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One-world Capitalisy,

Since the 1 .
°°c“Pation?i(t):),‘a;litr?qpo’longts have finally shed their pre
We all seem to bg liV‘ltlv‘e = later ‘non-industrial’ - societies,
s0 anthropologists nomg In one world unified by capitalism,
shift in the location v;:/ study that. There has been a marked
heartlands of the dis -ol-reseamh back home to the Western
sense of a shrinkin ap l?e; but at the same time the palpable
to develop new wag Wofr d encouraged some anthropologists
Three historical devy s] of studying ‘globalization’ everywhere.
of the Cold War wl:' (;Ipments underpinned this shift: the end
side as ‘the end of l;;' was’greeted by some on the winning
China and India L (Fukuyama 1992); the rise of
as capitalist powers, introducing a serious

Asian chall
enge to Western hegemOny (Frank 1998); and the

digital .

revolution i

< in ¢ - o
symbol is the s ommunications, whose most visible

There has beeifnet (Castells 199).
calls ‘afterology’; a rash of what Marshall Sahlins (2002
Fordism, pOSt_soéipl‘_’St'mOdernism, post-structuralism, post
This was linked toat}ism’ Post-colonialism, post-development
ment’. In the contex: P?SSlb%htX of moving ‘beyond develop-
Of Capitalism, it was asserted that the

class system :
of the ind ;
: u ;
the rich countries no lonStrlal era had disappeared. People "

orld Capitalism

, capitalism’s global labour force
and: anthropologists have analysed
sted some excellent ethnographies of
rms of work. In chapter 2, we pointed
conomy has moved historically between
referents, countryside and town, house
lationship between these poles is still con-
minate in capitalism’s latest incarnation. Itis
thropology to attempt a synthesis rather
extremes. Accordingly in this chapter we
the traditional theory and ethnography of
aent, before considering industrial work
We then examine corporate capitalism
conclude with brief reflections on the global
that erupted while we were writing this book.
"

Development of Capitalism

| forms of society and technology organizing
march from the village to the city and to a world
t for many is already a reality? The favourite
is economic dynamism, at once a description and
on, is ‘capitalism’, a term that was in public cir-
the 1850s, but was not used by Marx and Engels
tered social theory a century ago through Werner
Sombart (1902) and Max Weber (1904-5). This combina-
wmoney and machines is often taken to underlie the
polarizing tendencies of our world.
w is wealth used to make more wealth. Wealth is all
ms having economic value. What people hold in high
m‘has value (Graeber 2001), but in economics it usually
Mm the sum of everything that can be measured by a
universal equivalent, that is, money. So the essence of capital
is that it is wealth (usually money in some form) capable of
increasing its value. In both popular and scientific usage, the
meaning of ‘capital’ shifts uneasily between a material or
technical emphasis on stock (produced means of production,
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hysi :
The analogy beorwmonci'v prevgiling in the | -
duction of livestofﬁni;?rll)iitiilaltnér?SC};md the natura
which su : ated Dy the etymology of =3
o SperﬁrglegSIIS%nmangenF lmk between the two \‘ H’
oo ‘chief’. ‘ap.ztalls (literally “of the head’) 1 ;‘lf‘
referred to ;ignjﬁcar,lt ri;‘tngff}l”. The neuter form ‘\{‘.1/‘1[’
cattle. In this broad sense thlea g
to sustaining li n, capital,
g Spencli%gcillﬁe.f]'he moderp term ‘capital’, however. derive
to the notion o}; LR mefheVal banking expressior
that grows throu lfrlnClpa[ f dething an amount of mones
opposing camps 80 accumulgrmg interest. There are thus
into a wide natu,ralne - Whl.ch would assimilate capitalism
cation of Pl’ants a dcat?gory implying a basis in the domest
as a more recent ar[]]d animals, while the other sees capit
devoted to makin PfObab']y ephemeral social arrang
T gfmoney' vwlnlth money.
SBitin gice oo, (;lur c1v1lxzat19n, capital reflects the ¢
economists equate p HE hav¢ arisen to represent it. Mos
used in ProductiOnCE;:plc;al with the stock of goods that ar
Karl Marx and his foﬁ e themsejves produced, whereas
tion of capital to its f. Owers consistently restrict the def
piling up of riches b Oém Ry Marx (1867) viewed t
exploitation that Wa: usmessmen as a social relationship
ical plant and profit W{“}}}’Stlﬁed by equating capital with phys-
FOI‘ hlm’ as fOI' JOhl’l lIt_, the reasonable income of its owners
source of wealth and th Od((je (1690), human labour was !
merely made it more ej dition of machines to that labou
to stress the withdravfrlo f}lCthe. Economists, however, tend
tion and the enhanc acll - good§ frOm immediate consump
labour in which th : pFOd.uCnVlty of factors other tha
€ capitalist has invested. The ensuing

T1( Vg![‘f‘:

» such as chattels and
like the head. is vita]

ing production. But
: : many fo
not involve physical pdnn}; ;torzse sa

One-world Capitalism

oader usage tends to confuse

trade, for example) and the br
apital as a thing (that

money with machines by representing ¢
is, as real) and mystifying the social relations involved. The
problem with the economists’ definition is that it cannot deal
with historical change in the relationship between production
and the circuit of money, as Marx’s dialectic can. Certainly it

cannot cope with the financial crisis of our day to which we

turn shortly.
We take capitalism to be th

which the owners of large amo

at form of market economy in
unts of money direct the most

significant sectors of production with a view to increasing the
money they already have. For a time, and perhaps still, the
most reliable way of making money with money was to raise
the productivity of labour through investment in machines.
This is Marx’s position. For him, modern capitalism was that
form of making money with money 1n which free capital was
exchanged with free wage labour. He sought, therefore, to
account for the processes whereby people’s capacity to work
was freed from the legal encumbrances of feudal agriculture
and funds were released for investment in new forms of pro-
duction. He discusses this process of ‘primitive accumulation’
at the end of the first volume of Capital. Adam Smith (1776)
had related profit levels to reduced costs achieved through
increasing the efficiency of workers; he identified specializa-
tion and division of labour as the best way of doing this.
Marx’s great discovery was that this logic led to the introduc-
tion of more and better machines to the production process.
He demonstrated that wage slavery under capitalism was
fundamentally similar to feudal serfdom. The most primi-
tive type of industrial capitalism, therefore, is one 1n which
the feudal approach is transferred to the industrial system of
wage labour. This is sometimes called ‘sweatshop capitalism’.
Max Weber (1922a) did not disagree with Marx’s account,
although for him property relations (‘ownership of the

means of production’) were less important
. For Weber, the Marxists did not dig ¢
wolanations of the transformation. Agrarian socie-

sir urban enclaves had always relied on traditional

than the Marxists
{eep enough
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certainti e
- o ltCoS ::hzn organizing their economies - th
society and ti ci; Vl"hat they had done in the
agricultural ph ology were relatively stagn .
a massive cup; ase of human history. Weber
persuade peo tlu ral revolution must have bee
of capitalists Qﬁ,m place their economic liv
future profits. I fose principal orientation w
of in terms tl';att v:r):lrowed that capitalism sho
cal and even reli.‘;io:;snot Just narrowly economic, but poli
economic system base;so‘:e“' POf Weber, capitalism was an
W(gds was carefully chosen rational enterprise. Each of these
nterprise is : ;
PrOﬁt. I?Iow Cozcl);]s:ﬁm]g Uﬂd.erFaken with a view to future
to the uncertainties (}e societies commit their livelihood
takes two forms. The g B rlse?. Enterprise commonly
gambling on a hunch thrSt is speculative and involves people
these ‘animal spirits’ at they will win. Keynes (1936) saw
markets, leading to aas Celntral QR s of capitais
investors chase the latcyc BRI L busts as herds of
was interested in th est chance for windfall profit. Weber
by a compulsion toe eSIC.Co'nd form of enterprise, one driven
on uncertain futures le-mate, th_e risks entailed in relying
explicit ends by Cho;‘e ationality is the calculated pursuit of
ing to Weber, rests abn R e prisc, accorc
SN e FOVC al! on the entrepreneur’s ability to
has to be replaCeds.if S Cap_ltalism to take root, uncertainty
reliable calculatio;l O?Othwnh R o led.gc, then it
grasp the paradox th e _PfObabilities. This helps us to
of competition in theail:, s:;lfule cep it.a“s“ celebrate the risks
the fledglin \ann it in practice. Weber
g capitalist economy progressed by

instituting th
€ mean §
s of more reliable calculation. This meant

improvements i

in book- -
nology. Above all th: sl;eepmg, working practices and tech-
cntgrlp rises, securing theiartephad R he ncccs -
stabilizing th e roperty and e |
€ n ro aw and
think thagt me:c(;?lc:illuons of market econoﬁly ﬁ\t;/elt?crl Id\:\ i :11 r
3\ i = ad no
e colonialism was a sufficient expland
expidla-

at s, they
ast. Hence
ant during the
surmised that
N necessary to
es in the hands
as to uncertain
uld be concelved
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a European capitalist fund, since
res (such as the Phoenicians) had
systems without spawning modern
Rather, he believed that capitalism
developments in the sphere of religion.
and the Spirit of Capitalism (1904-5)
- affinity’ between protestant religion
. If Marx successfully linked capital
achines and the wage-labour system,
on rationality and religion helps us to
1 the system of money and markets as a
Both approaches have had a profound
nic anthropology-
ways modified by the specific conditions
.. Iralian capitalism is not Japanese capital-
sitalism is different again, and so on. The
| realities revealed by ethnography can and
rm the search for general principles of economic
n our world, for we need to explain not only the
'm. but also its infinite variation. Anthropologists
cisive moment in history, when non-Western
' drawn into new systems of exploitation, and
began to participate in the world economy on their

own terms. An East African case study illustrates this general

mys that evoke both Marx and Weber.
the East coast of Kenya

The Giriama are a people living on
whm studied by David Parkin (1972). They once kept
WM, in the colonial period, often worked as migrant
hhmrs During this era an export market for copra (coco-
nuts) had arisen which attracted a new class of entrepreneurs.
Palm trees had been used before principally to make wine

M“iﬁis was drunk on many social occasions, especially at
marriages and funerals. People worked for each other on the
basis of reciprocity and need, paying close attention to the

kinship ties between them. Extraction of copra required the
acquisition of property in coconut [rees and control of an
adequate labour supply- For the first, entrepreneurs had to
win the support of elders as witnesses to the land transactions
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involved. Traditional sources of authority h
incipient process of capital accumulation.
lematic, since kin relations did not usually involve handing
over profits to an owner; and the community expected sych
profits to be spent on public ceremony, which was of course
generously lubricated with the consumption of palm wine,
So far, the story upholds Marx’s focus on t}
money for land and labour. But there is 2 We
too. Some entrepreneurs sought to extric
the entanglements of traditional institutions by embracing 2
new religion, often after consulting a diviner about dreams
that revealed a calling to join Islam, a religion which prohib-
ited drinking at marriages and funerals. Such an analysis may
not have the force of the Protestant ethic thesis; but emancipa-
tion from diffuse community ties in this way was compatible
with more reliable calculation of capitalist profit. Parkin’s
Giriama ethnography belongs to a period when Kenya was
seeking to establish itself as one of Africa’s leading capitalist
economies. For a time, redistribution of wealth and power
towards some Africans induced an atmosphere of commercial
prosperity. The world economy in the 1960s and early 1970s
was also favourable. This climate did not last, however, and
for some decades now economic conditions have deteriorated
in Kenya. For the Giriama, the forces of nascent capitalism
could not yet be said to have banished traditional norms of
rural self-sufficiency.

Pierre-Philippe Rey (whom we encountered in chapter §
sought to bring the West African colonial experience of capi-
talism and the original British case within the scope of a single
theory. He argued (Rey 1973) that, wherever capitalism
developed, the new class was forced to make compromiscs
with the old Property-owning classes in ways that made the
resulting hybrid something specific to that society. Thus th
British industrialists had to make an alliance with the land-
OWnIng aristocracy in order for the factory system to replace
feudal agriculture, Similarly, in West Africa the indigenous
lineage elders made an alliance with the colonial authoritics
to supply the labour of young men to plantations and mines.

ad to support this
Labour was prob-

1e exchange of
berian element
ate themselves from

oo

- rld Capitalism

depressingly familiar in the tranc-1
: example of the sociologxcal an
hat more abstract economic theories

B

 Industrial Work
e of urban industrial settings walljs.
h Engels’s study of Manchester (}‘58411:3
swelists like Charles Dicken}s1 ?ndhipm 3
’ ' olarship,
rich materials for later scholars ;
em'y Mayhew (1861-2) wnt}; his ;g(r)r;
I London :
condon Labour and the i
'gﬁe slow to take up the study of 1Worksi<ni
“The efforts of pioneers such as Ma 1;10“‘// o
tribal contexts were followed up with 1n -
of the | of peasant households, in th

e labour process of p vt v

blished by Biicher and Chayanov. but e
s much of the work in the agrlcul.turad.;e o
ned by wage-labourers, anthropologxsts id n
. job to study capitalist agribusiness. il
ain from the 1950s, a substantial body o #awe
rraphic work was carried out in rural and urba,n le)r:a:,rtmem
"kﬂd@!’« of the auspices of Max Gluckman’s ;rch e
of Social Anthropology at Manchest'er.f Thls Le: e
Eﬁm B initially on the Celtic fringe, .
mwmfolf::;l sltttxldy p};ovided a rich description anld 13;1?16}’)
'SMQﬁ;mgning community in Yorkshire (Don.ms, et aséarchers
Through the lens of small-scale ‘communitics » Feh saie
sought to Eapture larger trends in p.os.t-w.ar Bntés et
particularly the effects of deindustrialization an
gender roles (Frankenberg 1966). iy s 1

These early contributions apart, a critical € R
QR industi Worlk 'an(li uti?eilo}ég:;ologists have

i -anthropological so . ' 3

?ﬂwlyhOnmnoos? aalthOUgh the psychologist Marie t]jctilo oa;
p?:;’idt ae leadin,g part in an early interdisciplinary study
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the impact of the Great Depression on an industrig]
munity in Austria (Jahoda et al. 2002).
that, when they lost their jobs, the m
Marienfeld were deprived of their norm
became disoriented. Women faced great
but they coped much better. Anthropologist Leo Howe
(1990) reported a similar pattern more than half a century
later among the unemployed in Belfast. When the labour
market fails them, men and women take up alternative forms
of work, often by intensifying self-provisioning and do-it-
yourself activities in their household, as sociologist Ray Pahl
(1984) documented for the informal economy in Kent.
Harry Braverman (1974) and Michael Burawoy (1979),
sociologists who were inspired by Marxism, have greatly
expanded our knowledge of capitalist labour processes. To
the former we owe the concept of ‘deskilling’, the process
whereby artisans are reduced to tending machines that require
little of their traditional craft. The latter has produced a series
of ethnographic studies of manufacturing around the world
that tackle fundamental conceptual issues, notably how
‘consent’ to inequality is achieved on the shop floor. Huw
Beynon (1973), who was similarly influenced by a Marxist
concern with alienation, produced an outstanding British
study on the basis of fieldwork at a Ford car plant. These car
workers were certainly victims of a deskilling process, but
this did not mean they constituted a passive, docile work-
force. On the contrary, they hated their jobs, in ways that
miners seldom hate the pit. But the job was appreciated, even
desired, because their wages allowed workers to plunge into
the enchantment of capitalist consumption outside working
hours. Work in the Ford plant, unlike the norm in tribal
and peasant societies, was fully detached from the domestic

group; but it nonetheless had direct implications for changing
gender roles and family life.

Post-Fordism has br
in Sheffield (2009),
shows that division
economic history int

com-
This study foung
ale breadwinners of
al daily routines ang
ly increased burdens,

ought much more variety. In Mad:
anthropologist Massimiliano Mollona
of this Northern English steel citys
o discrete stages misses how different

vorld Capitalism

tion have co-existed since tt:lc:
for flexible and resourceful w;) .
ir close integration 1nto the info

useholds to the wider i:ommum:y.
_analysis of the shift to comhmur‘l1 t;;
somic relations formed t roncge
ive basis for collective resistanct:

such forms of
sts have shown hQ{‘:;s Nash 1979)

been profoundly

008g,l 2b09) has carrieq outhlozg::)r:

r steel city, Bhilai in India, W erhe <o
al community was formed In tts e
tv following Independence. Peals)arlllt e

ere drawn to work in the Soviet- UIfO rpiL 1{
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1 of class divisions emerged in whi i
r aristocracy served by a corrupt uqufr:) yovr
e tkllleojer rlrz?l])c(:urmwas equally
nipg::‘)r{u:cotirgﬁ:rs\; This hierarchic?l palt9t;r6r;
of iz tgoix confirmed Mark Holmstrom’s

C

clusions i lore. Holmstrom at first pro-
W’mﬂm acsl?a‘%i};toxfn?)zr;lng the labour Pfocﬁzs*‘c?;t d:le’
hm) chognized complex links bim}f:netnumbers of
occupied by the labour aristocracy and the gto s
temmy workers and migrants clamouring icture further
The neoliberal decades have blurred th}S Esourcing’) —
through an expansion of subcontraotxn% ('cs)lL:ltiOn.

weak enforcement of labour protection Cegl N st
m:hdmdudstrial o Fhe Z'amblta;:; 1;);85, when Audrey
mci;ardbﬁl;%t;;os%(ggiljtshs&mfnale absenteeism from the
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The eth-
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Eisuscd prca: hardShﬁSr l?ayt Max Gluckman 1n the
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their ru
residenczailnngr}?ita’n::b:;lirgran?ﬁ them only
ey ' reas. €y Insist :
i C‘;Sh:tt:onged in the city when they toi)dk t}:l
and ,had aCC(:lI;iraesd e factory workers or raﬁ\\T\(')dem
be expressed thrOU“},lorkl-ng'Class identities that desc;»"erge?c;
man is a towns g unions and political parties (‘a t
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:/li(l)ln wei'sf now positively inte;;tceglrirr]]ltr:)g a[ b
age life. : 4 MmMore pros
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N s o br’ Prdolgress was irreversible. Gluckman’s
o ——— oadly endorsed this picture. But the
il s modemit}? 1\C/fs in the 1970s destroyed the material
MisiStindeide and. 5 lany workers were forced to return to
1999). The pendulum- efarn how to produce food (Ferguson
kg divbeging upwardo ;vorld mineral prices is now once
e B o emS,l or copper. at any rate. Zambian
B Hatelds stoci o ku ate the .ﬂex1ble survival techniques
sl cimonre sk r ‘e;s. This illustrates the value of com-
Even if the Fordistymv:;g : a long-ru'n historical perspective.
RBERCE ol e o, edtempor.arlly disguised the interde-
A i s-tan the private/domestic spheres, 1t1s
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olds and family life, informal economy
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Consumption

The shift of i
of industri :
labour and, in thitréal 2 l'od“Ct_IOn to countries with cheaper
ingly sophisticated ases of Ch_ma, India and Brazil, increas
consistent feature of crzzmezqal organization, has been @
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:)afn(}if, a wave of outsourcingecades- In the neoliberal home

the labour force undercut tix

and appeared to support the

downsizing and casualizatior
e.POIItlcal power of the unions
view that the Western mass®
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n primarily as consumers rather
its, again taking their lead from
have consequently flocked to the
challenge here is to explain why
mies buy the things they do, some-
1ble and making heavy sacrifices in
ects that in no sense qualify as physical

ciologists, notably Thorstein Veblen

sists have developed a distinctive per-
n their traditional expertise in material
their distance from the main debates of
gy. The interest of such a focus on mate-
its treatment of subject—object relations,
Jiate our relationships with others and the
jects. This mediation has practical, social
nsions everywhere. Earlier material culture
ed the home decorations of narrowly circum-
peasantries whose artefacts were mostly made
was not easy to apply this approach to contem-
an decor, since domestic interiors there are often
nd decorated with artefacts of similar function
nly minor formal differences. This situation was first
Studied 1. the 1970s and 1980s by French sociologists apply-
ing post-Marxist and post-structuralist perspectives. They
clﬂm@ﬂ it was difficult for consumers to eXpress a dis-
tinctive identity through mass-produced commodities. These
W“My give expression to people’s social position using a
grammar imposed on them by the consumer society that was
nmly external to the individual. The only meanings that
objects could convey in such a system Were signs of social
recognition, not of personality.
1 Jean Baudrillard (1975), taking his inspiration from semiot-
ics, saw consumption as the manipulation of signs. He argued
that formal differences between objects performing the same
function could be understood in terms of their possessors’
telative positions in the social system. The behavioural
norms of consumers are concerned with both distinction and
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conformity: they try to conform to the behaviour of the social
group they belong to while seeking to differentiate themselves
from other groups at the same time. In this way models of
consumption help to construct social and culrura] identity, A
more sociological approach to French society was developed
by Pierre Bourdieu ( 1984), who tried to reconcile objectiy-
ity and subjectivity in his approach. Consumer beh
may be seen as an expression of habitus, his key ¢
and the things people own, whatever they may be, are in fact
the incarnation of objectified social relations. Differences in
the goods we possess become a social language. Difference
only signifies distinction if individuals have incorporated
this structure of outward appearances, with its hierarchy of
practices and objects, into how they habitually represent the
world. While Bourdieu grants consumers individual choice
as actors, he links consumption to their social position by
assuming that every individual shares the same code of
meaning for these object-signs; this code is somehow imposed
abstractly from the outside.
In Britain, Mary Douglas proposed a similarly over-
socialized view of consumption in The World of Goods
(1979, written with Baron Isherwood). Her target was the
economists who, if they were serious about consumer choice
as the engine of the capitalist economy, should turn to anthro-
pologists for advice on ‘consumption classes’ in countries like
modern Britain. In fact the corporate marketing professionals
had already made a science of just that. A later generation of
Anglophone anthropologists was keen to grant consumers
of mass-produced objects more say over their actions. They
took up the idea of a system of objects, but showed also that
actors build up a private universe that has personal imagina-
tive meaning beyond serving to position them in society. The
gentral term for understanding this process of identity forma-
tion is the Hegelian concept of ‘appropriation’ (Miller 1987).
In essence, the term seeks to capture a process whereby
dom§§tic environment is built through mass-produced com-
modities made personal by belonging to a specific way of lif¢
The home may thus be seen as a construction site made up

aviour
oncept,
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oo “many of them of Fhe same type,
nable property by being placed in la
their owner. People express COl-
| identities through these objects.
¢ material environment rather than
sf objects that is resistant tO their

sblished a series of books, notably A
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ollective. People create apd reproduce e
h consumption practices tha't ;?,?;ual, ey
the private, the collective and the in 1tion o
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overed from the study of industria lquts. one
apt of Marcel Mauss that anthropo ogéOnomy .
ow the many elements of4 the humamnt;ion e
as a whole, rather than fixing our atte

the exclusion of the rest.

:gt Corporate Capitalism
b - . 1o is the firm. Small busi-
he basic institution of capitalism 1 ain
Th tat::ct l:jn :n the labour of family m.emb.ers. of;exclill’if;:lmg
X la 'myortant- and the role of kinship in asearched
:ﬁefl::fsz'r;tir?g rational enterprise remains under-re
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gsrt;wirt 2010). But politically as well
s have long been overshadowed b
global in their reach. Of the 100 |
fartlh, ;grporations now outnumbaerrg
-y ; o i
o tlmseelro;)rgamzatlon is exFremely flexible and over|
_ t governments. Oliver Williamson w o
Pnzl? S v v hen o B Sh(;ni(j)n won a Nobel
itselt, rather than purchasing them f h
ekt ‘ em from other
B dragvitrl:; ;;8222:1ctt10n costs involved in seeking them out
Mtk ety indli'scts. The costs of internalized produc-
corruption. Dynasti fe P}'leen‘ls of managerial control and
Sheresidings corporatc' alfnhes .Stl” play a significant role in
P dirlons, but in practice control has passed
wiitiall 1992), ectors, lawyers and accountants (Marcus
One i : :
ik %il;:;ceuel;flz’hcor;:ennous 1ssue is the distribution of
ety areholders and managers of corpora-
i multi-n::tli. Pl‘(l)duced an exemplary ethnographic
o 1993) Zrlla corporation in N‘orthcrn England
. ser’i efx'andra. Ouroussoff (2010) carried
7 e s of interviews about risk after the mil-
IR St metrh cgrporate actors in London, Paris and
et et ejiiie conf?o 1s e.thnogralphlc, although her style is
sy o :htauopal' Smce' the 1980s, the world
Moody’s, who supervi ehgrlp QR acencics s.ch -
Brlibrabibldin behalze’[v‘i at.they ‘take to be investment risk
and minimize future Io . They imagine that they can calculate
e aite " ossc(ejs. Corporgte executives, Ouroussol!
ovafimasiladests l;)l; Seb' economic philosophy that holds
They have ioured she: Subject to ‘u.npredictable contingency.
Ssvauivob i il needl; Pl{bhc criticism of the ratings agencies
of company activities (}),r Investment capital; and their reports
resulting capitalist re imave s s - ccsult.
entrepreneurial grow%h €, Ourou.ssoff claims, has both stifled
afathoteniamd and contributed to a systemic collaps
persist in treating the Zilaademlcs’ politicians and journalist
moral failure rather th SEIBNGrisis as a result of persont
than of institutional contradictions.

as economically, family
Y organizations that ape
€St economic entities op

nations by more thap 2

roduce inputs
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»re money than its assets are worth,
, once personally responsible for
Elizabeth I granted ‘limited freedom
Golden Hinde, a ship owned by Sir
she was the largest shareholder. This
prise incurred large debts, investors
liability only to the amount of their
ing creditors to pick up the rest. In fact,
ow-risk investment were 5 ,000 per cent
well pleased. The business model of the
tion works in essentially the same way.
on saw three main threats to democracy
organized religion and commercial monop-
referred to as ‘pseudo-aristocrats’). He was
e freedom from monopoly in the Bill of Rights;
ar clause slipped through the cracks of the US
om then on, corporations, which were treated
ersons in law — like churches and political parties

win the constitutional rights of individual citi-
r businesses. After the Civil War, the Fourteenth
 sought to guarantee to former slaves equal pro-
ection er the law, by making discriminatory provision of
public services illegal. The railroads began suing states and
local authorities for enacting regulations designed specifically
to control them, on the grounds that this created ‘different
classes of persons’. The corporations could afford to keep
coming back to the courts until they won. And eventually
ey did, in 1886. Today, if a town wants to protect its small
shopkeepers by denying Walmart the right to open a super-
store there, it will risk facing an expensive lawsuit brought to
defend the corporation’s legal rights. A divided US Supreme
Court confirmed (New York Times 2010) that corporations
should be allowed to exercise their human right of free speech
by using their vast resources to support political candidates
that toe their line. So, from corporations being granted the
legal rights of individual citizens, we have now reached the
point where most ordinary citizens cannot compete with
them on an equal footing in law or politics, never mind in the
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mark :
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A [:ig person, while being exempted froni
major obstacle nos orfl on the rest of us. This constitutes a
racy, but also to thin]}:'to Sep ractice of economic democ-
intellectuals uncriticall ing about it, especially when most
only has private pro ery reproduce this very confusion. Not
to corporate forms lfutFy evolved from individual ownership
Eaalletiagl prope’rty flts focus ha.s also shifted from ‘real’ to
pleiii Moo che o ,.trIOm matepal objects to ideas. This is
preponderance of in?l " re'VOIUtlon has led to the economic
and transmission i ormation services whose reproduction
_the cost of transferl:in()ft-en COStl?ss. Radical reductions in
injected a new dYnamigmermatlon through machines have
corporations rely on ex i .the conduct of business. Modern
as on profits from directtracltmg rents from property as much
mation wants to be f sales; and, as the saying goes, ‘infor-
diwtoivvaind Bpsésis ree’, meaning that there is consistent
fmd services. The scfci(a)lrll fglces for information-based goods
in a world of increasin le ort needed to maintain high prices
what drives the cen ™ fre? production and reproduction is
~ As with corporattr:ll conflict in capitalism today.
involved. If I steal you Persor',hOOd, there is sleighr of hand
of us can benefit fro I-cow, its loss is material, since only one
snddinineliomitia its milk. But if I copy a CD or DVD, |
lWhosc? use does not recc(i:lelf:se tt?) it. It @s in essence a ‘public good
l:;l:l)’alts;isuiz this misleadingeai;‘;?:)l;blfosppf[}bly. Y‘-er\un-pmxm
Py treat duplication of Pt i uence courts ‘”“?
or even ‘piracy’. Inevitab of their ‘property’ as ‘theft
ably the world has become polarized

and the rest of ys are

an elite citizen body |
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» drive to privatize the cultural
ance to that drive. This conflict
conditions of the digital revolu-
tmprecedented level (Johns 2009).
car factories that still
image in the mid twentieth century.
for if economic anthropologists can
to this level, by taking a political stance,
the pursuit of private profits by corpora-
1s conflict with public welfare. Tobacco
jonal mining companies are currently very
sminating a ‘politics of resignation’ among
harm from their products and by-products
ch 2010). In neoliberal governance, the role
 in producing new subjects and sensibilities
- as the role of the state. If a critical economic
s to get to grips effectively with corporate capi-
sights need to be linked both to world history
aphic work inside the corporations, of the kind

s Ouroussoff.

A
Money and the Financial Crisis

_ cess of getting people to spend their money on
ORSIAD ion — the art or science of selling — is also 2 rapidly
ﬂﬂﬁémg field. Corporate marketing is an expert system of
hared, specialized knowledge, a ‘disembedding mechanism’

that operates on a global level (Lien 1997). From its origins
rwentieth-

in eighteenth-century England to its culmination in

century America, marketing has absorbed moral criticism into
its own quasi-religious system (Applbaum 2003). Whereas an
Fﬂﬁer generation of ethnographers highlighted the devastat-
Ing consequences of capitalist development for Jocal cultures,
Applbaum shifts the culture contact model to one more suited
to the globalizing present. He emphasizes the emergence of
shared meanings and goals in economic action (why articula-
tion often appears to be consensual) and attributes this to the
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corporations’ ;
life of the Csor::;f)iis's . controlling every aspect of th :
R othanck ities they sell. It is true that 15 'e SQqal
($8&0d aznarells ;O(t)%‘mpart a local gloss on unive;s \lerhnsmg
experience of McD f?r the case of Mumbai). Coan el
A A offeredoga ds in East Asia differs sign:ﬁu‘r,ners
Europe (Watson 1997)’ the same firm in North Ameri f‘w
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to money and is thus mon s a sceptical, pragmatic approach
with money than wh _r? interested in what people can do
(see chapter 5), he be?'t it ‘means’ to them. Like Jane Guyer
il intc; = l_ll)eves that anthropologists have bought
medium of exchan iberal economists’ idea of money .1‘\ a
It has now becogrrele“;tlher than as a means of payment.
gists to work in financimlost commonplace for anthropolo-
prescient in carrying o ?ﬁ centres. Ellen Hertz (1998) was
O Loy i Zaglo ut field research on the Shanghai stock
traders adjusted to om (2006) focused on how financial
these studies, how new information technology. Both of
being concerned wi?llle:ﬂ R traditional in their focus
view, even if their busi e traders’ local practices and point of
Ho (2009) goes f U;lness is global at another level. Karen
broader analysis o‘flrt T-r.by linking her ethnography o @
with employees of G(fl(c)l itical economy. Based on interviews
great finance houses L’f‘an_ Sachs, Morgan Stanley and other
Street explicitly en o quidated: An Ethnography of Wall
such as those invo% gss'wuh larger distributional questions,
{:fge bonuses. She }‘::s Ligectihﬁ I Btaning bar T
e o b e e
in the long term and hP oductivity and share-
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Steagall Act that once separated
banking.
; York investment bank, Lehman
2008 triggered a financial collapse
e still with us. predictions of the
- global economic crisis vary widely.
| 1ow be seen to have been sustained by
1p consumer credit, especially in the United
rcial houses exposed themselves to unac
sk, particularly in the new market for
These became ‘toXiC assets’, which were
s at huge cost in order to preserve the
a whole. The leading exporters of manu-
“hina, Germany and Japan, suffered massive
and for their products. The economy, which
erstood as an eternally benevolent machine for
uddenly pitch-forked into the turmoil of history.
s now seen to require massive state interven-
e to have any chance of surviving. The global
>mic power from the West to the major creditor
1 Asia has probably been accelerated by these events.
ner murky, but even at the best of times the present
& that. Some commentators have suggested a parallel
tw@m’ﬂ'}ml&!s of central planning: like the falsification of the
m cotton production in late socialist Central Asia, the
ﬁn@m bubble created a massive ‘yirtual economy’ (Visser
ande 2010). But the state bailouts of the banks under
qeﬁmfalism have had the opposite effect on income distribu-
tion, reinforcing inequalities rat

her than mitigating them.

Conclusion

Whatever place these events eventually find in economic

history, one certain victim of the crisis has been free market
ecpnomics. It is impossible any more to hold that economies
will prosper only if markets are freed from political bondage.
Attacks on the economists by politicians and journalists have
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become commonplace. Even the Queen of England asked
publicly why none of them saw it all coming. The ideologi-
cal hegemony of mainstream economics, especially since the
1980s, has been holed below the water. It has become com.
monplace to read attacks by journalists and other academics
on the economists’ pretension to practise a predictive science,
This is not to say that neoliberalism has been defeated. but
the terms for opposing it with alternative approaches to the
economy are now much more favourable than before.

The Financial Times journalist Gillian Tett has a doctorate
in social anthropology, which she credits with having taught
her to examine the economic scene more holistically and criti-
cally than most of her journalist colleagues. Soon after the
financial collapse, Tett (2009) published a best-seller on the
market for credit derivatives, which she had begun to study
long before the crisis broke. Like her and other commenta-
tors, we conclude that our times seem ripe for a new synthesis
of anthropology, history and economics. The project of eco-
nomics needs to be rescued from the economists. Economic
anthropology, in dialogue with neighbouring disciplines,
as well as with more flexible economists, could be part of

that process of intellectual reconstruction. We sketch the
possibilities in our final chapter.
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