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CHAPTER ONE: THE CULTURAL POLITICS OF MARKETS

This chapter addresses the major debates animating contemporary social sciences about the role of culture and social life in economic processes. It examines the origins of neoliberalism in the opus of Friedrich von Hayek and explores the implications of the current neoliberal hegemony for how scholars and policy makers conventionally view the practice of planning and economy-society relations today. A special note of caution is sounded about the idea of social capital, which has assumed a prominent position within development discourse in the past decade. The idea appears to promise that social factors of economic development—namely social networks expressing trust and reciprocity—have finally received due attention in the corridors of the World Bank. Here it is shown that incorporating the social in this way has not challenged economic orthodoxies; rather, ‘social capital’ is shown to sit comfortably with the epistemological foundations of neoliberalism. In reviewing these currents of development thought, the chapter rejects instrumental interpretations of culture as ‘receptivity to change’ or as a technical input to economic growth and good governance, and advocates instead [CUT: for] revitalizing the efforts of Karl Polanyi in order to both understand how markets are embedded in socio-cultural frameworks and defend a role for planning even in the hallowed realm of the market. Polanyi’s cross-cultural and historical research spawned the sub-discipline of Economic Anthropology, which emerged in the 1960s to document the enormous variation in economic practices across cultures and over time, thereby challenging the role of Economics in rendering capitalist ideology as natural law. The recent ‘cultural turn’ in geography, meanwhile, has inspired policy planners to consider cultural determinants of regional economic competitiveness and to understand the non-capitalist economic activities operative in their midst. 

While acknowledging their role in specifying the limitations of econo-centric analysis, the chapter also questions the ways in which much of the anthropological and geographical literature in these traditions has imagined non-market societies. The impulse in both sub-fields to seek alternative, non-monetized economic arrangements suggests a nostalgic (and problematic) quest for an imaginary world structured by principles of reciprocity and cooperation. This quest is riddled with several problematic assumptions, each of which is rejected here. I argue that an understanding of the role of culture and social life in economic processes today can best be achieved with recourse to Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of an ‘economics of practice’. With this concept, Bourdieu provides a framework for exploring the cultural processes through which value is created in both material and symbolic domains and how competing regimes of value in turn structure socio-spatial organization and behaviour. Bourdieu offers an alternative—and more politically potent—interpretation of social capital (and of the related concept of symbolic capital), one that emphasizes its role in structuring differential access to resources and in reproducing social hierarchy and inequality. The approach developed here to studying the cultural politics of markets sets the stage for detailed analysis in the ethnographic chapters of the social embeddedness of economic life in Newar society and its articulation with state macroeconomic policies. 

1.1 HAYEK AND NEOLIBERALISM: MARKETS AGAINST PLANNING
The origins of the idea that free-market capitalism is the only practical way to organize a modern society can be traced to economic philosopher and Nobel laureate Friedrich von Hayek. Writing his major treatise as the second World War was drawing to a close, Hayek sustained an argument for the efficiency and justice of markets and a damning indictment of state planning. The times were not congenial for such arguments: socialism had been established as a viable alternative to capitalism; Keynesian economic philosophies tempered turn-of-the-century free-market rationality with unemployment benefits, social security and other welfare policies; and, in the realm of international development, cooperatives, development banking, subsidized credit, and other socialized forms of economic organization were widely promoted. ‘Planning the economy’ was the dominant practice, even in most advanced capitalist corners of the world. 

Hayek’s Road to Serfdom (1944), which has since been called ‘the founding charter of Neo-liberalism’ (Anderson 2000), set out to combat Keynesianism and prepare the theoretical foundations for a more ‘liberated’ kind of capitalism. It likened planning to a dictatorship of social ideals. For Hayek, planning (construed as state intervention in the economy) posed the tyranny of ‘wanting to organize the whole of society and all its resources for [a] unitary end and ... refusing to recognize the autonomous sphere in which the ends of individuals are supreme’; in so doing planning presupposed ‘the existence of a complete ethical code in which all the different human values are allotted their due place’ (1944: 56,57). But for Hayek, no such end or common goal existed, and the attempt by planners to establish one could only lead to totalitarianism: ‘In the end somebody’s views will have to decide whose interests are … important; and these views must become part of the law of the land, a new distinction of rank [that] the coercive apparatus of government imposes upon the people’ (Hayek 1944, quoted in Cassidy 2000: 49). Thus, ‘planning leads to dictatorship because dictatorship is the most effective instrument of … the enforcement of ideals and, as such, essential if … planning on a large scale is to be possible’ (Hayek 1944: 70). Hayek identified two further problems with planning, which he considered to generate fundamental inefficiencies. First, the principle of egalitarianism underlying planning undermines individual freedom and the ‘vitality of abilities’, both of which are necessary for the prosperity of all (Anderson 2000). Second, planning suffers from a fundamental ‘division of knowledge’ problem. John Cassidy (2000: 47) paraphrases Hayek’s argument on this point: 

In order to know where resources should be directed, the central planner needs to know both what goods people want to buy and how they can most cheaply be produced. But this knowledge is held in the minds of individual consumers and businessmen, not in the filing cabinets…of a government planning agency, and the only practical way for customers and firms to relay this knowledge to each other, Hayek argued, is through a system of market-determined prices. 

According to Hayek, then, the competitive market, rather than planning, is the superior and most democratic way of establishing what everyone wanted. Foremost, the market liberates society from the tyranny of the central plan based on information distorted by the individual will of the planner. Planning, as a form of arbitrary power, is anti-democratic; the market mechanism—and the capitalist system that sustains it—a necessary condition for democracy. Further, the price system offers an efficient medium for communicating information and allocating scarce resources, by allowing millions of decision-makers to respond individually to freely determined prices. It also tolerates, even values, inequality in social Darwinist fashion. As Susan George (1999) explains the neoliberal position on this issue, ‘[p]eople are unequal by nature, but this is good because the contributions of the well-born, the best-educated, the toughest, will eventually benefit everyone.’

Hayek peddled these extreme and unpopular views unrelentingly for decades, from the post-Depression heyday of Keynesianism to the election of Margaret Thatcher in 1979, when they finally took root as economic policy. Although Hayek himself remained a remarkably invisible public figure (and he is rarely mentioned in mainstream economics textbooks), it is fair to say that his central argument about the vitality of capitalism has been vindicated ‘to such an extent that it is hardly an exaggeration to refer to the 20th century as the Hayek century’ (Cassidy 2000: 45). Thatcher’s election set in place the policies and practices that could breathe life into the key tenets of neoliberalism worked out by Hayek, namely: the downsizing of the public sector and its corollary, the privatization of public enterprises; the consequent gutting of unions, reduction in public sector jobs, and rise in unemployment; tax reforms that benefit the rich and burden the poor; the transfer of wealth from public to private sectors, from the poor and middle-class to the corporate sector and the rich; the deregulation of the finance sector and the consequent explosion of corporate mergers and acquisition as a source of wealth; and an increasing lack of democratic accountability in the economic sphere
 (see Anderson 2000 and George 1999). With the election of Ronald Reagan in 1980, the United States—the world’s largest economy—lent hegemonic force to neoliberal economic philosophies, which henceforth have come to dominate economies large and small on all six continents via the instruments of conditional lending (notwithstanding the US’s own divergence from neo-liberal orthodoxy, under Reagan and since, with its own brand of ‘military Keynesianism’ (Anderson 2000)).


In development the embrace of neoliberal principles was sparked off largely by Deepak Lal’s formative, Poverty of Development Economics (1983), which argued, following Hayek, that the developmental state is essentially ‘predatory’ and susceptible to ‘capture’, and should therefore be rolled back to enable markets to do their good work. The so-called ‘Washington Consensus’—identified in 1990 by John Williamson and now widely understood to be comprised of the major development agencies located in Washington, D.C. (especially the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank), their creditors, and U.S. Treasury department—emerged as a powerful ideological block setting the terms of the periphery’s integration into the New World Order. It promoted the position that economic development and related problems that development planners sought to address would more or less take care of themselves if markets were freed from government intervention. World Bank Structural adjustment programs and IMF stabilization loans were the mechanisms by which development agencies could produce a regulatory environment favorable to market-led growth in the Third World—by making credit conditional on fiscal discipline, trade liberalization, strengthened bank supervision, privatization, deregulation, tax reform, and other neoliberal ‘remedies’. In both the centers of neoliberal orthodoxy and on the Third World periphery, the Washington Consensus represented a radical shift from previous approaches to development rooted in Keynesianism, modernization and welfarism (‘the McNamara Era’ at the World Bank; Fine 2001), which posited a role for state intervention in bringing about progressive structural changes to developing economies. As will be discussed at greater length below, the irony is that neoliberals, too, required state intervention in order to create the enabling environment for ‘free markets’.

On its own terms, the outcomes of two decades of neoliberal hegemony are contradictory. Regarding the ultimate objective of achieving a stable growth rate in the developed capitalist economies (such as it existed before the economic crisis of 1973) ‘the failure is manifest, without any possible doubt’ (Anderson 2000). And in the Third World adjustment policies ‘failed to deliver significant differences in performance, let alone development’ (Fine 2001: 139). On several counts, neoliberalism has kept its promise: in all countries of the OECD, neoliberal policies correlate with a decline in the rate of inflation, revival of profits, defeat of the union movement, and increased levels of unemployment (Anderson 2000). The record of the ‘Asian Tigers’ in the 1980s offered a contradictory theory, however—that strong economic growth could be achieved by ‘governing the market’, through state-led industrial policy backed by state-owned financial institutions and controls on foreign investment (and all build on histories of fundamental socio-economic redistribution through land reform).
 The East Asian experience is particularly instructive when viewed in relation to another outcome most significant for our concern here with planning and development: the growing extremes of social inequality that have persisted even in the midst of formal political equalities we call ‘democracy’. The relevant statistics speak for themselves. Taking the paradigmatic example of the US, Mike Davis notes that 
In the late 1990s . . . America’s 400 richest families increased their net worth by almost a billion dollars apiece, while the pie slice of the bottom 40 percent of the population plummeted 80 percent. . . . Globally, the Wealth Decade of the 1990s translated into negative income trends for 80 African and Latin American countries, while 200 masters of the universe, led by Bill Gates . . . amassed personal fortunes equivalent to the total income of the world’s 2.5 billion poorest people’ (Davis 2000, cited in Goonewardena 2002: 30; see also Kevin Philips 1990).

So severe were the social costs in places like Mexico where structural adjustment was most aggressively and hastily applied that the UNDP (United Nations Development Programme) called in 1995 for ‘Adjustment with a Human Face’ to account for the welfare needs of those unable to survive the ‘shocks’ of adjustment (see Giovanni 1987).

How, we must ask, is this inequality politically sustainable, how could it be given a ‘human face’, especially in the context of the political freedoms that liberal democracy promises? Given the widespread social costs, why have electoral majorities not voted neoliberalism out of office? Marx answered this question over 150 years ago with respect to economic liberalism in his essay ‘On the Jewish Question’: socio-economic inequality has been able to survive only by means of a hegemonic separation of the ‘economic’ from ‘political’, ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ spheres within liberal capitalism. As political scientist Ellen Wood incisively notes ‘[i]t is, in fact, a specific feature of capitalism that a particular kind of universal equality is possible which does not extend to class relations—that is, precisely, a formal equality, having to do with political and legal principles and procedures rather than with the disposition of social or class power’ (1995: 259; see also Buck-Morss 1995).

Thus the owners of private property can carry out surplus extraction (economic coercion) without wielding direct political power in the conventional liberal sense—sheltered as they are from lines of political accountability or any obligation to perform social functions. In so separating private appropriation from public duties, Wood continues, capitalism transforms certain essentially political issues—struggles over domination and exploitation—into merely technocratic-economic issues, making it difficult for the economically disenfranchised to organize beyond the point of production (say, for job security) to the scale of the nation-state (the locus of power on which capitalist property ultimately rests) for more powerful forms of accountability (Wood 1995: 45). The separation of ‘economic’ and ‘political’ domains is a necessary condition for the global reach of neoliberalism today, although its origins lie deeper, within 18th century classical economic liberalism, when economists discovered ‘the economy’ in the abstract and began emptying capitalism of its social and political content (Wood 1995:19; Buck-Morss 1995). This discovery rested on a neat reification of the economy: the transformation of human attributes, relations and actions into an objective entity independent of subjective human experience. A brief look at any mainstream economics textbook reveals that such abstraction persists today; here, too, ‘the economy’ appears as a fully autonomous entity, governed by its own objective laws, impervious to politics and human agency. 

At the heart of ‘the economy’ so abstracted is a vision of the market as a self-regulating sphere of human activity: individual, self-interested pursuits of consumers and producers ‘naturally’ regulate the market by keeping prices responsive to consumer preference and producer capacity. As Hayek once argued, the claim here is that rational, profit-maximizing individuals freely pursuing their own self- interest will produce the maximum public good. Money, as the medium of exchange, is taken to be a fungible, homogeneous instrument that can level social differences by conjoining rational economic actors in the neutral realm of the self-regulating market. And any behavior interfering with the price mechanism is understood to contradict ‘economic’ behavior—so that ‘community,’ ‘the collective,’ even ‘the extended family’ are conceived in antithesis to benign individual self-interest. 

Within a purely neoliberal perspective, then, culture is relevant only to the extent that it may be identified as a barrier (or catalyst) to the expansion of markets. In this framework, culture, like state regulation, may introduce more or less ‘friction’ to the efficient and optimal functioning of markets. A World Bank publication addressing the scope for economic liberalization in small, low-income countries, for instance, construes culture in terms of ‘receptivity to change’:

Market-based adaptive economy requires a population willing to take action to maximize material benefits it may derive from changing conditions. This implies an individualistic ... welfare-maximizing approach, and mobility in pursuit of this objective. These attributes may clash with traditional values, which often place more stress on collective well-being and erect a number of obstacles to mobility (Killick 1993).

Culture ‘may be at odds with the modernization of outlook that is necessary for the adaptive economy, and hence may dull responsiveness;’ Killick compares Hinduism and Buddhism to Christianity and Judaism on the grounds that the former inculcate a ‘passive fatalism that dulls responsiveness to economic challenges,’ while the latter ‘emphasize responsibility for one’s action and well-being’ (Killick 1993: 53, 54; note that it is a short step from these ‘observations’ to more subtly orientalist notions of ‘Asian Values’ that likewise seek to distinguish the West from the Rest; see Corbridge 2002). The task of the planner/economist in developing contexts is thus to understand the specific obstacles and opportunities posed by culture to expanding the self-regulating market. 

1.2. SOCIAL CAPITAL AND THE POST-WASHINGTON CONSENSUS

In spite of the power of these ideological mystifications, the Washington Consensus has ultimately been forced to modify the purely neoliberal position underlying conditional lending of the 1980s, to re-visit the role of the state and social institutions. For the contradictions between political freedom and economic inequality have come starkly into focus through the ‘democratic deficits’ economic liberalization has visited upon Third World countries, whose national economic policies have been so thoroughly determined outside the national polity. The contradiction has awakened critiques in the form of anti-globalization movements, and even a thrust for reform from within the Washington Consensus, in the form of ‘the new institutionalism’ in economic theory. The World Bank has been at the center of a new ‘post-Washington consensus’ (Fine 2001), pushed as it has been to respond to critiques arising also from the brutal social costs of adjustment, the ambivalent record of economic performance in the aftermath of adjustment, and the Asian example of state-led industrialization—and motivated, it must be said, by the search for a new rationale for its business of making loans.

Developments in economic theory have provided the necessary intellectual basis for the renewed interest in the role of the state and social institutions in economic development that underlies the post-Washington consensus. In the 1990s a group of economists, most notably Nobel laureate Douglass North and then World Bank Chief Economist Joseph Stiglitz, had been pursuing work on ‘institutions’—construed as norms and values that guide practice in the context of real-life risks and knowledge imperfections—as significant ‘players’ in market economies. Economists were ‘discovering’, that is, that in the real world, markets are imperfect, fraught especially with ‘information asymmetries’ that result in ‘non-optimising’ behaviour, and that individuals attempt to manage such imbalances through non-market institutions. These then lay down ‘path dependencies’, social structures and customs, which influence the flow of information for generations to come: ‘accidents of history matter,’ as the rather unspectacular saying introduced by Stiglitz goes (Stiglitz and Hoff 1999 cited in Fine 2001: 141). The rationale for ‘bringing the state back in’ lies in the quest to correct for information asymmetries so that actually existing markets will be able to function better. Writes Stiglitz (1998: 25, cited in Fine 2001: 139), ‘we should not see the state and markets as substitutes …. the government should see itself as a complement to markets, undertaking those actions that make markets fulfil their functions better.’ Thus there is a mandate for the World Bank to sponsor ‘good governance’, a key slogan of the post-Washington consensus.

The ‘new institutionalists’ hold ‘good governance’ to mean ‘government that is transparent and accountable, working with a clear legal framework, such as will provide the conditions for effective and efficient markets’ (Harriss 2001: 78). The World Bank thus has a role to play in promoting the right kind of state, or, better yet (given ongoing anxieties about capture by powerful elites), in promoting scope for governing capacity outside the state and market, in the realm of civil society. This is where the idea of social capital—construed as local forms of association that express trust and norms of reciprocity—comes in. The idea, as it has been taken up by the World Bank, rests on another ‘discovery’, by Robert Putnam (1993) who is the term’s most vociferous proponent, that dense associational networks within civil society correlate positively with indicators of political democracy and economic growth.
 For a vibrant civil society—full of social networks and people participating in voluntary associations—helps those marginalized by mainstream economic processes forge links to the market and performs a vital check upon the activities of the state. If we take the World Bank (2002) as a reliable authority on the matter, the task of development has thus become one of identifying, using, creating an enabling environment for, and investing in this particular form of capital.

Now, it is crucial to recognize how the new emphasis on ‘getting the social relations right’ (Woolcock 1999, cited in Harriss 2001: 76) sits very comfortably with neoliberalism, focused as it is on securing a proper environment for markets. The implicit assumption in the idea of social capital, moreover, that people can take care of themselves through their own social networks better than corrupt state programs can, offers not only a convenient rationale, but a populist appeal for cuts in public expenditure. Social capital, that is, can be expected to fill the vacuum left by the restructuring of the welfare state mandated by economic liberalization processes in countries around the world (see Harriss 2001 and Rankin 2002). By focusing on the poor as agents of their own survival, moreover, the framework obscures the structural sources of inequality produced by such restructuring. The incursions of economic theory into the domain of the social represented in the idea of social capital (see Fine 2001), then, may appear to soften the political implications of neoliberalism, but they certainly do not constitute a fundamental re-thinking of state-economy relations. And, while it is tempting to draw parallels to 1960s Keynesianism given all the talk these days of ‘good governance’ and ‘bringing the state back in’, a crucial distinction must be drawn. For the post-Washington consensus depends on a notion of development in which socioeconomic change is the outcome of the actions of individuals (whether or not they actually behave in an optimising manner), while Keynesianism is concerned with ‘broad structural features of the economy and the broad processes of development, and how the two interact with one another’ (Fine 2001: 142). 

The continuities with neoliberalism perhaps come most clearly into focus if we recognize how the idea of social capital serves to perpetuate the false separation of ‘the economic’ from ‘the political’, ‘cultural’, and ‘social’, in spite of its claims to encompass social factors in economic analysis. In the first instance, as Ben Fine (2001) has argued, the very name ‘social capital’ smacks of commodity fetishism; it perpetuates the myth that ‘capital’ itself has no ‘social’ dimension—thus obscuring the exploitative class relations that constitute capital socially. Second, it deftly avoids the contradiction between the claims to equality in political liberalism and the reality of inequality in capitalism, by suggesting that ‘good governance’ in fact transcends democracy. For social capital—as participation in voluntary organizations—holds out the prospect that it is possible to have effective democracy ‘without the inconveniences of contestational politics and the conflicts of values and ideas which are a necessary part of democratic politics’ (Harriss 2001: 8)—thus working to buffer the economy even further from electoral politics. And within the social capital framework, culture is still viewed as ‘an exogenously given starting point laid down by history or accident or … an outcome of aggregation over optimizing individuals’ (Fine 141-2). Market imperfection, that is to say, is held to explain non-market behaviour—institutions, customs, culture—as the rational response of optimising individuals. Thus culture remains a technocratic, determinate concept, free of concerns with power and meaning. Given its uncritical acceptance of the false separation of economic from other spheres of social life and the moral justification it provides for cuts in public expenditure, then, the idea of social capital can and must be seen as an extension of the Washington Consensus, rather than a radical re-thinking of it.

1.3 POLANYI, PLANNING AND ANTHROPOLOGY

If the tenets of neoliberalism can be traced to Friedrich von Hayek (however much the current preoccupation with social capital may seek to disguise them), then its antitode—a counter-ideology providing moral justification for planning today—is perhaps best articulated by a contemporary of Hayek, equally forgotten in mainstream textbooks and equally significant for the fields of Planning and Development Studies. Karl Polanyi conjoined comparative ethnographic research on economic organization among ‘primitive and archaic societies’ (1957 (with Arensberg and Pearson) and 1966) with a social history of market societies in Western Europe (1944) to offer a powerful illustration of the failures and contradictions of economic liberalism, as well as of the significance of socio-cultural factors in constituting the economy. Polanyi’s collective works show how the self-regulating market, Hayek’s locus of ‘freedom,’ had by the mid-20th century become ‘disembedded’ from its social base. From its inception this utopic experiment produced not liberty, but ‘counter-movements’ for social protection.

This argument, elaborated in The Great Transformation, can perhaps best be captured with recourse to Figure 1. 

 [insert Figure 1. Karl Polanyi on markets and planning [1944]
Throughout most of human history, the economy, defined broadly as livelihood, or the economic process of provisioning, has been embedded in social relations. Under these circumstances, social ties limit the destructive effects of individual self-interest. It was only with 18th-century experiments instituting self-regulating markets in England (beginning with the enclosure movement in the 16th century) that individual gain could become the dominant organizing principle in the economy. Here, the economy could become autonomous from society (and politics) and operate according to its own law of Supply and Demand; society thus became subordinate to, in fact embedded within, the economy; or, in Polanyi’s terms, the economy became ‘disembedded from’ society.
 Polanyi thus demonstrated that this historical transition from an embedded to a disembedded economy (or from the integration to the separation of ‘economy’ and ‘politics’) did not reflect a natural, evolutionary process inherent to the logic of markets, as neoclassical economists of his day (prodded by economic philosophers like Hayek) would argue; the self-regulating market mechanism was rather produced by concrete state interventions and political practices. As he starkly put it, ‘Laissez-faire was planned...’ (1944: 141).

For Polanyi, moreover the condition of the disembedded economy posed a poignant ethico-political problem that reveals the contradictions—or the ‘double movement’—of industrial capitalism. As the self-regulating market widens its influence geographically and deepens its autonomy from social relations, it also tears apart the social fabric and cultural bonds by which people once organized their way of life. ‘To allow the market mechanisms to be sole director of the fate of human beings and their natural environment’, Polanyi prophetically wrote, ‘…would result in the demolition of society’ (Polanyi 1944: 73). In so disrupting social life, the self-regulating market would spark ‘counter-movements’ expressing popular demands for ‘social protection.’ Social costs generated by the expansion of the self-regulating market, that is, have historically provoked spontaneous, grassroots reactions—counter-movements—demanding social protection against the market’s devastating effects. ‘Laissez-faire was planned;’ Polanyi continued: ‘planning was not’ (Polanyi 1944: 141). Consolidated on a global scale by the turn of the century, the ‘myth’ of the self-regulating market, as he called it, thus generated the conditions for its own demise and, most catastrophically for Polanyi, for its resolution in fascism. The question for the optimist in Polanyi, and for us now in the current global economic conjuncture is: What kind of new economy-society configurations could emerge from this tension between economic liberalism and social protections today?

Polanyi’s work has itself historically had two different kinds of implications, both of which bear significantly on the concern here with the cultural politics of markets. On the one hand, Polanyi’s arguments have provided a firm normative foundation for the practice of planning in the metropolitan core as much as in the ‘developing’ periphery. The concepts of the double movement, the disembedded economy and social protection offer a compelling antidote to Hayek’s assault on planning and his celebration of markets as a source of freedom. Viewed as a social construction unique to a specific historical and political conjuncture, self-regulating markets can be seen to be every bit as much penetrated by power as planning. The ‘freedoms’ it generates are thus illusory: the ‘[l]iberal economy gave a false direction to our ideals,’ wrote Polanyi, by degenerating ‘the idea of freedom...into a mere advocacy of free enterprise’ (1944: 257).

Polanyi thus regarded it the burden of planning to rescue the idea of freedom from market rationality—and give it instead a social base and political means. Uncompromising in his commitment to an ethical code, he advocated a role for planning in guaranteeing freedom in what he called a ‘moral’, rather than ‘institutional’ sense: ‘Freedom not as an appurtenance of privilege, tainted at the source, but as a prescriptive right extending far beyond the narrow confines of the political sphere into the intimate organization of society itself’ (1944: 256). Although Polanyi had in mind planning functions at the scale of the central state, his ideas are equally relevant for other scales of state planning and indeed the field of City and Regional Planning emerged in North America as a discipline committed to tempering market rationality with social rationality and to embedding social science analysis within an explicit ethical code (e.g., Friedmann 1987). Too-frequent claims for ‘comprehensive rationality’ notwithstanding, university planning departments (which train not only urban planners for North American contexts, but also development planners with ambitions to work in the Third World) have a strong tradition, at least since the 1960s, of approaching questions of local economic development and urban design as tools for promoting the explicit end of social justice.

Of course this progressive legacy in planning is currently threatened by the resurgence of a specifically Hayekian brand of liberalism, which purges a normative dimension from economics so that justice gets defined as whatever is delivered by the market. In a related development, many planning practitioners and scholars have themselves recently come under the spell of ‘social capital’ and ‘civil society’, enamored with the prospect that citizen ‘participation’ could at once give new voice to the disadvantaged and alleviate allegations that left-leaning ‘advocacy’ and ‘equity’ planners are guilty of an oppressive sort of vanguardism (Douglass and Friedmann 1998). Their embrace of these now-mainstream concepts in the context of the contemporary economic orthodoxy suggests a surprising lack of awareness of how the idea of social capital could serve neoliberal objectives. Polanyi’s poignant appeals for planning as a state function (not merely spontaneous citizens’ activity) offers a far more compelling strategy for forging a progressive politics and asserting an oppositional role for planning and development vis à vis neoliberalism—and, I might add, moving Development Studies beyond the well-worn critiques of development as a ‘governmental technology’ of neoliberal rationality to claiming a normative agenda (Escobar 1995, Rankin 2001a).
 Polanyi’s ethical grounds for rejecting the ‘market myth’, that is, can help planning theory counter neoliberalism with its own theory of social justice—by arguing explicitly for embedding market rationality within an overriding concern for the role of the state (at local as much as central scale) in providing social protections. 

The second implication of Polanyi’s work relates to the imperative he instilled in a generation of anthropologists to describe the differences between ‘tribal’ economies and industrial capitalism. Much of Polanyi’s opus is devoted to documenting alternative economic arrangements in non-capitalist contexts, and specifically the myriad ways in which the economy has been embedded in social institutions (Polanyi 1957 (with Arensberg and Pearson) and 1966; see also Wilk 1996, Dalton 1965 and 1990). Polanyi searched the anthropological and historical record for economy-society configurations in which economic activity exercised a social function. These he catalogued as Reciprocity (obligatory gift-giving among kin and friends), Redistribution (obligatory payments to a central authority which provides community services), and Householding (subsistence production). Within each of these alternative forms of economy, he claimed, individuals are motivated foremost by the requirements of social status, which foster responsibility to the collective and thus exercise a check on the destructive effects of individual self-interest. 

These arguments spawned the ‘Substantivist’ school of Economic Anthropology and challenged the prevailing formalism in Anthropology as much as Economics itself, which confined its understanding of ‘economic activity’ to the ‘economizing’ of individuals negotiating scarce resources. Polanyi argued instead that while ‘material provisioning’ was universally practiced in all economies, ‘formal micro-economic theory designed to explain processes of economizing in market systems explained nothing about material provisioning in the Trobriands, Dahomey, or Inca Peru’ (Dalton 1990: 165). In these non-market contexts, an entirely different set of analytical concepts was required to explain the material process of making a living—or, as he calls it, the ‘substantive’ dimensions of the economy.
 Here institutions governing livelihood have not been limited to markets (the domain of economic rationality), but have encompassed kinship relations, religious institutions, and other socially embedded logics for organizing the economy. Polanyi’s theory of embeddedness thus posed a challenge to recognize—and reject—the role of Economics in rendering neoliberal ideology as natural law (Wilk 1996, Dalton 1965). In his formulation, the task of the researcher was to chart these varying forms of economic organization and the way they are embedded in social institutions. He hoped that such cross-cultural exploration could inspire a fresh imagining of alternative futures to the self-regulating market.

Notwithstanding this explicit mandate to engage ethnography for political ends, the Substantivist school (whose chief proponent was Polanyi’s student, George Dalton) construed its mission in a rather narrow empirical sense, in terms of documenting livelihood processes and understanding their underlying principles. The resulting research produced a taxonomy of forms of exchange and distribution not conforming to neoclassical principles of economic rationality. Foremost among these has been a long-standing fascination with gifting—the phenomenon of giving wealth away rather than accumulating it, as formal economic theory would expect. Thus anthropologists have debated the cultural specificities surrounding the valuation of objects exchanged as gifts (Weiner 1992), the mechanisms by which the gift inspires a counter-gift (Mauss 1925), and the notions of identity informing gifting relationships (Strathern 1988, Munn 1986) (see also Graeber 2001 for a refreshing discussion of this literature). The seminal work in this tradition was Mauss’ Essai sur le Don, published in 1925 (and translated into English in 1965) well before the substantivist-formalist debate even got underway. For Mauss the key to understanding ‘the spirit of the gift’ lay in the webs of sociality within which gifting is embedded and its fundamental distinction from the alienated social universe of capitalist market exchange. Mauss, like Polanyi, assembled his comparative data with an eye to the revolutionary potential in alternative logics of exchange. Although much of the ethnographic work in the Maussian tradition, like Substantivist Anthropology more generally, has confined itself to empirical description, several anthropologists have recently called for a revitalization of the normative thrust in Mauss’ work to revive the spirit of the gift (Godbout 1998, Graeber 2001). The arguments here similarly present a case for reviving the connections first drawn by Polanyi between documenting the social embeddedness of markets and defending a role for planning in market societies. 

1.4 GEOGRAPHIES OF ECONOMIES

The search for an antidote to neoliberal influences in planning and development must also certainly visit the important contributions of geographers who, through their emphasis on spatial determinants of economic growth, had been examining the relationship between economic, political and social spheres long before economists ‘discovered’ path dependency (e.g., Britton 1988, Isard 1956). Geography has produced an extensive literature re-interpreting the boundaries of the ‘economic’ in far more imaginative and diverse ways than the new institutional economics—rejecting both the positivist and empiricist legacy in Economics and its focus on market principles (e.g. Lee and Wills 1997). This work has explored how socio-spatial factors underpin economic competitiveness (Amin and Thrift 1997), how market institutions are embedded in regulatory structures and networks of social relations at various spatial scales (Tickell and Peck 1995), and (at the more creative end of the spectrum), how economic discourse constitutes capitalist globalization as dominant and totalizing (Gibson-Graham 1996) or how metaphor shapes economic space (Barnes 1996). Economic geographers have, for example, chronicled the legacy of an ‘artisanal culture’ in shaping the economic success of Northern Italy, a ‘social model of innovation’ in Germany, and the ‘culture of cooperation’ which distinguishes firms in California’s Silicon Valley (see Piore and Sabel 1984, Gertler 1995, Saxenian 1994, respectively). Meanwhile, efforts to chronicle non-capitalist activities as a foundation for posing alternatives to market-led planning have most recently been spearheaded by J.K. Gibson-Graham’s The End of Capitalism (as we knew it): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy (1996) and their subsequent more action-oriented research on models of development planning that construct socially embedded economies (e.g., Gibson and Cameron 2001). Cumulatively, this work has reassessed ‘what social and spatial portions of life count as economic, what portions (if any) are therefore non-economic, and how these designated spheres of the economic and non-economic interrelate’ (Crang 1997: 2).

Much of the recent re-thinking in geography about economy-society relations goes beyond a mere ‘colonizing of the social by the economic’ (Fine 2001) because it has been informed—whether self-consciously or not—by the earlier work of feminist geographers challenging conventional notions of work and the capacity of macroeconomic statistics to capture non-market modes of economic activity (see McDowell 2000 for a recent review of this literature). It also reflects a more general ‘cultural turn’ across the social sciences (which itself has been duly inspired by feminist scholarship): a shared interest in cultural practices of identity formation and meaning signification (Crang 1997). Strains of the old functionalist-substantivist debate in Anthropology can be witnessed today in the way economic geographers have responded to their cultural turn. Some have attempted to apply existing notions of economic behaviour and analysis to cultural life, by exploring, for example, the ways in which culture is ‘materialized in the economic’ through the production, exchange and consumption of material goods (Crang 1997: 4, Harvey 1989, Lash and Urry 1994, Painter 1997; Willis 1991). Others have argued instead, in Polanyian substantivist fashion, that economic processes are embedded in and represented through cultural media—symbols, signs, discourses, practices and institutions (Barnes 1992, Gertler 1997, McDowell 1997). Both approaches can be taken to extreme policy and political positions, to suggest on the one hand that capitalism increasingly colonizes cultural life, or on the other hand that economic competitiveness can be explained by the presence or absence of a particular ‘culture’—‘manufacturing culture’, ‘business culture’, traditional Japanese culture’.

Although these discussions in Geography have focused relatively little on ‘peripheral’ contexts beyond the ‘core’ of the capitalist world system, they have important implications for the epistemological frameworks within which ‘development’ is planned and implemented. For example, the recent interest in the socio-spatial construction of markets challenges a key assumption underlying the now dominant market-led approaches to development, namely that market access in itself (fostered, if necessary, by ample stocks of social capital) creates opportunity for the poor and disenfranchised. Within the field of gender and development in particular it challenges the expectation that economic opportunity—say, income or access to credit—can help women overcome their subordinate social position and ultimately transform hierarchical social relations (e.g., Drèze and Sen 1995). A social constructivist view of the economy points instead to the significance of cultural ideologies (that may persist or even intensify in the wake of economic change) in configuring structures of inequality, as well as the significance of cultural and spatial practices for both reproducing and resisting those structures. It also points, like Polanyian strains of anthropology and political theory, to a firm justification for state intervention in markets, in the name of social justice.

Both literatures—the earlier economic anthropology inspired by Polanyi and the more recent ‘cultural turn’ in economic geography—have thus been associated with practical applications, in justifying a role for planning in market societies and in considering the cultural determinants of regional economic competitiveness. These literatures also raise the possibility that non-capitalist economic activities in ‘peripheral’ contexts as much as in the ‘core’ can offer critical perspectives on capitalist economic arrangements and inspire the imagination of alternative futures. They thus pose a potent challenge to the reigning neoliberal orthodoxy, and in particular to Hayekian and/or information-theoretic arguments about efficiency of naturally occurring self-regulating markets; the separation of ‘economic’ from ‘political’, ‘social’ and ‘cultural’ spheres; the tyranny of planning; and the scope for social capital accumulating in civil society to foster economic growth and good governance.

At the same time, the anthropological and geographical literatures in this tradition, and especially their attendant applications in planning and development, have too often themselves suffered from problematic assumptions about the culture-economy nexus. The problem is three-fold. First, the search for cultural bases of economic competitiveness as much as for non-capitalist alternatives encourages a best-practice approach: we can best craft competitive and humane economies, the argument goes, by drawing on cultural practices informing economic alternatives at the periphery of the world capitalist system—or in its most economically successful regions. The tendency among scholars and policy planners to select ‘best practices’ for replication reifies culture as an explanatory variable in its own right (see also Gertler 1997 on this point).
 Second, in the search for alternatives to capitalism, scholars too easily overlook the role of culture in producing inequality within ‘non-capitalist’ as much as capitalist contexts (see also Nagar et al 2002). The haste to valorize ‘other’ forms of economic organization stems from a progressive impulse, but in practice often neglects to distinguish between progressive and regressive forms of gifting, reciprocity, householding and redistribution. Socially embedded economies, that is, are not necessarily socially progressive. In the absence of an evaluative capacity, nostalgic idealizations of gifting and other non-monetized modes of exchange can end up exacerbating already existing lines of hierarchy, coercion and exclusion. The practice is particularly dangerous in the context of the present neoliberal orthodoxy, which these days promotes ‘social capital’ and ‘civil society’ among the poor as resources for economic growth in the absence of a strong state welfare system. Third and finally, when scholars and practitioners debate the cultural foundations of regional competitiveness, they too often take economic value itself as given.

1.5 THE ECONOMICS OF PRACTICE

Each of the above-mentioned assumptions is rejected here. As elaborated at length in Chapter Two, culture is treated not as a given set of gender, ethnic, religious and other social relations that can either retard or facilitate economic growth, but as systems of meaning and signification that are produced, experienced, and negotiated by human intention and action. As geographer Don Mitchell (2000: xvi) puts it,

… no decent cultural analysis (geographic or otherwise) can draw on culture itself as a source of explanation; rather culture is always something to be explained as it is socially produced through myriad struggles over and in spaces, scales, and landscapes…. ‘culture’ is always and everywhere inextricably related to social, political, and economic forces and practices. 

Within Anthropology, the tradition of ‘practice theory’ has been particularly committed to studying processes of cultural production, and is thus engaged here to explore the role of human agency in producing, maintaining and challenging the cultural norms and values within which economic practice occurs. I thus follow anthropologists Jean and John Comaroff (1991: 21) in viewing culture as: 

the semantic ground on which human beings seek to construct and represent themselves and others—and hence society and history.... It has form as well as content; is born in action as well as thought; is a product of human creativity as well as mimesis; and, above all, is empowered.

Chapter Two is devoted entirely to developing an approach to engaging this understanding of culture to study on-the-ground outcomes of macroeconomic processes and policies. The remainder of this chapter will consider how an ethnographic analysis of the interrelationships between economic strategies, socio-spatial practices, and symbols of status can contribute to ongoing debates about the mutual embeddedness of economy and culture, so defined, and to a normative framework for planning and development.

The emphasis here on cultural production requires at the outset an understanding of economic value as culturally given, rather than as an inherent property of commodities or markets, as microeconomic theory would have it.
 Arjun Appadurai has argued that objects circulate in different ‘regimes of value’, through which ‘desire and demand, reciprocal sacrifice and power interact to create economic value in specific social situations’ (1986: 4). By examining the contexts of exchange it is possible to think of capital not merely in the narrow (material) sense often reserved for money, machinery, and other physical assets, but as any form of wealth intended for exchange or investment. Through a much-cited analysis of ‘symbolic capital,’ for instance, Pierre Bourdieu extends economic analysis beyond material processes to encompass any form of symbolic value that may be in demand within specific social situations. 

Bourdieu’s ‘economics of practice’ thus accounts for the social and cultural dimensions of profit and exchange:

…the theory of strictly economic practice is simply a particular case of a general theory of the economics of practice. The only way to escape from the ethnocentric naiveties of economism, without falling into populist exaltation of the generous naivety of earlier forms of society, is to carry out in full what economism does only partially, and to extend economic calculation to all the goods, material and symbolic, without distinction, that present themselves as rare and worthy of being sought after in a particular social formation—which may be ‘fair words’ or smiles, handshakes or shrugs, compliments or attention, challenges or insults, honor or honors, powers or pleasures, gossip or scientific information, distinction or distinctions.... (Bourdieu 1977: 177-8).


Within an economics of practice, then, ‘symbolic capital’ refers to the ‘sum of cultural recognition ... which an individual ... could acquire through skillful manipulation of the system of social symbols’ (Honneth 1995: 187). Encompassed within Bourdieu’s understanding of symbolic capital are the kinds of cultural recognition acquired through cultural knowledge (‘cultural capital’) and through social relations (‘social capital’). Where honor is a central form of capital (in Sankhu as much as in most culturally South Asian societies), then much of social practice must be interpreted in terms of producing and exchanging, hoarding or squandering honor. Thus the ‘markets’ to which the title of this book and chapter refer encompass transactions not only in land, money, labor and commodities, but also in honor and other forms of ‘social investment’. The focus is not so much on the mechanics of supply, demand and the flow of information—although these are also worthy and important areas of ethnographic investigation (see Harriss-White 1996)—but on the cultural meanings that surround markets as a form of social production, on the ways in which social institutions and economies of practice interact.

The evaluative capacity in Bourdieu’s approach lies in its commitment to tracking the ways in which power infuses these processes of ‘social investment’—investments that generate non-material forms of wealth—every bit as much as the capitalist self-regulating market. In Bourdieu’s Marxist-leaning approach to economic embeddedness, that is, non-capitalist forms of exchange appear not as benign and harmonious alternatives to capitalism, but as themselves inherently conflictual and contradictory. Expanding an understanding of capital to encompass symbolic forms circulating within an ‘economics of practice’ thus facilitates an analysis of the exploitative dimensions of culture and social practice. It clarifies the ideological dimensions of economic practice (its role in maintaining social hierarchies) and the modes of domination inherent in some forms of reciprocity, redistribution and householding. 

First, a theory of the economics of practice highlights the role not only of individual self-interest, but also of class interest in the logic (or ideology) of reciprocity. Among equals, gifting and acts of generosity provide an economic guarantee because they oblige a return. Among those of unequal status, however, gifting and other modes of reciprocity generate affective bonds that obfuscate—and cement— social hierarchy. In Nepal, the affection and kindness high-caste patrons may lavish on their low-caste inferior, for instance, serves as a palliative for the abuses of caste distinctions. 
 Writes Bourdieu of gifting practices among the Kabyle of Algeria:

Goods are for giving. The rich man is ‘rich so as to be able to give to the poor,’ say the Kabyles. This is an exemplary disclaimer: because giving is also a way of possessing (a gift which is not matched by a counter-gift creates a lasting bond, restricting the debtor’s freedom and forcing him to adopt a peaceful, cooperative attitude); because in the absence of any juridical guarantee, or any coercive force, one of the few ways of ‘holding’ someone is to keep up a lasting asymmetrical relationship such as indebtedness, and because the only recognized, legitimate form of possession is that achieved by dispossessing oneself—i.e., obligation, gratitude, prestige, or personal loyalty. Wealth, the ultimate basis of power, can exert power, and exert it durably, only in the form of symbolic capital... (1977, 195; emphasis in original).

Bourdieu thus urges us to recognize a second ideological function of symbolic capital: gestures of giving and kindness through which honor is accrued can in fact function as a form of domination, a ‘symbolic violence’ with the pernicious effect of binding the oppressed to their oppressors through feelings of trust and obligation:

... the best way in which the master can serve his own interests is to work away, day in, day out, with constant care and attention, weaving the ethical and affective, as well as economic, bonds which durably tie his khammes [bonded laborer—or low caste client in the Nepal context]...to him..... In a society in which overt violence ... meets with collective reprobation..., symbolic violence, the gentle, invisible form of violence, which is never recognized as such, and is not so much undergone as chosen, the violence of credit, confidence, obligation, personal loyalty, hospitality, gratitude, piety—in short, all the virtues honoured by the code of honour—cannot fail to be seen as the most economical mode of domination (1977: 190, 192 emphasis added).

Third, to the extent that such forms of symbolic capital generate common values, a shared moral community, we may begin to question how such values operate as forms of power within culture. For Bourdieu, morality falls within the realm of ‘doxa’—‘that which is accepted as a natural and self-evident part of the social order and is not open to questioning or contestation’ (Agarwal 1994: 58). When social hierarchy assumes a moral force in society, ideological constructions and perceptions of the subordinate can converge, as revealed in the domain of practice Bourdieu calls ‘habitus’ (see Chapter Two for further discussion of these terms). Thus when I use the expression ‘cultural politics of markets’, I am signaling my intention to explore markets in material and symbolic goods as a locus for inequality maintained not just through uneven distribution but also through cultural ideologies that make the established order appear natural and immutable. A focus on the politics of culture suggests that social change requires material redistribution, to be sure, but also the awakening of ‘political consciousness,’ through which subordinate groups recognize the established order as an arbitrary human construction and fashion alternative moralities. It is in the domain of facilitating such political consciousness that we can begin to detect some clear, if controversial, imperatives for the content and process of planning—to be explored in the final chapter of this book.

1.6 BOURDIEU AND THE POLITICS OF DEVELOPMENT 

Bourdieu’s perspectives on cultural economies, and especially symbolic capital, have recently come under considerable criticism for adhering to the same formalist principles that Polanyi once rejected as narrowly ethnocentric (e.g., Crang 1997, Ortner 1984, Graeber 2001, Sayer 1999). David Graeber (2001: 28) notes, for example, that in Bourdieu’s understanding ‘economy’, although encompassing symbolic forms of capital, is nonetheless reduced to

a matter of self-interested calculation, making rational decisions about the allocation of scarce resources with the aim of getting as much as possible for oneself. In real, ‘objective’ terms, [Bourdieu] argues, economizing—or something very much like it—is always going on. It’s just that where there is no market, everyone goes to enormous lengths to disguise this fact. This endless labor of camouflage is such a burden…that it tends to dissolve away immediately, as soon as a market economy is introduced, whereon the hidden reality of calculated self-interest is openly revealed. 

Jacques Godbout argues similarly that theories of gifting such as Bourdieu’s, in trying to explain the gift, ‘boil it down to the point where it disappears, and give the impression that it is a mirage that never had any life other than in the realm of ideology’ (1998: 103). 

By viewing the participation of subordinate groups in systems of gifting that exercise ‘symbolic violence’ as a function of their ‘habitus’, moreover, some have argued that Bourdieu’s analysis risks attributing ‘false consciousness’ to them, along with all the patronizing assumptions of ignorance to oppression associated with this concept (see Bourdieu and Eagleton 1992). Beyond the injuries of recognition to which feminists have long objected in such representations, the political implications here are remarkably bleak. If, in the most stark interpretation of Bourdieu, the oppressed are unable to recognize their own oppression, resistance to power could never arise from the experience of those in subordinate social locations, but must rather be ‘sparked’ by outside intervention (like the radical anthropologist asking probing questions). More fundamentally still, Bourdieu can leave one with a rather cynical view of humanity, one that precludes compassion, solidarity, disinterestedness, or even subversion of power as motivations for participating in reciprocal exchanges, or in an economy more generally. As Graeber writes, Bourdieu makes ‘power and domination so fundamental to the very nature of social reality that it [becomes] impossible to imagine a world without [them]’ (Graeber 2001: 30; see also Gibson-Graham 1996).

I certainly concur with the assertion implicit in these critiques (and made explicit by Philip Crang 1997: 10) that ‘there are some aspects of cultural practice that economic metaphors cannot grasp….’ To be fair, however, as his later publications have since clarified (1990, 1993), Bourdieu did not argue simply that all cultural practice could be reduced to economizing in the neoliberal sense, but rather that cultural practice always has its own forms of economic rationality (of which there may be more than one). It is thus the anthropologist’s task to analyze and understand these multiple, sometimes conflicting, logics. The point to emphasize here is that in studying the economic rationality of culture, Bourdieu’s focus is not on the optimsing ambitions of individuals, but on the social structures that facilitate and constrain action. While there may certainly be other rationalities at work, it strikes me as a worthy political endeavor to study the role of symbolic capital in creating and reproducing those structures, not least because its appearance as honor, gifting, reciprocity and so on may disguise its role in social reproduction. 

It must also be noted that Bourdieu’s perspective on consciousness in relation to the economics of practice stems not only from ethnographic research in Algeria, but also from his personal experience growing up in a rural French peasant and working class community. Bourdieu speaks poignantly (and uncharacteristically lucidly) about the disjunctures between those origins and his adult ‘home’ in metropolitan French academia, where resistance transpires through the medium of theory:

Even in Marxism, I think the capacity for resistance, as a capacity of consciousness, was overestimated. I fear that what I have to say is shocking for the self-confidence of intellectuals, especially for the more generous, left-wing intellectuals. But I think it is better to know the truth; and the fact is that when we see with our own eyes people living in poor conditions—such as existed when I was a young scholar, among the local proletariat, the workers in factories—it is clear that they are prepared to accept much more than we would have believed. That was a very strong experience for me: they put up with a great deal, and this is what I mean by doxa—that there are many things people accept without knowing…. Now that is a fact—in my view it is an appalling fact—one that intellectuals don’t like to accept, but which they must accept. It doesn’t mean that the dominated individuals tolerate everything; but they assent to much more than we believe and much more than they know (Bourdieu and Eagleton 1992: 114).

I find these observations compelling, not least because, as illustrated in Chapters Five and Six, they corroborate my findings from ethnographic research among women and low castes in Sankhu, Nepal. In Masculine Domination (2001) Bourdieu clarifies that notions of ‘consciousness’ are inadequate to understand the ways in which domination works at the level of ‘cognitive structures’ or ‘frames of perception’ (and is written on the body in the form of gestures and comportments that express submission or domination). Thus a liberatory awakening of consciousness may be a necessary condition to disrupt domination, but not always a sufficient one: 

Although it is true that … recognition of domination always presupposes an act of knowledge, this does not imply that one is entitled to describe it in the language of consciousness, in an intellectualist and scholastic fallacy which, as in Marx (and above all, those who, from Lukács onwards, have spoken of ‘false consciousness’), leads one to expect the liberation of women to come through the immediate effect of the ‘rising of consciousness’, forgetting—for lack of a dispositional theory of practices—the opacity and inertia that stem from the embedding of social structures in bodies (40).

There are important implications here for a mode of planning that wishes to mobilize ‘local knowledge’ and ‘participation’—but which must also recognize a role for social scientific research in helping to transform the ‘instruments of knowledge’ into ‘objects of knowledge’ (as will be elaborated further in Chapter Seven).

There are other reasons to resurrect Bourdieu’s economics of practice here, having to do with the extent to which mainstream notions of ‘social capital’ have captured the imagination of development planners today. As we have seen, in the past decade a (post-Washington-) consensus has emerged among scholars and practitioners of development that ‘social capital’—construed differently from Bourdieu’s interpretation as local forms of association expressing trust and reciprocity—can contribute significantly to the alleviation of poverty and the promotion of good governance worldwide. A World Bank web page, now an international clearinghouse for the latest research and theories on the promises of social capital, announces at the outset that ‘social capital is critical for poverty alleviation and sustainable human and economic development’ (Accessed 8/24/02. URL: http://www.worldbank.org/poverty/scapital/). Such claims rest largely on the idea promoted by Robert Putnam that dense associational networks within civil society build a strong foundation for political participation and help link the poor to the mainstream economy. Here, the notion of ‘social capital’ is developed in the tradition of political liberalism and methodological individualism, as a benign cultural property that enhances efficiency by facilitating cooperation. As John Harriss (2001) and Ben Fine (2001) note, Putnam’s interpretations can be traced to the ideas of James Coleman, whose Foundations of Social Theory (1990) argues in formalist fashion that the reasoning of neo-classical economics, specifically its theory of rational choice, can be applied to social spheres. The emphasis in the World Bank version of social capital is thus on the collective good that can arise from individual membership in associations. Like neoliberalism itself, this theoretical orientation conflates development with economic growth and embraces the rational, utility-maximizing individual as the locus of progressive change.

We have seen that Bourdieu offers a radically different understanding of associational life. His analysis focuses squarely at the level of social structure (as opposed to individual preferences and behaviours). 
 Individuals do not generate social capital and are not the primary unit of analysis. Rather, social capital (linked as it is to symbolic capital), inheres in the social structure and must be conferred value by a society consenting to its cultural logic. It is contextual and socially constructed, and cannot be seen to function as an exogenous, independent variable of economic growth. One does not acquire or expend social capital on the basis of individual choice; rather, one accrues obligation and opportunity to participate in social networks by virtue of one’s social position. Within this logic, moreover, the benefits and costs of participation are distributed unequally: some benefit at the expense of others. Social capital thus exists in a field of power and enters significantly into formation and reproduction of class. The task for development planners from this point of view is to foster forms of associational life specifically among the oppressed and specifically with the capacity to transform individual recognition of oppression into more collective, overt forms of consciousness and resistance (Agarwal 1994). Bourdieu’s interpretation of associational life also sounds a note of caution against the uncritical celebration of social capital evident in mainstream development circles. For, when development programs nourish local forms of association, they risk exacerbating already existing lines of hierarchy, coercion and exclusion.

For all his cautionary and pragmatic insights for planning practice, Bourdieu’s views on social capital have gone largely unacknowledged at the centers of development planning, and it is for this reason that I advocate its due consideration in the evaluation of local cultural economies.
 It is no wonder that liberal interpretations have found wide favor, for they enable the architects of neoliberal economic policy to cast the recent reconfiguration of state-society relations in progressive terms—local capacity building, local self-reliance, net social benefits from reduced transaction costs and increased returns to human capital. Social capital, that is, can be expected to fill the vacuum left by the restructuring of the welfare state mandated by economic liberalization processes in countries around the world. It transmutes discourses of grassroots self-reliance into policies rooted in an expectation that the most disadvantaged can pull themselves up by their own bootstraps. Needless to say, representations of social capital as implicated in maintaining dominant social and political ideologies in different cultural contexts, as Bourdieu argues, could readily upset the governmental function of the term noted here.
 And mainstream development discourse has too great a political investment in diverting attention from the ways in which political economy structures associational life, to admit into its analytical frame such Marxian perspectives on social capital.

Bourdieu’s Marxian perspective thus clarifies the potentially coercive and exploitative dimensions of social capital (as one among many goods in an ‘economics of practice’), and its role in maintaining social hierarchies. It extends the Polanyian imperative to understand the social constitution of economies and to commit such analysis toward the political task of buffering markets with social protections (in antithesis of the Hayekian ‘self-regulating’ version of markets peddled so widely today). But it does so without succumbing to naïve optimism toward non-western societies as the locus for alternative economic arrangements free from the inequalities and injustices of neoliberalism. In the ethnographic analysis of a Nepalese merchant community that follows (in Chapters 3-6), I demonstrate the ways in which common moral frameworks generated by social norms and networks can be implicated in cultural ideologies that justify and perpetuate inequality. The evidence from the Nepal context suggests that promoting social capital through networks and norms of reciprocity may in fact leave people—even the oppressed—free to carry on oppressive relations. With the notions of ‘symbolic capital,’ ‘economics of practice,’ ‘cultural economy,’ ‘social investment’, we have now set the stage for a detailed analysis of the social embeddedness of markets in Newar society, and of how socially embedded markets articulate with state macroeconomic policies. The following chapter offers further theoretical introduction to the approach I take specifically in relation to linking local cultural economic processes to wider political-economic currents. It considers contributions to the study of globalization from contemporary literatures in the ‘Anthropology of practice’ and the political economy of place-making.

� Democracy as such has never been a central value of neoliberalism. Hayek argued that ‘liberty and democracy can easily become irreconcilable if the democratic majority decides to interfere in the unconditional rights of each economic agent to have at its disposal…its property and its income’ (Anderson, 2000). On this point, consider a recent issue of The Economist addressed to ‘The Future of the State’ in the world economy. Here it is argued not only that markets offer the best guarantee for individual freedom, but also that democracy will undermine capitalism!: ‘Democratic states,’ The Economist warns, ‘...may make such demands of capitalism, and place such burdens and restrictions upon it, that it will slowly fade away, along with freedom’ (Crook 1997: 6).


� A World Bank study commissioned to examine the ‘East Asian Miracle’ controversially concluded that such interventions were ‘market-friendly’ and that free markets would have achieved the same outcomes more efficiently (see Wade 1996).


� The limitations of this approach to understanding culture emerge already in the racist undertones of this evaluation of world religions.


� More reliable empirical evidence from Italy, the geographic context from which Putnam developed his theory of social capital theory, in fact suggests an opposite direction of causality: that, as Harriss (20012: 62) writes quoting Peter Evans (1996), the ingredients for social capital to play a role in regional economic growth ‘are the presence of  “coherent, dependable public [that is, bureaucratic] institutions”, and a favorable political regime, characterized by political competition that is “‘constrained by mutually accepted ground rules”,’, in context of a “‘relatively egalitarian social structure”’.’


� The economy became disembedded within industrial capitalism when labor, land and money were turned into commodities, their supply was organized as if they were items produced for sale, and the price mechanism was allowed to determine their allocation and the income of their owners. The conversion of land, labor and money into commodities is the ‘Great Transformation’.


� The field of ‘Development Studies’ has a more controversial relationship with progressive politics, as Arturo Escobar (1995) and James Ferguson (1990) have revealed. While some development theorists ((most notable among them, Amartya Sen (e.g., 1999)) and nearly every mainstream development institution (most prominently, the World Bank) continue to profess a liberal view of development as alleviating poverty and creating opportunity for the world’s poorest and most disadvantaged, in practice development has served to buttress the political-economic and cultural interests of the West far too much to accept these assertions at face value. 


� ‘Governmental technology’ is used here in the sense of Foucauldian Governmentality Studies that document the role of political and policy discourse in governing subjects, beyond the direct mechanisms of government. See Burchell, Gordon and Miller (1991).


� ‘Formalist Anthropology’ on the contrary argued that neoclassical concepts like ‘scarcity,’ ‘economizing behaviour,’ ‘supply,’ and ‘demand’ can be used to understand practices in ‘ancient’ and ‘tribal’ societies. The political implications of this position are stark: if the similarities between ‘tribal’ and industrial societies are more important than their differences, then micro-economic theory—and the policies derived from it—is relevant for all times and all places. 


� Gertler concurs: ‘[w]hen…analysts resort to ‘cultural’ influences to explain the behaviour of managers, firms and workers, this is normally tantamount to an admission of ignorance’ (1997: 48).


� For a sustained discussion on the cultural politics of value, see Graeber (2001).


� In Polanyian fashion, this interpretation recognizes markets as socially constituted. For a similar approach that examines how ‘markets’ historically became naturalized as a sphere apart from ‘culture’ in the colonial Indian context, see Birla (1999).


� See also Jeffrey (2001) for a discussion of Bourdieu’s notion of symbolic capital in relation to caste society in South Asia. 


� In fact, Bourdieu argues later, in Masculine Domination (2001), that the Kabyle of Algeria present an exemplary case of how male domination operates within people’s ‘schemes of perception’—a case that can serve as an objective archeology of ‘our own’ Western unconscious: ‘[k]nowledge of the objective structures and cognitive structures of a particularly well-preserved androcentric society (such as Kabyle society, as I observed it in the 1960s) provides instruments enabling one to understand some of the best concealed aspects of what those relations are in the economically most advanced societies’ (vii). Here the caution of feminist anthropologists against the search for origins of gender oppression must be duly exercised. 


� On Bourdieu’s structural interpretation of social capital, see also Foley and Edwards (1999) and Woolcock (1998); these sources do not, however, elaborate the broader ‘economics of practice’ crucial for understanding Bourdieu’s specifically Marxian view of the socio-structural determinants of individuals’ access to social capital. 


� For example the World Bank’s web-based clearinghouse on social capital does not include Bourdieu in either its list of ‘Key Readings’ or its ‘database of hundreds of abstracts of papers and articles on social capital’. (Accessed 8/24/02. URL: http://www.worldbank.org/poverty/scapital/). 


� Here again I am drawing on Foucauldian Governmentality Studies (see footnote 11).


� See also Fine 2001, Harriss 20012 and Rankin 2002. According to Ben Fine (2001: 173), even Stiglitz’s relatively benign (i.e., ‘market-friendly’) information-theoretic economics proved too politically contentious for the World Bank (specifically when he pressed for alternative policies following the crisis in East Asia) and his resignation in 2000 was shrouded in rumors of forced removal.
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