
we lahﬂ]'_L "economic" things, actiwvities, and
transactions. Reciprocity, redistribution, ports of
trade, politically administered trade, special-purpose
money, equivalencies, operational devices--are
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socio-economic terms. (It is a pity it did not occur
to Polanyi to illustrate his point with the Soviet
Union, a non-market economy where, emphatically,
"economy® is embedded in "polity," since the

economists who analyze it have been forced to invent =
special set of political-economic terms to express
this core structural attribute: “eommand economy , "
"success indicators," "central planning, "
"adminlistered prices"; and where we find--as we do in
Trobriand economy--foreign trade, money, and market
places functioning in a non-capitalist system., )

Finally, there is the empirical application of
Polanyi's theoretical scheme to actual economies of
time and place. Although he makes it clear that he
learned much of importance from the writings of
anthropologists--in The Great Transformation, ch. 4
and its appendix, he quotes and refers to Thurnwald,
Malinowski, Lowie, Mead, Firth, Goldenweiser,
Radcliffe-Brown, Linton, Benedict, Herskpvits, Loeb,
Mair, Pitt-Rivers, and Lesser--in his empirical
essays, Polanyi himself wrote about economies studied
by historians and archaeoclogists rather than those
studied by anthropologists. But the contributors tao
Trade and Market, particularly Arensberg, Neale, and
Fusfeld (as well as Pelanyi), make it clear that the
book's theoretical scheme is designed for economic
anthropology as well as economic history. An Oxford
economic historian who reviewed the book makes a
similar point:

This book is of outstanding interest. Any
anthropologist, and any economic historian whose
fField of interest lies mainly outside the highly
developed societies of the nineteenth and
Etwentieth centuries, will find it challenging
and profitable reading. (de Ste. Croix, 1960,
p- 510) "

I1L. RECENT RESEARCH

Archaeologists, economic historians, and
anthropologists use Polanyi's work on the economic
institutions of early kingdom-states to analyze ports
of trade, politically administered trade, and
redistribution in different parts of the world and at
different historical time periods. Some examples of
how Polanyi has been used to study trade and
redistribution are: Hodges (1978) and Odner (1972) on
early Eurcope; Wheatley (1975) and Geertz (1963) on
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Indonesia; Wachtel (1977, Part II, ch. 1) on the Inca;

Earle (1977) on Hawaiian chiefdoms. 1In a - paper
entitled "The Ch'ing tribute system: an
interpretative essay,” Mancall (1968) showed how ports

of trade in China worked within that wvariant of
politically administered trade that reguired payments
of tribute; this topic is likely to be a promising
line of research because of the abundant information
on early China and because "tributary relations of
alliance"™ were very common in early states., We should
add that there are also formalist archaeoclogists and
formalist economic historians who, in preferring a
market interpretation, disagree with their colleaques'’
usage of Polanyi's concepts, just as is the case in
economic anthropology: Torrence (1978), Adams (1975),
Hopkins (1973), and Peukert (1978). There are also
Marxian interpretations of the economic institutions
of early states, such as Claessen and Skalnik (1978)
and Mosely (1979) that disagree with Polanyi's
approach.

In short, formalist, substantivist and Marxian
controversies now also exist among archaeologists and
econohic historians. But aside from these paradigm
disputes and preferences, a great deal of descriptive
and analytical work is being published on early
foreign trade and the economic organization of early
kingdom-states: Heider (1969) on visiting trade
institutions; Price (1980) and Kurimoto (1980) on
silent trade; Sabloff and Lamberg-Karlovsky (1975) on
ancient trade; Murra (1980) on Inca economy and a
great deal of work on the economies of kingdoms in
precolonial Africa, such as Wilks (1975), Vansina
(1973, 1978), and Law (1977, 1978).

Folanyi's work on "special purpose money® has
begrn clarified and improved in the excellent essay by
Grierson, "The origins of money." Dalton (1978a) and
Smith (1982) show how what they call "primitive
valuables" are used as means of reciprocal payment in
political and social transactions in aboriginal
stateless societies (where reciprocity is the dominant
principle of internal organization).

IV. FUTURE WORK

Polanyi left his theoretical system far from
complete. For example, he said little or nothing
about peasant economies, economic and social change
under colonial rule, or post-colonial
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development--tojpics, types of economy, and historical

time periods very much part of economic anthropology.
What he did say about reciprocity, redistribution,
early money usages, and early foreign trade need to be
c:mpiricaliy E_Elpll'l"'d to a much ]fgr_'rjfl-':' number and
greater variety of societies than he himself Wrote
~about. And so we welcome the recent empirical

applications of Polanyi's theory, for example, by
Hodges (1378), Geertz (19890), and Mancall (1968) on
ports of trade in early Europe, Bali, and China;
Grierson (1980) and Smith (1982) on early money; and
Wheatley (1975), Wachtel (1977), and the several
French contributors to Annales (1974/19B81) on
reciprocity and redistribution in Indonesia, Inca, and
el sewhere.

Polanyl neglected to create an important
analytical link in his system; he neglected to show
the necessary connections that exist between "patterns
of integration®™ (reciprocity, redistribution, and
market exchange), and the specific forms that money
and foreign trade take in societies dominated by each
pattern of integration. Por example, he neglected to
show that where reciprocity is the dominant pattern cf
integration, as in aboriginal economies in stateless
societies (such as in the Trobriands and Highland New
Guinea), primitive valuables serving as means of
reciprocal exchange or reciprocal payment (Kuld
valuables, pigs, pearshells), and as means of
reciprocal external trade (kula, wasi) will also be
employed as the prime forms of money and foreign trade
(Dalton 1978). Polanyi, incidentally, did explain
these connections for capitalism, when showing that
market foreign trade and "general purpose” money were
determined by the domestic dominance of market
exchange. He also showed that politically
administered trade and ports of trade were derivative
expressions of domestic redistribution in early
states. But much remains to be done along these
lines.

The work we are now doing is motivated by more
than ocur wanting to complete what Polanyi left undone.
The convictions we now hold about what comprises the
subject of economic anthropology, how it relates to
neighboring subjects, and, above all, which specific
topics of research are most important, have been
influenced not just by Polanyi but also by a) what we
have learned from the controversies between
formalists, substantiviets, and Marxists: b) what we
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have learned from Popper, Kuhn, R wls, and
Wittgenstein; c) what we have learned from David
Clarke's (196B) showing that the societies studied by
archaeologists and anthropelogists can only be grouped
into polythetic sets; and d) what we have learned
from the plethora of recent writings on early economic
history. To explain:

Topics, types of economy, and historical time
periods studied in economic anthropology. It strikes
us as odd that such a basic guestion as "Exactly which
topics, types of economy, and historical time periods
comprise the subject of economic anthropology?™ seems
not to have been answered in the literature. First,
cur preferred grouping cof types of economy and
historical time periods; then our summary of topics.

Types of Economy and Historical Time Periods
Studied 1n Economic Anthropology

Aboriginal (pre-coclonial) economies in stateless
societies

Aboriginal (pre-colonial) economies in tribal
kingdoms

Peasantries in states, past and present

Economic and social change under colonial rule,
1500-1965

Post-colonial development and modernization

These polythetic groups serve several of our purposes,
only two of which we need to explain here. They point
out that anthropologists study economies as they were
structured (and changed) during different historical
time periods. For example, Murra (1980) describes
Inca economy before the Spanish arrived to smash,
grab, rule, and transform. Geertz (1963) describes
the deep changes caused in Indonesian peasant
economies by Dutch coclonial rule, Epstein (1962,
1973) describes the early decades of post-colonial

development and modernization in two villages in
southern India.

Our list also enables us to point out that only
thE_fLFEt set, aboriginal economies in stateless
socletles, is, so0 to speak, the exclusive property of
anthropologists, Only anthropologists (and
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archaeologists) study the Nuer, Tiv, Yanomami, North
American Indians, Australian aborigines, societies in
Highland New Guinea--as they were organized before
colonial rule. Each of the other t¥pes of economy and
historical time periods listed has counterpart
literatures ocutside of anthropology; indeed, larger
literatures. For example, the pre-colonial tribal
kingdoms of the Lozi, Azande, and Bunyoro have been
the subjects of ethnographies by distinguished British
anthropologists. But we now have dozens of books and
scores of articles on the economic, political, and
social history of pre-colonial African kingdoms
written by historians--Wilks (1375) on Asante, Law
(1377) on the Yoruba kingdom of Oyo--as well as a new
journal devoted to African Economic History, and
five volumes in the Cambridge History of Africa up
to 1870. In short, what we regard as an integral part
of our present research is to show that, in order for
theory in economic anthropology to bhe powerfully
persuasive in its explanations (and to be based an
sufficient evidence), we must make important use of
work in other disciplines. Four of the five listings
under "Types of economies and historical time periods
studied in economic anthropology" incorporate work by
non-anthropologists,

There are several sets of topics in economic
anthropology. Some topics relate to the acguisition
of subsistence livelihood and emphasize the uses made
of natural resources, technology, and the organization
of work tasks in the hunting, fishing, gathering,
herding, and agricultural provision of foodstuffs (see
the anthropological studies by Forde (1934,
Malinowski (1935), Lee and DeVore (1968) and the
historical studies by Slicher wan Bath (1963},

There is a large literature on what may loosely
be called socio-economic and political-economic
institutions of importance, such as bridewealth and
dowry, ceremonial exchange, "primitive money," and
external trade; also on how market places work in the
Societies studied by anthropologists. Here too belong
such topics as the receipts and disbursements by
chiefs and kings in pre-colonial kingdom-states, (for
example, those in Africa). Again, there are
counterpart literatures on some of thesge topics, such
48 economic historians writing on early money
(Grierson, 1978); archaeologists and historians
writing on early external trade (Clark, 1965; Sabloff
and Lamberg-Karlovsky, 1975; Grierson, 1903/1980;
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van Leur, 1967; Mancall, 1968); an economic geographer
writing an important article on pre e--:l-'::u_inl market
places in Africa (Hodder, 1965); and nlstu;ians
writing on the kinds and amounts of taxes and tributes
received by African kings before colonial rule (Law,
1978). slavery, of course, is another of those

socio—-economic topics of importance to historians
(Finley, 1960, 1980) as well as to anthropologists

(Miers and Kopytoff, 1977).

Another set of topicsa 1is the causes and
consequences of deep change in different historical
time periods. Only rarely do anthropologists have
sufficient information to allow them to write about
deep change before colonial rule, one exception is the
influence of the horse on the Plains Indians (Wissler,
1914 ) . By far most of what 1is written by
anthropologists is on the subject of changes brought
about by European or North American colonial rule
(1500-1965) under headings such as acculturation,
culture contact, applied anthropology, and millenarian
movements. Historians and economists also have
written extensively on this subject. We think there
is much comparative research to be done on the
economic anthropology of colonial impactis), which
would answer guestions such as, How exactly were the
indigenous economies studied by anthropologists made
to change by colonial rule? wWhy didn't more of what
we now call economic development and cultural
modernization occur under colonial rule? Why, despite
their long fieldwork immersion in the third world,
haven't anthropologists been able to contrive
persuasive theories of colonial change and
post-colonial development? (see Dalton, 1981).
Economists (e.g., Lewis, 1954, 1970; Singer, 1950)
have provided partial answers to these guestions.

There is a great deal of work to be done on the
topic of what is now called "development
anthropology." We have some case studies (Epstein,
1962, 1973; wallman, 1969; Richards, Sturrock, and
Fortt, 1973), symposium volumes (Pitt, 1976; Mathur,
1977), and rather premature attempts at textbooks
(Cochrane, 1971; Long, 1977).

Our future work will also address topics that
relate to the ma jor disputes in the literature of
economic anthropology (the formalist-substantivist-
H_arxJ.Et controversies), and a dozen other disputes
about the use of concepts: was there “feudalism" in
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Africa? Are Afrlcan cultivators to be callead

"peasants"? Should we use the term "hridewealth™ or
the term "brideprice“? What exactly is meant by
"barter®? What doas it mean to say that the 2C0NoOmMics

studied by anthropologists "differ From industrial
capitalism only in degree, not in kind"? 0Qr that
economic anthropologists should create a "general” or
"universal"™ theory? These words and phrases in
quﬂtatiﬂ-ﬂ marks are real ly symptoms |:_11-' unresolved
theoretical issues as is the use of several ambiguous
concepts such as "surplus,” "exploitation," and
"primitive money."

Finally, there are what we think of as puzzles in
the literature of economic anthropology we would like
to try to solve. A few examples: why is it so
difficult (why does it take so long) to resclve the
differences between formalists, substantivists and
Marxists? How does one do so? Why was the potlatch
so variously interpreted over s¢ long a period of
time? Why, despite the fact that anthropclogists
began to work in Africa, Latin America, and elsewhere
in the third world long before economists began their
professional concern with third world development
around 1950--why, in 1982, is there still no widely
shared anthropological paradigm of development?

CONCLUSION

Even if we date the beginning of Polanyi's
economic anthropology with the publication of Trade
and Market (1957) rather than the The Great
Transformation (1944) it still means twenty-five
¥years of work in print by him, his associates and
students, and others who make important use of his
work. We see great amounts of work yet to do. These
are the guestions we are now attempting to answer:

A What are the boundaries of economi
anthropology? What is the full set of topics, types
of economy, and historical time periods that comprise
the subject?

2 How exactly is the work of economic
historians, development economists, and others outside
of anthropology to be incorporated into economic
anthropology? Why and how must the Polanyi group make
important use of outside work?
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3. Several profound books on the philosophy of
science, linguistic philosophy, and justice are widely
thought to have deep implications for all social
science. What can we learn from the writings of
Popper, Kuhn, Wittgenstein, and Rawls that
clarifies--and by so doing, helps to resolve--paradigm
disputes between formalists, substantivists, and
Marxists in economic anthropology?

4 . What are the implications for economic
anthropclogy of David Clarke's (l1968B) demonstration
that human societies can only be grouped into sets
having "polythetic" attributes (such as the sets
capitalism/communism/underdeveloped)? How can we use
this insight to group the societies of interest to
economlic anthropology into sets that reveal their
distinguishing attributes, their similarities, and
their differences?

5. What exactly are the similarities and the
differences between the theoretical systems of Marx
and Polanyi? (See the note which follows this
"“Conclusion.,™)

6. Marxian anthropologists very frequently refer
to capitalism in their writings on tribal and peasant
economies, but not to Soviet or other communist
economies. Why not? If the structures of present-day
capitalist economies are relevant to Marxian economic
anthropology, why aren't the structures of present-day
communist economies also relevant;: particularly
danalysis of the rural peasantries of communist
economies, and the "surplus" extracted by the
government wvia taxes, the profits of nationalized
firms, and the low purchase price the government pays
for agricultural commodities it buys for resale? If
Marxians call the extraction of such surplus
"exploitation” when it occurs under capitalist
institutions, why isn't it also exploitation when it
occurs under communist institutions?

/. Polanyi said that economies not integrated by
market exchange are "embedded in society." What
exactly does this mean and what evidence do we have
that the statement is true and important for the
several sorts of non-market economies studied in
economic anthropology?

E._ How do we account for and resolve a dozen
semantic/conceptual controversies in the literature,
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such as bridewealth versus brideprice; are African
cultivators to be called peasants; was there feudalism
in Africa; how exactly are peasants e¥xploited; what is
meant by economic surplus; what 1s primitive money;
why do we call some obligatory pavyments to central
government taxes and others tribute; what exactly do
we mean by barter; how does production relate tao
exchange?

3. Why is there no persuasive anthropolagical
theory of how aboriginal economies changed under
colonial rule? Can we contrive ane?

l0. Why is there no persuasive anthropolagical
theory of post-colonial development? Can we contrive
one?y

£ How do old studies cof "acculturation,"
"culture contact,” "millenarian movements," and
"applied anthropology” relate to colonial change and
post-colonial development?

A NOTE ON THE POLANYI GROUP AND HISTORICAL MATERIALISM

Economic anthropology is still an "immature®
field in Kuhn's (1962) sense, as there does not yet
exist a general consensus among its practitioners
about the core issues to be raised, the concepts which
have the greatest explanatory power, and the doepest
analytical conclusions about economy and society to be
reached. In short, there is no prevailing paradigm.
All three "disciplinary matrices,"” formalism,
substantivism, and Marxism, compete for acceptance.

Although (as Kuhn tells us) it will be
effectiveness in use that will eventually decide which
theoretical approach will prevail, it is nevertheless
useful to clarify the similarities and differences
among the three approaches. It appears to us that the
differences between formalism and substantivism a:re
much better understood than the differences between
followers of Marx and Polanyi. We say this because we
repeatedly come across writings by Marxists who seem
to claim Polanyi as a member of their family and
incorporate his work into historical materialism. For
example, in a review of some recent Marxist
publications 1n economic anthropology, Ennew says
that:
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Polanyi's suggestion that the difference between
pre-capitalist and capitalist societies rests on
the degree of "embeddedness" of the economic in
aother institutions, provides both a rationale
and a starting point for a materialist
examination of social forms in which economic
institutions are not as acutely "visible" as
those of capitalism. (Ennew, 1979, p. 108)

About Meillassoux (1960) and Rey and Dupré (1978),
she says: ". . « it 1s the concept of exchange which
motivates Meillassoux to develop further lines of
inguiry, as it later motivated Dupré and Rey, and the
starting point in each case is not Marx, but Polanyi®

(Ennew, 1979,p. 1l08). Godelier characterizes
substantivism as ". . . not exactly false but
basically inadequate®™--a rather patronizing judgment,
spoken from an enormous height. But he too regards
Polanyi as an ally against the common enemy of
formalism. He says that by dencuncing the formalist

definition of economic Karl Polanyi aligned ". . .
himself to a constant theme in the early and later
writings of Marx" (Godelier, 1977, pp. 18, 19). Rey
and Dupré also claim the work of Polanyi and his
associates as an integral part of their historical
materialist approach:

. - the theory of the history of exchange,
which Bohannan and Daltcon as well as Polanyi and
rensberg are in fact trying to establish must
find i1ts place within a theory of the
reproduction . . . of economic and social
formations and in the articulation of different

social formations. (Rey and Dupré, 1978,
P 2l32) 5

One last example of the same: in discussing the
emphasis placed by Marxists on the ultimately
determining role of the material infrastructure, a
German anthropologist, Riesebrodt, suggests that
substantivism is essentially in agreement with
Marxism. To do so he contrives a remarkable
interpretation of what Polanyi meant by the
"embeddedness®™ of economy in society: |if economy
permeates all parts of society, then economy must
ultimately shape all of society and in some sense is
itself part of the social process of material
reproduction. 1t seems to Riesebrodt (1973, pp. 79,
8l1), therefore, that Marx and Polanyi do not represent
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rival th{njriES, but rather that substantivism i=s
contained within historical materialism.

Our purpose is not to point out the glaring
semantic/conceptual ambiguities and misunderstandings
in these examples, but rather to convey our
astonishment at the extent to which several Marxists
claim the work of the Polanyi group as part of their
own paradigm, a claim which we think to be utter
nonsense.

There are, of course, definite similarities
between Marx and Polanyi. Both regarded the
burgecning of industrial capitalism in nineteenth
century Europe as a unigque occurrence in human
history. Marx very clearly separated the capitalist
mode of production from precapitalist modes.
Polanyi's idea of a "great transformation” also
emphasizes the deep differences between industrial
capitalism and the societies which came earlier. His
"substantive” meaning of economic and Marx's "mode of
production”™ alsoc appear to be similar. In defining
the substantive meaning, Polanyi spoke of ". . . man's
dependence for his living upon nature and his
fellows,"™ and economy as an "instituted process of
interaction between man and his environment." He
characterized "economic elements™ as *ecological,
technological, or soccietal according to whether they
belong primarily to the natural environment, the
mechanical equipment, or the human setting" (Polanyi,
et al., 1957, pp. 243, 248, 2495, ALl thHi=z is
obviously similar to Marx's "mode of production,"™ with
its "material forces™ and "social relations" of
production (Marx, 1970, pp.- 20, 21). But the
conclusions each drew were utterly different. For
Marx, the "mode of production of material life
conditions the general process of social, political,
and intellectual life" in all societies, capitalist
and precapitalist (Marx, 1970, p. 21). But for
Polanyi, Marx's economic determinism is true only Eor
capitalist society.

The market mechanism, moreover, created the
delusion of economic determinism as a general
law for all human society. Under a market
economy , of course, this law holds good. . . .
To attempt to apply economic determinism to all
human societies is little short of fantastic.
Nothing is more obvious to the student of social
anthropology than the variety of institutions
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found to be compatible with !‘.uralr:l'.'er:‘ﬂl1.",.r
identical instruments of production. (Polanyi,

1947, p. 71)

A Further difference between Marx and Polanyi
lies in their analysis of future events. Marx pre-
dicted that capitalism's chronic and worsening mal func-
tioning would induce a socialist revolution and then
advance through the stage of socialism to an ultimate
stage of communism. Indeed, both Marx and Engels
(1963, p. 57ff) contended that the meaning of any
historical process could only be grasped if the past
is interpreted in the light of the future. On this
very Marxian attribute, Kolakowski says “"Marxism . . .
would not be Marxism without its claim to 'scientific
knowledge' of the future" (Kolakowski, 1978 III, p.
S B In contrast, Polanyi did no such predicting of
the future. His concern in the closing chapters of
The Great Transformation (1944) and in "Our ocbsclete
market mentality™ (1947) is to argue against iron laws
of economic determinism, the laws of Ricardo and Marx.

Capitalism was Marx's main focus of attention--
the earlier stages leading to capitalism, how
capitalism worked, and what would supersede the
breakdown of capitalism. To be sure, in The Great
Transformation Peolanyl was also concerned with the
origins of capitalism, how it functioned 1n the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and its
collapse in the nineteen thirties. But even in The
Great Transformation (especially chapter 4); he was
already concerned with the historical and
anthropological unigueness of capitalism and how
differently precapitalist economies were organized.
All his later work was, in fact, concerned with these
precapitalist economies. His emphasis on the
substantive definition of economic 1is due to his
insistence that only this meaning " is capable of
yielding the concepts that are reqguired for an

: investigation of all the empirical economies of the
past and present" (Polanyi, et al., 1957, p. 244; our
emphasis). From the outset, then, Polanyi included
the wealth of ethnographic data available to him.
Ever since Hobsbawm's (1964) wolume of Marx's notes on
precapiltalist economic formations, and Krader's (1972)
volume of Marx's ethnographic notebooks, we have been
aware of the limited range of ethnographic data used
by Marx. Here Polanyi had a definite advantage,
writing, as he did, some eighty years after Marx, and
having access to the work of Malinowski, Thurnwald,
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and others. Polanyi's use of much more ethnographic
data distinguishes his work from Marx's. Another
distinction is that Marx's analytical concepts were
designed primarily for nineteenth century capitalism.

Marxists today, easpeclially Marxist
anthropologists, have to stretch Marx's concepts to
accommodate subject matter they were not originally
designed for. Marx's own writings are often far from
what the several Marxisms today are concerned with.
One reascon for this multiplication of Marxisms is that
from the time of the Third International onwards,
Marxism became a rigid cultural and political doctrine
in the Soviet-dominated East, but in the West, it was
absorbed by numerous groups, some of which initiated
thematic innovations that, as Anderson tells us, have
also been labeled Marxism:

The mark of these [thematic innovations] is
their radical novelty to the classical legacy of
Marxism. They can be defined by the absence of
any indication or anticipation of them in the
writings of either the young or the old Marx, or
the work of his heirs in the Second
International. The pertinent criterion here is
not the validity of these innovaticons, or their
compatibility with the basic principles of
Marxism: it is their originality. (Anderson,
1977, p- 78ff)

But the very originality of these innovations is
sometimes so novel that they have little more in
common with Marx than the label Marxism and the use of
concepts originally employed by Marx in different
contexts; so too, the thematic innovations in Marxian
economic anthropology (Anderson, 1977). Meillassoux
(1975), for example, analyzed the elders' control of
Aaccess to women among the Guro of West Africa, arguing
that women play a central role in each mode of
production as bearers of children, who, of course, are
Future producers: women reproduce producers. And so
Melllassoux introduced the notion of biocological
reproduction into historical materialism, a thematic
innovation not to be found i1n Marx's work. That
elders among the Guro control access to women, thus
giving them power over junior men, started a lengthy
discussion among Marxists about whether or not elders
are a class, and whether they exploit juniors. At
first Terray (1972, pp. 169, 170) denied that such
exploitation by elders of juniors occurred, but later
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changed his mind (Terray, 1975, pp. 95-96) and agreed
with Rey and Dupré (1978) that elders did, indeed,
exploit juniors. But then Godelier (1972, p. 274)
disagreed that such exploitation tock place, because
subsistence goods as well as means of production are
excluded from social competition in primitive
economies, that is, they are accessible to everyone,
and so exploitation cannot take place between Guro
elders and juniors.

Godelier may be regarded as initiating another
thematic innovation in Marxism. He asserted that
inegquality should not necessarily be viewed as
exploitation but rather as an exchange between those
in charge of religicus or political duties and those
who produce goods necessary for livelihood (Godelier
1972, p. 275; 1978, p. 767). Hindess and Hirst (1975,
pP. 22) then joined in to reject the notion of
exploitation in primitive economies because the
appropriation of surplus labor in such societies takes
the form of communal appropriation where there is no
soclal division of labor between a class of laborers
and a class of nonlaborers. But then John Moore, also
a Marxist, asserted that exploitation occurred among
the Cheyvenne of Oklahoma, for a rather remarkable and
novel reason:

The fundamentals of the exploitation of junior
women by senior women., ., ., . are as follows:
essentially, the younger women produced more and
censumed less than the older women, although all
women gradually consumed more and produced less
as they got older. (Moore, 1979)

Even about the very basic Marxian concept, "mode
of production,” we find a similar array (and therefore
disarray) of opinion among Marxist anthropologists.
When Meillassoux spoke of one mode of production for
the self-subsisting agricultural community, Terray
(1974) criticized him and suggested the existence of
several modes of production (based on different Fforms
of relations of production). At first Meillassoux
assented and acknowledged the coexistence of several
modes of production in one society (Meillassoux,
1972). But several years later he dismissed the
concept of mode of production saying that ", . . this
term has no real scientific status in Marx's work"™
(1975, p. 114). But Terray, who insisted on the
§1mu1tanﬁnusl presence of several modes of production
ln one soclety, himself came in for comradely
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criticism by a fellow Marxist who pointed out that
Terray failed to establish any relationship betw:en
different modes, and did not explain the shift from

one mode to another (Cooper, 1978, p. 144). Godelier
even more severely criticized Terray's usage of the
concept by saying that from Terray's view ". . . to

the invention of a masculine mode of production
(hunting), which is dominant over a feminine mode of
production (gathering), is just a short step which
certain enthusiastic disciples have already taken"
(Godelier, 1975, p. 25, ft. 13).

Other thematic innovations were also suggested,
such as geographically defined modes of production:
Coguery-Vidrovitch (1975, p. 37) created an "African
mode of production,"™ and Cardoso IS5 e E)
"colonial modes of production of the Americas.”
Although Godelier criticized such proliferation of
modes of production, he himself talked of "different
modes of production combined in a specific way in a
specific society,"™ when he analyzed Inca society. But
then an equally fervent Marxist, Jonathan Friedman,
(13976, p. 16) entirely dismissed the concept, saying
that ". . . mode of production as a theoretical object
has no explanatory value at all." Finally, Hindess
and Hirst (1975) defined mode of production in such a
rigid fashion that it became sterile.

S50 too there is disagreement among Marxist
economic anthropologists about the core Marxian
concepts such as: forces of production, relations of
production, surplus, and class. Such disagreement
makes it very difficult to decide what exactly Marxian
economic anthropology is actually saying. In trying
to fi1ll Marx's old concepts and conclusions with new
content important to the subject of economic
anthropology, Marxist anthropologists wind up in utter

disagreement among themselves. It seems that Marxian
economlic anthropology shares a name but not a
paradigm. This too distinguishes it from the Polanyi

group, who do, indeed, share a paradigm.
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Comment, by George Dalton
I add this comment to the publication in English of these French essays and
discussions because I want to clarify some points that are ambiguous in Polanyi's

writings, correct what I believe to be misunderstandings of w his work, and refer
Lais
the reader to recent writings by persons in several subjects who &ppi# Polanyi's
B R
peradigm in their analysis of actual economies of time and place.

To begin with some background matters that kemx bear dn what I have te sey. It was
f :

unfortunate that Polanyl got such a late start in academic life as teacher and writer.
1

The Great Transformation (1944) was published when he was 58, He began teeehing economic

history at Columbia Universiyy in 1947, when he was 61, and had to retire only six years

later #mxix in 1953, at age 67. Trade and Market in the “arly Empires (1957), was published

when he was 71. Between the publication of Trade and Market and his death seven years

later in 1964, he did not undertake fresh research, but rather applied, refined, and

slightly extended some of the ideas In Trade and Market in several articles: "The

Semantics of Money Uses" (1957); "On the Comparative Treatment of Economic Institutions
in Antiquity with Illustrations from Athens, Mycenae, and Alalakh" (1960); "Ports of

Trade in Early Societyies" (1963); and "Sortings and 'Ounsce Trade' in the West African
Slave Trade'" (1964). It was unfortunate that he did not live long enough to respond in

2
print to criticlisms of his work.

In the early 1970s, with the enthusiastic permission of Ilona Polanyi (Karl's widow,
who died in 1978), I published three article-glength manuscripts by Polanyli that Ilonax
Polanyi had given to Columbia University's library along with a mass of Polanyi's lecture
notes, unfimnished manuscripts, and other papers: "Primitive Feudalism and the Feudalism

(i Muwgs's
of Decay" (1971); ?IH? ngiMEanings of Economie" (1971); and "Traders and Trade" (19753).

Polanyi's four books, (two of which were published after he died), and ten published
il

articles, (xkm five of which were published after he died) argue the following:




(1) The market organization that came to integrate nineteenth century European and

American industrial capitalism was historically (and anthropologically) unique, making
such market-integrated national societies significantly different in ecomomic structure
and performance, and in economic, social, and political comsequences, from those of any

soclety that preceded them. (This is one of the main argumments of The Creat Transformation,

and of "Our Obsolete Market Mentality",X1947.) (2) Formal micro-economic price theory,
the conventiamonal supply and demand analysis invented to analyze the market choices of
households mmdxhx producing firms in capitalism, is misleading, inappropriate, and
distorting when its concepts and analytical conclzusions are applied to non-makket
economies such as the pre-capitalist social economies--the Nuer, the Trobriands--

studied by archseologists, anthropologists, and historians. What is important and
characteristic in the Trobriands or the Inca is different from what is important and
characteristic in capitalism. (3) A special conceptual vocabulary together with a special
set of leading ideas--in short, = sékarate and xix distinct paradigm, neither formalist nor
Marxist--is mecessary in order to unéerstand the workings of non-market economies whose
core attributes are systematically different from those of industrial capitalism. The
basic structural fact is that, in the absence of market integration of production,

(and therefore the absence of market dependence for £ liwelihood and the absence of
modern money), "economy'" is "embedded" in "society, something which is reflected in

gll lines of production--gathering, hunting, agriculture, herding. The transactions

which allocate labor and natural resources to production activities, the organization

of work tasks necessary to produce, and the transactional dispostiion of what is produced
(or hunted, gathered, lmported), are socially and politically controlled and directed.
The conceptual vocabulary used to identify what is structurally important in non-market
economies must be socio-economic because the main attribute of such economies is that

no separate sub-system called "economy'" exists in such societies: reciprocity, =
redistribution, special-purpose money, ports of trade, adminkstered trade, equivalencies,
operational devices--are the soclo-economic terms Polanyi uses.

(4) The various uses of money-objects and the varying functions and organization of

external trade in non-market economies are of sk special interest because they preceded




their market descendants and also sensitively reflect the transactional modes of

reciprocity and redistribution widely emploved in those economies. (5) Polanyi, his

assoclates In Trade and HEI]-‘.!‘*.E, and I ‘11'1!:!1'_.' this =set of ideas and t‘:n";:::r—,:jt',_:;‘_ terms,

(1) to (4), to actual social economies of time and place (e.g., eighteeenth century
Dahomey, pre=-conquest Artec=Mayva long disteance trade).

But much of interest to carly economic history and economic anthropology was
not explained (peasantries, colonial change, post-colonlal development), some points
were not explained clearly ( how do reciprocity and redistribution enter production
activities), and, above all, Polanyi wrote before the recent huxgmimwm burgeioning

French snd other

of theorietical writings by/Marxists , and the recent burgeoning of historical writings
on pre-capitalist economies (in Africa, for example). And so, as in the French essays
I am about to comment on, we find markedly different assészsments of Polanyl's work,

and some disagreement about what Polanyi was actusally saying.

I. There is no "production" without "exchange.' Valensi says that Polanyi's

E " Bl " 4 | # ] r
work is defioient because he concentrated his anslysis on "emchange's (recitprocity,

redistribution) rather than "production," a frecuent criticism made of Polanyi

(e.g., Garlan 1973;: Lovejoy 1979).

In order legitimately to resist the application of present-day economic
concepts to non-capiltalist socleties and in order correctly to proclaim
that man is not a born a merchant, Rarl Polanyl has stressed the importance
of non-commerciel forms of exchange but he has lost sight of the common truth
that unlike the other znimals, pan alone is a producer, It is on this point that
the msjor objection has been raised against Polanyi's position, especially by
the Marxists.

Augé says the same thing: ". . . while describing the principal forms of integration

(reciprocity, redistiibution, market exchange), one risks describing only the circulation

process,"

But Wachtel disagrees in saying that rciprocity and redistribution characterize

production as well as exchange:




» « « the Andean societies verify the pertinance and fruitfulness of the concepts
of reciprocity and redistribution, but on condition that one submits these concepts
to the following considerations:
(1) The application of these prienciples i1s not limited only to the circulation
and consumption of goods; it involves the process of their production & itself.
_— ay i = P | ".-. ¥ i e | - |-l-
So too, ¥ixm Fiorovanti-Molinié, in her essay on Peruvian rural soclety today: "| despite
market penetration the relations of reciprocity still dominate the productiom relations to

in

8 certain extent.reciprﬂcﬁl farm labor services, for example', And Godelier, after
quoting Polanyi's statement that "Dominance of a form of integration is here identified
with the degree to which it comprises land and labor in soclety'" also recognizes that
Polanyi's concepts =am are about production, or, at least, the social relatioms of
production: "Thus it is inexact to accuse Karl Polanyl of having neglected, minimized
or failed to elucidate the social relations of production,"

Polanyl is at fault for not making it clearflif that reciprocity and redistribution
most definitely structure relations between persons mg engaged In production and are not
simply labels for the final dispuat%ﬁn of goods produced. He mentions production but
does mot discuss it in sufficient detail, does not prodvide enough empirical illustrations

4
from actusl production processes, and in what iz the most frecuently cited of his
writings on these matters, "The Economy as Institutéd Process," he phrases his definitions
and andlytical points in very general terms, which makes It easy to mlsunderstand what
he 15 saying:

The fount of the substantive concept ls the empirical economy. . . . defined as an

instituted process of interstion between man and his enviromment, which results in a

continuous supply of want satisfying material means. Want satzisfaction is 'material'’

if it involves the use of material means to satisfy ends; In the case of a definite
type of physiological wamts, such as food or shelter, this includes the use of so-
called services only. . . . Process suggests analysis in terms ofm motion. The

® movements refer either to changes in location, or in appropriation, or both. Im

other words, the material elements may alter their position either by changing

place or by changing "hands'; again, these otherwise very different shikfts of




position maky go together or not. Between them, these two kinds of movements mav
be said to exhaust the possibilities comprised in the economic process as a natural
and social phenomenon.

Locational movements include production, alongside of transportation, to which

1,

the spatial shifting of objects is equally essential. Goods amre of a lower

order or of a higher order, according to the mammer of their usefulness from the

consumer's point of view. This famous 'order of goods' sets consumers' goods agéinst

=

producers' goods, according to whether they satisfy directly, or only indirectly,

T

through a combination with other goode. This type of movemen
represents an essential of the economy in the substantive sense of the term, namely,

production. . . .

A study of how empirical economies are instituted should start from the way in
which the economy acquires unity and stability, that is the interdependence and
recurrence of its parts. This is achieved through a combination of a very few
patterns which may be called forms of integretion. Since they occur side by side

=

on different levels and in different sectors of the economy it may often be
impossible to select one of them as dominant so that they could be employed for a
classification of empirical economies as a whole. Yet by differentiating between
sectors and levels of the economy those fmm forms of integration offer a means
of describing the economic process in comparatively simple terms, thereby introducing
a measure of order into its endless patterns.
Empiricelly, we find the main patterns to be reciprocity, rediatribution and
market | exchange. Reciprocity denotes movements between correlative points of symmefrix
symmetrical groupings; redistribution designates appropriational movements toward
a center and out of it again: exchange refers here to vice-versa movements taking
place as between "hands" undera & market system. Reciprocity, then, sssumes for a
background symmetrically arranged groupings; redistribution is dependent upon the

presence of some measure of centricity in the group; exchange in order to produce

integration requires a system of price-making markets, It is apparent that the

different patterns of integration assume definite institutional supports.
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« « « Dominance of a form of integration is here identified with the degree to which

it comprises land and labor in society. So-called savage society, 1s characterized by

the integration of land and labor into the economy by way of the ties of kinship.

In feudal society the ties of fealty determine the fate of land and the labor that goes
with it. In the floodwater empires land was largely distributed and sometimes
redistributed by temple or palace, and so was labor, at least in its dependent form.
The rise of the market to a ruling force in the economy can be traced by noting

the extent to whiech land and food were mobilized through Eﬁarkﬁt exchange, and

ned into a commodity free to be purchased a in the market (Polanyi 1957a,
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pp. 248, 250, 251, 255. Italics added).

Both Polanyl and his critics are unclear because they do not tell us what axactly
they mean by "production.' His critics, moreover, imply (quite wrongly) that production

q =

is & something different from exchange. When one defines these terms 1t Decomes cC
xthat the three processes that comprise production all recuire Eransactions Detween persons
(reciprocal, redistributive, or market trasmnsactions).

Growing crops in any economy requires a set of activities (planting, harvesting),
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oduetiOn carried on in very difrerent Cypes of economlc sysCtems--capltallsm, COMMUNLSM,
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pessentries of all sorts, pre-colonial tribal Africans, pre-colonial peoples of New Gulnea.

To explain the connection between production on the one hand, and reciprocity,
redistribution, and market exchhnge on the other, Polanyl should have siad the foldowing:
in analyzing production we lmmediately encounter a semantic difficulty, becsuse the word
is ug used in a narrow % and a wide sense to mean two different things. In 2 narrow semnse

agricultural production means those activities and work tasks carried out on the farm
b

itself, the stage two activities exclusively in the diagram above.




But how exactly these stege two work tasks and activities--clearing, planting,
weeding, irrigating, fertilizing, harvesting, threshing--are organized and supervised,
who does them snd for what (if any) rewards, with whose tools, on whose land, depends
directly on the stage one and stage three aspects of the wider meaning of "production,"
how land, labor, and tools are allocated toc the person or persons who have land tenure,

and the disposition of what the farm produces. When Valensi, Auge, and others say that

Polanyi was concermed with circulation (or exchange) but not with production, they are

saying that Polanyi was concerned only with the disposition of produce (stag

(o

three),

but not with the relations between those who do the actual farm work (stage two), or

the relations between perscons which explzin how land, tools, and labor are acouired to do &
the farm tasks (stage one). This 1s not so because in any proudction process the three
stages are integrally related, and Polenyi understands that "Dominance of a form of
integration is., . . idektified with the degree to which it compréses land and labor

in society."

Under capitslismg(cthe Towa wheat farm today), land, labor, and tools are acauired
mainly by market pxux purcyase at money price, the work tasks in growing wheat are
organized to minimize costs of production so as to maximize profit, and the crop is
disposed of at market price in national and international markets., Purchase and sale
transactions (market exchange) enter all three stages of produation.

The Trobriamad yam farm of Malinowski's time XIHR8 (Malinowski %1935) is rather

r
L

different because here reclprocal transactions (reciprocal exchanges) enter all three

sequential processes of production. Married males acquire garden land from lineage
matri

elders as a right of/lineage membership; labor employed in growing yams is acquired

from wives, children, the village garden team (Bittarbeit work parties consisting

-

of all village residents), affines, and from the garden magician . (The affines,
gardening team of village residents, and the magiclan are rewarded with gifts of
geveral sorts, and the man whose plot is worked is himself obliged to provide
reciprocal labor services on the gardens of others.) About haldf the output of small

yams is presented to sister's husband (as urigubu), and half retained for his own

d
.

household's consumption snd miscellaneous gift-giving.
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In short, production is complicated. The work tasks tha produce goods (stage two)
are lnextrimcably conmected to the transactional modes that allocate land, labor. and
»
tools to the work tasks, and to the transactional dispositions of the goods produced

Reciprocity, redistribution, and market exchange enter all three components of "production."

Il. The differences between Marx and Eclﬂqyl are much more important then their

SLMilﬂritiEE- Marxz and PPI&FF{ definitely represent rival fﬂltﬂrﬁﬂtiVﬂj diEﬂErEEiHE,

e S —

ontradictory pEgxx paradigms--theoretical systems. Valensi says:

Karl Polanyi, who explicitly rejected the application of the categories of

liberal ecomomy to non-capltalist societies, never claimed that he was in

—=TE e

ment with Marxism ' italics added . Within the historv of economic
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Msrx among the theoreticians who are able to preserve a global

thought, he placed
vision of society and to integrate non-economic fesctore into the internretation of

Tafl= =1 =q 141 . : ! - : = =1 =
What Polanyl explicitly rejected, however, was the unilinear
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schems of evelution, defended by the Marxists of the early twentieth century, which

1

depicted the sole cgestiny of all mankind as a passage through the threec ctages
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of t® slavery, feudalism and capitalism. Polanyi also rejected the shift towards
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after Marx, the shift towards a narrowly economic

internretation of ancient societies.

%

There are definitie affinities (agreements, similarities) be

T

ween “‘arx and Polanyl

in both paradipm and commitment to socialism. The most striking similarities in their
theoretical systems are the following: (1) Both regarded all pre-czpitalist societies

end economies as comprising a single field for investigstion. In their view, what we now
call economic anthropology belongs in the same field as early economic history. (2) Both
ciffer from conventional economics (malnstream classical and neo-classical economics,
from Ricardo to Samuelscn) in inventing conceptual vocabularies which were explicitly
designed to include political, socisgl, and cultural attributes in their economic
analysis. Both are very much "socio-economic" in their analyvtical conclusions as well

as in the concepts they employ.

The differences between Marx and Polanyl distinctly outweigh their similarities.




Polanyli quite explicitly says he is in disagreement with TMrﬁ. In The Great Transformztion

and 1

Our Obsolete Market Mentality" Polanyi argues that (1) Marx was rischt abhout

conomic determinism in 19th and early 20th century industrial capitalism; but (2)

wrong
what
and (

indus

the 1

- -y
livel
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were Che main structural reatures of aconomies such as the

atiomnally-integrated market system (which came into b

about economic determinism in pre-capitalist economies (and therefore wronp shout

1 T

nca and Trobriands);

3) wrong about what must inevitably fowllow capitalism. Ninettenth centurvy

trial czpitzlism was historically unicue ®m for both reasons, "industrial" and
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ng in order to servic

nput and output needs of machineryd; the market system in whiceh every household's

ihood depended on selling labor and natural resources at money price, and all
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gystem ' --laissez=-faire) that made inettentnh centur ark conomy determinatlve

{the base) for 19th c nEUTY soclety xd culture (th i Fruckiure)
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Industrizl Revolution, In order to allow scope to the use of leaborate, powerful
nachinery, we transformed human economy into a self-adjustine system of markets,

and cast our thoughts and values in the mold of this unique innovation. . . . the

first phase of the Machine Are has run its course. It inoveols

ed an organizaction of
society that derived its name from its centrail institution, the merket. THis system
is on the dowvmgrade. Yet our practical philosophy was overwhelmingly shaped by this
spectacular episode. Novel ppkighs aRout man and Eoctety hecawe GUFTent aRd mAiRed
the status of axioms. Here they are: As regards men, we were made to accept the
heresy that his motives can be described as 'material’ and "{deal,' and that

the inventives on which everyday life is organlzed spring from the "material'
motives., Both utilitarian liberalism and popular Marxism favored such & views,

As regards society, the kindred doctrine was propounded that its institutions were

'determined' by the economic system, This opinion was even more popular with Marxists

than witht liberals.
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Under a market-economy both assertlons were, of course, true. But only under such

8n economy. In regard to the past, such a view was no more than an enachronism, In XEX

regard tp tje fitire. ot was a gere prejudice (Polanyi 1968, pp. 59-61).
ml
There is no doubt at all about Polanyi's pﬂﬂitiﬂﬁjﬁﬂriti ""base and superstructurs,"

or Polanyi's reasons for disagreeing with Marx about the primacy of economy in

e )

|:'1|.

pre-capitalist societies. In

o

b

nyl's view, "economic determinism" holds true only
for laissez-faire capitalism:

The market mechanimmsm, moreover, created the delusion of economic determinism as a

o b

general law for all human society. Under a market-economy, of course, this law holda
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good. « . « To attempt to apply economic determinism to all human societies 1is

1ittle short of fantastic, Nothing is more obvious to th

- . M e w F o P
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anthropology than the wvariety of institutions found to be compatible with practically
)

identical instruments of production (Polanyi 1947, p. 71).

Just as Marx's anslysis of & capitalism forms the basis for his analysis of pre

economies, too Polanyi's but in utterly different fashion. Marx projected backwards to
pre-capitalist sociletles 12t he found to be true in capitalism; Polanyi, in sayin

capitalism was unicue, alao said pre-capitalist exemm societies were utterly different.

Polanyi, moreover, wrote a hundred years after Marx, and from a base of understanding

10

of meoclassical micro-economics of Menger and Marshall, OAe twentieth ceantury
¥l ethnogrephies of social anthropology, and the great traastorming events oi L

. " == A
First and Second World Wars, the Bolshevik Hevolution and Stalinsim, and Che Temsark ble

- - 4 . T iy I T S e Rl Al
non-Marxian responses to the breagkdown of capitalism in the 1930"s, Hitler's Tascism

Polanyi's policy message about what follows capitallism 13 that

and Roosevelt's New Deal.
] 1 [ o ERET L] y g C
are not the eslaves of Marxien iron laws, the policy message of Che closling chapLers O1

The Great Transformation and of ''Our Obsolete Market Mentality.

In his analysis of pre-wxcapitalist economies, Polanyi, unlike Marx, has nothing at

all to say about the deep causes of pequential change: no stages, no evelutiom, no
11
LA

propelling mechnaisms transforming one epoch into anoter. The closest he comes Lo

considering such dynamic matters 1s to suggest, as a program of research, the two

broad problems that absorbed him: to inmvestigate the place of economy in soclety, and

we
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domestic
to investigate historically how/market excahnge, market foreign trade, and market

money came to penetrate and transform their non-market antecedents.

J
There is snother sense in which Polanyi, 2s an economic anthropologist and
EESREA
economic historisn is not Marxist: he does not employ the crucizlly Marxian terminology--
relations of production, mode of production, surplus, exploitation, and such. If hexm
were Marxian, he would not have employed Thurnwald's recimmprocity, or invented his
own "redistributionm,'" "ports of trade," mim "administered trade," and such. There is

no such thing as a Merxian employing in his analysis a d set of conceptual terms

different from Marx's. To employ non-Marxian conceptual terms is to reach non-Marxian

= -— = — o,

enalytical conclusions about what is important and distinctive in early economies. And,

moreover, there is simply no counterpart in Marxian analysis to Polanyli's concern

with early foreign trade and early money uses,

III. The coucept of reciprocity was invented by Thurnwald; it does not mean

equal exchange; (as Meillassoux comrrectly points out) it is different from redistribution;

as is also true for resistribution and market exchange, reciprodcity has many variants

and characterizeds production sctivities.

L have found only one writer who fully appreciates the importance of reciprocity

in primitive social organization. The leading German anthropologist, Prof. Thurnwald
of Berlin, clearly recognizes "die Symmetrie des Gesellachaftbaus' and the
corresponding 'Symmetrie von Handlungen® Thurnwald 1921, p. 10. . Throughout

his monograph, which is perhaps the best account of the social organization of a
savage tribe extant, Prof. Thurnwald shows how the symmetry of social structure and
of actions pervades native life. Its importance as a legidl binding form is not, however,
explicitly stated by the writer, who seems to be aware of its psychological
foundation 'in human feeling' rather than of its social function in safeguarding the
continuity and adequacy of mutual services. . . . The dual principle 1is the
integral result of the iloner symmetry of all social transactions, of the reciprocity
of services, without which no primitive community could exist. . . . I venture to
foretell that wherever careful inquiry be made, symmetry of structure will be found

in every savage soclety, as the indispensable basis of reciprocal obligations
12

(Malinowski 1926/1959, pp. 24-25).
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Now Polanyi:
[he first writer to our knowledge to have hit upon the factual connection between
%] reciprocétive behavior on the interpersonal level, on the one hand, and given
symmetrical groupings, on the other, was the anthropologidst Richard Thurnowald
in 1915, in an empirical study on the marriage system of the Banaro of New Guinea.
Bronislaw Malinowski, some ten years later, referring to Thurnwald, predicted that
socially relevant reciprocation would regularly be found to rest on symmetrical
forms of basic socisl organization. His own description of the Trobriand kinship
system as well as of the Kula trade bore out the point. This lead was followed

up by this writer, in regarding symmetry as merely one of several supporting

patterns. He then added redistribution and market exchange to reciprocity,
as further forms of integration; similarly, he added centricity and market to
symmetry, as other instances of Institutional support. Hence our forms of

integration and supporting structure patterns (Polanyi 1957a, p. 252).

Quite rightly, Randles says "Reciprocity by no means excludes disproportions which
generale inequality, even at the level of labor groups." Meillassoux, who isiﬂiﬂne
right in saying that recpiprocity is different from redistribution, is quite WLOng
in saying ". . . reciprocity presupposes social ecuality.”

Polanyl defines what he means by reciprocity and illustrates it with empairical

examples in seversl chapters, "Societies and Economic Svyatems" (GT): "Aristotle
Discovers the Economy'" (T&M); "The Economy as Instituted Process" (T&M); and in

greatest detail in chapter four of Dahomey and the Slave Trade, "Reciprocity: Mutusal

: |

Ald and Cooperation." The latter is particularly illuminsting because here Polanyi
cites several empirical exemples of reciprotity: labor teams, craft guilds, mutual

aid groups, the institution of "the best friend," and the giving of pawns: all the

Lo

e
from the non-state sectors of Dahomean society. One also sees clearly in this chapter
how reciprocity enters production processes.

As is also true for redistribution and market exchange, reciprocity is a broad

category containing many variants. Whet all recixprocal transactions have in common
|
b1

i R

- " ' '
is that the natural resources, labor, finished goods, pr SpECldllstiﬁﬂrvluﬂs being

transacted between the indlvidual persons or groups are determined by the social
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relationships between the transacting parties. Hence Thurnwald's, Malinowski's, and
Polanyi's emphasis on the symmetrimcel social relationships underling {(gmenerating)
reciprocal transactions. There are several aspects of reciprocity that require
clarification:

(1) Wherever something we call reciprocity takes place, there is a sociological
situation--rights, obligations, and relationships--to be understood, which accounts
for (explains) the material or labor flows between the socially related parties. Where
outside observers (anthropologists, historiens) perceive the reciprocal transactions
to be "unequal', the inequality 1is explained by the sociological situation (as Duby
guite rightly says). I will illustrate with examples after quoting Polanyli's correct
but insufficiently explained statement that '""Reciprocity demands adequacy of response,
Mk not mathematical equality. . . . Within the sociclogically defined relationships
--0f which there are many--the rﬂciprﬂcal_ exchangew 1s usually unequal, as befits the
relationship" (Polanyi 1957b, pp. 73-74).

Let us first consider simple examples of 1lnequality as part of recipreocity and then
a complicated example. In America at Christmas-time, fathers and sons exchange gifts.

If the father is 30 years old and the son 8, the inegquality that befits the relationship

is that the father gives his son gifts costing (say) $100; the son gives his father
gifts costing (say) $8. In such a sociological situation, the father does not feel
exploited because he has given more costly glfts than he has received from his son.

Their close relationship and their different material means justify the unequal exchange.
1f, instead, the situatiocon was that the father is 80 years old and iwmpoverished, and

the son 50 years old and rich, the ineguality that now befits the relationship is Chat

the son gives more costly gifts to father than son receives from father (and, indeed,
supports father materially throughout the year without expectation of material return
from father). So too at American weddings, two brothers of the bride, one rich the other
poor, will give unequal gifts to sister without the poor brother suffering sociel
opprobrium. The sociological situation explains the inequality and justifies the unequal

gifts in the minds of the actors,

Malinowski gives us a clear case of inequality justified by the sociological
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situation. A man gives about half of his small vam crop (taytu) to his sister's
huskband in this matrilineal society. To be sure, sister's husband glves return gifts
and labor from time to time, and comes to the aid of his wife's brother when regquired,
but the mxg urigubu payment of yams is meent to be larger than the return x services,
the justification being that the man's sister is from a landowning Lineage and her
children should be fed from lineaze land.

NoEw let us consider FEuropean feudalism at the village level, & complicated
instance of unequal reciprocity. The sociological situation includes Mﬁ] very sharp
social stratification of masters and clients, rulers and ruled, owners and tenants,
superiors and inferiors. Lords were rulers and owners. masant Free and unfreer peasants
were their subjects and tenants. Lords were also military officers and judges; peasants

13
were theilr foot soldiers and the judged in court cases. iy peasants were client-inferior
and some of them were serfs, Peasants made numerous obligatory payments to lords, in
Labor services, goods, and cash. Some of these were payments for the use of land which
the political-military-legal system a had allocated to lords. Peasants had the right
to E occupy and use the land and transmit it vis inheritance as long as the obligatory

~

payments were made and as long as the peasant in his other roles vis a vis the lord
remeained in good standing. This is a complicated case because the peasants were social,
Teliglous, and political inferiors as well as economic inferlors, and because the peasants
paid taxes, fines, fees, and tithes as well as payxaments representing rent for land.

To some historians and anthropologists, psrticularly Marxians, the payments by
peasants to lords seem clearly to be greater than any return services received by peasants
from lords. The peasants paid up countagble things, so many labor desys per year working
the lord's demesne, so many coins, so many chickens and eggs. They received back not
countagble things, but the right to use so much land to produce subsistence and cash
crops, and gm they received contingency services, such as emergency food in times of
famine and also military protection from invasion. (And for their obligatory payments
in countable things to the church they received kbx back the services of baptism,

communion, msrriage, and burial, plus festive holidays and heaven after death.)

Marxians regard all this as "exploitation'" because they do not regard as legitimate

the system of land tenure and the system of social/political stratification, and
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because they rather dislike Catholicism. But theirs is an analytical assessment, a
judgment to m be explained and defended, not to be taken for granted as a fact, or £
something which is obvious. Those historians and anthropologists who do not make the
judgment that the prevailing systems of land tenure, soclal/political stratificationm,
and religioon were illigitmate emphasize the folk-views (belief systems of the actors)

that justified (legitimated) the inegqualities, as do Cam and [Duby;

The men who prayed were to the Englishman of the Middle Ages as Indispensabl,

a part of the community as those who fought and those who labored (Cam 1960, p. 139).

-

» « « among the obvious means of satisfying

113 food needs the XIIth century tiller

placed peace and the favor of Heaven on the same level #s, Lf not higher than, sowing

—

or the labor of his oxen. And he set out to acquire these means from protective or %

intermecdiary people with the same vipgor he used for procuring seed-graln or young
animals, Such values consecuently hgeld & decisive place in the procedures of
reciprowcity and redistribution. The moral obligations which made the lords open

F =

the poor in times emporarily materidlized

£9
Q
=
=
=
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grain to
2 permanent generosity which otherwise manifested itself invisibly in the fertility

; 1." Like the Bantu chiefs,

gand abundance that flowed from the hands of the "powerfu
like the chiefs of Rwanda, those of medieval Europe seemed mainly to dispemse fertility.
And it was this that justified their demands and which brought a flow of ritual
offerings to their house. Let us once and for all stop considering all these moral

debts and corvees as elements in a svstem of 'landrent.’

-

Most of these obligations, balanced as they were between the greed of the lords of
rain, plague, and war on the one hand, and the spontaneous appreclation, fear, and
passivity of the proteges on the other, tended to establish a fair distribution of the
fruits of the earth among those who had, each in their own way, contrktibuted to the

group's survival, be it by their labor, their liturgies or their weapons.

Some Marxians want to confine the term reciprocity only te those relationships and

transactions they approve of, those in pre-colonial stateless tribes that they regard

as equal relationships and equal exchanges. But this is not how Polanyi regards reciprocity.
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In his very brief analysils of feudalsim (The Great Transformatiom, pp. 52-53), he s

2es

all three non-market prignciples operating in feudalism, reciprocity, redistribution,

and householding (production for self-use), and is quite clear about the compatibility

#
L4

of reciprocity and imequality:

We deliberately disregarded in this presentation of reciprocity, redistribution,

and houscholding the vital distinction between homogeneous and stratified societie

.:.l
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rulers and ruled. Though the relative status of slaves and masters may be worlds

apart from that of the free and equal members of some hunting tribes, and consequently,
motives Iin the two societies will differ widely, the organization of the economic
system may still be based on the same principles, though accompanied by wvery

different culture traits, according to the very different human relations with which

the econodic system in intertwined (Polanyi 1944, p. 53)
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illuminating. First, there 1s, of course, reciprocity between men and gods whenever
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both thought to be within the power of gods.
There are also negative reciprocities, negative redistributions, and negative

market exchanges: punishment, ralding, warfare, theft, and cheating, depending upon

the sociological situation. Obviously retatiztion and revenge are negative reciprocities.
Just as relations of alliance (msrriage alliance, ceremonial exchange alliance, military
o ?f
alliance, external tradea alliance, blood g brotherhood) creste f;csitiva} reciprocities,
g0 do relations of hostility create negative reciprocities.
(3) The clear-cut instances of reciprocity occur in face-to-face miktux relatiomnships
of individual persons, whether equal kula exchange partners, or unequal face-tO-face

relationships between masters and clients;and they occur between groups, such as lineages

in marriage or military allience. But wherever lineages are m important there is a

gsitustion rather different from face-to-face reciprocal exchanges between persons or




sroups, a situation which bears no specific lsbel, but which I should also like to
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call "reciprocity": receiving goods and services because of the rights (and obligations)
conferred by lineage membership; more sccurately, what is conmferred by lineage membership

a8 long as the lineage member retains his good standing with lineage suthoritices,

Recelving tangitble/property (lend, fishing rights), aild from lineage mates in raix

scquiring suffieient bridewealth, ilnheriting property, ail o lineage mat in
seeking redres T Trevenge when wronged Oy outsiders. In short, receligir tanginel

5 o 1 = S e - - g - -y - ~ I = - A A a S i = > 1 - 1 |
NEg1OLlE lineage pPropercty i lso 18 rec 1 pTOC 1Ly ecause the |i'!-.'r',-"r.. eEinber receives,

say, land to farm, only by fulfilling lineage obligations to livin

» + « 1O & Criels a person in the New Guinea Highlands could rely with certainty
. . - . : W :

only on members of his own clan, and ultimately onlv on those of his own lineage
(Berndt 1964, p. 188).
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condueils wartare and participates in feuds, and which makes allisnces through

ITiF frlr_,_ r. ll-_"'l-I ATl 8110 -._ ' ! | _l":h 3 Iy

In the Nootka scheme of x things land rights are in the same general emk category
as ceremonial privileges: the right to use certain names, songs, dances

Title to such intangible property, just like t rritory, 18 hereditary (Ma Swadesh

o
194

'

. P BS5)Y.

Where membership of 2 local group is by unilineal descent, status within it and tight
to land, livestock, women and other resomrces are usually vested within the descent
group concerned, &s a corporation. . . , the concept of lineage structure may

be used to express and to validate forms of common action, such as reciprocal

help and protection, joint responshiibility in bridewealth and blood compensation,

help in feud and war, regulation of intermasriage and observance of respomsibility




18

to the dead (Middleton and Tait 1958, pp. 5,6).

The point is this: when a lineage member receives cattle from his living lineage mates
Co pay his bridewealth, we call this reciprocity (and so too, when he gives cattle for
such & purpose). Then also, I think, should we call it reciprocity when iw he receiyes
lineage land, lend belénging to his linesge which he receives by right of lineage
membership (although, perhaps, actually allocated by a lineage elder actimg as steward of
lineage land).

(4) As Godeller quite rightly points out, in several places Polanyl names as
- - . : -outl )
redistribution” the practice of sharing/animals killed in hunting and gathering

socleties, although in one place Polanyi is ambivalent, may®im savisg that such

sharing in small stateless societies might equally be called "“reciprocity."

listribution also has its long snd varlegated history which leads up almost

Co modern times. The Bergdama returning from his hunting excursion, the woman coming
back from her search for roots, frult, or leaves are expected to offer the greater
part of their spolil for the benefit of the community. In paractige, this means

that the produce of their zctivity 1 1ared with the other persons who pen to be

living with them. Up to this point the idea of reciprocity prevails: today's giving
will be recompensated U omorrow's taking. Among some tribes, however, there is an

intermediary in the person of the headman or other prominent member of the group;

it is he who recelves and distributes the supplies, especially if thev need to be =
15

stored., This is redistribution proper (Polanyl 1944, p. 51. Italics added).

I think Polanyi is mistaken to call the sharing of game in small, stateless, hunting
bands "redistrbituion," because hunting bands lack "centricity," the insitutional support
provided by central government, I think the term redistribution should be confined to
obligatory payments to and receipts from m central political (or relgigious) authority
in
in chiefdoms,and/kingdoms and other sorts of states.
To be sure, there are three family resemblances between reciprocity and redistribution:

both sorts of payments or exchanges are non-market transactlions; both are induced by

obligations stemming directly from social relationships; and both entail two-way

flows of goods or services between the transacting perties, thet is, mutual rights
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and obligationsx (which explain the material and labor transactions), But all such
non-market transactions in stateless societies are best called reciprocity, I agree
with what Randles says in the gquotation to follow except his calling such transactions
between Bantu chief and his subjects, reciprocity. I prefer to call obligatory nayments
Lo and reci#ipts from central political authirity--whether chief or king--redistribution,

Reciprocity redistribution, G.D. by no means excludes disproportions which
generate inequality, even at the level of labor groups. On the other hand, in the
context of the Bantu chieftaincy, the institution of corvee represents less a
technique for the exploination of human labor, and more an almost ritualized
practice, strongly colored by the idea of mutuality and servimg especially to

reinforce the community sdélidarity, syvmbolized in its members" minds by the
- = B A &

institution of the chief,.

Where there is central government, chiefs and kings, reciprocity may still be found
at the village level between persons and lineage groupings (as well, as course, as
householding), as Polanyi very cleardy tells us for Danomey in chapter 4 of Cahomey

anc the Slave Trade. There is another sort of reciprocity to be found in kingdoms,

what I have elsewhere called "tributary relations of alliance" between kings==a master-
client relationship between kings--very frequent in early states (Dalton 19
(5) The Introduction to the French essays says '"'the notion of reciprocity cannot
be defined in economic terms alome: it implies social relations anc ideological
justification.” I agree entirxely that anything sensibley called recipriécity entails
persoms (or groups) in one or more apmetai specific social relationships, goods or

¥ labor tramsactions induced by that relationship, and a folk-view justification

of the goods and labor transections between the persons (or groups), as, for example,
the Trobrianders' justification for urigubu payments. I also emphatically agree with
Wachtel's statement that " Reclprocity and redistribution are meaningful only within

the specific context where they apply." This point requires illustration and explanagion.

Reciprocity, redistribution, and market exchange are gross conceptual categories,

just like the categories '"the state," "warfare," '"slavery," and "peasantry," within

each of which are many variants. Polanyl quite deliberately made reciprocity and redistribu-
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tion parsllel to (commensurate with) market exchsnge, for good reason: X (1) Just
85 market exchange integrates industrial capitalism, reciprocity and redistribution
integrate pre-capitalist economies, that is, orgenize the major production lines
(agriculture, herding) by allocating labor and natural resources to production
(and arrange work tasks), snd dispose of output. (Ii) Although market exchansze is dominant
and Integrative in capitalism, it is not the exclusive mode of transaction present.

Under capitalism, "houdeholding" (productiom for self-use) is almoat extincet, but
reciprocakl transactions d survive as ceremonial and emergency e transactions between

tin and friends (but do not eater production processes except in family enterprises);
and redistrbituion--the state sector of nationalized industry and of taxation and
governmental spending--has grown in the last fifty years of welfare state capitalism
to the point that governments spend and tax between one-third and one-half of
national product. Very importantly, they do so in special fashion in the France or
America of 1980, because they sre taxing and spending within capitalism, Governments

impose taxes in the same money used in the market sector, and they purchase goods

on

the market. 3o too, where one finds reciprocity dominant and integrative (as in

Malimnowski's Trobriands), one slso finds householding present, as well as petty market

exchange in a narrow renge of goods (gimwali in the Trobriands). "Reciprocity as =

form of integration gains greatly in power through its capsacity of employing both

redlstribution and market exchange es subordinate methods" (Polanyi 1957a, p. 253).
(11i) Market exchange has smany variants: ", . . markets differ as an African

bush market does from the New York Stock Exchange'" (Polanyi 1968, pp. 239-40). Look

at all the market types, or market classaifications, or x market varlations economists

ey

employ in thelr analysis of capitalist ecomomy: markets for land, labor, capital,

money, produce; local, regional, national, and international markets: markets for
consumers’' goodes and for producers' goods; markets {n pure competition, monopolistic
competition, oligopely, monopoly; uncontrolled msrkets and politically controlled markets.

Indeed, not only are there many kinds of markets vhere, as in capitalism, market

exchange 1s dominant and Integrative, but the performance of these market-integrated

national economies differs markediy. Japan and West Germany today are star performers

a8 indicated by x g higher growh rates and higher domestic investment rates than the
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other capitalist economies. Where market exchange 1is not dominant and integrative, as
In Soviet Russia, market places for foodstuffs and market exchange for some yrofessional

gtill exist, and so are quite compatible with the variant of redistribution
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is the Soviet command economy's kind of central planning and nsationalization of
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industry,
50 too the many wvariesnts of reciprocity and redistribution. To call urigubu
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of analysis. Once the label is applied to
explanation in detall should follow: why 1s it reciprocity
Who are the transacting parties? How important, quantitatively, is the transaction,

and how frequent is it? What is the full range of transactions between the reciprocating

partlies. Just so, to classify together as '"'state'" societies, the Roman Emplre, Charlemagne

France, theSoviet Union and Sweden today, and Amin's Uganda, 1is not the end of political

T
L

analysis, but the beginning, because, obviously, there are rather interesting differenc
in how all these "states" operate (as well as how they differ from stateless societies).

Unfortunately, Polanyl himself did not live e long enough to give additional exp

of the x variants of reciprocity and

LEl

end, above all, additional empiricazl example
redistrisibution, in response to published criticisms of hiw work. He begsn to provide
additionzl explanations and illustrations in the several articles he published between

1957 and 1964, but much more needs to be done,

IV. Polanyi was aware that what we call non-economic institutions (kinship, povernment)

e e e e e e e e T, T
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played vital x economic (material provisioning) roles in non-market societies.

puby misunderstands Polanyi in sayving

[ think, however, that two corrections should be made to Polanvi's propc
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First of all, they would be more effective 1f, in his definition of economy, he
didn't talk of "material TT.E-ZZH.";-‘,' but of means tout court, For among the obvious
means of satisfying his food needs the XIIth century tiller placed peace and the

favor of Heaven on the same level as, 1f not higher than, sowing or the labor of

his oxen.
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Polanyi clearly aggrees :
The human economy, then, is embedded and enmeshed in institutions, economic and
noneconomic, The inclusion of the noneconomic is vital. For religion or government
may be as important for the structure and functioning of the economy as monetary
institutions or the availability of tools and machines themselves. . . ¥ (Polanyi

16
1957a, p. 250).

V. Marxism in ecomomic anthropology. One of Godelier's reasons for preferring

Marx to Polanyi regquires comment:

Now Marx's theory has & much more genersl scope because in showing that profit

is unpaid labor, unpaid in any sense, Marx stresses that this relation of capital
to labor is but one historical form, among others, of the exploitation of mang

by man. . . . Polanyl finds himself incapable of seeing and even less of explaining
the existence of the mutlitple forms of exploitdtion of man by man. . .

today's
Like many other Marxists, Godelier frecuently mentions/capitalism and capitalist

exploitation, but never today's socialist economies of the U.S5.5.R. and easterm
what by Gedelier's definition

Europe, China, Cuba, and the others., and/most certainly is/exploitation (unpaid labor)
in these. To explain.

Wherever there is industrizlization, in socialist Russia and China today as well
as in capitalist France and America today, it is impossible for workers to receilve as
income all the output they produce, because a portion of output is used to replace worn
out capital goods and another portlion to add to the productive stock of machinery and
buildings. If West European and American Marxists did not so toatally ignore Soviet
Russia and China in their writings, this would be axx obvious to them (see Lewis 1978).

Wherever there is central govermment, capitalist and commmist states today, the Inca
and Ashantl in the past, there are taxes pald by ordinary workers, which also means that
it is impossible (wherever there 13 a state) for workers to receive all the output they
produce, It is very important to see how these taxes are spent or allocated or dishbursed

in each state. A portion goes as livelihood (e.g., salary) to the persons directly

emploved by the state: kings, members of the polithuro, presidents, judges, polimcemen,
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soldiers, who are regarded (in modern terms) as providers of indivisible public

services to the general population. Another portion goeasa for the equipment used by these
persons in carrying out their functions (courzkts of law, guns). Another portion of
what is taxed goes to services that benefit various segments of the population, such

as roads and education.

Marxians talk about capitalism-in-general, that is, without specifying which
capltalist nation of time and place they are talking about. Since their statements
about capitalism (such a&s Godelier's) are in agreement with Marx's, one infers either
that they are taling asbout Marxi's capitalism of Europe, 1850-1880, or are assuming
that there have been no important changes in capitalist economies in the last hundred
years., If this profit which is unpaid labor according to Marx and Godelier is such
a vital matter, why don't they tell us how much it comes to, in Marx's day and today
Doesn't it matter whether this profit which is unpald labor amounts to 2 percent of
GNP or 50 percent? Isn't it worth finding out whether it is smaller or bigger today
compared to @ hundred years ago, or whether or not the percentages vary sharply
in France, Sweden, Japan, and the U.87 And how much profit there is before and after
taxes in these countries? There iz also profit in Soviet and Chinese producing firms
which is also worth knowing about and is also measurable, if this profit which is
unpaid labor 1is so vitally important to Marxians.

One of my many objectsions to Marxian analysis is this emphasis on economi surplus
and economic exploitation (Dalton 1960; 1963; 1974). One comes away from reading Marxians
with the absurd conclusion that the only nastiness that counts is economic nastiness.
Hitler was an abomination not because he reduced the wages and increased the taxes of
Danes, Frenchmen, and Jews in all the occupied countries--becsuse he "exploited" them
economically--but rather & because he killed, tortured, and jailed them, invaded their
countries and deprived them of political and cultural autonomy.

To conclude: there are three main theoretical frameworks used to analyze pre-
capitalist (or pre-industrial) economies, Marxism, the Formalist micro-economics of

elementary price theory, and Polanyi's ''substantivist" theory. Writings by arachaeologists

and historisns on early economies, and by development economimstss on the Third Woold
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today, have burgeoned in the last twenty years. The theoretical disputes that engage

economic anthropologists have been projected into these other subjects as well. Here
are some references to writings by archaeologists, anthropologists, historiasns, and
economizsts who employ Polanyi's ideas: Hodges (1978) on ports of trade in Anglo-Saxon
England; Mancall (1968) on ports of trade and tributary trade in imperial China:
Wheatley (1975) on reciprocity and redistribution in early Indonesia; Adelman and
Morris (1967, ch. 5,8) on development ame in Africa; Adelman and Morris (1979) om the
gexek growth of markets in 19th centuryE Europe; Geertz (1980) on ports of trade in
19th century Bali; Delton (1980) on the relevance of Poleanyl's economic anthropology
to problems and structures of interest to archaeologists; KBcke (1979) showing the
origins of Polanyi's theoretical ideas in the writings of Max Schmidt and Richard
Thurnwald.
Two final points. I think that Kuhn, Popper, and Wittgenstein each teaches us
something a essential about xix the rival paradigms of Marx, Formalism, and Polanyi:
Kuhn that it is the explanstory power of the paradigm when used to amalyze actual societies
of time and place that will persuade the professional ® sudience to choose one thecretical
system over its rivals. Popper teaches us the difference between xix science and non-science,
and the crucial need to adduce evidence to support theoretical explanations; Wigttgenstein
that clear definitions and illustrations of the concepts used in the three paradigms is
essential to avold semantic ambiguity (ambiguities such as "production" and "exploitation').
Finally, Polanyl left his theoretical system far from complete. He said little or
nothing zbout peasant economies, economic and social change under colonial rule, or
post-colonial development --topics, historical time periods, and types of economy very
much part of ecomomic anthropology and early economic history. And much that he did
say about reciprocity, redistribution, early monetary usages, end early foreign trade
need empirical application to a much larger number and wider variety of socleties than
he himself wrote about. What he also left undone was to show the necceary connections

between patterns of integratiﬂﬂ_pﬁlnﬁahgnqubﬁngﬁ and the forms money and foreign trade

take in each patterm of integration. He did m so for capitaelism, in showing how market

foreign trade and 'general purpose'" money were determined by market exchange dominance;
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Footnotes

1
Polanyi's earlier writings in English, German, and Hungarian were not on the topics which
we now associate with his name, the topics about which these Franch essaxys are concerned.

His main early writings are "The Essence of Fascism," (1936), THEXWNKXAXTHALFX

Europe Today (1938), and an article on the soclalist accounting debate(started by

von Mises), "Sozialistische Rechnungslegung,' Archiv flr Sozlalwissenschaft und

Sozialpolitik, 1922. Severasl of his later writings, moreover, were published many

yvears after they were written: Dahomey and the Slave Trade (1966), was written in the

early 1950s, before Trade and Market was published. So too, The Livelihood of Man (1977),

the published version of which is very heavily edited by Harry Pearson, consists of two
parts. Part I, "The Place of the Economy in Society" (chapters 1-10), is based on a

manuseript dated March 1951, which was drawn upon for Trade and Marketi Only chapters

6 and 10 of Part I ("Equivalencies in Archaic Societies,'" and "“grket Elements and

Market Origins") contain significant additions to the theory presented in Trade and

Market. Part II of The Liwvelihood of Man, "Trade, Markets, and Money in Ancient Greece”

(chapters 11-17) are lectures Polanyi gave during his six years at Columbmia University,

1947-1953.

I can find only one such response by Polanyi to his critics: see footnote 70 in his
"Ports of Trade im Early Societies" (1963), where Polanyl addresses Heichelheim's

eriticisms of Trade and Market. Footnote 70 is alse to be found in Primitive, Archaic,

and Modern Economies, pp. 258-259.

3I do not count Primitive, Archaic, and Modern Economies (1968) because it consists of

chapters from his other books plus the five articles published in his lifetime. It
does included, however, two previously unpublished essays (which I count as essays
published after he died), that appear as appendimces to essays six and eight: "Views

on the Place of the Economic System in Society from Montesquieu to Max Weber,'" and

"Notes on Primitive Money."




Footnotes

4
Although in ch. 4 of Bahomey and the Slave Trade (1966), which is entitled "Reciprocity:

Mutual Aid and Cooperation,” he does provide several examples of reciprocal labor

exchanges in production processes.

51f we considered instead the production of steel or automoblles, we obvioously would be
confined to cemparing processes of such production in industrialized economies only,
capitalism, democratic socialism (natiomalized steel), and communism. But we could

still employ the three component processes/activities that comprise all production:

(1) the allocation or acquisition of land, labor, tools; (2?) the organization of work

gak tasks to produce; (3) the disposition of what is produced,

6
S50 too in the narrow sense, automcblle production means only those activities or work

tasks a carried on within the factory assembling automobiles.

? ¥ E ]
"It is also he sister's husband who has at intervals to repay the harvest zifts as

occasional presents of valuables called youlo and takola . But in reality the urigubu

is only handed over formally to the husband in order to finance support materially

the household of the wife. After her death it is discontinued. It is because of her,

for her and her children's maintaenance that the annual gift is given" (Malinmowski 1935,

L

p. 190). In his "Introduction" to the 1965 reprint of Coral Gardens and Fherir Magic,

Leach remarks "At one level the harvest gift from a man to his sister's husband wvalidates
the legitimacy of the imkex latter's marrlage, at another level it expresses the political
superiority of the latter's position, at a third level it expresses the rights of the
children to the assets of their mother's bmr brother" (p. xi). Volume one of Coral

Gardens and Their Magic, and particularly the last chapter on "Land Tenure," wvery

clearly lllustrates what I describe here as the integral connection between the three
processes that comprise production: the allocation of land, labor, and tools; the organization
of work: and the disposition of produce. All three involve thxa transactional exchanges

or payments that Polanyi calls reciprocity, redistiribution, and market exchange.
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8
But Polanyi's socialism was a very personcl sort based upon Christian morality.

His daughter tells us, "All his 1life a socialist, he was never associated with any
political party. Nor did he participate in any political movement, . . . Although not

a Marxist, he was much less a Social Democrat' (Levitt Ebﬁ, p. 113),

g
I quote here only Polenyi's conclusions., All of Ehe Great Transformation and "Our

are
Obsolete Market Mentality" Ex/devoted to explaining his reasons for these conclusions

and citing his evidence in support. So too in these two publications does Polanyi
disagree with Marx on what is to follow capitalism. Here is 2 more @etailed statement
oy Polanyi on Marx: " The third writer of this group stands apart. Xarl Marx's opposition
to Ricardian economiés was not societal in the name of & country, but of that of a class.
Malthus and Ricardo had doomed the workers to perpetual destitution. Marx accepted
the Ricardian analysis as xk valid. Conseguently, his only alternative @ was to reject
the whole institutional system of market economy. He asserted that industrial capitaliam was
@ historical phenomenon which would disappear agains as it had come. The argument was
anthropological, institutiocnal, and historical. It centered on a view of society as a
whole, It was supplemented by & whole philosophy, which distinguished Marx sharply from
writers like Carey or List who accepted the bourgoils order.

| Marx emphamtically ranks as a representative of the returnm to the societal approach,
Yet at the same time he also involuntarily strengthened the economistic position. Having
acdepted Ricardian economiecs, he turned it into an arpument against capitalist society.

This was the meaning of Das Kapital. Capitalist society, Marx argued, was economic society,

and therefore it was ruled by the laws governing the economic system, i,e,, the laws of
the market. Marx, however, failed to emphasize (to put it at the least) that such a

state of affairs existed only in capitalist society. The discovery of the importance of
the 'economic' under a market economy induced him to overstress the influence of the
economic factor generally, at all times and places, This proved a grave mistake. Although
Marx himself insisted on the infleuence of non-economic factors in history, especially

in early history, nevertheless Marxists made a veritable creed of the economic interpretation
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of history. This amounted tc an assertion non only of the predominance of economic
factors, but also of economic motives, This enormously strengthened the classics. The
societal approach personified in Marx was sapped by the economistic element iztnherited

from the classics'" (Primitive, Archaic, and Modern Economies, pp. 133-34).

On the differences between Marxian economics (particularly Soviet Marxism) and

Marxzist Econcomic
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interest in economic cholce, or t distribution of scerce resources between competing

ends, i.e. In what many Westerm economists believe to be the chief concern of economic
science, Marxists do not (until very recently) bother their heads about such question:

as the correct price reletions between different commoditics

of the International division of lsbor" W (Viles 1252, p. 47,

B

stages' theorv is here implied: a pattern of integration, i.e., reciprocity,
redistribution, market exchange may appear, disappear, and recur again at a later phase of

the soelety’s growth" (Poaklamvi 1960, p. 208 Alalakh’

12
"We noticed above that each gens is divided into two sibs. These two sibs are united

by a bond of friendship for mutual protection and pleassure, as well as for purposes of
revenge against outsiders. The two sibs are conslidered to be the best of friends. They

‘can never fight' against each other. It seems required, therefore, by a kind of active

syrmpathy, that if one sib is going to g% celebrate a marriage, the other sib shall also
have an opportunity for a feast, Moreover the principle of requital implies that the
other sib shall participate, as we shall see later on. Accordingly a bridegroom of the
right side (tam) of the sib must take his bride from the same side of the other gens;

a bridegroom of the left side (bon) takes his bride from s left sib" (Thurnwald 1916,

p. 259). For an excellent discussion of Thurnwald's contributions a to economic anthropology,

see Klcke 1979.
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1
3S:Lmil&r but not identical situations prevailed in Tokkugowa Japan (Smith 1959) and

village India (Epstein 1962): sharp social stratificetion, master-client relationships,

] oo
Lo
masters as landowmers. These tuwgp are variants of reciprocity.

lﬁﬂee also Polanyi's "®¥Primitive Feudalism and the Feudalism of Decay" 1971. I think

Chretien's very good essay on "Exchanges and Hierarchies in the East African Inter-
lacustrine Kingdoms," suffers from one defect. He implicitly assumes either that
European fedudalism--everywhere in Europe--had a uniform set of attributes, which is
certainly mot the case, or that French feudalism may be regarded as a prototype or ideal
case for all feudalisms, which is also dubious. In my opinion, the similarities between
Burundi and medieval Europe are more important thakn the differences, and so I regard
Burundi as feudal. Burundi is an example of what Polanyi calls "primitive feudalism,"

8 conguering tribal group organizing m the conquered as subordinates in a kingdom, in
contrast to the "feudalism of decay,”" such as that following the dissolution of the
Roman Empire. Following O. Hintze, Polanyi points out that European fedudalism, of course,
was a compound of the two, the primitive feudalism of conquering German tribesmen and

the feudalism of decay of the Roman Empire.

1 . :
5Thirt¢en years later, in Trade and Market, p. 254, Polanyi says: "Redistribution occurs

for many reasons, on &ll civilizational levels, from the primitive hunting tribe to the
vast storage systems of ancient Egypt, Sumeria, Babylonia or Peru. . . . With a hunt,
any other method BIXNX would lead to disintegration of the horde or band, since only

'division of labor' can here ensure results. . . (me: check guotatiom)

i For similar statements, see Polanyl (1957b, pp. 69-70; 1968, p. 191).
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Memorandum 1, January 21, 1960; from George D, to K,P,
Preliminary remarks on book of exposition of T&M themes,
Remarks based on re-reading of T&M, reading the file of reviews of
T&M, and initial conversation of December 11, 1959 with K,P. on
the new work.
General Remarks
l. Avoid polemic, It antagonizes and creates suspicion of special
pleading for party lines. We have to make important points clearly,
in unemotional language,
2, Without using names of reviewers, we have to clear up points
of gross misunderstanding evident in the reviews, e,qg,, Rottenberg
on the two meanings of economic; Smelser on scarcity, the substantive
meaning of economic, and "exchange'; Dewey on the frequency of
markets in economic history., The matters we deal with--so familiar
to us--are new and difficult for outsiders, We have to teaeh them
to unlearn a great deal,
3, Our frame of reference is (7)

| a) T&M

_. b) Any works referred to in T&M,

[} ¢) Reviews of T&M,

E d) Relevant sections of The Great Transformation and "COur Obsalete

i Market Mentality,"

& (e) Columbia project mimeographs

& (f) Relevant works in print or draft by K,P. (e.g., "Alalakh"), or

any of our group (e.g., Paul's "Impact of Meney an #n African
Subsistence Economy," and Tiv Trade and Market).
(g) Relevant non-group works since T&M, e,g., Keyfitz article,

Points of Special Emphasis

l. Unity of T&M (and relevant parts of GI and "Our Obsolete Mkt,,..")

(a) negative point: the inadequacy of formal economic analysis to
explain basic matters of economic organization, economic mechanisms,
economic processes, and transactions in primitive and historical
economies,

! [ 7(b) positive point: tools of institutional analysis relevant to

i [ non-market economies, We can explain important matters which

cannot be explained with orthodox ecoromics, Our work is designed

primarily for economic anthropologists, economic historians,

. economic sociologists, those concerned with cemparative economic

\ studies, and those concerned with underdeveloped area transition,

2. Central concepts and points must be explained clearly: scarcity,

economizing, market place, market system, market society, (external)
| trade, the two meanings of economic, the fallacy of flunctional
equivalents, reciprocity, redistribution, (market) exchange,
simultanexous existence of more than cne pattern of integration,
spheres of economy, etc.

34 George D's criticisms of T&EM upon careful re-reading

l. Almost every chapter of the book makes the point that formal
economic analvsis and market concepts are inadequate, or create

: positive distortion when applied to a specific matter, eg. Ports of
: Trade, Hammurabbi's trade, Aristotle, primitive economy, etc.

Yet there is no detailed exposition of market-organized economy
until we get to chapter 18, "The Market in Theory and History,"
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and even here such description is not complete (because Walter's
purpose was not an expository account of market economy), We
should have an early chapter of exposition on the market economy
which includes a description of those aspects which distinguish
market economy from all others:
Ea} Everyone derives his material livelihood through market sale,
b) Fluctuating market prices re-allocate (cause to change location
or occupation), laborers and land use, by registering relative
scarcities,
ECJ Market structure compels all patticipants to economize,
d) All-purpose money is a requisite for market economy,
(e) Autonomy of 19th century market economy, i,e,, lack of social control,
Ne should also indicate that we are aware that formal economic
analysis is extremely useful and relevant in analyzing market economy.
OCnce again, our point is not that it's wrong, but that it's inadeqguate.

2. In T&M, formal economic theory means price and distribution theory,
ie., economic analysis through Alfred Marshall (T&M p, 247), 1

should like to show why it is that just as price and distributien
theory is inaprlicable to non-market organized economies, so toe

are Keynesian theory, national income accounting, business cycle
theory. The point is illustrative,

3, The two meanings of edonomic is the key to understanding
much of what we have to say. Its exposition deserves a separate
chapter with elaboration and illustration.

4, Similarly, T&M should have dealt in one place with the centsfal
fallacy underlying all attempts to apply economic theory to non-market
economies: the implicit assumption that substantive economic organiz-
ation everywhere is functionally equivalent to the economieing-
scarcity apparatus of market economy. Rottenberg, Herskovits,
Goodfellow, Tax, are aware that primitive and archaic economies
lacked machines and pervasive markets; what they assume is that

form doesn't matter, the functions are the same. We must show

them sx why formal economic theory is not universally applicabae.
Like the two meanings of economic, this point is related to much

that we have to say: different money uses, external trade forms,

the place of economy in society. . ‘

5., There is a consistent identification of "market" and "market
place" throughout the book (Pp. viii, 255, 266-270), which, I am
sure, is a prime source of confusion, The Eimultaneuuaigfgiégnﬁ

of supply crowds and demand drowds is a characteristic of a market
place, not of an industrialized market economy--a market system,

A market economy is not a cluster of bazaars.

6, A point which T&M did not deal with is the connection between
market organization and the use of machine technalagﬁ. (The Great
Transformation discusses this briefly, pp. 74-75.) ctually,

it seems that the relevance of formal economic theory to planned

economy is not negligible (T&M p., 241), but rather insufficient.

The Soviets have price-making markets in subordinate spheres,

In the dominant sphere they do not have price-making markets,

but they do have economizing practices and material self-gain as

impertant individual motivatien,
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7. I suggest that some terms be discarded and others modified.

{aj "catallactic"”" is too escteric and need not be used,

(b) "barter" (p. 264) is a treacherous and confusing term: it
sometimes is used to mean any material item transaction in
which money is not used (e,g., gift-giving); it sometimes
means a market exchange transaction in which money is not used,,

T;% (e.g., Malinowski's gimwali in the Trobriands),

c) The word "exchange" causes trouble because (at least in America)
it is sometimes used as a general category for any transaction
in which goods change hands (this is what Smelser means by exchange).
Whenever the,term "exchange" is used in T&M, it means "market
exchange." Why not call the category market exchange" to
avoid confusion? '

(d) So too with "trade." Wherever it is used in T&M, it means
"external trade," Why not call it that to avoid confusion
with internal transactions in which goods change hands?

8. The formal meaning of economic entails not only ecocnomizing,

but maximizing as well., This is not emphasized in T&M @ (e.g., pa.243),
9, The important concept of "scarcity," is treated ambiguously, as
on page 247: "In either case the presence of absence of 'scarcity'

is a question of fact, whether the insuffjciency is due to nature

or to law," Our point, I think, is that scarcity"” as it is used

by economists, has two components: insufficiency of material means
relative to desire for material end products, In a Buddakist
monestary, despite the meagre material means, there is no scarcity,
because the desire for material end-products is very low, In the
United States, despite the abuddance of material means, there is

much scarcity, because the desire for material end-products is

very high. It isn't nature which determines scarcity, but structured
values.

10, Chapter 13, "The Economy as Instituted Process," is the key
analystical chapter of the book (Morton Fried must think so as well,
he reprinted it in his book of readings), and should have been
made into at least three chapters, Note the t6pIts considered
within twenty-six pages: the two meanings of economic, their
derivation and applicability; the three integrative patterns,
réciprocity, redistribution, and (market) exchange; forms of
(external) trade, money uses, and market elements; spheres of
economy with different xamsa transactional mechansims and moral
valuations; interpersonal transactions never become general
without institutional underpinning,

Every chapter of the book makes use of one or more of these
concepts and themes, and yet their formal presentation is so
highly compressed as to be intelligible only to a few ocutsiders,
I don't think it's an exaggeration to say that most of the points
of gross misunderstanding in the reviews is misunderstanding of
one or more of the key concepts treated in chapter 13,

11, Part of the substantive meaning of economic concerns the
unity, stability, and repetition inherent in integrative patierns.
Smelser is right in emphasizing the gmestion, 2 "how is continuit
in the provision of material goods assured?" (See T&M pp. 249-250
The point that eccnomic procewses are "instituted" does not give
sufficient emphasis to structured continuity, Similarly, on page
250, the first two paragraphs under the new heading makex three
crucial points, insufficiently emphasized,
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12, I suggest we make up a pictorial scheme on forms of integration,
money uses, forms of %mx external trade, etc., as Smelser does,

13. The question of equivalencies as part of internal redistribution,
and as part of cift-giving and administered trade, is never dealt
with adequately, By e.g., how are eguivalencies determined and how
do they change? (T&M pp. 255, 269, 366).

An important point which deserved careful and lengthy explan-
ation is the distinction between fluctuating, market-made prices,
and equivalencies. Fluctuating market prices (internally and
externally) result from impersonal supply and demand forces
registered in markets, and force a change in land and labor use:
market participants must react to fluctuating prices by economizing,
i,e., changing proportions of outputs produced and factor inputs
used, in pursuit of maximum material gain., The underlying "inducer"
of such economi,ing reactions to fluctuating market price, is the
basic institutional fact that everyone derives his material livelihood
trom the market sale of that thing the price of which is fluctuatipg
(he can't ignore the changed market price because his living depends
on the price),

Changes in eqguivalencies (like prices in medieval markets and
Paul's Tiv markets), do not force participants to economize by
changing land and labor use, bacause the participants dor not
depend on them for subsistence livelihood. For example, the
internal economy of Dahomey (land and labor use) does not respond
te eguivalency changes made at Whyda? with the furopeans; neither
does fish-yam external trade in the Irobriands, (nor in Paul's
Tiv markets before European contact; Payl's markets are limited,
contained, and localized, in the same fashion that external
trade is contained in the Trobriands and Dahomey: Paul's market
prices and Dahoman equivalency ratios at "hydah do not "feed back"
into the internal economy (internal spheres), by forcing changes
in land and labor usage; the underlying reason is the same: the
Tiv who participate in markets, the Trobrianders, and the Dahomans
do not drmemd get their basic subsistence livelihood through
liv markets, kula trade and fish-yam reciprocity, or Whydah trade
with Europeans,

Secondly, equivalency ratios are determined differently from
market prices (but T&M is not specifiv on this point). Here there
is a peint of ambiguity which caused troube with Rottenberg,
because T&M identifies market with market place, and market
prices with competitively determined (supply and demand crowd)
market-place prices: +to Rottenberg, administered trade (e.q.,
at Whydah between only two traders?, seems suspiciously like
euphony for bilateral monepoly or industry-wide collective
bargaining, in which unlike the market-place situation of
supply and demand crowds, there is also just one buyer and
one seller., (Indeed, the term administered prices" is currently
used in the U,S. to mean prices not determined competitively,
but rather in olggopoclistic or monopolistic fashion, e.g.,
stéel prices and steél wage rates are adminitéerd,")

I&M never considers any "market prices” other than competitively
determined market-place prices (T&M p, 258). Yet in market economy,
market=place competitive price is not as important as imperfectly
competitive prices,

14, 1&M pp. 257-262, A rather important point concerning the
difference between "substantive" and formal" external trade is
left out, or better, only hinted at, It is pointed out that
substantive external trade always takes place because of the
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non-availability of certain goods at home (e.g., fish-yam:; Dahomans
wanting guns). External trade in market economy is not based upon
the non-availability of goods at home, but on comparative cost:

in market economy goods are imported which can be produced at home,
but not as cheaply as foreign goods, Such, I would gather,_is never
the case in archaic and primitive long-distance trade (T&M p, 258),

15. A point of ambiguity on page 262, last paragrach, concerning
administered trade: "Even 'profits' are often 'bargained'."
question is, how can theré be "profit in administered trade,

if the "exporter” has not paid for the goods he exports?

16, T&M pp., 264=-265, concerning all-purpose money in market

economy, the point is made that "All money uses are dependent

upon the existence of markets." However, we should go further

and show that a self-regulating market e@dnomy could not function
without all-purpose money internally or externally ( the gold standard).

17, Chapter 17, "tconomic lheory Misplaced: Livelihocod in Prim,Sec."

(a) p. 343, Fusfeld doesn't point out that economist's arproach is
quite valid (useful) for the oroblems of interest to economists
in market economy.

(b) p. 343, He overstates economists assumption of universality
of economizing, rational allocation,( Most economic theorists
are not interested in the question of universality of econamic
theory, because they are not interested in any economies
except market economy)

{(c¢) p. 343, His main points on this page are pcorly stited: scarcity,
maximization, allocation,

(d) p. 344, He misses the point: it isn't that market theory is
'difficult" to apply to primitive economy, but rather that it
is misleading tc do so: it implies functionally equivalent
economizing is universally done,

(e) ps 345, It is ambiguous to use the phmase "acquisitive
motivations," because we must distinguish between acquiring
material self-gain, and acquiring honorific prestige,

(f) pa 347, Underemphasis and vague formulation of important
points: economic motivation, irksomeness of work, economic man,
embeddedness,

18, Chapter 18, "The Market in Theory and History,"

(a) po 358, The function of fluctuating market prices is not
only to "requlate the supply of goods in relation te demand,"
but also to re-allocate (rearrange) factor input uses,
including land and labor, to produce other stuff in response
to changed prices,

(b) p. 358, All participants in market economy are forced to
economize,

(c) pp. 358-359, It should be pointed out that the formal price
theory analysis herein described is static and purely competitive,
Thdre is a good deal of economic theory besides price theory.

(d) pp. 358-359, Descrippion here is insufficient; it should be
pointed out, e.g., that all incomes derive from market sales.

(e) p. 368, If hes describes the gold standard as governing the
supply of money in market economy, then he must indicate what
time peridds his analysis refers to, lhe gold standard disappeared
in all Western market economies between 1931 and 1937.

(f) p. 366, K.P.'s distinction between exchange at fixed and at
bargained prices to point up difference between equivalencies

= o
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Memorandum 1, G.D. 6

and market made prices, is not unambiguous, Bargained prices are
a feature of market-places (bazaars), not of markets in industrial-
ized market economy,

(g) ps 368, The point is left out thai the crucial action of

(h)

reliminary¥ Sketch of Chapter Headings and Content for the New Work

market priEEEIiE to reallocate factors, the owners of wh ich
depend for their livelihood on market sale.

p. 370, In distinguishing keamong different types of markets,
a rather im*,:h:.rts_un‘t criterion of difference is not used: do thE
market participants depend on such market sale for their
subsistence livelihood?

But I have thougnt it important, not only to
explain my own point of view, but alsc to show
in what respects it departs from the prevailing
theory. Those, who are strongly wedded to what
I shall call 'the classical theory', will
fluctuate, I expect, between a belief that I

am guite wrong and a belief that I am saying
nothing nuw, It is for others to determine

if either of these or the third alternative

is right, . » » The ideas which are here
expressed so laboriously are extremely simple
and should be obvious, The difficulty lies,
not in the new ideas, but in escaping from

the old ones, which ramify, for those brought
up as most of us have been, into every corner
of our minds,

—

John Maynard Keynes (The General Theory...1935)

Chapter 1 Unifying Themes

(a)
te)
d

‘)

f)
(g)

Inadequacy of formal economic theory for nonmarket-organized
economies,

Need for replacing atomistic view of society,

InZerpersonal transactions never become general without
institutional underpinning. (p., 252)

Different set of concepts and tools necessary.

W~ will provide them and show their empirical application.

Money uses, exiernal trade, market places are flexible nractices
and processes capable o7 varied use and organization,
Comparative edonomic studies.

(T&M: Introductory note: chapters 1,12,13, Concluding note; also,
"Our Obsolete Market Mentality¥; and "Alalakh")

Chapter 2 The Two Meanings of Economic

(2
(5

(e)

Exposition and usefulness of distinction

On "scarcity"

Need for social science to adopt substantive meaning

The frutifulness of @lormal ecconomic theory in analyzing
market industrialism,

The error of assuming that substantive economic organization
is everywhere functionally equivalent to market economizing,

N e YT O
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Menorandum 1, G.D. 7

(T&M: chapters 5,13; plus examples from Goodfellow, Herskovits,
Rottenberg, etc.)

Chapter 3 Patterns of Integration: Market Exchange

(a)
(b)

(¢c)
(d)
(e)

General: economy is not of cme plece; different spheres, different
patterns cf insegration.

self-pequlating market cconomy expesl.icn: divorcedness from
social contrel:; factor and output markels; livelihoud depends

on market sale: fluctuating prices continually reallocate

land and labor use; general purpose money (why necescary in

market economy internally and externally); market exchange

snhere transacts subsistence and prestige goods, ocutputs and inputs.
Application of formal economic thecry toc market economy: price,
distribution, Keynesiak, naticnal income accounting.,

Vistinctior, between markei, market place, market economy (market
system), market society

Market exhbange sometimes exi.ts as subordinate pattern (doesn't
reallocate land and labor; participants don't depend on market

for subsistence livelihood): contreolled markets; contained mkts;

(T&#M: chapters 13,17, 18)

Chapter 4 Patterns of Integratiun: Reciprecity

8

H

Exposition, underlying symmetry
Reciprocity as dominant pattern inlernally: Trobriands, Arapesh
Reciprocity as subordinate patter:. in market economy (structured
ift-civing)
eciprocity as a mechainism of external trade,
Social conirol: economic transactions as expressiocns of social
obligation

[TE-.H: Ehap‘tEI'E ll’- 12, 13}

Chapter § Patterns of Integraticn: Fedistribution

O o

}
)
)
(d)
(e)

& B

Exposition, redistribiomwn as dominant pattern, centricity,
Widespread, antigpquity, empirés, feudalism

focial Conirol: economic transactions as expression of social
obligation.

Redistribution as suboirdinate pattern in contemporary, controlled
market economies (U.S., and Greazt Britain)

Administered, external ireaty trade ax

(T&M: chapters 1,3; "Alalakh")

Chapter 6 Mecney and Money Yses

(a)

(b)

(c)

(T&M: chapter 13)

Expcsition: substantive meaning; money uses; special purgpose
roney; formal meaning, general purpose money; money objects;
treasure items of elite circulation and prestige meomy uses,
Internal and external use cf meney g
Economistic EBias: Firth, Encyclopaedia Britannica on "Primitive
Money, " ard Einzig.

d
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pMekadrandum 1, G.D, 8

Thapter 7 Markets and Market Places

(a) Price-making and nonprice-making markets,

E g Market determined prices contraseted with equivalencaes,

Market pleﬂtg as Suu{}r44natf }E.l\...l...r.lrl witain economies dnminaﬁtEd
by reciprocity or redistribution (Trobriands; Dahomey )

(d) Markets and market places internslly and externally in markee
e economy.

(

T&M: chapters 9,10,13,18)

Chapter 8 Extern.l Irade
* ; Substantive: non-availebility at home, two-sidedness, etc.,
E Formal: comparative cost, marke exchar.ge, general purpose money,
export interest.
; ) Reciprocal gift trade
d) Administer=d treaty trade: terus of trade, equivalencies, ete,

(T&M: chapters 2,4,7

[*9
(g
L.

Chapter 9 Aprplication to Economic Anthropology

| (a) Ysefulress of FEXIZEIREXEERE descr lb;ﬂ COi c£|L5 depends on
their being able tuv yield understnading and to correct misunder-

standing,
.F 1 i i oW W > ¥ x5 -
(b} Examples of mark.t orieniation in <¢conomic anthropology: Hersko-
"u"_".tS, Tl Jﬂ‘:ellﬂ'lf-H’ 5535, F-i-_'a.:r':n ool
(c) The place of eccnomy in sccisty
(d) M t p
v E .

o
-ac.s, money uses, and external trade in primitive ecomomy,
_ ork of Thurnwald, Malinowski, Benedict.
DuBois, Ste Lner, Bohuntial, on spheres and conversions,

as instituted proc.ss, unconscious eccnomy not diverced
from soclzl organization.

O th
e i e e
i |
l...l
i3
=

F

¥

(iﬂh: chapters 6,11,17; "Our Obso.cte Market entality"; Knight-
Herskcvits controkversy; "surplus" issue)

Chiptrr 10 Application to E.onomi. History

a) The prc-Christian Fupires

b) Greece

c) Rome

\d ] European Feudelism

fe New llUrL or old problems: money uses, equikalencies, redistribution,

acikes tftrnm Aristotle,

(T&M: chapters 1,3,4,5,12,13,18)

Chapter 11 Application to Contemporary Econcmies: [he New West

Ea Post-market transformaticns: "mixed" economies,
b' Nev Dealism; Galiraith s Hffluen:E

(c) British Welfare State Tgi: pp, 254,256,269, 103
(d) Soviet Communism

g . iy R e S



Memorandum 1, G,D, 9

e) Fascism

f) The changed institutionalization of economic mechanisms and
processes: lend-lease, point four,

(g) Redistribution and reciprocity, contreolled market economy

(Ehe Great lF“HHfCiT"AL cn; "Cur Obsolete Market “entality")
T&:-: {_‘.‘:._, ::’r_‘—,if_.-i" : _],1-'

Chapter 12 Application to nderdeveloped Area Transition

a) Transforming areas: nonmarket-organized, non=-industrialized

b) Institutional chanae and social change,

(c) The danger of cultural catastrophex: the Industrial Hevolutiog
in England,

[UJ .-'!r'l'. lil"!ii.--:'lli..if_'.'ﬂ‘:‘r of J'_L"I‘.':-_-l SECOrnol j.'l: t.];i_fl’-l"‘;..’_

(T&il: Chppter 16; Kevyfitz, W.E. NMogre, Myrdal)

Bibliegraphical Essay: I strongly suggest we have on: QESFite the
extra work it entails, It allows us Lo connect our work with
previous weiters and tc clite specific works we recommeni or treat

c2iticallv,

(a) Surplus sntroversy

(b) xnlﬁht—-ﬁrguavth controv,
(c) Smi elser-Rottenberg reviews
%4; ﬁﬂbﬁrﬁ wwen

Ee} dﬂﬂiﬁllEt movements

Appendices(?) reprints of articles and mimeos:
53:‘ r-x;_l':t.]_ﬂ.!':h
b) Some “olumbia preject
Mimeos not in T&M
(c) Paul's oney Impact paper
(d) Paul's land tenure paper
(e) One or t!ﬁ key chapters

Foam,

Possible litles: (7))
Comparative Economics
fln:n;;arat'w: Economic Studies
Economy and 59:1-ty
Sncﬂa—tcennm:c nalysis
Economies in History and "heory
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vemorandum 1, G.D.

and even here such description is not complete (because Walter's
purpose was not an Exﬁﬂﬁitﬂr? account of market Eﬂﬂﬂﬂmyj. Ve
should have an early chapter of exposition on the market economy
which includes a description of those aspects which distinguish
market economy from all cthers:
(a) Everyone derives his material livelihood through market sale.
(b) Fluctuating market prices re-allocate (cause to change location
or occupation), laborers and land use, by registering relative
scarcities.
(c) Market structure compels all patticipants to economize.
d) All-purpose money is a requisite for market economy.
e) Autonomy of 19th century market economy, 1.e,, lack of social control.
#e should also indicate that we are aware that formal economic

F
i
I analysis is extremely useful and relevant in analyzing market economy,

Once again, our point is not that it's wrong, but that it's inadeguate,

2. In T&8M, formal economic theory means price and distribution theory,
fe., economic analysis through Alfred Marshall (TAM p, 247)., 1

should like to show why it is that just as price and distribution
theory is inapplicable to non-market organized economies, so too

are Keynesian theory, national income accounting, business cycle
theory. l1he point is illustrative.

3, The twec meanings of edonomic is the key to understanding
much of what we have to say. Its exposition deserves a separate
chapter with elaboraticn and 1illustration.

4, Similarly, TEM should have dealt in one place with the cent®al
fallacy underlying all attempts tc apply economic theory to non-market
economies: the implicit assumption that substantive economic organiz-
ation everywhere is functionally equivalent to the economieing-
scarcity apparatus of market economy. Hottenberg, Hersxovits,
Goodfellow, Tax, are aware that primitive and archaic economies
lacked machines and pervasive markets; what they assume is that

form doesn't matter, the functions are the same., ‘e must show

them sy why €formal economic theory is not universally applicabde.
Like the two meanings of economic, this point is related to much

that we have to say: different money uses, external trade forms,

the place of economy in society.

5. There is a consistent identification of "market" and "market
place” throughout the book (Pp. viii, 255, 266-270), which, I am
sure, is a prime source of confusion. The simultaneous presence
of supply crowds and demand drowds is a characteristic of a market
place, not of an industriazlized market economy--a market system,

A market economy is not a cluster of bazaars,

6., A point which 1&M did not deal with is the connection between
market organization and the use of machine technoleogy. (The Great
Transformation discusses this briefly, pp. 74-75,) #Actually,

it seems that the relevance of formal economic theory to planned

economy is not negligible (181 p. 241), but rather insufficient.

The Soviets have price-making markets in subordinate spheres.

In the dominant sphere they do not have price-making markets,

but they do have economizing practices and material self-gain as

important individual motivation,




; Memorandum 1, G.D. 3

I sugaoest that some terms be discarded and others modified.

) "catallactic" is too escoteric and need not be used.

: ) "barter™ (p. 264) is a treacherous and confusing term: it

’ sometimes is used to mean any material item transaction in
which money is not used (e.g., gift-giving); it sometimes
means a market exchange transaction in which money is not used,,

ey (e.g., Malinowski's gimwali in the Trobriands),

(c) The word "exchange" causes trouble because (at least in America)
it is sometimes used as a general category for any transaction
in which goods change hands (this is what Smelser means by exchange).
#henever the,term “exchange" is used ip T&M, it means "market
exchange." Why not call the category market exchange" to
avoid confusion?

(d) So too with "trade." Wherever it is used in T&M, it means

"external trade." "hy not call it that to avoid confusion

with internal transacticns in which goods change hands?

8. The formal meaning of economic entails not only economizing,

but maximizing as well. This is not emphasized in T&M % (e.g., p.243),
9. The important concept of "scarcity," is treated ambiguously, as
on page 247: "In either case the presence of absence of 'scarcity'
is a question of fact, whether the insuffjiciency is due to nature
or to law." Our point, I think, 1s that scarcity” as it is used

| by economists, has two components: insufficiercy of material means
relative to desire for material end products. In a Buddakist
monestary, despite the meagre material means, there is no scarcity,
because the desire for material end-products is very low. In the
United States, despite the abuddance of materizl means, there is
much scarcity, because the desire for material end-products is
very high, It isn't nature which determines scarcity, but structured
values,

10. Chapter 13, "The Economy as Instituted Frocess," is the key
analystical chapter of the book (Morton Fried must think so as well,
he reprinted it in his book of readings), and should have been
made into at least three chapters. Note the tonics considered
within twenty-six pages: the two meanings of economic, their
derivation and applicability; the three integrative patterns,
rdciprocity, redistribution, and (market) exchange; forms of
(external ) trade, money uses, and market elements: spheres of
economy wiilh different xamsz transactional mechansims and moral

| valuations; interperscnal transactions never become general

r without institutional underpinning.

| Lvery chapter of the book makes use of one or more of these
concepts and themes, and yet their formal presentation is so
highly compressed as to be intelligible only to a few outsiders.
I don't think it's an exaggeration to say that most of the points
of gross misunderstanding in the reviews is misunderstanding of
one or more of the key concepts treated in chapter 13.

l1l., Part of the substantive meaning of economic concerns the

unity, stability, and repetition inherent in integrative patterns.,

Smelser is right in emphasizing the qesttion, 2 "how is continuit
L in the provision of material goods assured?" (See TEM pp. 249-250
The point that economic procewses are "instituted" does not give
sufficient emphasis to structured continuity. Similarly, on page
250, the first two paragraphs under the new headino makesx three
crucial points, insufficiently emphasized.

e S ==l S S
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12, I suggest we make up a pictorial scheme on forms of integration,
money uses, forms of &ex external trade, etc., as Smelser does.

13. The question of equivalencies as part of internal redistribution,
and as part of gift-giving and administered trade, is never dealt
with aquuatelr. ®g e.g., how are equivalencies determined and how
do they change? (T&M pp. 255, 269, 366).

An important point which deserved careful and lengthy explan-
ation is the distinction between fluctuating, market-made prices,
and equivalencies. Fluctuating market prices finternally and
externally) result from impersonal suprly and demand forces
registered in markets, and force a change in land and labor use:
market participants must react to fluctuating prices by economizing,
i.e., changing proportions of outputs produced and factor inputs
used, in pursuit of maximum material gain. The underlying "inducer"
of such economi,ing reactions to fluctuating market price, is the
basic institutional fact that everyone derives his material livelihood
from the market sale of that thing the price of which is fluctuatigg
(he can't ignore the changed market price because his living depends
on the price).

Changes in equivalencies (like prices in medieval markets and
Faul's Tiv markets), do not force participants to economize by
changing land and labor use, bacause the participants dom not
depend on them for subsistence livelihood. For example, the
internal economy of Dahomey (land and labor use) does not respond
to equivalency changes made at Whydah with the Furopeans; neither
does fish-yam external trade in the lrobriands, (nor in Paul's
Tiv markets before European contact; Paul's markets are limited,
contained, and localized, in the same fashion that external
trade is centained in the Trobriands and Dahomey: Taul's market
prices and Dahoman equivalency ratios at "hydah do not "feed back"
into the internal economy (internal spheres), by forcing changes
in land and labor usage; the underlying reason is the same: the
Iiv who participate in markets, the Trobrianders, and the Dahomans
do not depmmd get their basic subsistence livelihood through
Tiv markets, kula trade and fish-yam reciprocity, or Whydah trade
with Europeans.

Secondly, equivalency ratios are determined differently from
market prices (but T&M is not specifiv on this point). Here there
is a point of ambiguity which caused troube with Rottenberg,
because T&éM identifies market with market place, and market
prices with competitively determined (supply and demand crowd)
market-place prices: to Rottenberg, administered trade (e.qg.,
at Whydah between only two traders), seems suspiciously like
euphony for bilateral monepoly or industry-wide collective
bargaining, in which unlike the market-place situation of
supply and demand crowds, therg is also just one buyer and
one seller. {(Indeed, the term administered prices" is currently
used in the U,S, to mean prices not determined competitively,
but rather in olf§gopolistic or monopolistic fashion, e.g.,
stéel prices and steél wage rates are adminiteéeed.")

T1&M never considers any "market prices" other than competitively
determined market-place prices (TEM p, 258). Yet in market economy,
market-place competitive price is not as important as imperfectly
competitive prices,

14, T&M pp. 257-262. A rather important point concerning the
difference between "substantive" and formal" external trade is
left out, or better, only hinted at. It is pointed out that
substantive external trade always takes place because of the

S B A R
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non-availability of certain goods at home (e.g., fish-yam; Dahomans
wanting quns). External trade in market economy is not based upon
the non-availability of goods at home, but on comparative cost:

in market economy goods are imported which can be produced at home,
but not as cheaply as foreign goods. Such, I would gather, is never
the case in archaic and primitive long-distance trade (T&M p., 258),
15. A point of ambiguity on page 262, last paragraoh, concerning
administered trade: "Even 'profits' are often 'bargained'." My
question is, how can theré be "profit in administered trade,

if the "exporter" has not paid for the goods he exports?

16. T&K pp. 264-265, concerning all-purpose money in market

economy, the point is made that "All money uses are dependent

upon the existence of markets," However, we should go further

and show that a self-regulating market eednomy could not function
without all-purpose money internally or externally {( the gold standard),.

17, Chapter 17, "Economic lheory Misplaced: Livelihcod in Frim.Soc.*

(a) p. 343, Fusfeld doesn't point out that economist's a proach is
quite valid (useful) for the problems of interest to economists
in market economy.

(b) p. 343, He overstates economists assumption of universality
of economizing, rational allocation,( Most economic theorists
are not interested in the juestion of universality of economic
theory, because they are not interested in any economies
except market economy)

(c) p. 343. His main points on this page are poorly stated: scarcity,
maximization, allocation.

(d) P 344, He misses the point: it isn't that market theory is

difficult”™ to apply to primitive economy, but rather that it
is misleading to do so: it implies functionally equivalent
economizing is universally done,

(e) p. S, It is ambiguous to use the phmase "acquisitiive
motivations,” because we must distinguish between acquiring
material self-gain, and acquiring honorific prestige.

(f) p. 347, Underemphasis and vague formulation of important
points: economic motivatlon, irksomeness of work, economic man,
embeddedness,

18, Chapter 18, "The Market in Theory and History."

(a) p. 358. The function of fluctuating market prices is not
only t¢ "requlate the supply of goods in relation to demand,"
but also to re-allocate (rearrange) facter input uses,
including land and labor, to produce other stuff in response
tc changed prices,

(b) p. 388, All participants in market economy are forced to

economize,

(c) Lp. 358-359, It should be pointed out that the formal price
theory analysis herein described is static and purely competitive.
Thdre is a good deal of economic theory besides price theory.

(d) pp. 358-359, Descrippion here is insufficient; it should be |
pointed out, e.g., that all incomes derive from market sales, |

(e) p. 368, 1f hes describes the gold standard as governing the |
supply of money in market economy, then he must indicate what |
time peridds his analysis refers to. lhe gold standard disappeared !
in all Western market economies between 1931 and 1937, i

(f) p. 366. K.P,'s distinction between exchange at fixed and at

bargained prices to point up difference between equivalencies

-
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and market made prices, is nnt unamblguaus. Bargained prices are
a feature of market-placpg (bazaars), not of markets in industrial-
ized market ecconomy,

(g) p. 368. The point is left out that the crucial action of
market prices is to reallocate factors, the owners of which
depend for thelr livellihood on market sale,

[h,-l B TG In ilﬁtiﬂq*ij_E!Ii_ﬂ‘_J‘ RRamonag different t"fF}pE of niarkﬁ.ts
a rather important criterion of difference is not used: do thE'
market participants depend on such market sale for their
subsistence livelihoodx

ch of Chapter Headings and Content for the New Work.

|
. * = -
=

Preliminary$ Ske

Sut I have thought it important, not only to
: E‘a"-."t}""" my own pol int of v! LCW, but also to show
; in what reancctf it departs from the prevailing
theory. Thqﬁe, who are strongly wedded to what

I shall call 'the classical theory', will
{lUGtUBLE, 1 expect, between a belief that I
am guite wrong and a belief that I am saying
nothing new, It is for others to determine
. it either of these or the third alternative
. 1s right. , . . The ideas which are here
expressed so laboriously are Eitrerc]w simple
and should be obvious. The difficu lLy lies,
not in the new ideas, but in escapi from
the old ones, which ramify, for t#:a# brought
up as most of us have been, into every corner
of our minds,
John Maynard Keynes (The General Theory...1935)
Chapter 1 Unifyinag Themes
r 1 §
\a) Inadeguacy of formal economic theory for nonmarket-organized
economies
{bg Neea for re:iacing dtomistic view of society.
(c) Interpersonal transactions never hFﬂfmC general without
institutional underpinning. (p. 252)
(d) Different set of concepts and tools necessary.
, (e) We will provide them and show their empirical application.
(f) Money uses, external tIde, market places are flexible practices
and processes capable of varied use and organization.
(g) Gomparative edonomic studies.
{

I&M: Introductory note; chapters 1,12,13, Gnrcluding note; also,
"Our Obsolete Market uentallty,- and "Alalakh" )

Chapter 2 lhe Iwo Meanings of Rconomic

(a) Exposition and usefulness of distinction

(b) On "scarcity"

(c) Need for soclal science to adopt substantive meaning

(d) The frutifulness of flormal economic theory in analyzing
market industrialism,

(e) The error of assuming that substantive economic organization

| is everywhere functionally equivalent to market economizing.
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Memorandum 1, G.D, i
» (T&EM: chapters 5,13; plus examples from Goodfellow, ferskovits,
Rottenberg, etc.)

[d
Chapter 3 Patterns of Integration: Market Exchange

(a) General: economy is not of one piece; different spheres, different
patterns of insegration.
(b) self-pegulating market economy exposition: divorcedness from
¢ social control; factor anmd output markets; livelihood depends
on market sale; fluctuating prices continually reallocate
land and labor use; general purpose mcney (why necessary in
market economy internally and externally); market exchange
sphere transacts subsistence and prestige goods, outputs and inputs.
(c) Application of formal economic theory to market economy: price,
distribution, Keynesiak, national income accounting.
(d) “istinction between market, market place, market economy (market
system), market society
(e) Market exbbange sometimes exists as subordinate pattern (doesn't
reallocate land and labor; participants don't depend on market

E for subsistence livelihood): controlled markets: contained mkts;
. (T&M: chapters 13,17,18)
3
]
=
¢ Chapter 4 Patterns of Integration: Reciprocity
¥
E (2a) Exposition, underlying symmetry
(b) Reciprocity as dominant pattern internally: Trobriands, Arapesh
g (c) Reciprocity as subordinate pattern in market economy (structured
; gift-giving)
3 (d) Reciprocity as a mechaknism of external trade.
' (e) Social control: economic transacticns as expressicns of social

obligation

(TEM: chapters 11,12,13)

Chapter 5 Patterns of Integration: Redistribution

{a} EXxposition, redistribiown as dominant pattern, centricity.
(b) Widespread, antimquity, empirés, feudalism

(c) Social Control: economic transactions as expression of social

obligation.

(d) Redistribution as subordinate pattern in contemporary, controlled
market economies (U.S, and Great Britain)

(e) Administered, external treaty trade as

Q.

(T&M: chapters 1,3; "Alalakh")

Chapter 6 Money and Money Yses

(a) Expcsition: substantive meaning; money uses; special purpose
money; formal meaning, general purpose money; money cbjects;
treasure items of elite circulation and prestige meomy uses.

(b) Internal and external use of money i

{c) Econonistic Bias: Firth, Encyclopaedia Britannica on Primitive
Money," and Einzig.

(1&M: chapter 13)
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memorandum 1, G.D, g

Chapter 7 Markets and Market Places

Price-making and nonprice-making markets,

Market determined prices contrasted with eguivalenches.

Market places as subcrdinate pattern within economies dominanted

by recirrocity or redistribution (Trobriands; Dahomey)

( harkets and market places internally and externally in markee
economy.

xry

(TEM: chapters 9,10,13,18)

f
(
(

0O oo

Q.
[ L R L S ]

Chapter 8 ELExternal Trade

(a) Substantive: non-availability at home, two-sidedness, etc.,

(b) Formal: comparative cost, market exchange, general purpose money,
export interest.
Heciproccal gift trade

) Administered treaty trade: terms of trade, equivalencies, etc.

oo

a0

(
{
(TEM: chapters 2,4,7,8)

Chapter 9 Application to Economic Anthropoloay

(a) Ysefulness of faxmmmimsxmgamg described concepts depends on
their being able to yield understnading and to correct misunder-
standing,

(b) Examples of market orientation in economic anthropology: Hersko-
vits, Goodfellow, Bopas, Tax...

(c) The place of economy in society

(d) Market places, money uses, and external trade in primitive ecomomy.

{(e) Pioneer work of Thurnwald, Malinowski, Benedict.

(f) DuBolis, Steiner, EBohannan on spheres and conversions,

(g} Economy as instituted process, unconscious economy not divorced

from social organization,

(T&M: chapters 6,11,17; "Our Ubsolete Market entality"”; Knight-
Herskovits controkversy; "surplus" issue)

Chapter 10 Application to Economic History

(a) The pre=Christian Empires

(b) Greece

(c) Rome

(d) European Feudalism

(e) New light on old problems: money uses, equibalencles, redistributien,

oilkos therom, Aristotle.

(T&M: chapters 1,3,4,5,12,13,18)

Chapter 11 Application to Contemporary Economies: The New West

a) Post-market transformations: "mixed" economies.
) New Dealism; Galbraith s Affluence

b
c) British Welfare State Tai: pp, 254,2%6,269,103
d) Soviet Communism

(
(
(
(
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Comparative sconomic <oystems
Dr., oalton

fexts: Xarl Polanyi, The wrsat
E.H. Carr, The New aacie ¥
arnold ;D;nb e, The au
anherst .eadings, The

Note: aAll texts are available in peperback. 4ll assigned reidings
excent tha paperback texts and jonrnal articles will ha
found on reserve at the (College of Liberal Arts Library

vou have difficulty getting a resasrve book ea if it 18
available at some Dt“ =r college library leﬁJF thie University
Books listed under "Uther neadings" and all journal articles
are to be abtained through general circulation in the Cia
library (unless they are on reserve for another course.)

Other wour-es ¥rsesauently Listed:

K. Polanyi, C.M. Arensherg, H... Pearson, Trade and karkesv
in the narly Bmpoires (T&M)

A. =lsvers, Has wzarket Ca ‘l;dllSﬂ Collapsed?

C.a.R. urosland, The Fuuur= of ,1allﬁm |

J L. Gaibraith, Sceononics and t ¢ art of «ontroversy (paper-
back)

: 3 The Nature of and Need for Economic Svgtems; Substantive and
Formel Zconomics; Forms of Socio-Zconomic Integration
(reciprocity, radistribution, market-exchenge); Operational
revices: woonomlio Anthropologzy.

-JI..ES :.5-_“ -"d,

1. K. Polanyi, "Our Obsolete Market Mentality," Commentary February
1547, fd'sfﬁljut:ﬁ in mimeo)

2. GI, chapter 4, and pp. 269=273.

Ha e Jaltsﬂ, "aav-ev of Trade and Merket in the Zarly Zmpires,’!

soaton University graduate Journal June 1959 [1l° ributed 1n

mimeo)

P&, chapters 11,12,1%,8,17,18.

Toel:

sr Rsadings

o L
ﬁ

. Wizlinowski, Argonauts of the .estern Pacific pp. 58-65,

g r_.—-

hapters 5,06

E-I I.'E. EUI.'EII-.USE, T__-\E- Il‘}i:\t

%, 4, Mgad, Coopsration and Competitlon among Primitivs Feople
chapter 1, and Concluslion.

4, B. Nalinowski, vrime and Custom in .avuge S0CI ‘LY ( paperback)

5 =

M.J. He rskmvitu, ficonomlc

-

aropolozy cqaﬁtur 21, and Apperncly

E:l
R. Firth, Zlements of dial Orpanization chapter 4,

(reprints of journal artic lvs by P,1. Knight and M.J. Herskcvitd




e

Uk Far“ef Economy in England: Origin, Structure, and Socio-
-_n_ '.'JI'l"H’_l” 'Lr""i:-_.-'_l"ﬁﬂ,.-n.-u

S8irned

L3

T O, Fmrfwmrdﬁﬁbj*hacluc;}, chapters 2.5.6.7,8,10,13.
2« s loynbee, The Industrial Revolution
3. aobert Owen, "Observations on the Effect of the Manufacturing

cystem," pp. 120-120 in A& New View of Scciety and Other Writings
(“veryman edition)

Uther ..cadings

1. H., ovilievers, Has Market Capitalism uDlAhFEEd; chapter 2 pp. 18-33
and p. 453 chapter 3 np. 46-77 ana p. 93; chapter 4 pp. 97-117.

2. 5., Heckscher, "ifer o ntilism," in the Jnﬂvcln:&c&ia of the Social
SJClEnces

=R WY
ot

Kevynes, "The End of laissez=Faire," (pamphlst).

H. Bendix, .ork and Aut uulitT in Industry: Idecologies of Manage-
sment in the Course of Industrializstion chapter 2.

. HR,H. Tawney, The acqulqltlv, Socleoy {LupurDAGk}

L.T. Hdobhouse, Llﬂd_all;m (cheap hardback copy available in
Home University Library serizs)

O
L]

=

IT The Transformation from bul;—AREQl g Market Economy to wWel-
=

i
fare State in Great Britain: 1815-=] 94;.

=88igned
= R rﬂlidyi, "Jur Obsolete llarket Mentality," Commentary 1947
(distributed in ~_miD}
i e e =K =
3‘. "'-rT.l-! G..'.'j-ljl-i".rrlj 2’,'_ _’__,_.’_'1-
Other Readings _
» 4H. Sievers, Has Markct .apitalismp Collapscd? chaptsar 5 pp.l66-
c04,
2. C.A.R. Urosland, The suture of Scocialism chaptar 4.
20
s

%« GT chapters 15 through
4., George 9rwell, The Road

IV Thz Post-world .ar II sritish Jelfars wtate

Asglgnad
1. C...HR. Crosland, The Iuture of socialism chapters 2,3,5,22;24,
2. Hugh Gaitskell, "Socialiam and Nationalisation," (Fabian pon-

Othor Reedines -
l. G, alker, Economic Planning br Progriemme and Control in Ureagt
k] — e c—

siritain

G.M.R. Crosland, The Future of Socialism chapter 25.

B.M. Tjtmu:s, Basays or the .elfare oState chapters 8,9 l(on

socializ medici HET

» Ha Eelf- Gﬂnﬂn, Nationa llS&ElDﬂ in sritain (strongly critical
R.H.w. urossman (editor), New Fablan Essays

,0rswick and ~dy, Tae . ritish Economy 1945-1950

F, von Hayek, Thée «~oad to Ssridom

H, Finsr, The Hoad to sszction
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V New Derlism in the United Stonteas
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Galbroith, Amsrican Capitilism chapter 6, "The Depression
sychosis,." :
.it, Klein, 1The Keynesian uauvolution chapte

il B o
54|

r
”mh,rat t6cdinzgs, Thae Now wezl: Revolution or .volution?
J M. 'nes, 1he General Theory of Zmployment, Intsrest, and
EG:&'{ ch:;:f:‘ 24,
T asudlngs
J « K, “JlJ:.ith, Hcaqﬁrlzs and the .rt of Controversy (papsrback)
A.P. Lorncr, Jdeconomics of Employment chapters ©,9.
R. Hofstudter, .ocianl Barwinism in American Lﬂﬂu&ht (paperbhuack)
Erich Fromm, .scape from =rcedom
Upton oinclair, The Jungle {a novel)

.

L
Erich Fromm, ihe wane society chapter 5.

s at Present: Controlled bMarket fconomy; Some
of JDomesstlc Uregznization snd Folicy
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Uaniel sSell, "iisaning in Work," Dissent Summer 1959.
J.K. Galbraith, The ..ffluent Socisty chapters 1,2,3,18,24.
Erich Fromm, The sane Sociecty chapters 859,
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its Discontents," {:ZJ1111'+
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Arthur Mill nll My Sons and Dcéath of a Salesman (plays




