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Maximization Theories and the Study
of Economic Anthropology!

ROBBING BURLING

Urniversity of Pennswranic

CONOMICS, along with religion, kinship, and all the other subjects that

P make up the table of contents of innumerable anthropological mono-
. graphs, has long been confidently felt to include a tolerably well-defined type
of human behavior. We manage to communicale with each other when we
speak of cconomic activities, of economic molives, and of economic groups,
even when we fail to give these phrases explicit definitions, INevertheless, “eco-

tion,”" and the confusion between its various meanings has lead to as much mis-
i 2- understanding. At one time or another, anthropelogists have given at least five
u(\-' meanings to the term: 1) the study of the maleriol means Lo man’s existence;
4)1 2 the stud}r of the preduction, distribution, and consumption of gaods and
-.t'rl, ices; 3) the study of the things that economists -s,tm'lg,rj 4} the study of sys-
W tems .:}fgg-:haq-"h however they are organized; and 3) the study of the alloca-
: tiok “of scarce means to alternative ends. None of these definitions covers
= -2 - cxactly the same area of behavior as any other. In the first half of this paper I
e will argue that the first definition refers Lo an area of behavior that is probably
i better called by a less ambiguous term, while the second is too gencral to have
much meaning. The third turns out to be grossly illogical and ethnocentric.
The fourth is perhaps too limited, alchough it would se€m useful for certain
purpuses; and it is logically unassailable. In the second half of the paper, [ will
give special atlention to the problems and possibilities of the fifth definition,

THE MEANINGS OF “ECONDMICS™

1) Econemics deals with the malerial means to man's exislence. Even eco-
nomists have long claimed to equate the material side of life with economic be-
havior, 20 it is hardly surprising to find anthropelogists following them. Tn our
discussions, material life has figured in several different ways. Many an older
monograph simply took economics to be synonymous with technology and
carelully recorded such interesting data as how sleds are made, or how skins
are tanned, under the heading of “ecunumic life.” This particular use of the
term has pretty well gone out of style and without belaboring a peint that has
been made entirely adequately by others (e.g., Herskovits 1952:57), I think

_o.that it can be assumed that few of us are still likely to confuse economics with
technology. Other aspects of material life, however, still regularly crop up in

o our discussions of cconomics. We all speak of the Australians as having a
b * “hunting and gathering economy,” or of the Bedouin as having a “pastoral
802 :

nomics’ has had almost as many meanings to anthropologists as has “func-
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“economy,” and many of us still speak of stages in cconomic development, or at
least of the agricultural revolution, as being in the first insiance an '"economic
revolution.” These phrases all imply that economics is equivalent to the study
of subsistence methods, an idea not so very far removed irom defining it as
technology. Economics also has sometimes been used in a slightly broader
sense, equivalent to what others have called ecology, or the total way in which
the culture is adjusted to its environment. This can include not only the ways
it which nourishment can be extracted from the forests, or streams, or soil, but
also the way in which feathers for ceremonial headdresses are obtained, or the
way in which the environment is reflected in the mythology of the people.

These delinitions all hinge upon the notion that economics is somehow con-
cerned with maferial goods and it is this that has caused more confusion be- s
tween anthropologists and economists than almost anything else. It s true i i

that economists themselves have sometimes defined economics as “the study
of the causes of material welfare” or the “siudy of [human action] connected
with the attainment and with the use of material requisites of well being"
{(Herskovits 1952: 45-46). When they have done so, however, they have had to
define “material” in such a broad way that it lnses its ordinary meaning of 3 _
visible tangible artifacts, and some economists have maintained that whether - e
or not a good or service i material has nothing to do with whether il is eco- ;
nomic. In a classic essay which deserves to be read by all anthropalogista who
feel that they have an interest in econemics, the British econemist Lionel
Robbins devastated these materialist definitions (1935). He pointed out that
economists regularly deal with many nonmaterial aspects of life. Wages may
be paid to people who do material tasks and prices may be applied to material
goods, but wages and prices are just as firmly assigned Lo nonmaierial events
as well. The wages carned by an opera singer, and the price of a ticket to hear 5
“him perform, have nothing material about them, though they arc surely eco- 7|
nomic. War is actually destructive of material goods, but to wage war success-
fully, one must certainly-economize. But the real point is that we must re-
peatedly economize befireen material and nonmaterial ends. We must make

repeated choices between goals, some of which are material while some are not. :
We must decide whether added Jeisure is more important to us than the txtraiﬂ%
money we could earn by working overtime, Would T rather have a new car or a
trip to Europe? It is nensense 1o pretend that all of these goals are “material,” 3
at least if ““material” is intended to have any normal meaning at all, but if

these choices are economic cheices, and by any conventional use of the term by
econnmists they most assuredly are, then the term economics embraces far |
more Lhan simply material life. We can hardly speak of some of our goals as ]I
heing “economic” and others as “noneconomic’ if the very choice between the

different goals is an economic decision and if we have tn econnmize our re-

SOUFCEs in attaining our choices. Robbins points out that in a zense it is even

possible to say that sose of our goals are ultimately material, “Income from

[evén] a material object must in the last resort be conceived as ‘immaterial’ use,

From my house equally as from my valet or the services of the opera singer, [
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of the economists’ farmal definition of their subject, which may or may not
correspond to what they actually de, but alse of their reasons for constdering
specific topics. Tt is this which leads me 1o a rezsonably obvious but, amang
anthropologists at least, only sporadically perceived truth: Whatever formal
definitions they may give 1o their scicnce {and these vary considerably) eco-
nomists actually study the operation of the price system in our own society and
the exchange of priced goods and services through the market system

1t iz worth noling that in the introduclory sections of their hooks, when
abstract concepts and definitions of the subject are BLVen, economists may give

~formulations which make no reference to money of markets, but which are set

" the distinclion betw

in completely general terms. In an aging but standard introductory text hook
of economics, Fairchild, Furniss, and Buck (1935: Chapier I} defing maost of
the major concepts of economics withour any reference te money at all:
“Wealth consists of all useful marerial things owned by human beings.” “In-
come consists of the benelits or services rendered by wealth or by free persons.
" Ihe undesirable events caused by wealth are called the disservices or costs of
wealth.” “The dilference between the income and the cost of any article of
wealth s ils net income, Property is “the right to income; that is, the right to
the benefits or servives of wealth or free persons.” “"The value of anything is the
quantity of any other thing that would be given in exchange for the first thing.'"
Unce past their jnitial and formal definitions, however, cconomists have been
perfectly clear about what their subject includes. Enight has declared that in
practice the scope of economics is narrow, a situation he feels 1o be entirely
proper. He says i

-+« there are many ways in which economic activity may be sociclly orgundzed, hut the prE-
dominant method in modern nations is the rice ayatem, of fvee enterprise. Consequently it is Lhe

structure and working of Lhe system of free enleTprise which conslitales (he priecipal topic of dis-
Clussinn in o frealise oh economics ‘Enighl [931:6}.

Although Robbins, as will be secn below, gives a much broader definition of
cronamics as a whole, even he feels that it is appropriate for ceonomisis fo con-
centrate on the operation of “the exchange eronomy” {gur system of markets
a4 dominated by money prices) and Fecognizes Lthat they have alwayvs done so.
Robbins savs that it is not tncerrect Lo study other kinds of cronomy, but it js
simply net particularly useful (1933:19). :

There are, to be sure, good practical reasons for dealing with money and
price, For ane thing, price allows a [orm of quantification, Une ean specify
whether price is going up or down, one can compute “total™ value, and one can
compare various commodities and services by means of the common de-
nominator of dollars or pounds or rubles. As a resull, economic discussion is for
practical if not theoretical reazons limited to Enods EI.i'IiﬁETﬂQi_lhﬂ_,L_.al'.ﬂ
measured in money, But anthropologists ought 1o realize Just how atbitrary

[l

ween priced and unpriced commodities is, and how useless it
is for their own work. We have not, hawever, for it is this distinction which
makes us [vel thal a wage earner performs an economic service, while we leave
2 housewife's labor out of all of our national economic statistics, It is why food




BuriTaa] Leonemic Anthropology Eﬂ?

served in 4 restaurant is zeen as an economic good, but foed served hospitably
te friends in ¢ne’s home is not. Tt is why the scrvices of a prostitute hut not
those of a wife are economic. It is why food bought in a store, but not the row of
radishes in my back vard, enters into statistics of gross national product. It is
what makes the distinction between professional and amateur athletics. Since
we, iIn Western countries normally price food, housing, land, most manufac-
tured products, and mosi labor outside of the household, we easily fall into the
habit of considering these things to be cconomic in their nature. Since we do

not price ather goods, and services— hospitality, a housewife's labor, 1the care

of children by their parents, brides, and Christ mas presents—ihey are nol con-
sidered economic, For certain practical purposes within our own society this is
a wseful if nol theoretically unassailable approach. Tt does serve some useful
purposes 10 caleulale gross national product, and chis can only be done by add-
ing up values of things produced, and the only apparent comrion denominator
to which these objects can be reduced is money value or price. Since a house-
wife's labor iz not priced there is no conceivable way to add her labor into the
total value of goods and services produced in our society W! UNCON-
Jortable we max feel about the logic of the figures | hut leave hee oyl
One can L%Lllmkmn cace [hat This cane :_nlr 1f i an lhu pn: vayslem
i nont anly practically, but even theoretically justiliable, Within our society the
particular goods and services which are priced are treated in certain special
wavs, Money pricing and the operation of the markets gives gunig? to a cer-
tain segmentfol our cultu® and this regment iz important and deserves to he
“studied. But if economics is limited to a study of priced goods, it is an incredi-
bie contradiction in terms to speak of primitive economics, when we are dealing
with a society without money, What amthropologists have done, howecer, is o
fook wpan the type of poods and services thad we price ond consider these fo be eco-
nomic coen in otker socielies, instead of realising thal it is the phenomenon of pric-
tug tiaell whicl gives these pariicwlar goads and services thedr anity. Labor, manu-
iaciyred moods, land, and the way in which theze are allocated and exchanged

=ociely than is the Jabor of nursing an infine, JTust because Jand is priced in our
=OUiLly DS 1o reasen {o L.i]] 1t economic in 'nma'u:r ~{Jc_|<,1 ¥ -.'.]u_-rL it is nod priced,
and vel J-lu.d Lenurygis O ol een-
nomivs,'” Some pesple, Lo he.' AUrE, pm'l: goods or stevices which we do not.
Brides [requently are paid for, but because of our ethnocentric view that brides
are not an economic commadity (because we do oot happen to price them)
anthropologists have resisted the idea thal women can be hought and sold and
have even suggested that it is somchow nicer to speak of *bride-wealth” than
“bride-price.”™ This magic with words does nol obscure the fact that in some
parts of the world weallh is {ransferred in exchange for brides. In many places
monetary compensalion is paid to redress injuries such as theft, adultery, or
even murder, though since we do not happen Lo feel that it is appropriate to

price such iransactions, we usually feel that they are not “economic.”
T believe that it is [nir 1o state that Hershowvite, in the mest extensive 1reat-
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ment of economic anthropolegy 1o date, adheres gencrally to the idea that
anthropological economics is concerned in orher societies with the samyg
phenomena that economists deal with jn curs {Herskovits 1932). He does
recoghize that economists concentrate un priced goods and services, but he
does not conclude that this makes unreasonable the study of the same kinds of
goods and services in other socistics. He clearly feels that there is a category of
behavior thal is reasonably called “economic™ and which can become the facyus
of special study (sec for instance pp. 60-61). To judge by the topics with which
be deals, this includes land tenure, ownership, trade, division of labor, and
credit, even in socicties where money is not wsed to organize them, It is true
thai he also cxtends his discussion to such things as gift and ceremonial ex-
change which we do not price, and to this extent he expands and makes more
uselul our conception of cconomics. But Herskovits does not deal with all the
goods and services which are exchanged or produced in the socicty. He does
not, for instance, deal with the care of children by their mother, or the services
of & political leader and follower toward ong another. He would Lave startled
many people had he included these services, for they do not fit inle our precon-
ception of what economics embraces, but they arc services which are just as
much exchanged as are the services of a m utual-help team at harvesting, The
only reason for considering the latter and not the former Lo be economic is that
in eur society we price agricultural labor, while we are not su pposed Lo price
political patronage or a mother's care,

It should he apparent that ence we deal wiLh any society other than our
own, pricing is a totally useless meana of distinguishing the economic aspect of
society from the noneconomic aspects. If the unity of econnmics arises ont of
the fact that it deals with priced goods, Lhen in some primitive societies i1 j=
silly to took for any behavior that can be called “economic.” It is illogical 1o
argue that other societies use ather methods of distribution of these goads
(which is, T believe, what Folanyi and associates assert) and that their suab-
stitutes for the market mecharism should be studied under the tille of eco-
nomics, if i s the market mechanism snd it prices that give the particular
goods and services of onr cconumy their only unity, It is as if anthropalngists
Trom a matrilineal sociely insisled upon studying the mairilineal groupings of
all other socicties. One cen, after all, isolate those kinsmen who arc related to
cach other along the matriline, even in our awn society, 1t simply happens to
be nonsense to do so because we do not assign any duties or responsibilitics an
the basis of matrilineal descent. The associztion into a unified system of those
goods and zervices which we price is just as arbitrary as the associalion of
people into a'matrilineage. It is silly to examine either system where it does not
exist,

I was led to reject the “material” definition of economics because it seemed
to me that technology, subsistence, and ccolagy are imore conveniently called
by some other term than “economic.” | reject the definition which states that
economics deals with the goods which are priced in our ewn society on different
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grounds: it is not & real calegory in any society but our own. It is, in fact,
startlingly ethnocentric.

I believe that it is our felt but unstated knowledge of the areas of our life
which are touched upon by our own price system that has made us hope for
some unity in what wc have called economics, Tf pricing is whal gives unity ro
econumics, perhaps we had better stop using the term at all unless we happen to
he studying a society where money is important, Perhaps the most successful
“aconomic’” studies by anthropologists have been in areas where money is im-
portant—such as in Panajachel studied by Tax, and among the hlalay fsher-
men studied by Firth. But if economics means a concern with the pricesystem,
then some societies gimply have no economics. This would not officnd me, hut
there are still some alternative uses of the lerm, which allow it to be applied 1o a
less arbitrary calegory of culture, which deserve Lo be examined.

4) Economics is the study of systems of exchange. whatever the parficular in-
stitutional arrangements surrounding them may be. I have pointed out that the
justification for the traditional scope of economics in our society is that certain
goods and services are united within one system by the common use of money
when they arc exchanged. Probably every society has some systems of ex-
change, and certainly we have several quite dislinet systems ourselves, Hos-
pitality iz returned with considerable responsibility and calculated closely, al-
though without the intermediacy of meney. We cven use expressions like
“‘owing an invitation” or “"working off aur debts by Lthrowing a cocktail party.”
The exchange of gifts and cards at various holidays forms another system. It
would be as legitimate, though no doubt less important for conventional ob-
jectives, to study the way in which these gifts and countergiiles are balanced,
- caleulated, and agreed upon, as te study the transaclions of a price-setting
markel, Onee these systems of exchange are noted one can hardly help recog-
nizing systems of cxchange in other societies, although they may be quite dif-
ferenl from any that we have in our own, Same of these are old stand-hys in
the anthropological literature: the kula rirg; the system of potlatches in the
Northwest Coast; feast-ziving, prestige, and power in Melanesia; brides.and
cattle in Africa. '

It must be emphasized that the solability of these various sysiems is only
partial. It is uzually pessible to convert goods and services normally cxchanged
within ene system into those of another. We do, of course, use moncy to pur-
chasze goods which we then use in entertaining, so that eur market system el
our hospitality system are inlerrelated, but this does not mean that the value of
heospitality can be expressed in a money price, as is evident from our relative
evaluation of the simple but warm haspitality of our less afluent scquainl-
ances, and the sumptuous ostentation of the wealthy, Bohannan gives an un-
usually cleir example of the partial independence and partial interdependence
of three systems of ¢xchange found ameng the Tiv: 1) subsistence goods con-
sisting of food and various household ohjects which are exchanged freely with
cach other but less readily converted inlo other forms of wealth) 21 prestige
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goods consisting of iron bars, cattle, and slaves, and J) women, which belore
the confusion brought ahout by the introduction of money constituted an ex-
change system of their own (Bohannan 1955).

The systematic comparison of different systems of exchange might prove
extremely interesting, One could ask such questions as whether similar meth-
odz of calculation are used in them all, whelher the same principles of rational

“allocation are present, and Lo what extent the individual's motives vary. But it
! Ty

should be entirely clear that these systems of exchange do not necessarily in-
clude either material goods or money pricing. No one can predict ahead of Lime
what systems will be found in any particular society. By this definition there is
nol gu economic 2ystem bul EEL‘E_I_IELSE\:_E_‘EEL_E}LQL}_Q}HMF&L&D]S-El'l. gach socicly,
T their characterisiics can only be discovered through empirical observalion.

Perhaps the definition of cconomics as the study of systems, of exchange

leads to the lease complex and contradictory results of any of (he five defini-
tions suggested here, but it 1s limited. Tt seems paradoxical to suggest that a
single society may have severzl economic sysiems, Why not simply call them
exchange systems? e,

e final deinition which arises out of certain fundamental principles of
theoretical economics remains. This approaches more closely the way in which
many ecomomists in Lheir more thoughtful and less practical moments define
their subject, and here [ return to the formulation of Lionel Fobhbins.

3] Feonemics is the sipdy of tre allocation of scurce means v menlliple nbjrc-
iives, or more broadly “the science which sitidies human behavior us relaifonsiip
beirreen ends and scorce means which have alternative wses.” (Robbins 1933 160,
Many ant hropologists who have concerned themselves wilh economic problems
have recently used similar definitions, including Firth in his latest discussion ol
anthropological economirs, and Herskovils.” But these authors, afver indical-
ing choice, allocation, and “'cconomizing'' 10 he the core of economic behavior,

T

slip back to a consideration of “cconomizing” among malerizl ohjects and ends,
or only among Lhe objects which we include in our market system. It is this mis-
take that Robbins avoids and it is for this reason that I have found his essay so
valuable and so much more satisfying logically than the formulations of most
anthropologists who have dealt with these problems.

Rabbins peints out that there is ne economic problem if unlimited means
are available for achieving some goal, and furthermore we do nut kave 1o eco-
nomize if somethivg has no alternalive use whatzoever. “When time and the
means for achieving ends are limited, end capable of aliernative application,
end the ends are capable of being distinguished in order of imporiance, then e
havior necessarily assumes 1he form of choice™ (12331 14, Ttalivcs in the originall,
One must choose between scarce means and apply them to the variously valued
ends. ‘The unity of economic science, says Robbins, lies in the forms assumed
by human hehavior in dispozing of scarce means.® Nuither ends nor medns Can
necessarily be measured in monetary terms, and neither need consist of ma-
terial objects, and so econemics defined in this way has no necessary connection

“with the use of money or material abjects. Since we are disposing of scarce
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means in virtually everything we do, economics in this vicw focuses on a par-
tivular gsgec! of behavior and net on certain kinds of behavior {Robbins
1935:17). The woman organizing her housewark, the man allocating his time
between his family and his club, the child deciding whe ay baschall
tly a kite, the political leader distributing patronage, and the feast giver who
“gives' away food in order to accumulate prestige, are making “cconomic” de-
cisions whether or not money has anything to do with their choice, and whether
or nol they are dealing with “material™ objects, If Robbins, like other eco- T%
nomisls, gues on to study those types of behavior in which Lthe economic as- :
pect (choive and allocation) can to a certain extent be measured in muntyf-l"[‘]';/
not because of the principles of economics, butl because ol capedient and sup-
plementary assumptions about what kinds of behavior are more and less im-
nortant orjmore easily analyvzed N Tearly, in lurning to 4 primitive saciety, this
alternative of restricting ourselves to priced phenomena does not exist. The
implications of seizing upon the “economizing” aspect of behavior, fs central
to the study of cconomiecs, are & good deal more far reaching than has some-
times been realized, and my major criticism of both Herskovits and Firth, for
in:tance, is that neither follows out the implications of his own definitions If ;
all behavior invelving allocation is vvonomic, then the relationship of 2 mother
to her baby is just as much an economic one, or rather has just as much of an
cconamic aspect, as the relationship of an employer to his hired laborer. A
farmer hoving his yams is being no more economic than when he is chatting
with his ¢ronies in the men’s house. The economic aspect of behavior— choice,
allocation of scarce means, including time and enerpy andpot just money
is present in all this behavior. From this peint of view it is quite hopeless to
 speak of an ipstitution or proup as being economic in nature, :ﬂmt
W CConomic aspect. ; A et
It 15 po=sible to look upon a sociely as a collection of chojce-muking in-
dividuals, whose every action invelves conscious ur uncenscious selections
among alternzlive means (o allernative ends. The eods are the goals of the in-
thividual colered by the values of his society toward which be tries to make his
wuv. Thew may include prestige, love, leisure, or even money. The means are
the techaical skills and knowledge at his dizposal, including skill at oratory or
endurance at the hunl as well as lechnical knowledge as such. There are no
specifically economic technigues or economic goals. It is only the relationship
Befween enel: and means, the way in which a man manipulates his technical re-

sources 1o achicv s goals, that i3 sconomic.

Now, strictly speaking, given a set of technical =kill: and knowledge and
given a set of scalable ends or values, there is only one best way Lo usé one to
reach the other. The economist iz not usually interested in either ends or means
them:elves but rather in the way in which means are manipalated to reach
ends, and he iz above all interested in working out the mest efficient possible
way of achieving certain ends, given the means. Tt is at this point that ceo-
nomists are likely to express their lack of interest in the ceonomics of primitive
people, because the most economic procedure for a primitive is presumably no

-
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different than it is for anyone, granted of course that both ends and means may
be different in another society than in our own. To most economists it hardly
matters how the members of any pariicular society make their choices. If they
are inclicient and do not direct their means to rational accomplishment of
their ends, why then, 0 much the worse for the people. ;

In practice, of course, economisis have not worried about Lhe general prob-
lem of how all of the varied ends of an individuzl can be met, They have
limited their problem by asking how a particular Man, $ay &1l entrepreneur, can
best accomplish the end of a large money proiit —how can money be maxim-
L@Lﬂ:is has an air of unreality when applied to a primitive socicty. People
work and try to achieve their goals. They want more foed, or more wives, or
more prestige, and they clearly work to achieve these aims, but the ends Lhey
have in mind are never so simple as Lhose dealt with by economists who speak
of high money profit. Of course, Lthe entreprenenr’s aims are not really so
simple cither, bul the grossness of he oversimplificalion becomes inescapable
when looking at a primitive society,

Polanyi and his associates recognize that “cconomics” has often heen used
in this sense, to refer to situalions of choice in areas of limited means,? They
4rgue that price setting markets are found only in a limited segment of human
history. They se¢im to conclude that for thisreason it is difficylt to study chaice-
making in other societics, but their interests are simply not centered on chaice.
making. Nevertheless, it may be worthwhile to examine choice-making even in
societies where money and price-sctting markets are absent. One can hardly
argue that “economization,” the careful calculation of choices with an eve Lo
une’s prospects, is missing simply because the particular institutional frame-
work which helps us 1o make some economizing decisions (the market) is
missing. Trimitives are presumably neither more'sr less rational than any of
us, although they may use different institutions t]lilmugh which 1o express their
ratinnality. Of course, the system of market regulated prices cannot be studied
n the absence of market regulated prices, but it may still be useful 10 study
rationalizing calculation, Furthermore, certain characteristics of price-regulat-
ing markels may be readily seen even iy socicties very dilferent from our own
and in very diffcrent irstitulional settings. Where dowerics are substantial or
bride-price is required, the amount to be paid may be a matier of careful bar-
gaining. The total bride-price may depend upon the desirability of the girl,
either personally or as derived from her family’s social status. Tnstances of cur
tailment or increase in the amounts of cattle available for bride-price (through
disease or otherwize) show that the price alzo depends upon tle supply of
cattle. Tt seems entirely reasonable to sugeest that certain characteristics of
our marketing system thal go under the name of “the law of supply and de-
mand" are applicable in a much broader context than our own markets. This
possibilily would be obzcured if we have 1o limit the range of meani he of ero-
Domics to a consideration of materjal goods, as suggested by Folanyi. If we
can ged back to the initial assy mptions of cconomists about scarcit v of means

=
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and unlimiled wants we may find that they are still useful assumptions even in
the absence of markets and prices. :

Jlere, then, isa Bnal area of behavior 1o which the term “cconnmic” might
apply, thearea of choice ar ation of scarce resources to alternative goals.
It would sludy an aspect of behavior, not a iype of behavior, and it would he
an aspert of behavior that has no more connection with the material aspects of
life than with others, and ng hecessary connection with the objects which are
priced in our society. One of 1he troubles wilh our understanding of the pro-
womics of primitive people has surely been 1hatl we have confused the various
possible definitions of economics and have persuaded ourselves that allocation
of resources was somehow more characteristic of hehavior 1hat deals with ma-
terial goods than with ather behavior, or that the use of money coincided with
the use of material goods or that only by using money could we rationally ecn-
nomize. It is clear, however, that econemizing caleulation, material goods, and
items exchanged through Price-zetting markets, each refer (o semething dis-
tinctly different,

Once we focus upon choice and allocation, it becomes apparent that there
have heen a number. of strands of thought in the social sciences that have
looked upon human behavior from this essentially econamic view, For the res
vl this paper T will investigate just one of the mmplications of regarding human
behavior as if governed by an attempt to allocate scarce resaurces ina rational
way. 1 find it convenient to call this the principle of “maximization,” but it i3
tlosely related (o the idea of “rationalizing calculation.”

MANIMIZATION THEDRIES

The notion that human behavior is samehow oricnted toward a maximiza-
livn nf some desired end has appeared in a great range of social science theaty.
- Maximization is, of course, a fundamental concept in economics, for a central
axiom of that discipline i= that human wants are unlimiled, but that we con-
stantly sirive to maximize our salisfactions, More specifically, all of micro-
econoimics, the study of how an entreprencur or g firm =hoald behave, assumes
that ke or it is drying to maximize money prefil, Such questions as what wil|
happen Lo profit if price is increased, or how a decrease in production will eyt
the ratio of income 10 costs, are at the hearl of a great deal of coonomic theorz
ing, and they assumc that the end in view is (o make as much money as pos
sible. (M course we know, and to give them their due I believe that ECON0INists
know also, that not tven entrepreneurs always strive to maxim]ze money profit,
but that sometimes they may prefer something clse—leisure, conceivably even
good human relations —rather than more money. This is not 1o deny that these
CNIPEPTERELrS are lrving 1o maximize something, hut only states that they
~ sometimes have 1o choose between money and some other desired end, The
assumption that it is money that is heing maximized is only a convenjen
simplification in line with the general altention of economi=ts to those inslancoes
of chaice and behaviar in which money is involved,
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Economics, however, is by no means the only branch of sovial science that

has lvoked upon man as though he were maximizing something. Deeply im
bedded in the Freudian conception of the personality lies the pleasure-pa in
principle. The id, in secking to reduce tension, operates according to this
“pleasure principle’” always acling so as to maximize pleasure and minimize
pain. The ego, mediating between the id and the outside world, is, Lo be sure,
governed by an occasionally con Micting reality principle and must face the fact
that pleazure is nol o be achieved directly, but that the route toward zatisfac-
tion of the demands made by the id may be roundabout and involve the formu-
lation of plans and complex procedures Lefore final satisfaction is achieved.
Freud even speaks of the suspension of the pleasure principle during this
finagling toward the end of tension reduction. Finally, however, the goal of the
¢go is the same as that of the id, and this is the reduction of tension, or more
generally the maximization of pleasure.
Actually the substitution of the reality-principle for the pleasure-principle denotes ne dethenne-
ment of the pleasure-principle, bul ouly 2 saleguarding of it. A momentary pleasure, uncertain in
its results, is given wp, but enly in arder to rain in the new wiy an assured pleasure coming later
{Freud 1075:18).

This Freudian personality is remarkably si milar to the economic man. Both
are striving for something, both are planning, both have an end in view, and
both are trying by all the means at their disposal to reach theend and to getas
much of it as possible. OF course, the ends in sight appear at first glance, at
least, to be rather different, maximization of money income, or maximizalion of
pleasure, and the contrast is especially strong when pleasure seems most clozelv
relaled to sex. But sex is a very broad concept in the Freudian version of the
personality, and, &s has been said, money income s 8 convenient simplificalion,
so, broadly speaking, both individuals are siriving in parallel ways toward
parallel if not identical ohjectives.

Other maximization theories have appeared in the social sciences, though
none have become incorporated into such claborate theoretical syelems as
these. Tart of the conception of society that Leach presents in his hook,
Political Systems of Highlend Hurma, ipvolves the assumption that men gen-
erally seek for power, Leach says:

.1 consider il necessary and justifiable to assume that & conerious or ipconscisus wish
grain power is a very general mntive in human afizire, Accordingly I assume Lhat indivicluzls fageml
wiih n choice of action will commonly use such choice so as to gain povcer (Leach 10340100

Quoted simply, and oul of conlext, this is unfair to Leach, for immediately pre-
ceding this statement he also says, 45 a general rule L hold that the sociul
anthropologist is never justified in interpreting action as unambiguously
directed toward any ane particular end.” Nevertheless, for his particular rask,
namely the analysis of Lhe shifting power relationships of upper Burma, he
finds it convenient to suggest that people generally sirive to maximize their
own power. As he goes on tn analyze the situation, the power seeking by many
individuals, cach using whatever means the social en viranment affers to him,
Jeads to shifting pewer relationships in the society as a whole, andd this har-

.
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monizes with a more general conception of society as being given its dynamism
by 1he multiple siriving of all of its members, each secking his own ends, each
using the sociery where it is convenicnt, each going against the usual rules of
the soriety where he feels he can get away with it and where it will be worth-
while in terms of his own goals, In fairness 1o Leach, it must be said that I do
not interpret him as presenting power as the main or major motive of all men,
and that if he were analyzing some other relationship than that of power he
might focus on some other general motive that could be imputed to all men.
Taken superficially, however, one might be tempted to raise power to the over-
riding position that similar cxaggerations of money profil in economics, or of
the biolegical urges of the id in psycholegy, have assumed. Harold Lasswell in
hi= book, Pewer and Personalily, considers the pursuit of power from a similar
point of view and explicitly compares the interest of political science in the
pursuil of power to the interest of economics in the pursuit of wealth. Lasswell,
however, does not suggest that the pursuit of power overrides other goals in
human behavior, but enly that it is this particular pursuit that pelitical science
deals with {Lasswell 1948},

All three of these conceptions of human behavior focus on something that
seems real, but something that is incomplele. People do mot always Lry to
maximize money, or basic hiological satisfaclions, or power, though all of these
certainly do enter into our decisions, and, in 4 general way, the more we have,
the happice we expect (o be.

The must explicit theory of maximization which T know of is that of George
Zipf, whoe wrote an incredible book called Humaen Befavior and the Principle of
Least Effort (1919). Kluckhehn reviewed this book as being “ . . . fertile and
suggestive, mad, irrelevant’’ (1930:270), and indeed it was all of these things,
Zipf believed that all of our behavior is oriented: toward the minimization of
effart. Now, raken literally, and the delight of ZipPs book is that he stated his
principles with no leeway for ambiguity, this is nonsense. Athletic events and
taking a walk to work up an appetite are hardly understandable within this
{ramework. Thiz among other flights of fancy has lead most people who have
stumhled upon his hook to reject his principles, even while recognizing the
fertile mind which produced them and the remarkable collection of data which
he believed would support them. However, ¢ven some of his principles may de-
serve an examination. Like the economist, the Freudian peychologisl, or like
Leach or Lasswell when they laok at pelitical behavier, Zipf assumes that
people are trying to orient their hehavior, that is, make Lheir chodces in such a
wiy that they will obtain the greatest possible amounl of something, Zipf
recognizes, and in fact he spells out in detail, how a man in teving to minimize
cifort may be lead a long way around to reach his ultimate goal. Tt may pay in
the long run {in terms of less effort) Lo stop work and make a new ool because,
even though it takes cffort to make the toel, the 1otal effore expended may
eventually.be less when the tool is used, He discusses how va rious facters may
make it more or less desirable 1o have many specialized tools or a few more
weneralized vnes. He demonstrates with an enormous collection of data that
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the words we use most frequently are the shortest ones and says that in the
long run this means a lesser expenditure of efort in speaking, He also peints
oul that there is a point beyond which the planning {0 minimize eHort is itself
more cosUly of effort than the amount saved, and it is therefore extramarginal.
One does best, in terms of saving energy, not to plan beyond that point. Now
all this is tather neat, and it is reminiscent of the discussions of economists on
how 1o maximize money income, except, of course, that it is so absurd Lo set
up the minimization of effort as the overriding goal which guides all of our be-
haviar. Perhaps it is no more extreme than Lhe idea that maximization of in-
come, af sex, of pewer is the main dynamo of human behavior, but the people
who have suggested these other motivations have hedged more cautiously than
Zipf did, Money income is a convenient simplification Lo the economis,
“pleasure” is a broad enough concept 1o include all of our motivations, and

Leach sugiests power only for the particular purposes of a part fvular analysis. -

Zipl's mistake was to give himself no loophole, but to maintain that eurt
minimization was the one and primary motive of all human behavior, His lack
of ambiguity, however, even though it may have lead him o be rapidiy re-
jected es & somewhal mad genius, allowed a more explicit formulation of the
implications of a maximization theory than any of the others, except perhaps
for technical economics,

All of-these theories are disconcerting for much the same renson; ail are Loo
simple. Clearly the Uhings we want are more complicated than expresed by
any of these simple motivations. Cercainly we are zometimes happy 1o aveid
cliurl, and we often scek money or power, but these are not always oughl
afler by all people. Mere significantly, we oflen have 1o chonse beficeen these
things. We must decide whether leisure (minimum efiort) is more or less im-
portant (o us at the moment than an increase in money income, or whether
poweris to be sought zfter instead of either of these, arul it is here that Zipf pre-
sents an intkiguing argument. He points out that it s quite impossihle 1o
maximize 1wo Lhings at once, One might, for instance, offer a prize to the sul-
marine commander who sinks the greatest number of ships in a given interval
of time, Allernatively, one might offer the prize 10 whoever sinks a given
number of ships in the shortest possible time: *Yel when we offer 2 prize 1o the
submarine commander who sinks the greates! number of ships inthe shorfes: pus-
sible lime, we have a double superlative—a marimum number and w wininoons
timme— which renders the problem complelcly meaningless and indeterminate,
as becomes apparent upon reflection” (1949:3), Similarly, one cannot simul-
langously try to maximize both seaual satisfaction and the acquisition ol
money, because there may come a time when there is a choice hetween Lhe Lwo.
and o increase one will at the same lime decrease (he other, This s preciscly
the same argument that Robbins used in denying that economics eogld in
principlé be restricled to material ends, since one oilen has 1o decide between
material and nonmalerial ohjectives, To scale one's ends and dislingui=a them
im the order of importance implies some geoeral standard against which the
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more specific goals can be measured. This presumably is what economists
mean when they speak of achieving satisfactions as the ultimate goal.

Now te zay that an individual strives Lo maximize his satisfactions s 1o
state Littie more than o truf=m, Unless ;atsfactions are expressed in some muore
concrete form, such as money, they are ill delined and of course may. zhift from
lime 1o time [or the sume person and alzo be different for various individuals,
Al that is really said is thal our hehavior is goal-oriented and that the various
immediate goals are themsclves measurable with respect to onc another and
can be scated. It certainly dues not help us 1o predict human behavior, since the
anly way we know what is desired is to watch which choices people muke, Su,
we are foced with a dilemma, IF we state thal people a0l 50 as to maximize
somiething broad enoueh (Csati=factions™ o sulsume ail our more specilic
Lusila, we A1y 'n;'u_-[}' litle. L we state thal wea! suas (o niaximize one parlicular
puatl - power, money income, or whatever we Choose, then wsualy we are in-
correct. But Lhe idea of muximizgation cannot be abandoned since any discus-
sion of p'urptmvr_ or gosl-oricnted e h&viar, or any analv=is of choice, does im-
[ph. A masimizziion theory and we may as well make explicit a commeon naiion
in 1le social sciences, and for thal matter in ail of eur everyday thinking. It
dues Lring us closer to one of the basic postulates of eoonomics.

Evonumistz lave assanied that our wants arc infinite. This dhoes net mean
that apy pariicudar want is unlimited, and spociiealy the desire for nuteriul

gaods may conceivably not be unlimited. Western indust riati-m has increased

nisterial goods 20 greatly that one can ad least imagine that the desire for Lhese
HIESRY l._;""ltl!l.l'lli‘.-" Le satiated. Seme "1}41‘1, .mwuq_r have :'l]d i :Il'r‘illi__l_iﬂ.c.

Paswer il |lrL"-u|.Ihl... canns b n'ulllp[ml_ﬂ:-r everyhindy sin ¢ the impdio
e
AT o FUPRTE ]1r|_"-11'r:: for seme peojle na -'J-.I-.H' is thiat ethers must have

it iy of

loas, Tor every winner i the race for prestize, just as i o runniag race o foot-
hidl gamie, there is alse a Josers As has long been pointed out, moreaver, much
of modern purchazivg is not based 0 much on the desive for material olijects,
anvway, as for the prestige that it is hoped these objects  cars, swimming
puuls, or glled ook cases -will bring. The principle that our wanls are un
Fwited is a statement that is hardly susceptible of proef, but it may e o uselul
axiom which can be assumed (o Lic at 1he base of human bebavior and which
Lun bri ng sense Lo a good deal of mar’s actions, Similardy, it seems reasonable
toy accept the principle thal the means of achieving our desires are limiled so
that we can orly manipulate our means so @5 o sati=fy a5 maoy of our winisas

[mccihlr Lnterpreted in this way and stripped of their connotztion of money

100anT 1].""“.' A --|i Wi~EL ]]..IT! - f:lf E"l'.f:l['lr'lnul.'\ r'hl'\ .I:”‘ 'l" lquh ll"'-""! JﬂT:l1]]'|‘7 | Hr L
|
-
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nlage sep-ral "o than (hat of m'u'l-.u.L AT e..l;. si4,

Fram thiz poinl of view, we are “cconamizing’ ineveryihing we do. We are
i £

abwas trving ta maximize our satisfactions somehow, and @0 we are led back
Lo the gotiog Lhat ceonomics deals not with a type but rather with gaaspes

L{:]:'l:‘u.':-nr, Th is'g--;'i_nmmir view of saclel v hecomes one wWhy, Or if one ]'Jl'J-‘:fll'l':i. LH1e
tzlf:]tjsl'r:r ||;,|u.c1'1'-.g ik ?“‘-?':-"It"}'- Tt 15 a model which sees Lhe inclividuoals of a soci-
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ety busily engaged in maximizing their own satisfuctions -desire lor power,
prostige, sex, fund, independence, or whateyer else they may e, inthe cantex)
of the epporiunitivs aronnd 1 hem, including those offered by their own culiure,
Since one makes choices partly with an eyve to the ex peeted choices of ot hers, it
is not unreasonable to view |hjs pursuit of salisfactions as a great and con-
Linuing game of sirstegy. Ty makes no sense at all for an| htepelogists 1o try 10
Wit econnmics 1o mean the pursuit of ol particular goal.

If we now fucus upen the individual whao is caught in the wel, of his sociely,
and who js tryving 1o maximize his satisfactions, we are led 1o the Tnvestips.
tien of his actual behavior in sttuations of choice. This is the crueia ECLIa iy
question. Tn the first place, one musy allocate his awn resources, A woinan U=l
llocate her attention between her husband and her childeen, and for that
matter save a bit Tor her mother. Atiention, Jike MONCY oF Hme, me be econe
nmized, Patranage must be Alloraled among follpwers, 3 dmirativa or prestime
must be granted 10 sompe People, denicd 10 others, Fach [Person has ar his dis-
posal a certain amount of bove, of admiration, and of power, 85 well s of lahor
UL Mmaniey or encrpy, and these must all e distributed, Tt is rensonabie o SUp-
Pose Lhat they are distributed with (ke intentlion of Maximizing uie’s gwn
satisfactions. They are granted with the idea of return i ~0me form. One gives
Prestige in retarn for bride-wealith, or labor i return for wages, er cure of
children in return for affection or =ocial appraval, and it i titally irrelevung
whether meney or materia) gueds happwen 1o be part of {he cguation in hese
Various ypes of exchange, though in a sense WE dre Acting so as o make g
prrofic fo all of ki exchange behavior. We feel that the Prestipe sained s wor b
more than the food we give wway, or that the power gained is worth he die.
tribsut o of palronage, thaugh of course 1he peren with whom we are trading
must feel differently, or we coyld PCVer come to lerms, This leads to a COnCey-
tion of st srEunization as a whols g+ g fvstemn of cxchanee o broader con-

L6 A 4 B LML, L
vepl than thay of (he Particclar wod Jimilcd Evatend of exvhange mentioned
earlier,

Grarge Homans noy lomg sgo <uprested that an e hange invdol wonld be a
aselul ane in unii ing various lines of social ECENCe rescanc

oo [srmall-grog research] would e furt herer By adopating the view 1t Wileraclion aiveyn
swersmg i 2 e thinige pi pouds, i"l:l::.ll:!‘ 1l non miterial, This js one of The yaile: heories o
soctal Lehavior, and ane that we st 1 ger ey day o anleTpne nor e hehasdor gs ahen v s
T found so-and-sy rewarding s e 'l aet g great deal gt o iy’ op even - T with b tamd o
#real deal culof me? e, prerhitps just beciise it 7s s ofungons this has D

social scienlists (Flamuns 18597,

Awch rertecten] w

Homans goes on 1o cansider several experiments in socialugy and even in
animal psychology and wses rerme such s “cost,” “value,” and “prom oo de-
seribe them and even constructs the formula: Proig Reward = Cost. He
uses these terms in very much the me way that they are dofined in the vle-
MENLAry cconomics texthook referred 1o varlior tFairchild, Furnisz, ang Buck
1936}, but Homans realizes that in his experiments as in much of life, thewe
Lannot possibly be measured in muney. Exchange, like maximization, is cer

ey
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lainly close Lo the keatt of economics, 1l in fuct an vichange Lu_r_r_de;l__ui'__am‘[r:r]:

Ia J'l:_[_tl_.‘_t_:l’_l:;_-'l_Ll["b_’_:‘E];r_"leE'.1r bovonventiong CUOnomie ,;m-_ﬂ:,-,.',.-
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e account far more IRa% OG0T primitivd nation of cennomics, 11 showld be pos-
Zfﬁfﬁ'ii“:p ak of 1he .ﬁ-uppi}"&i’ﬁr?-h{i_Ec:}"ﬂi“m'ﬂir [Hower, aid the cost of
authority. 1 see no reason why one should not cven speak of the mareieal
utility of leving care. Fach man can he regatded is an enl repreneur, i nipliad-
ing those around him, trading his products of labor atlention, respect, ete. for
Lhke masl be can get in return.

The trouble with vhis is, of course, that 1here seems Lo e prospicct for
guantificaiion. The cantrasting beauly, perlups a spurious Beauts, of tradi-
tional economics ix that one can assign ligures 10 the commaditivs and services
that are exchanged, hrcanse they have prices, and one can then mantpulate the

g

brures, Bul unlvss the anthropologist yses concepts of ceonomics, cost, value,

demand, supnly, et ina giuch broader context than i< the virsiont of the coon-
DITIEL, OVEr A range of meaning far wider than that which i prived, he bad
Betler sion talking about economics,
The view of socici#a- a syEtem of exe
as Lo datiempsl 1o mximize sutisfactions, are tundamentatly cromomic ones g

e, and the view that men act «n

are ciose 1o 1he way in which economisi= lnolk upon their suliject matier. How-
ever, unlike anthropologists. econnmists have not erdinarily been inferested in
linding out wherher people econnmize intelligem!y, but only in figuring oo
s they can econamize more in clligentby, This Jifference in ol jectives crenes
an almost unbridgeable gap between economics and anth ropoligy, eciuse an
antarapologist is alwavs most interested in the actual behavior of men i con-
crele gituations, Tihink Chowever, that o clear .;-u::m"(_-]jj[nn of this Droader = eeo.
nemic” or “exchanpe” view of snciety might. if followed out consistently, he of
MICrest even ta Lhe coonamizt, The prohlems that have 1o he wrestded with in
deseriling a socicty in this manner make themselves kpnwn most insislently
where money value is not used as a means of measurement. Onee this problem
is vleariy fuced, it i+ ohviows that the sz me problem exisis in our own aoeiely.
There are many things whicl we do not o, e, and aur behavior can never be
understood i we focus oniv oon hose lmited tvpes of behavior which are
Iriced. Wi must vonstanily cheose between monetasy and N moretary goals,
Even i an economist is interes ed only in advising people how they vught (o
behave if they want 10 maximize their satisfactions (and not just their money
imcomel, he wiil have (o take nonmaonclary goals into account. From 1his
point of view I think hat anthropolagy could play its timehongred :r-‘rh'@
breadening the viewpeint of athers and making even our awn coviely more

understanilable, because of the attention it has directed 1o cards differing cul- -

turcs. Of course, we will have Lo get economists (o lster 1o ys fir=1, but we can-
not possibly cxpect ceonomists to listen to us until we get some clear idea of
what coonomid sefence i« !rj:[.hg.tn.ﬂi;'-'liti::‘,_ﬂ,‘“’_ﬂ_i.u'_b_ﬂ_fh"{'{'nnn L anga s, As
lung as we stumble zlong witk the extraordinarily ethnoceniric notion | hat
snrnehe '-d';. cronomics s prim:l.ril}‘ cannected with food procuction, or witl o
ferial é‘

by s e S S e e e

ceven Lhough il takes

iture or land 1enure, or certain restricied 1 ypes of labor, then we are

Ty
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missing any opportunity for fruitful com munication with our economist col-
leagues.

NOTES

! This paper is the product of severa) [rustrating attempls 1o teach 2 course with the title
“Frimitive Bronomics” and to decide whet in Lhe woild Lhat meant. My sludenis deseve may
thanks and apologies for letting me try out various ideas oo therm. 1 am: alsn indebted tn Edward B,
Harper of Bryn Mawr College for Sugpestions and criticisme.

* Fur & discusslon by an economist of the anthropelugical misinterpretation of feconomics'
a5 “subsistenee” aoe Ernight's review of Hemshovigs' Tie Economir Life of Primitive Peapler,
reprinted in Meomensis Anllirapalogy, especially pages 520-521 (Knight 1932,

! This absurd phrasing hardly e dgwerates the position of some workers. Dalton sava, “Few
ECONGIOIC transactions [in Western market eoonamy] take place without the uze of meney." If a
lransaction is economic becanse it invalves money, then Uhis is a glerious tavtology, If “economic”
is given some olher meaning then the statement is untrue (Dalion 1963:13). A sumewhat related
statemens is that of Palanyi; “Only jn the presence of a system of price-making markets wifl ex.
change acts of individuals result in Auctnating prices that integrate the econenry’ | 105722527
Buta price-siaking macket is defined a5 un inztitut onal arrangement in which the exchange acts
of individuals resull in fucluating prices il integrate the market, Tt 3s wonderful te discover
cehniticns.

¢ This peint was clearly made by Dralton, although be emphasized 1he marke: exchange econ
atmy anid somewhat minimized che place of money, He says: “The term maney economy clitpha-
sizrs & derivaiive rather than the dominant feature f Weslern sconomic glructure, The use of all-
[urpoze money is not an independent trait, but rather a requircment for the funceioming of a
market exchange economy” ([3allon 1961: L5). Tam not cerlain that T understand these SEntenceE
completely. They seem to say 1hat maney is holh a prevequisite t, and a decivative of the masket,
Lut the point i= surely that whenever we price gooils in our sedery we spenk of there being a
market for these goods (on services). The 1wo concepts are almest synany meus, and rather than
focus un the somewhat whstract idez of the rket, one may as well recomnize tha prives poods
have farmed the core of the materials which econnmisls study. ;

" T should also be poinled outl Lhat the phrase “all-purpase money™ is an srfortunate sne, gl
that there are plenty of things in our socicty (wives, hospitality) that cannor be purclased with
Mmoney, and that we do sot erdinarily price. As a result there is o mark et for these items. Our
mnney s not “al-pumpoese’ by Ny means,

* Only when these terms are defined does money finally come in and the authers state that
“ ... value is almost alwava expresscd in terins of money* (193G6: 231, Tlis fnal slatcment je
nomscuse if the earlier definitions are faken seriously (are the value of wives, Christnas [l esents,
o political patronage expmessesd in troney 2y for the earlier defnitios: are o general that they can
Le interpreted ag applving to all aspects of social bekaviar,

" This feolisaness was neatly disposed of by Robert I Gy in a recent article which showe]
heew impossible it iz o aveid calling this = purchase {1960},

T The first words of Hershovils® firat chapter are: “The clements of searcity andd choice are
the eulstanding factors in buman expericnce that pive economic science its renson for lresing"
(1952:3], Similarfy, Firth slaces: “IA modemn economic anthropologist] evarnines the wavs in
which [the' people he studies] conceive of and express theie wants and depose of their avaiiable -
SOURCEs in A miven zocial miljey" [1935:258),

® Dalton alse recognizes this to be cne of the sigrificant definitions that has beer miven i
“economics” and he presents it In ve ry much the same way, Unforiuna tely, alter sensibly poirting
out that economizing calculation is not limited 1o the creation and distribution of malerial graors,
bt goes on to say that econamists deal with etonomizing calculation with respect 1o mazerial
Zonds and therehy seriously distorts the work af cconomists. Incredibly, afer a short mar grapk
in which he uses the word *“mater inl™ no Teze than four times in an ettempt to define what Western
economic analyss is all about, he gives 1 reference te Rebbins® cssav, although one of the major
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points that Eobbins had to make was that economic analysis has no recessary connection with
material geods (Dalton 1961275

# The core of Tolanyi's theory i= found in Chapter XTIT of Lthe honk, whirh wes written by
Polanyi himsel! {Polanyvi et al. 1957,
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