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ABSTRACT
MORAL ECONOMY: CLAIMS FOR THE COMMON GOQOD
By

Elizabeth D. Mauritz

The cases, issues, and theoretical convictionseo$acial science work on the concept ‘Moral
Economy’ are explored to develop a full understagdif what divergent theories and accounts share in
common and to gauge the philosophical relevandéashl Economy. The work of E.P. Thompson,
James Scott, William Booth, Thomas Arnold, and Bhbittle are featured along with contemporary
cases of Moral Economy. Conceptual clarificatiogugded by the categorization of common qualities
including the scope of application, whether it $&d historically or normatively, relevant time freym
nature of the community, goals that motivate ptacters, and how people are epistemically situated
relation to the Moral Economy under consideratioral Economy is identified here as a community
centered response, arising from a sense of comaaah, geinforced by custom or tradition, to an uhjus
appropriation or abuse of land, labor, human dygmatural resources, or material goods; moreowiyr,
the regular behaviors producing social arrangentéatspromote just relations between unequal psrson

or groups within a community to achieve long-tewuial sustainability.

| argue that the moral economists are right tsirteat people regularly make collective claims
and take action on behalf of their communitiesréasons that are not primarily self-interested.
Furthermore, | demonstrate that social ethics aitigal behavior are culturally and temporally
contextual, i.e. non-ideal. Moral Economy must hderstood as economic through behaviors and
relationships of exchange not limited to the madkdbllowing (neo)classical economics. Importantly
Moral Economy recognizes that this system of exghds embedded within the larger society. Building
upon that, | maintain that all communities are edalaal to some degree, so Moral Economy is not
limited to peasant contexts or historical periddis not an ethical theory, but a system of pactMoral

Economy is guided by a commitment to the ethofi@fcommon good.



The debate between Moral Economy and politicahenwy is laid out with special attention
given to the disagreements between their two naesttifiable figures, James C. Scott and Samuel L.
Popkin. While Moral Economy and political economgyrhave originated from the same general
considerations regarding the political and econdnflaence on individuals and society, they hadea
distinctly different trajectories. Later Moral Eaamy is compared with several political philosophies
including Liberalism, Socialism, and Anarchism. l@H¥loral Economy may share more in common

with Anarchism and Socialism, | contend it is mooenpatible in practice with Liberalism.

Key words: common good, community, embedded economy, justiceal philosophy, peasants,

reciprocity, social philosophy
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CHAPTER 1: Principal Contributions to Moral Economy

in Academic Literature

Introduction

How is it that societies and communities withigisty have functioning systems of
social, political, and economic relationships withérst establishing formal laws and basing
interactions off of a coherent unified formal plibphy? It is evident to anyone who has
seriously considered social relationships thateli®no social contract that precedes social
behavior. Most communities do not have recognipechél theories of economic behavior from
which they derive their actions or base their dens Even Western communities in which
many individuals are well aware of political phibghies, economic theories, and formal systems
of ethics rarely base their laws or behaviors arhgheories. In fact, academics often find it
frustrating and confounding that once a theoryesetbped and disseminated, people rarely
apply it directly and often act in ways contrarytite supposedly practical theory. This is not to
suggest that there is no system of norms or valtphy in political, social, and economic
behavior. It does suggest, however, that those siamd values are not necessarily aligned with

or derived from the formalized theories meant tmg@ood behavior.

Moral Economy is one of several recognized systeihmormative behavior that
originate from lived experience and people’s imeitsense of justice. It may be compatible with
some formalized top-down theories and it may evepdssible to formalize it as a coherent
theory, but it did not originate as theory and doetsdepend on any such theory to function
adequately in many communities. Moral Economy o@sifhe same space as many Western

political, economic, and ethical theories, butisibsaddresses issues ignored by them, especially

1



considerations of exchange and social behavioraiteahot neatly divided into those three
categories. As we will see in the following chaptévloral Economy has many variations and

can be expressed in diverse contexts.

In this chapter | review the most influential caotitors to the contemporary idea of
Moral Economy. What follows focuses primarily or ttheory and character of Moral Economy
as understood by academics from various disciplifkesough a careful literature review, |
articulate how influential academics perceive ‘Mdtaonomy’, including what it is, the
appropriate scope of its application, and how tdenstand it from a contemporary Western

viewpoint.

E.P. Thompson is of central importance to undedstey Moral Economy through the
lens of the academic and outsider. He approachealMaonomy historically, both through his
method and cases. Sociologist James Scott considgesrecent communities that engage in
Moral Economy. Scott understands Moral Economy grily as a system of norms for peasant
or subsistence place based communities. Followhamipson and Scott, the work on Moral
Economy has grown in number and expanded in s@m®al scientists are most eager to dissect
and describe cases in which Moral Economy expleaasal behavior. Arnold argues for a
broader understanding of Moral Economy to incluaiga goods, while Busch applies it to
standards that proliferate in our modern marketgpldbe humanities are not as active in
engaging with Moral Economy theoretically. Howevanilosopher Daniel Little shows that

there is significance in evaluating Moral Econorngotigh the philosophy of social science.

After reviewing the most influential theories astddies about ‘Moral Economy’, | turn

the project of identifying the central tenets of fsllcEconomy, common qualities evident in the



various theories and cases, and develop a worlghgition of ‘Moral Economy’ that is
compatible with the dominant academic contributjarseful for practitioners and advocates, and
meaningful for future academic research and deweoyp of the concept. Chapter two also
considers theoretical and conceptual analysis ardlEconomy’ not covered in this chapter.
My analysis points to the wide variety of applicatiof ‘Moral Economy’ by academics, adds
legitimacy to the existence of Moral Economy byagtiteoners and communities outside of
academia, and highlights the difficulties of apptyior considering a concept that does not have
a coherent or consistent definition. Chapter tmeees the conceptual discussion further by
giving more reflection to particular contexts inialhMoral Economy operates and common
elements of Moral Economy such as tradition, viokeand protest, embeddedness, and
consideration as to how it relates to economics\aiedtern ethical theory. Chapter four takes up
the debate between James Scott and Samuel Poghkirdireg the relationship between Moral
Economy and political economy. Specifically, Popiesponds to Scott and other “moral
economists” that they are interpreting things @ratnot actually indicated by human behavior
and what they identify as unique to Moral Econorag actually be found within political
economy. Additionally, | articulate my own perspeeton the debate, and draw upon historical
information about the political economy/Moral Ecampdivide, as well as include other voices
in the debate over Moral Economy’s relationshipaditical economy. In chapter five, | compare
Moral Economy with three political theories incladi Liberalism, Socialism, and Anarchism. |
also examine how each one would respond to twereifit social issues that are important to
Moral Economy, small business ownership and the caa vulnerable and dependent member
of the community. | conclude by reviewing what rgave to be the most central elements of

Moral Economy as well as responding to severalnii@keobjections.



Moral Economy initially caught my interest becao$é&s connection with food
production, access to food and basic resourcesydhdts historical and contemporary
relevance to agrarian peasant communities. In pfdsie literature on agricultural systems,
agrarian communities, and food, the concept ‘M&@nomy’ is absent. Nevertheless, Moral
Economy struck me as an important, yet vague naétianhelped clarify and give perspective to
the dynamics between people as they work to prqdigtle and procure the most basic of human

necessities from the land.

Philosophy and Moral Economy

‘Moral Economy’ is circulated as a useful but warl concept in the disciplines of
economics, sociology, cultural geography, histang anthropology. While it is unfamiliar and
very seldom addressed in philosophy, philosophysbasething to offer in understanding the
concept as well as critiquing it. Philosophical lgsis can meaningfully contribute to Moral
Economy theory by asking broad (meta-level) questibat may be overlooked by other
academics, working through the logical consequeatasroposed theory, questioning
assumptions, carefully analyzing the use and megasfifMoral Economy’ across disciplines
and between academics and non-academics, contextgaocial science research on Moral
Economy with relevant social and political philobgpethics, and epistemology, and raising
additional questions or ideas for further inquiPhilosophy can also be useful in making sense
of Moral Economy cases by considering the potestiape and limitations of applying Moral
Economy in various contexts, caution regarding sesof unsuitable cases in Moral Economy

theory, and comparison with other roots up systanastop down theories that engage with the



same sphere of social interaction. Philosophersemay have something to offer practitioners of
Moral Economy by offering rigorous arguments anfitdsible justification for claims and/or
counterclaims originating from Moral Economy. Movea Moral Economy may have
something to offer philosophy in the domains ofigloand political philosophy, development
ethics, environmental philosophy, phenomenologistertialism, philosophy of technology, and
practical ethics. Fundamentally, Moral Economy lgrajes philosophy and other academic
disciplines to recognize the existence of a fumgtig, coherent system of norms that developed

and continues to develop from shared experiencédcaatl conditions.

The concept ‘Moral Economy’ lacks a consistentrdtdn and defined range of
application. One important goal of this dissertaii® therefore to analyze what ‘Moral
Economy’ is. To help accomplish that goal, | fest forth some of the most prominent examples
of ‘Moral Economy’. Presenting the cases that Haelped shape the concept will both give the
reader a sense of the scope and connection betiveeases, and will set the stage for a more
rigorous evaluation of the concept ‘Moral Econontgelf. As a starting point | offer a working
definition of Moral Economy that | hope functions @better descriptor of what has already been
addressed in the literature as ‘Moral Economy’ eawl indicate the potential for further
normative arguments in support of ongoing and &iiruggles for community justice. |
understand Moral Economy as the community basgubnsg, arising from a sense of common
good, upheld by custom or tradition, to an unjysgirapriation or abuse of land, labor, human
dignity, or material goods, with the objective obgucing social arrangements that promote just
relations between unequal persons or groups watliommunity to achieve long-term social
sustainability. This definition is not identical what other authors have proposed and may be

met with some dissent. Nevertheless, it serveshasia for exploring Moral Economy.



E.P. Thompson and Moral Economy of the English Crow

The person who is most often cited as the cefignade in ‘Moral Economy’ as used in
the social sciences is historian E.P. Thompson, iwlioe late 1960’s and early 1970’s described
several historical cases of social unrest in Erdjl@ne of Thompson'’s cases involved the
working class response to bread sales, shortagésdulterations in the 1800’s. The case
appears in both a 1971 article “The Moral Econorinhe English Crowd in the Eighteenth
Century™ and again in his later bodkustoms in Common: Studies in Traditional Popular
Culture, published in 1991 For many generations the British government tsetdards for
bread and grain sales at market. Throughout th8’450600’s and the early 1700’s the
government enforced what Thompson calls the pdtstmaodel, which typically aligned with
the common law and custom. The paternalist modal karketing in large measure to be direct
from the farmer (or miller) to the consumer. Farsngould bring their grain to market in bulk
and be controlled in that they had designated oweaind closing times, they needed to use
standard measures, they were required to sellyiorenwho could pay, and that prices were
required to be maintained throughout the day (ewgnt withholding grain or spiking prices at
the end of the business day). Moreover, the workigmple had access to the market before
wholesalers could make their purchases. The farmers prohibited from selling their standing

crops or making purchases to sell again.

'E.P. Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century," Past and Present no. 50
(1971).

’E.P. Thompson, Customs in Common: Studies in Traditional Popular Culture (New York: The New Press, 1991).
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In addition to the restrictions on farmer to cuséo sales, millers and bakers were also
regulated in their market interactions. Like fargjenillers and bakers had an important social
role, and were not simply individual professionalth the goal of accruing wealth. As
Thompson writes, “From market-supervision we passonsumer-protection. Millers and — and
to a greater degree — bakers were consideredamseof the community, working not for a
profit but for a fair allowance®They were required to not charge differential @sierom
different purchasers, light-weigh the loaves, @ iderior grain or flour in the product sold to
the poor. To put the sales of grain, flour and 8reto perspective, Thompson estimates that a
laborer with a family would typically spend haleithweekly income on food, and in times of
high pricesthe cost of bread aloneould be half their inconfdleaving little for other food or
necessities). During the period in which the patkshmodel was enforced by the English
government, a farmer, miller or baker who was peetkas engaging in any of the improper
marketing practices could expect to be called ouheir deceitful dealing by local magistrates.
It was not uncommon when the paternalist modelstiasgly enforced to find the local

magistrates monitoring the markets to keep a wat@ye for such improper practices.

In the mid-1700s as roads were making transpgeieeand as industrializing towns grew
at break-neck pace, the need for a middleman temake of the grain and bread sales
eventually challenged and deteriorated the govensigpport for the paternalist model of sales.
The moral demand for customary standards howesgrained strong. Any middleman, farmer,
miller, or baker who was believed to practice unfaarketing could expect informal retribution.

Official monitoring of the markets and responsiv@&nto claims of improper practices had

3 Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century." p. 83.
* Ibid. p. 92



decreased and were sporadic. Monitoring and enfogoé (through direct challenges to the
practice or retributive actions) became the resipditg of the working class members of
society. The new free market model allowed farmesell when they wanted to, not requiring
them to make all of their grain available. This mehey could hold onto stocks until they
believed they could demand a higher price. There wealonger an official requirement that
sales to wholesalers wait until individuals havd hachance to buy direct, thus leading to a
mark-up on most sales to consumers. And the bakerld sell any bread of any quality to
whomever they chose, which tended to either exdlidavorking poor or leave them only the
option of inferior loaves. Not only could baker#felientiate the quality of loaves by price, but
they could refuse sales to anyone they did not waahgage in business with. They were no

longer obligated to produce a value level produdetl to the poor.

Furthermore, during periods of poor harvest aratttie merchants had more economic
incentive to sell outside their locality to attarigher price. At this same time, their neighbors
believed they had an even stronger moral imperabiweep the grain and goods available for
local sale and consumption. Thompson explainsthi@paternalist model did not end all at once,

but was occasionally resurrected.

Hence the paternalist model had an ideal existemmkalso a fragmentary real existence.
In years of good harvests and moderate pricesgutierities lapsed into forgetfulness.
But if prices rose and the poor became turbulentas revived, at least for symbolic
effect?

In response to the behaviors under the new laifssezmarket, the poor and working class

responded more directly, loudly, and forcefullypesally when they perceived complacency by

> |bid. p. 88.



the government for unfair practices. Food riotsadoee more commonplace, merchants were
threatened, hidden stores of hoarded grain wereeahglundered and destroyed, sellers were
given ultimatums as to the “right” price of thenoplucts, fields were burned, and carts and
canals were made unusable for transport. An additidegree of anger tended to arise with the
export of grain during times of dearth. Responsesewot limited to attaining the grain itself,
but appear to send a message to the farmers, sniMolesalers, exporters, or other hoarders
that their practices were not just, fair, and appede. Evidence of this in Thompson'’s history
can be derived from the accounts that grain wassoms destroyed or strewn about to make it
unusable, and hence, unprofitablélthough the paternalist model was no longercifilaw or
formally enforced, Thompson observes that the patest model remained the source of

legitimation for the crowd.

Thompson analyzes the behavior by stating “thatdeere is not just that prices, in time
of scarcity, were determined by many other factba®m mere market-forces... It is more
important to note the total socio-economic conwthin which the market operated, and the
logic of crowd pressure’”He continues, “riot was a social calamity, ané tmbe avoided, even
at a high cost. The cost might be to achieve somium, between a soaring “economic” price
in the market, and a traditional “moral” price bgtthe crowd. That medium might be found by
the intervention of paternalists, by the pruderg@f-restraint of farmers and dealers, or by

buying-off a portion of the crowd through charitasd subsidies ®

® Ibid. p. 100, 110, 111, 114.
7 Ibid. p. 125.
¢ |bid. p. 126.



Thompson appears to be most concerned with lgygsings from the “mob” or
“crowd”, and while acknowledging the more commospdites between sellers and consumers,
does not emphasize them in his account of MorahBety. He interprets these large “risings of
the people” as demonstrating discipline and deepetbbehavior patterns that repeat
spontaneously throughout the country after beirggabfor long stretches of time. Thompson
states, “The central action in this pattern isthetsack of granaries and the pilfering of grain or
flour but the action of “setting the price®.”Such behavior harkens back to an earlier period
when emergency legislation was enacted in the B5@Ms suggesting that popular memory was
exceptionally long. It is the popular uprising ahd collective memory, more than the individual
sense of injustice or the personal struggle fovisal that provides support for Thompson’s
Moral Economy. In his account, Moral Economy ises=arily a collective or social expression

of values.

Thompson cautions the reader to not read int@tb&ests overt articulate political
intentions or explicit moral or political theoryn® may be able to retroactively connect theories
or political goals to the uprisings, but the pap@nts in such uprisings were not explicitly
arguing for such extended or abstract ideals. Tlrmm@lso suggests that along with the
paternalist model, the Moral Economy expressetfienEnglish uprisings is also extinct. He
writes, “But the death of the old Moral Economypobvision was as long-drawn-out as the
death of the paternalist intervention in industng &rade. The consumer defended his old notions
of right as stubbornly as ... he defended his ctafus as an artisat®Thompson concludes,

we are left today with free-market economic ideadd institutions, political economy

? Ibid. P. 108.
% bid. p. 132.
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(supposedly free from values and moral sentimami), Moral Economy diminished to optional

charity and religious expression.

As a historian, Thompson helps to provide hisar@ontext by comparing our current

dominant economic reality and values with thoseighteenth century England. He reflects,

Today we shrug off the extortionate mechanismanadinregulated market economy
because it causes most of us only inconveniemaestentatious hardships. In the
eighteenth century this was not the case. Deanghes real dearths. High prices meant
swollen bellies and sick children whose food waarse bread made up from stale flour.
... But if the market was the point at which workipgople most often felt their exposure
to exploitation, it was also the point — espeyiallrural or dispersed manufacturing
districts — at which they could most easily becarganized. Marketing (or “shopping”)
becomes in mature industrial society increasingiyersonal. In eighteenth-century
Britain or France ... the market remained a so@akell as an economic nexus. ... The
confrontations of the market in a “pre-industriaticiety are of course more universal
than any national experience. And the elementamahprecepts of the “reasonable
price” are equally universat.

Thompson’s account of Moral Economy has beenttmtirsg point for numerous other
academic accounts of Moral Economy as well as soihques to the notion itself. He is not the
originator of the concept itself, but his accourtyiddes some demarcation of the notion and a
launching pad to many others who have taken up#eeof Moral Economy in various contexts
and disciplines. Yet, his own account of the Enmgliprisings suggests that ‘Moral Economy’, at
least his notion of it, has limited extension amdelegated to history as well as food and
agricultural contexts, not applicable to contemppgeeriods or future demands for justice

pertaining to other material or social goods.

" bid. p. 134 - 135.
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James Scott and Agrarian Peasants of Southeast Asia

Another academic who is well recognized for higkvon Moral Economy is the
sociologist James Scott. His cases are drawn fieasgnt rice farmers in Southeast Asia. In his
most direct work on the topic, the bodbke Moral Economy of the Peasa8tott briefly defines
‘Moral Economy’ as “the peasants’ notion of econoiuistice and their working definition of
exploitation”*? His account deals exclusively with peasants,thadiefinition suggests Moral
Economy is only applicable to peasants. The peasdnuth “a rural cultivator whose production
is oriented largely toward family consumption néeatsd “part of a larger society that makes
claims upon him** Still there are a few different relationshipsatwed. One is the tenant
farmer in relation to the landlord, another is sin@all landholding farmer in relation to the large
landholders or local agricultural market more gatgrthe relationship between the laborer and
his employer (usually a large landholder), as aslthe relationship between peasants in a
community and the demands of the state (inclucimgd, market changes, and political
demands). In all of these, the profession is sana bf food production and the goal is to

conserve minimal standards to protect the futui@yato make an adequate living producing

food.

The emphasis for Scott is on the working cond#iand terms of economic exchange for
peasant communities. Peasant communities, unliier dtommunities have to be even more
careful about their economic situation because éxist very close to the margin and one season
of poor harvest could devastate the peasant faddya result they havesaibsistence ethiaf

safety-first principle to avoid catastrophe, eviein good years this means paying more to insure

'2 James C. Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1976).

B bid. p. 157
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themselves against collapse in bad years. Thabysewen when opportunities arise to earn large
amounts of money for a season or short periochtd ty doing something different, most
peasants prefer to remain on their land earningaller but more reliable income and having the
resources (land, crops) to guard against any Vibjat the larger market. To industrialists,
investors, and state bureaucrats, such behavieaapprational and backwards. But Scott
maintains that the peasants are acting based o $eason that has helped prevent them from
individual destitution and collective collapse farndreds of years. Should they attempt to strike
out into the unknown as it were, to make great sofmsoney by trying some new venture and
fail, they would be in much worse shape than thexy leen if they remained doing what they
had always done. It is possible that they also diowlt be able to return to their previous
occupation or their historic homestead. Scott naflihis basic argument for the subsistence

ethic,

Living close to the subsistence margin and sultgetite vagaries of weather and the
claims of outsiders, the peasant household hbesditope for the profit maximization
calculus of traditional neoclassical economicitglly, the peasant cultivator seeks to
avoid the failure that will ruin him rather thatteanpting a big, but risky, killing. In
decision-making parlance his behavior is risk-agghe minimizes the subjective
probability of the maximum loss.

Moreover, Scott, supported by Karl Polanyi and Baton Moore, suggests the subsistence
ethic arose from the practical needs of cultivatbtd it “was socially experienced as a pattern of
moral rights or expectations®. Stability of the quality of life, minimal stands for food and

purchasing power are central motivators behindthmsistence ethic. It is also a social ethic,

" Ibid. p. 4
% bid. p. 6
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applying to all people, but especially monitoredoaialf of the most marginal and vulnerable in

the social sphere.

It appears from Scott’'s account of Moral Econohmst it is a particular kind of social
justice. It is not justice as a pure kind of faBagas when the amount of work one does leads to a
fair amount of reward. It is not about merit pelos@ven rewarding effort. Nor is it about
egalitarianism, as different levels of wealth atass are accepted. Moral Economy is to some
degree about subsistence, but that is not all bdreit. It also requires legitimate use of power
or preventing exploitation of peasants by landladd the state. Exploitation is not the same for
all groups, so Scott explains that for peasants i core of the notion of exploitation is the
idea “that some individuals, groups, or classefieanjustly or unfairly from the labor of, or at
the expense of, others*® A shared notion of injustice suggests a nornusfige. The norm of
justice is moral, but it is not an abstract theofryustice or an applied ethical theory. It arises
from the context and cannot be arrived at dedulgtiidne other important aspect of Moral
Economy for Scott is reciprocity. He explains,rfieans that a gift or service received creates,
for the recipient, a reciprocal obligation to retar gift or service of at least comparable value at
some future date*” Such an idea of reciprocity or gift exchange dap &e found in Marcel
Mauss’ anthropological texthe Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Aicha
Societies® The gifts cannot be equal, because the landhekléte patron has different
resources to offer the peasant as client. Whatgsired is that they be comparable values of

exchange. For example, the patron may provide lkecwhomic security in the forms of loans,

decreased rent, or increased wages, and perhapggexin or seed during difficult periods. The

'® |bid. p. 157-158
Y bid. p. 167

¥ Marcel Mauss, The Gift; Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies (London,: Cohen & West, 1954).
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client can offer deference to his patron, additidalaor, or a greater percentage of the harvest
during above average seasons. Scott argues tha¢dagefor reciprocity arises from the

agricultural and ceremonial cycles of agrarian camities. He emphasizes,

It is critical to understand that the obligatidireciprocity is a moral principle par
excellence and that it applies as strongly tatiatahips between unequals as between
equals. ... While the exact nature of the exchaneypically reflect the needs and
resources of both patron and client over timey general rule the patron is expected to
protect his client and provide for his materiabdg whereas the client reciprocates with
his labor and his loyalt}’

The moral principle is a right to subsistence, Blafal Economy becomes most evident
when this principle is challenged by different emomc demands. Scott focuses on when the
demands become so great that they give rise tdiicgber other community wide resistance
measures. He is less concerned with the outcomié® e€bellions, that is, whether they were
“successful” in terms of meeting peasant demanus$naore concerned with the conditions that
give rise to such rebellions and the characteh@frébellion. He examines the impact of colonial
change and increasing capitalist economic demamdseoregions of Burma and Vietnam during
the first half of the twentieth century. The chaesistic changes affecting these regions
included: growing inequality in landholding, popiiden growth, increasing fluctuations of
producer and consumer prices and market valudbes,of “slack resources” (such as gleaned
grain, collected fuel, and common pasture), detation of village redistributive mechanisms,
and colonial protections of private property righithe impacts of these changes effected the
peasant population by strengthening the landhdlgesstion in relation to tenants, improving

the bargaining position of landowners and worseitifgy tenants and laborers, tenants have

¥ Scott. p. 168-169
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greater need for credit and decreased abilityttoreit at reasonable rates, loss of alternative
economic resources for tenants and laborers, axgidveners decreased need for tenants and

laborers?®

An example of Moral Economy of the peasants isalestrated in the rebellion led by
Saya San in Lower Burma from late 1930 through 1884. Unlike some peasant rebellions,
this one had central leadership based on Sayarahisunderstanding of (folk) Buddhism.
However, the grievances are very similar to thgeelsng other rebellions in Southeast Asia
during this period. The overarching goal was th&trdietion of the existing state. Peasants were
motivated to eliminate the state to avoid the regike and regressive taxes. Scott characterizes
the tax burden of Southeast Asia during the colgreaod as one of the two major threats
(along with rents) that threaten the peasants’avelfScott states, “the fiscal policy of the
colonial state increasingly violated the Moral Eooty of the subsistence ethit”While taxes
were not new phenomena, the colonial taxes weferdift both in kind and degree than the
taxes imposed by pre-colonial powers. One diffegemas that the taxes were primarily
regressive in that they applied equally to all wdiials regardless of ability to pay or subsistence
needs. Head taxes (Vietnam) or capitation taxesnfBuwere the most regressive taxes, but land
taxes and excise taxes were also heavy and regeeBsie to the colonial state’s bureaucratic
nature it was also more difficult to evade taxdseyrhad extensive records of land and people as
well as the manpower to collect the taxes thaiexachiefs and princes typically lacked.
Moreover, the scope of what was subject to tax sedaminclude nearly every necessity, good,

and service including rights to forest productsh fiminerals, food, and fiber. Scott remarks, “the

% |bid. p. 66
! |bid. p.92
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power of the colonial order in the countryside firekpression precisely in its capacity to

stabilize its income at the expense of its rurbjetts.

Scott appears to be considering ‘Moral Economyedsvant only for a non-Capitalist or
immature market economy, similar to Thompson. Meeepwhile he tries to make a case for
Moral Economy as cross-culturally relevant, anceeging into contemporary periods as well as

historical, he limits Moral Economy to peasant des@and peasant villages.

Moral Economy of Joint Forestry Management in India

A variety of accounts related to contemporary $oreanagement in India are gathered in
a book edited by Roger Jeffery and Nandini SundbedA New Moral Economy for India’s
Forests? : Discourses of Community and Participafid In their introduction, the editors make
the most direct connection with Moral Economy of afthe contributors. They are clearly
influenced by E.P. Thompson and Scott. They as8erthe contests over the Moral Economy
of the forest in India, as in all other contexke state and other actors have historically been
forced to recognize the moral legitimacy of therokof local people to have access to the
forests, often in response to movements of resist®¥ Continuing they state their overarching
argument and motivation for the text,

We argue here that since the early 1980’s, sémieés in India and abroad have

combined to attempt to create a new Moral Econtomgubordinate groups in Indian
forests. The moral claims of local people are peecognized, but generally not on the

2 |bid. p. 94

2 Roger Jeffery and Nandini Sundar, eds., A New Moral Economy for India's Forests? : Discourses of Community
and Participation (New Delhi Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1999).
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basis of the historical rights of people and tiaditional duties of a paternalistic state
alone. ... This new Moral Economy of Indian foraststill in the making, as different
participants understand terms such as ‘communifigtticipation’ (and of course
‘community participation’) in radically differentays?®

Jeffery and Sundar explain that India’s forest agggment from the 1950’s through the
1970’s was similar to most countries in that it wastrally managed. A few instances of
community based or community collaboration in fbreanagement existed, but were not well
known and not representative of Indian forest golin the 1980’s a move toward more
community participation developed, but often sidgtebecause of limited participation and
officials being more comfortable interacting witlitess who did not represent or
comprehensively understand the needs and potentiah their villages. The editors of this
volume set the stage for subsequent accounts gndhants by analyzing the problematic terms,
because they believe that “In the new Moral Econtimy is developing around Indian forests,
the terms ‘community’, ‘participation’, and ‘sustability’ have emerged as significant grounds

for contestation

Not all of the contributors t& New Moral Economy for India’s Forestagcept the
thesis advanced by Jeffery and Sundar, hence #stiqgning expressed in the book’s title.
Additionally, while some chapters exclusively addrénhe joint forest management program,
others consider forest management relationshigdahautside of the JFM scope. Amita
Baviskar’s chapter, “Participating in Ecodevelopmdie Case of the Great Himalayan
National Park” highlights some ideas relevant tdi@acases of Moral Economy, such as

resistance to change that threatens subsistentoensof participatory and distributive justice,

® |bid. p. 18
*® |bid. p. 53
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and legitimacy of power. However, unlike the eariecounts provided to represent Moral
Economy, Baviskar does not identify her accouriflasal Economy per se, and does not
grapple with the theoretical aspects of the conasmither explanatory or normative. | identify it
as fitting into the Moral Economy paradigm becatiggerweaves aspects of community values,

collective action, resistance measures, and nofjustice.

In rural India the government and internationgjamizations wanted to set aside a large
parcel of land in Himachal Pradesh to create anatipark, the Great Himalayan National Park.
The project was funded by the World Bank and waatsmpt at eco-development. Not many
people lived within the boundaries of the intengadk, but villagers nearby and seasonal
migrants depended on natural resources withinrbe @designated to become the Great
Himalayan National Park. Park developers and flo@iders required an end to the use of the
land for resource extraction, grazing, and othewjous activities. The local people and other
regular users of the designated area had a widetyaf opinions and interests in the forest and
lands that were in question. Thus, they could roadequately represented as a singular
homogenous community with a delegated represertatigmall group of representatives to
communicate and plan on their behalf. Neverthefesswere in favor of being kept out of the
area and halting their use of the land. For hureloéddears sheep and goats had foraged on the
pastures. The villagers on the periphery of thé& paga were organized in such a way to rotate
use of the pastures and limit the number of livelstgrazing at any one time. Wood, both
kindling for fires and timber for building matersalwas harvested from the forest. Hunting and
trapping had occurred in the park area, and hdibators took annual yields of wild herbs to
sell for medical applications. For the most pdré bong-standing activities conducted within the

park area were for subsistence needs and paré db¢hal economy. These activities were now
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the target of the park authorities and conservatismas they tried to prepare the area and the

people for the development of the national park.

However, not only were the grazing, hunting, wbadvesting, and herb collecting part
of the local’s traditional way of life, they hadrfoal rights to continue their activities inside the
park area. In an unchallenged and unaltered réontthe 1880’s, villagers rights to graze,
collect herbs, and permission to attain a certawta of construction timber are laid out in detail.
Villagers know their rights and can even refertte $ource. Park authorities tried to get input
from villagers in the area, but they often did s@ihaphazard way, by talking with people they
meet in passing or individuals who wish to speathwhem. There was no effort to bring local
people into the planning, or daily operations & park. No attempts to negotiate with villagers
about the conditions of the park use, and no oppdies for sharing authority or responsibilities
were offered. Also, park plans were only prepareBnglish, a language most villagers are not

familiar with and which even some low ranking phtkeaucrats are not fluent.

Yet, the locals and migrants know that their tiadial resource extraction will be
punished by park authorities. In response, theg licome savvier about how and when they
enter the area and use or remove resources. Betteysare unable to stop the park
development altogether, they are taking small siegecure their traditional legal rights to the
area. Additionally, several meetings were set-updxk authorities to both inform the local
villagers about the park development and receigdldack from them. People in large part
protested the meetings by choosing not to atteradestors indicated that by staying away from
the park authorities and refusing to participatthenmeetings they were refusing to be complicit
in a process that will strip their traditional rtghPark authorities want local people to be

involved in the park by complying with the restiacts on resource extraction, keeping their
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livestock out of the park, and becoming guides porders. In other words the role of the local is
pre-determined by the visionaries of the Great Hayen National Park. On the whole, people
who have traditionally depended on the area far tivelihood have responded through actions
that they are not willing to follow the script $etth. They resent being pushed to the fringes of
participating in the future of their customary hdamel, and refuse to surrender their rights to use

the land for traditional subsistence purposes.

The account of the villagers’ response to eco-lbgveent represents one of many
variations of accounts that suggest social resoiastieir livelihoods and way of life represent
more than a simple monetary transaction; their ecoa interactions have moral and social
force, and are not simply rational calculationsnafrket forces. Moral Economy may be applied
to their case because there is economic valuesinutilization of the area neighboring their
villages, they believe that tradition and formghtis confer legitimacy to continue to use the
land as they historically have, their traditioneg@urce rights are being threatened, and they
either explicitly have argued against such measuresore frequently have evaded alterations to
their livelihoods by refusing to cooperate and epiitiously continued to use the area in

traditional ways.

Social Science Applications of Moral Economy

Although the first three studies discussed hdrpeaatain to peasant or rural communities
in what might be described as developing natiomsecds, some theorists utilizing the
framework of Moral Economy have argued either ineggal for an expansion of the concept

Moral Economy or have applied it to contexts tHaady reside outside those envisioned by E.P.

21



Thompson and Scott. Most of the Moral Economy casesleveloped by social scientists. Also,
while the most prominent cases involve agricultéwed, or subsistence goods there are many
cases extending beyond those dealing with agri@bind food. | cannot examine all of the cases
of the concept Moral Economy applied, but | wiNiev three of them from the social sciences
here: fair trade foods, grades and standards,@ndl goods. Other contexts include nation
building and state powéf,labor and unioné’ class?® welfare and benefits prograrifs,

retirement and agin, AIDS/HIV care®? and organ transplari.

? Laleh Khalili, Politics of the Modern Arab World : Critical Issues in Modern Politics, 4 vols. (London ; New York:
Routledge, 2009); Ching Kwan Lee and Guobin Yang, Re-Envisioning the Chinese Revolution : The Politics
and Poetics of Collective Memories in Reform China (Washington, D.C.

Stanford, Calif.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press ; Stanford University Press, 2007); Geert Arend van Klinken, Joshua
Barker, and Cornell University. Southeast Asia Program., eds., State of Authority : The State in Society in
Indonesia, Studies on Southeast Asia (Ithaca, N.Y.: Southeast Asia Program Publications, Southeast Asia
Program, Cornell University, 2009); William Andrew Munro, The Moral Economy of the State :
Conservation, Community Development, and State Making in Zimbabwe, Monographs in International
Studies. Africa Series No. 68 (Athens: Ohio University Center for International Studies, 1998); Andrew
Burton and Hélene Charton-Bigot, Generations Past : Youth in East African History (Athens: Ohio
University Press, 2010).
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University Press, 1993).
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Advances in Sociology 35 (New York: Routledge, 2008); Steffen Mau, The Moral Economy of Welfare
States : Britain and Germany Compared, Routledge/Eui Studies in the Political Economy of Welfare 5
(London ; New York: Routledge, 2003); Steffen Mau and Benjamin Veghte, Social Justice, Legitimacy and
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Goodman — Fair Trade foods

Similar to many social scientists who apply theglaege and concept of Moral Economy,
Michael Goodman considers Moral Economy as a cueed ongoing occurrence. He examines
international fair trade foods in an article appraiely descriptive of his project “Reading fair
trade: political ecological imaginary and the MdEalonomy of fair trade foods* Goodman’s
application of Moral Economy suggests an extengiom the spatially connected, face-to-face
community dynamics observed by many earlier Moriemy theorists. Still, there is
significant continuity in his application of Mor&lconomy to fair trade foods through the
agricultural aspect, the economic decisions madeobgumers that are informed and motivated
by ethical considerations for the others involwedhie exchange, and through the sense of
community developed by fair trade marketers andeales. Applying Moral Economy to this
context also suggests that it is not restrictgoréemarket or immature markets and that peasants

are not the only ones involved in envisioning andating moral economic ethos’.

Most of the relations addressed by Goodman acaitjir South farmer cooperatives
selling their tropical and sub-tropical food comnti@d to Northern consumers who are willing
to pay a premium for knowing that premium will h@ipvide a better life and conditions for the
farm families and communities producing those goddsile some products are organic or have
other environmental or health advantages, tharaie movement focuses on paying a better
price to farmers to bring improved social and ecoicoconditions. There are some labels for fair
trade, but connecting producers with potential comers depends heavily on developing a moral

imaginary through images, stories of the farmsfanahers, evidence indicating how fair trade

** Michael K. Goodman, "Reading Fair Trade: Political Imaginary and the Moral Economy of Fair Trade Foods,"
Political Geography, no. 23 (2004).
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improves lives, and testimony from other convededsumers. Goodman observes, “Fair trade’s
Moral Economy is written on the commodities trafed from one part of the globe to another,
connecting these places in a novel economy of degyd Hence, due to spatial distance
between producers and consumers, community and owraections rely on the narrative
developed by marketers and advocates to conneptgedo otherwise would only share
anonymous indirect relationships through commogdagds. Fair trade works to encourage
consumers to be morally reflexive in a modern miglee that often provides little information
about the source of the food. Unlike meeting thimé& at a farmer’s market, fair trade also tries
to promote transnational justice, redistributingaltie from the North (Europe, USA, Asia) to the
South (Latin America, Africa). The fair trade goddeodman considers are also products that
cannot easily be produced in Northern nations, sisatoffee, chocolate, tea, and bananas. These
goods therefore do not interfere with local fooddarction in the North as they are best sourced

from Southern regions.

Coffee and chocolate are nwcessarilyfair trade foods; so what causes them to become
fair trade? The material production is somewhtéedknt, but perhaps imperceptible to most.
They require that direct purchasers provide a puenprice over the conventional product and
interact with the farmers in a respectful manndriclv may include being responsive to their
concerns and requests, paying them on time, tgetttem with dignity and perhaps more. There
are production standards that typically encourageiced or no pesticide application as well as
quality standards for selling the product to a €istng consumer. Moreover, beyond the socio-
ecological production, fair trade is produced tlgiothe discursive/semiotic production. If the
fair trade label along with some narrative aboig ot connected to the product, then the item is

undifferentiated from all of the other coffee oocblate on the market. A potential consumer
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would wonder why the price was higher as she rahtdrethe apparently equivalent package of
coffee with the lower price. Both the physical protion and the moral imaginary need to exist
for a product to authentically be fair trade. Goaanaffirms, “the connections in fair trade

networks are as much discursive as they are mktétia

How can fair trade foods be part of Moral Econonfy@® Goodman, this question must
be answered by interpreting the way he uses Marah&my, because he does not make an
explicit argument for Moral Economy and neglectsléwelop a definition of Moral Economy,
even one particular to his case. One aspect supgdhie use of Moral Economy for fair trade
goods is that they establish a relational ethimdboan asserts, “this relational ethic is an
expansive ethic that establishes what David Sreitim$ an “ethics of care”, working to extend
the consumers’ sense of caring beyond the ‘her*raow’ to include the ‘there’ and ‘then’ of

producers’ place-based livelihoodS.”"Perhaps most directly he explains,

Holding the networks together then, is this seriddoral Economy that entreats moral
connections and responsibilities all along the wadity network in the pursuit of
alternative development. The imagination of feade is as much ethical as it is political,
becoming further politicized through the ethicesliens and operation of the network
relative to more conventional food networks.

In one sense then, fair trade fits with Moral Eaoiydoy developing moral relationships through
increased information and moral reflexivity betwgemple who want to be just in their purchase
of consumable goods and the people who rely onyaind and selling farm products to sustain

their livelihoods. It also indicates the awarenafssxisting less desirable economic relationships,

** |bid. p. 902
*® |bid. p. 903
* bid.
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such as exploitation or simple disregard for amglhather than the price and quality of the

commodity.

An additional aspect particular to this contexivisat Goodman calls an “ethics of
partiality”. Drawing on David Smith’s moral philogby, Goodman explains that some people
deserve more care than others, in particular patigénous producers who have long been
marginalized and exploited by Northern importereo@man argues for solidarity of difference,
“that is, while encompassing and utilizing the attd differences between producers and
consumers, fair trade looks to transcend theserdifices with a move toward a more social
justice-like vision of equality in “the good lifé”®® One notable difference in this account
compared with the ones discussed earlier is theeiitn of Moral Economy. Instead of
originating with the poor producers, it appears tha moral demands stem from Northern
advocates and consumers who are better situat@alcially. Their demands create and sustain
the fair trade market even though they may convesitiethe desires of the poorer (peasant)

producers.

Busch — Grades and Standards

Lawrence Busch makes an argument for extendingdtien of Moral Economy to
omnipresent grades and standards. Grades and staméatainly express particular norms, but
they typically go unquestioned because they apjodae objective. Unlike the forest resources
in India, the subsistence needs of peasant faronghe basic requirement for fair food prices,

standards are rarely something the average peestsidompelled to engage with. Moreover,

* |bid. p. 906
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they are usually decided by a very limited numldgremple deemed “experts” in the area to
which they pertain. Busch argues that, “by ignostendards and the disputes about them, we
risk missing one of the most important aspectfiefttansformation of agriculture and
contemporary rural life itself for it is throughasidards that the Moral Economy is produced and
reproduced * He is fully aware of the Moral Economy perspediimeade famous by E.P.
Thompson and Scott, and considers Marx and Smutkigs about the role of markets. Busch
explains that under the current practices appbestandards and grades they are a way to
produce objectivity in the market, cannot be corhprsively articulated, are subject to future

renegotiation, and are always discussed in praascaibject to complete specification.

Goods or commodities are probably the most obvsoilgect when it comes to grades
and standards. Walking through the grocery stonswmers can see what has been rated ‘Grade
A’ meat or dairy, what has met the requirementsaim the seal ‘organic’ ‘rainforest alliance
certified’ or ‘united egg producer certified’, atebs perceptibly what foods and products have
failed to comply with the standards by their abseinom the store. Busch outlines other less
obvious but omnipresent standards that impact agpdeary society. Standardization of workers
occurs through training, discipline and surveillenas well as standardization of capitalists by
incentives to accrue wealth and enforced by fir@nostitutions. Markets require
standardization for efficiency, uniform pricing,dapackaging of goods, perhaps adding barcodes
or uniform price tags. Even standards themselvesrbhe standardized so they can produce
consistent results. Other forms of standardizatiah may go unperceived include
standardization of those who make the standarasdatdization of consumers, and

standardization of the environment. Standards easebin different ways, and whether it is

% Lawrence Busch, "The Moral Economy of Grades and Standards," Journal of Rural Studies, (2000). p. 274
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government bodies, industry leaders, special stdrgkdting bodies or purchasing agents, who is

involved in the development and implementationhef standards makes a substantial difference.

The general thrust of Busch’s argument is thahéiurecontemporary capitalist societies
agricultural Moral Economy is expressed througid#ads for food and agricultural product§.”

Comparing his argument with those forwarded by Elfmpson and Scott, Busch reflects,

The Moral Economy of standards is similar to thdescribed by Thompson and Scott in
several ways: (1) It consists of sets of practtbes are never fully articulated as political
economy or as philosophical ethics. (2) Violatiohgach of these forms of moral
economy may lead to both individual and collectegponses aptly summed up in
Hirschmann’s concepts of exit, voice and loyal8).both forms of Moral Economy refer
to mutual obligations, but neither lay claim tptalosophical ideal of equality of
obligation?*

Busch does not find it problematic to apply MorabBomy to a capitalist market or to people
who are at a comfortable distance from subsistéviog. Yet, questions of legitimacy, justice,

and concern for the winners and losers remain.

Arnold — Social Goods

In “Rethinking Moral Economy*? Thomas Clay Arnold clearly situates his critiqdie o
the prevailing concept of Moral Economy and anrative proposal against the background
provided by E.P. Thompson, Scott, Polanyi, Pop&ird William Booth. His observations about

dominant themes in Moral Economy include the vieat Embeddedness matters (in contrast to

“|bid. p. 282
! Ibid.

* Thomas Clay Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy," The American Political Science Review 95, no. 1 (2001).
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autonomous economies), that transition from an eledd economy to an autonomous one
generates violent uprisings, and a focus on preé@bar nonmarket societies (including peasant
communities and Third World contexts). Arnold takesie with these assumptions. He does
believe that collective action is important to Mdéaonomy, but that conflict and resistance

need not turn violent, and that they are not necégshe result in a transitional economy.

One case he uses to argue against the embeddedhiogsse/nonmarket economy
assumption is that of Owen’s Valley California wi&rater access was disputed when the city
of Los Angeles pursued access over the valley'ewaturing the first quarter of the twentieth
century, the rural white settlers refused to sulimthe demands for water diversion by the
urban white settlers and held protests as welbashing the city’s water structures in the valley.
The rural settlers wanted the water for local comstion and to build their own markets and
development projects. Arnold explains, “This val#fyexpectant capitalists saw the
opportunities and markets associated with minélspaas, and reclamation as their commercial
salvation. Unlike the communities in Burma and Wah studied by Scott, security lay in
perfecting, not rejecting, the spirit of enterprié& While holding this case as one that ought to
be considered relevant for Moral Economy, Arnolglugs against the prevailing conception by
saying, “Given its emphasis on resistance to comialancorporation, the prevailing conception
of Moral Economy cannot explain the moral indigaatand rebellion of a non-market valley in

California desperate for commercial incorporati&h.”

Arnold proposes that we ought to look at sociadgoas the source of collective action,

which is the basis of Moral Economy. It does notteraf these goods are food or consumables,

* Ibid. p. 89
“ Ibid. p. 90
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or if they exist in embedded economies or conteanyoCapitalist markets. He draws on

Michael Walzer to develop an extended version ofad@oods applicable to Moral Economy.
Arnold goes on to suggest focusing on social gottdd,is, any good that has social meaning
and value, ought to be basis of ‘moral economiainak and behaviors. He writes, “Even goods
considered pure commodities are social, for thengisb of shared understandings about the
beneficial characteristics attributed to a givefeob Any identification of an object as a good
unavoidably draws on culturally constructed andually transmitted ideas about human needs,
wants, and benefits™ Social goods help to identify the individual ahe collective. They help

to shape lives and relationships, including saabds. Arnold provides a theory as to how these

social goods motivate collective action,

Under certain circumstances, this identity-relataldie overrides their narrower
commodity value. Choices in these instances malyreféect rationales other than the
strictly economic. Equally important, at leastnfréhe perspective of a theory of moral
economy, deeply valued identities and relationshie latent but easily triggered sources
for assessing the legitimacy of both proposedemdrging developments.

He offers examples that have economic value, itiwhave additional (perhaps
greater) social value such as rice in Japan, tabacklissouri, and water in southwest United
States. In each of these cases the identity ofichails and the identity of the society or
community are deeply connected with the good. lde bElieves social goods have multiple and
nested meanings. They are experienced by indivgdbat are symbols of a shared way of life
and culture. These examples also support his angutinat the pre-market and market economy

distinction is irrelevant for Moral Economy. Forrald, Moral Economy is about the cultural

* Ibid.
*® Ibid. p. 91
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value of goods and it is best understood as athensigh which to analyze and explain the value
of social goods. It remains connected with notioheollective practices and collective action
especially evident when the social goods are taneat, which may be interpreted as an attack
on the community or culture itself. The threatsa@ls on, or deviation from the social good
represent a challenge to the legitimacy of soaiatfices and social relationships. The

community upon recognizing this challenge resist$feghts back.

Humanities Applications of Moral Economy

Although Moral Economy garners relatively littl#emtion in the humanities, a few
academics have addressed it. Compared with thm seeial sciences, humanities approaches
Moral Economy from a more analytic perspective tigs to tease out the meta-level
assumptions and implications. Humanities, partitylahilosophy, looks to social science work
as the source material on Moral Economy, then giteno examine it carefully to raise
guestions or make observations that were implicigoored in the case studies approaches.
Philosopher, Daniel Little, evaluates the methaus$ analysis employed through a Moral
Economy approach compared with several alternétiweries used to explain uprisings in
peasant China. Little primarily evaluates Moral B@my through the philosophy of social

science.
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Daniel Little — Peasant China

In his bookUnderstanding Peasant China: Case Studies in thiegdphy of Social
Sciencé'’ Daniel Little carefully examines the concept of fdldEconomy as put forth by James
Scott and criticized by Samuel Popkin. Little’s kphowever, is a work of larger scope than
Moral Economy alone as it examines explanatory nsogghin social science. Similar to both
Scott and Popkin, the context is agrarian changesian peasant societies. However, Little
considers a vast array of cases not limited to-poksnial Vietham and theorists who deal with
Moral Economy outside of peasant studies. As aopbpher, Little is motivated by a variety of
guestions rather than an attempt to support aldogithesis. Many of the questions arise from
debates between social theorists as to what meaebst explanatory of observed social
phenomena such as economic tensions, levels obetortonnectedness, peasant uprisings, and
economic stagnation (or failure to breakthrouglie Two broad explanatory approaches Little is
concerned with include the rational choice thearg historical materialism. Both could be
considered with regard to the concept of Moral EExoyn as an explanatory model of peasant
behavior to economic challenges. Little’s analystps illuminate the Scott-Popkin debate,
which | will take up in greater depth in chapteafoHowever, it is valuable to outline his broad

considerations pertaining to that dispute.

Little asks “What relative weights do (1) moralues and group solidarity and (2)

individual rationality and competition have in eapling important features of agrarian societies

¥ Daniel Little, Understanding Peasant China : Case Studies in the Philosophy of Social Science (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1989).
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in Southeast Asia?® He also believes that understanding these debarekelp understand the
logic of social science. In particular, “The MoEdonomy debate raises issues concerning the
role of rational decision-making models in appléstial science and problems about how social
science should analyze norms and vald&&tich a debate not only can be evaluated for how it
approaches theoretical models, such as collectitreretheory, but can also be considered in
terms of the scope of research, what assumptionakes about individual motivations and
collective behavior, the data sources and empinezgthods involved, and the logic of the
arguments derived from the cases. Furthermordelptbvides a wider lens as far as theoretical
and explanatory models, historical context, crigisiirom philosophy of social science, and a

more detached approach to the cases than the so@atists do within their own work.

Conclusion

While ‘Moral Economy’ is a term and a concept thamerous scholars deliberate about
and use in scholarly publications, one can eas#ytbe variety of approaches to it. Is one
understanding of the concept more accurate or doeslescription of it better characterize the
phenomenon with which it is meant to illuminates?allimited scope a safer way to describe
what has occurred in a particular social interactiois a broader scope more telling of how
ordinary people think about their values in thelmusphere? Although there is substantial

overlap between the theorists, there is divergasosell.

* |bid. p. 4
* |bid.
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I do not expect this dissertation to cover allggophically relevant aspects of Moral
Economy as it now exists in the literature or ahomunity level implementation. My focus here
is to draw connections and comparisons between sbthe most influential and significant
contributions in Moral Economy, question some @&f éissumptions made by scholars and
researchers of Moral Economy, examine an acadeahatd about the categorization of Moral
Economy, tease out some of the philosophicallyr&sting ideas about justice, embeddedness,
protest and resistance, as well as situate Mom@h&uy within political philosophy while

challenging some assumptions of modern politicdbpbphy.
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CHAPTER 2: Clarifying the Concept ‘Moral Economy’

Introduction

The concept and term ‘Moral Economy’ has been biyealcademics since at least the
early 1900’s. Some of the earliest uses suggestitvay of conceptualizing an ideal social
ethic. The philosopher Ralph Barton Perry uséd itescribe his own theory of ethi¥s Since
the 1960’s it has primarily been employed by angbltogists, sociologists, cultural geographers,
political scientists, and economists. ‘Moral Econois not a consistently applied or well-
defined concept however. During my initial reséaoa the topic of Moral Economy, | naively
believed that | could simply compare and contrdastvarious definitions of the working concept
and apply a fairly straightforward analysis. | sabscovered that such a project would not be
possible. With so many theorists and academicudssng ‘Moral Economy’ in their work, but
utilizing a multitude of contexts, cases and evefinitions, it can become burdensome trying to
follow the discussion. This chapter seeks to higttlcharacteristics that shape Moral Economy,
help organize what counts and what falls outsidelofal Economy, and the goals and values
motivating the expression of Moral Economy. At theset | address why a coherent and
complete definition of ‘Moral Economy’ has beenfidiilt to produce. Later, | work through
some of the central ideas in various theories ofaVleconomy, drawing upon the particulars of
the cases intended to demonstrate Moral Economyaictice. This produces a kind of typology
in which | evaluate whether certain features prewiin many cases and articulated in the

corresponding theories are indeed essential orseacgfor ‘Moral Economy’ or whether they

>0 Ralph Barton Perry, The Moral Economy (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1909).
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occur coincidentally or have an indirect relatiapshith ‘Moral Economy’. From this analysis

and typology, | develop and argue on behalf of mfinition of ‘Moral Economy’.

Challenges in Understanding Moral Economy

First of all, the literature on Moral Economy snéusing due to inconsistencies in the
application of the terminology. Some theoristddbon or respond to each other’s work, but not
everyone does that. Moreover, when they do conmgietanother individual’s idea of ‘Moral
Economy’ they may take issue with some way it isdusr defined, or they may simply extend it
into a context where it was not clearly appliedelaylier sources. Can we be sure that authors in
the area of ‘Moral Economy’ are engaged in a disicusabout something consistent rather than

talking past one another?

A second source of confusion for a reader of ‘NMl&@@onomy’ literature lays in the
absence of any clear and consistent definitiomsifyvhat ‘Moral Economy’ is or what it means.
Some academics working on what they describe asiNEmonomy fail to define or even
describe in general terms what they take Moral Boonto be or how their work fits into a
larger body of theory and research under the hgaafiMoral Economy. This happens when a
work’s title or subtitle highlights that it is tti#oral Economy of X” and the body of the work
addresses the topic area “X”, but does not explaim Moral Economy is relevant to “X”. Even
more egregious is when Moral Economy is mentionetie title, subtitle, abstract, or
introduction, never to again be referred to inlibey of the paper. One may expect a prominent
place for the concept ‘Moral Economy’ in such aiicher or book, but find that it could actually

be avoided altogether. For example, the bbl& Soul of Capitalism: Opening Paths to a Moral
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Economyby William Greider does not address what ‘Morab&emy’ means® One cannot

even find the phrase in the index or in a chaptlerdr section. Perhaps the authors of these
books and articles believe the phrase ‘Moral Ecoyiasnself-evident, or that we need not look
any further than the combination of ‘moral’ with i connotations about behaving well or
social values, with the word ‘economy’ with its asgtions about free-market capitalism as the

norm.

Another issue Moral Economy faces is the lack pfexise definition. In some
instances, the phrase ‘Moral Economy’ is reguladgd to describe some situation or set of
conditions, but it has a vague or implicit defiaiti Many instances of narratives by sociologists,
anthropologists, and cultural geographers falhia tategory. They cite a source from which
they derive their idea of ‘Moral Economy’, whichethtake to be sufficiently descriptive and
well supported, as the origin of the concept tochtihey refer. In doing so, a well read
academic may be able to interpret the intended mgamd intellectual heritage of the current
‘Moral Economy’ usage. However, it is still vagioe most readers and leaves too much room
for misinterpretation. A clear-cut, specific défion would be helpful for the reader and would

make misinterpretation of the arguments built omréi&conomy less likely.

There appears to be little guidance in delimitiigral Economy’ generally and
sometimes even individual authors hastily writewgbdoral Economy of X’ without hesitating
to clearly describe what they believe Moral Econdmipe in a broader sense. Just what is
‘Moral Economy’? Is it possible to define it, arit more like Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ with a

family resemblance? Moreover, in the atypical sitres in which there is a clear definition of

>t William Greider, The Soul of Capitalism : Opening Paths to a Moral Economy (New York: Simon & Schuster,
2003).
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‘Moral Economy’, the definition does not align dggir consistently with other precise
definitions. Generally categorizing the variefynteanings for ‘Moral Economy’, some concern
themselves with virtuous market practices sucheaisgofair with prices, weights and measures,
transparency, and honesty; an utopian economy lmasgdodness and justice; other ‘Moral
Economy’ publications consider only pre-market epures with person to person direct
exchange of goods and services; others emphasiaerce limited economies such as those in
times of war, famine or natural disaster; and ypeérs draw attention most to communal

resilience and social sustainability.

Fourth, ‘Moral Economy’ literature has changedrabe past few decades and has
moved out of peasant studies where it was acteleloped by E.P. Thompson, James Scott,
Eric Wolf, and Scott Migdal, with lineage from Kd&blanyi and Marcel Mauss, and critique by
Samuel Popkin. Although Moral Economy may remaievant for peasant studies, other fields
have picked up on the concept and reshaped it,tsosgewithout acknowledging, perhaps
without even knowing, the earlier usage in peasamties. As a result of expanding usage and
extension into a variety of contexts and discigindoral Economy no longer appears to be a
singular or unified concept. Can we make senddaryhl Economy as a singular concept now
that its scope has expanded so extensively? Whelddchl Economy’ still be meaningful if it

has a multitude of appropriate definitions and egagilons?

Considering the expanded application of Moral Exop, E.P. Thompson carefully
reflects in his later essay “Moral Economy Revi$iiélf the term is to be extended to other

contexts then it must be redefined or there wilsbme loss of focus’? Continuing, “But where

>2E.P. Thompson, Customs in Common: Studies in Traditional Popular Culture (New York: The New Press, 1991). p.
338
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are we to draw the line? Pirates had strongly trattsd usages and customs: did they have a
Moral Economy.?® He also identifies a concern | face in workinghahoral economic

literature, “But if values, on their own, make a tdbEconomy then we will be turning up moral
economies everywheré* The potential problem of being too inclusive cawling the circle too
large raises the risk of eroding the meaning amaevaf the concept. Of course, while defining
Moral Economy it is important to maintain focus andaning. We do not want to define it in
such a way that every social interaction or ecoedmhavior is Moral Economy. However, |
think understanding Moral Economy will illuminaten our own society and help us see it in
other contexts where it has not been identifiedieen attention. It should not be a surprise then
that broader awareness of Moral Economy as a theitirjurn up more cases than identified at

its introduction.

One thing is certain, Moral Economy is a theomt, @ natural object. It cannot be a
‘thing-in-itself’. It actually exists, but it doe®t exist independent from society or the
academics who see it as a way to perceive socamrdics. To help sort through the nuances
and numerous conceptions and applications of theegi ‘Moral Economy’, | present a
typology that organizes the dominant themes andoagpes to it. The categories addressed
include, type of theory, scope of application, tifreene, community membership, goals of
Moral Economy, and relationship to Moral EconomieTirst three categories break down
along on a general dichotomy and each option isesgmted by one or more contributors to the
Moral Economy literature. The types of communiggpressing Moral Economy are not

mutually exclusive, but Moral Economy theoristsitglly choose to focus on either local place

>* |bid. p. 339
** Ibid.
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based communities or communities that are not cdadéy place. The goals of Moral
Economy, including fairness, legitimacy, reciprgcgubsistence, common good and community
resilience, are all relevant and represented inesoithe literature, but are here evaluated as to
how necessary or central they are to ‘Moral Ecoriorhglso bring up an issue that | have not
encountered in the literature regarding the retstigp individuals have to ‘Moral Economy’,
specifically whether they approach it as lived eigrece or as observed from outside the
community. Later, my reflections on the natureMdbral Economy’ are developed in greater
detail, leading to a synthesized definition base@xsting definitions and applications. Even if
a definition cannot be agreed upon, | sincerelyehmly organizational typology makes it clearer
just what ‘Moral Economy’ is in the literature ahdw it can be used without losing its meaning

or impact.

Type of Theory — Normative or Descriptive/Historicd

By characterizing something so complex as a sootalement or historical change, the
academic and outside observers understandablysoeeel kind of organizational tool to help
them make sense of the phenomenon. The tool teynay be a theory that makes some
generalizations about the various interactionsgsygf people, their motives and goals, as well as
how it all fits into a wider analysis of social sace or history. Moral Economy could thus be
regarded as a theory of human behavior. It magyWway to make sense of certain events in
history or in recent past. It may also be a waypkople from a culture and society outside of
the one observed to make sense of the social dgsasocurring there. If we take Moral

Economy to be this kind of theory and to avoidrolsiabout what party is more justified in their
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motives, goals, and behaviors, then Moral Econ@®yydescriptive theory. A theory, even more
than a mere descriptive account, is tainted bytiberist’s past, education, and social
circumstances and laden with values that the obsémnngs to the analysis. Nonetheless, there
exists no intention in this type of theory to che®asvictor or label one party better while the
other is worse or unacceptable. If there is a efinit is based on the outcome of the interaction,
not on the preference the author has for one govep another. |identify E.P. Thompson’s use
of Moral Economy as this sort of theory — descviptand historical in its intent. Thompson tries

to remain emotionally detached and present an eapta for a historical case.

On the flip side of this descriptive or historicadderstanding of Moral Economy, we find
authors such as Thomas Arnold, Lawrence BuschWtichm Booth, who are willing to
connect moral evaluation to social interactiongati@rized as Moral Economy. Authors who
intend Moral Economy to be a normative theory algpreciate the work it does in organizing
our understanding of the described events. Howdivey make it clear that one party is more
justified in their actions. Additionally, they erpret the actions of the people involved as having
normative value. Generalized, this can be undeds&s both group P being evaluated as more
justified in their actions against group &dgroup P believes they are doing the right or moral
thing in responding to group Q. The normative tlyghen has two elements that often function
jointly, but do not need to occur together. Fiastiormative version of Moral Economy presents
the judgment from the outside theorist that oneigris more morally acceptable. Second, that
that group believes they are morally justified. Hughors who take Moral Economy to be a
descriptive theory do not express the first asged, will only identify the second when there is

considerable evidence to support that (such asvietes, surveys).

41



Scope of Application

As mentioned above, many accounts of Moral Econtane their scholarly lineage to
E.P. Thompson or James Scott. Both of these auttealt solely with pre-industrial or
industrializing societies and focused on agrar@mmunities and agricultural goods. Although
not all individuals involved in the English breadts or the Cochin China rebellions were
peasants or agricultural people, they were livingelatively rural communities compared with
our globalized metropolises. Features such asttatace market transactions with the producer
of the good and direct access to their employéerders, characterize both cases. As a result
some may believe Moral Economy is only applicableural/agrarian communities, to peasants,
and to pre-industrial or non-capitalist market esrares. Thompson resists extending Moral
Economy much beyond this. He clarifies, “my owages has in general been confined to
confrontations in the market-place over accesegiftitlement) to “necessities” — essential
food.”™> Scott limits his account to peasants, particuldrbse in the developing world.
Additionally, although Daniel Little never arguagainst the application of Moral Economy
beyond this context, he keeps his focus withirHe addresses cases of agrarian communities
and peasant people in nineteenth through mid-tedmtgentury China in his philosophical text,

Understanding Peasant China: Case Studies in thl§dphy of Social ScienééMarcel

> |bid. p. 337

*® Daniel Little, Understanding Peasant China : Case Studies in the Philosophy of Social Science (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1989).
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Fafchamps similarly limits his discussion about Mdéconomy to peasant communities. He

specifically addresses peasant solidarity netwofkautual insurance’

Alternatively, some authors have made it theijgmioto carve out new applications and
contexts for Moral Economy. Thomas Arnold is mesplicit about thiS® He acknowledges
Moral Economy’s peasant studies and immature mad@homy origin in his project. Pushing
the sphere of relevance, Arnold argues for Moralrieeny’s service in social goods. He
articulates his project by stating, “Combining deeked aspects of early moral-economic
analysis with insights drawn from recent studiesmhmunity and collective action, | recast the
concept in light of the constitutive, communal, asgecially, nested properties of social
goods.® Lawrence Busch is not as explicit about how M&ebnomy extends beyond its
earlier peasant context. However, he does cayefufplain how grades and standards are
relevant for Moral Econom$’ Grades and standards are increasing in prevaterte
importance as consumers in modern markets aredatjypseveral steps removed from the
producers and may even lack direct interaction wighseller. Similarly Goodman makes the
case for including the global market for fair trddeds into the sphere of revelerf¢éeMost
authors currently publishing on moral economy haneeed beyond the focus on peasants,

agrarian communities, and immature markets. lrr@sgarch | could not locate any source

> Marcel Fafchamps, "Solidarity Networks in Preindustrial Societies: Rational Peasants with a Moral Economy,"
Economic Development and Cultural Change 41, no. 1 (1992).

> Thomas Clay Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy," The American Political Science Review 95, no. 1 (2001).
*? |bid. p. 85
% Lawrence Busch, "The Moral Economy of Grades and Standards," Journal of Rural Studies, (2000).

®" Michael K. Goodman, "Reading Fair Trade: Political Imaginary and the Moral Economy of Fair Trade Foods,"
Political Geography, no. 23 (2004).
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published after 1992 that explicitly or implicitiynits ‘Moral Economy’ to its earlier peasant

studies context.

Agrarian or peasant communities express Moral Begnin a richly interwoven and
more evident form that is easy to identify. Thesoalised to be the dominant type of community
when travel and trade was limited, community mermslezre more likely to retain a lifetime
affiliation with their town, and communication tewiogy limited by ink and pen. At that time
the precarious nature of human existence was palpathere communities are still removed
from many influences of globalization and are |&ggrarian, the version of Moral Economy
articulated by E.P. Thompson and James Scott aggito replicate itself. However, most
people in the world now live in such a way thatythee better connected to the world market
and less connected with local agriculture. Nevéetds they still embrace and behave in ways
consistent with the goals of Moral Economy and &théwe identified as having a Moral

Economy that unites their community.

Appropriate Time Frame

For some academics, Moral Economy is reservetisboric time periods. They may
believe that it just is not relevant in our contemgyy industrial and post-industrial economy.
Moral Economy is truly a phenomenon of the padthdugh it is not necessary that someone
who focuses on peasant or agrarian communitiesdiadab maintain that Moral Economy is
restricted to a bygone era, my evaluation of awtithis area suggests there is considerable
overlap. Those who limit Moral Economy to peasamesmore likely to consider Moral

Economy a phenomenon of the past, and vice vétda. Thompson certainly falls into this

44



category. He writes, “The breakthrough of the mahtical economy of the free market was
also the breakdown of the old Moral Economy of fsimn.”®?> Thompson sees the move to
industrialization and expanded markets with itsenarpersonal exchanges as the process of
extinction of Moral Economy, while political econgrtakes its place. There is some sense of
nostalgia in this account of Moral Economy, as fa®ts like the desirable aspects of Moral
Economy with its personal transactions, more carsitbn for the person on the end of the
transaction, and more pride or art involved inttiagle, is forever lost to faceless mass

production and undistinguished mass retail.

While James Scott does not say that his accoumstagrical, it seems that the type of
peasant existence that defines the context of bk wn Moral Economy is disappearing and
becoming an anachronistic way of life. With widalyopted large scale farm machinery and
agricultural production that looks more like a tagtthan a field, one might argue that the
peasants of today are radically different from ghokthe late nineteenth through mid-twentieth
ones that form the basis of Scott’s arguments foralEconomy. Similarly, Fafchamps limits
his analysis to historical period by referring otdy‘primitive and other preindustrial

societies™?

Although it is less clear that Daniel Little folls the trend of limiting Moral Economy to
a historical period as he wrote specifically abmesisant societies, | tend to interpret him as
being open to the usage of Moral Economy in contaany cases. Primarily | do this, because

he uses Moral Economy as one of several possib$e$efor the social scientist to make

2 E.p. Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century," Past and Present no. 50
(1971). p. 136

6 Fafchamps, "Solidarity Networks in Preindustrial Societies: Rational Peasants with a Moral Economy."
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generalizations and theory. Nothing inherentlyitsnthe application of this lens to the past and

Little never makes the case that it should be veskfor historical cases.

Conversely, the majority of writers utilizing tkerm and concept ‘Moral Economy’ in
their work assume it can and does apply to conteanpsocial contexts. However, only a few
make the explicit case for the application in cotr@nd future situations. Again Arnold, as one
author who is well aware of ‘Moral Economy’s’ pastademic context and who actively wants
to expand that, expresses in a footnote addre¥¥itigm Booth’s theory of Moral Economy,
“the issue at the center of my social goods verdiow and why moral economies (some even
contrary to the spirit of the modern market sogietyerge withicommercializednarket
societies.®® This suggests that both Arnold and Booth belidegal Economy can and should
be applied within contemporary contexts. Arnolcbenmercialized market societies are
contemporary societies, the same ones most of@slitoday. Moreover, several of Arnold’s
examples of cases in which he interprets a sogi@umhic as Moral Economy are undeniably
contemporary commercialized societies, such ademti@n in Somerset County Maryland in the

1990’s, and the continuing cultural value of rinelapanese society.

The strongest evidence that Moral Economy is egleto contemporary contexts is
expressed not by an argument, but by the factsthatany authors writing about Moral
Economy connect their analysis to contemporaryesdstwithout feeling the need to make the

argument. Whether it is connected to health amgaty AIDS®, organ transplaft, mental

% Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy." p. 88 (emphasis added)

& Phillip G. Clark and University of Maine. Canadian-American Center., The Moral Economy of Health and Aging in
Canada and the United States, Canadian-American Public Policy, (Orono, Me.: Canadian-American Center, 1995).

% Nicoli Nattrass, The Moral Economy of Aids in South Africa, Cambridge Africa Collection (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004).
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healtt?® clas§®, women'’s work and productidh or religiorf*, Moral Economy is readily

applied to a variety of contexts all within a cangrary time period. | too embrace the
application of Moral Economy within contemporaryntexts. Some of the specific issues dealt
with in a historic period were different from wraintemporary situations present, but that is
expected as new situations present themselvestajiems have different perspectives, and the
conditions for contemporary people have altereegs€hchanges may make it appear that Moral
Economy is relegated to an older era, but thetyeiglithat Moral Economy is expressed
differently and in regard to the challenges andd@wmms of its time, whatever time period that
may be. Some of the older concerns are no longaiseme (food labels, weights and quality
have largely become standardized), but new ongsugghow should we handle international
trade?), while others persist with different alegives (how should we care for elderly and
terminally ill members of the community?). Govermgeand large firms may have an interest in
quieting Moral Economy or perpetuating the belrettit is merely history because it could
potentially resist or undermine their interestsspite of that, Moral Economy is alive now and
can endure into the future. It depends on the geofph community to recognize their shared

dependency, embrace common values, and be wibitake action on behalf of the community.

% aslihan Sanal, New Organs within Us : Transplants and the Moral Economy, Experimental Futures (Durham, NC:
Duke University Press, 2011).

% Carl I. Cohen, "The Political and Moral Economy of Mental Health," Psychiatric Services 48, no. 6 (1997).

% Stefan Svallfors, The Moral Economy of Class : Class and Attitudes in Comparative Perspective, Studies in Social
Inequality (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2006).

® Ramona L. Perez, "Challenges to Motherhood: The Moral Economy of Oaxacan Ceramic Production and the
Politics of Reproduction," Journal of Anthropological Research 63, no. 3 (2007).

"t Charles Tripp, Islam and the Moral Economy : The Challenge of Capitalism (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2006).
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Community

Many Moral Economy accounts are focused on comtesriboth as the subject of
observation and reflection, but also as having snammative value for Moral Economy.
Community may be defined variously, sometimes goap of people organized by place and
proximity, by some political organization or disting, by relationships of economic
transactions, through shared cultural customs ahges, or organized around a particular
purpose. In the earlier accounts within the M&@eabnomy literature and accounts focused on
peasant communities, these elements tended tapvélcommunity was connected through
place, proximity, political delimitation, econonmelationships, shared customs, shared cultural
identity,andcommon purpose. Understanding all of these elesrtegether in identifiable
groups was helpful for making the case and avaiasiguity and complexity. The same cannot
be said for most contemporary applications of M&@ednomy. Still, | maintain that a sense of
community can arise from any one of the connectantsof course requires interactions
between the members within the community that éstaa common set of norms, shared

language, and identification with other membergedsws of the community.

Residents of a particular place may identify as@munity connected only by location
and environmental conditions, but find that theilue systems are more closely aligned with
others who live outside their local community. Coumities that share values but not a place
may meet face to face or be connected through comwation technology that facilitates a
shared sense of community that is not restrictexhtlocation. Societies and nations may have
many communities within them, communities may aygidnd individuals may be part of more
than one community. For example, an individual penmay simultaneously be members of their

religious community, an economic community, a aa@keommunity, and community organized
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around a shared goal. These communities may ovierlapge measure or be nearly exclusive
from each other with the exception of joint membgrof a few individuals. Communities may
transcend and extend beyond political boundarieey re not necessarily identical with
municipal, state, province, or national distrid¢tsall cases, the kinds of communities that can be
identified as communities of Moral Economy sharkiea that, even when unrealized, can unite
members around a shared vision of the good lifsindular world-view and absence of dissent
is not required for community. Some individuals ncaallenge the values, but ultimately be
persuaded to adopt the general vision of the contyntimough reflection or social pressures.
Furthermore, while place may be different for memlod a Moral Economy, they do need to
have a similar subsistence needs. As human beiagsdlwhare the need for potable water, clean
air, adequate calories and nutrients, and a cadaige of climate conditions. Different moral

economies may have more specific constraints faatimg their subsistence needs.

Goals Served by Moral Economy

Regardless of whether a researcher takes thegositibelieving Moral Economy has
normative force and social interaction that oughte promoted, or they are simply trying to
make sense of what the case is before them andafigy Moral Economy as an organizational
or theoretical tool, it seems clear that Moral Eanon is, at least in part, defined by its goals.
What do the people involved with protests, movemeatd resistance identified as Moral
Economy by outsiders want to achieve? What arehheacteristics of a smoothly functioning
Moral Economy? What goals are common for Moralriecoy and what, if any, are necessary

or defining goals? In this section | examine thestrirequently identified goals in the literature
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including, fairness and justice, legitimacy, reoigty, subsistence, common good, and

community resilience.

Fairness/Justice

One of the most consistently discussed goals abMeconomy is that of fairness or
justice’? Scott’s short definition of Moral Economy exptlgiaddresses justice. He writes that
Moral Economy is the peasants’ “notionemfonomic justicand their working definition of
exploitation — their view of which claims on themoduct were tolerable and which
intolerable.”® Justice is a foremost concern in Scott’s analysMoral Economy as he
addresses it in great detail in a chapter titlegplications for the Analysis of Exploitation:

Reciprocity and Subsistence as Justfée’.

Similarly for Thompson, the motivation he interggréor the bread riots and anger of the
English mob or crowd originated from a sense aistice and the pushing back to something

they believed was more fair or just. The idea suaheone outside the community could export

72| am keeping these together for the purpose ofypglogy because they tend to be used synonymously.
However, | do acknowledge that they are not alwaterchangeable and sometimes mean very different
things in both the definition and the desired oaieo

”® James C. Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1976). p. 3 (emphasis added)

" Ibid. pp. 157-192
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grain grown with community resources, without fioffiering it for sale to members of the
community from which it originated, appeared to ynas a kind of robbery. It was robbery
regardless of the fact that one member of the conitsnmade a profit by exporting it or that
there was neither law nor law enforcement to stayh £xport. Other injustices Thompson
describes were the outrage many felt at hoardegsaii who kept it out of the market to drive
up the price, and the dishonest sale of low qualiead as high quality. Thompson points to
certain behaviors of the crowd as evidence that thady were morally outraged and felt it was
an injustice, as opposed to expressing dissatisfaftir some other reason. For example,
“Roads were blockaded to prevent export from théspa Waggons were intercepted and
unloaded in the towns through which they passdtk niovement of grain by the night convoy
assumed the proportions of a military operati6h Thompson remains convinced that such acts
are expressions of moral discontent and the bislagfmerchants, farmers, and middlemen were

unfair in their business practices. He writes,

Indeed, if we wish to call in question the unign@nd spasmodic view of food riots, we
need only point to this continuing motif of populatimidation, when men and women
near to starvation nevertheless attacked millsgaadaries, not to steal the food, but to
punish the proprietors. Repeatedly corn or fleas strewn along the roads and hedges;
dumped into the river; mill machinery was damaged mill-dams let off®

As much as the actions of people indicate theitivabon, one may be tempted to doubt
what was really behind the riots, squabbles, amdiaigsm. It could be possible, especially in
historical analysis, that we are projecting sommggtonto the people that could be explained in

significantly different ways. To support his argy Thompson adds valuable written materials,

7> Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century." p. 100
’® |bid. p.114
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including pamphlets, notices, letters, and newspiiom the time that indicates the source of the

anger and motivation of the protests. One detaitddte to exporters read,

Peter Clemeseson & Moses Luthart this is to goe Warning that you must quit your
unlawful Dealing or Die and be Damed your buying Corn to starve the Poor
Inhabitants of the City and Soborbs of Carlislséad to France and get the Bounty
Given by the Law for taking the Corn out of theu@try but by the Lord God Almighty
we will give you Bounty at the Expence of your ésryou Damed Roagues”..

It is clear from this notice that the author(s) &angry in particular with the export of grain to
France and out of the local province Carlisle. yrbeuld have been simply upset with it because
it meant higher prices or less grain available llgcarhese would have been appropriate reasons
to be angry, while being practical or rational offarthis passage alone we cannot be convinced
that the motivation stemmed from a belief thatphactice was unfair or that it was an injustice.
However, other writings convey that message. Cuaen@ple Thompson cites comes from the
author Rev. Charles Fitz-Geffrey who denouncedderarof corn as, “these Man-haters,
opposite to the Common good, as if the world weaglenonely for them, would appropriate the
earth, and the fruits thereof, wholly to themselve#\s Quailes grow fat with Hemlocke, which
is poison to other creatures, so these grow fuDbgirth.”® The focus in this passage is the
common good and how the hoarders benefit indivighalthe cost of their fellow man. While
Thompson does not commonly use the terms ‘jusistige’, or ‘fair’, his evidence and analysis
suggests the anger was based largely in a semsi@stice being done upon the working poor,
particularly in times of dearth. Even those indivals who may not have suffered much from

the practices that were at issue, appeared toreaognized the injustice within them.

7 Ibid. p. 99
% |bid. p. 132
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Thompson suggests, “This hostility to the dealested even among many country magistrates,
some of whom were noted to be inactive when popliturbances swept through the areas
under their jurisdiction. They were not displeabgdttacks on dissenting or Quaker corn

factors.”®

Author Michael K. Goodman connects fair trade wiitbral Economy through their
shared interest in moral justit&Goodman comments, “the tall order that fair traefs out
includes nothing short of the tripartite slam-dwfik“social, economic, and environmental
justice” built through the connection of Southemelihood struggles to ethically reflexive
lifestyles and concerned shopping choite fhstead of protesting injustice, participantsaiin
trade promote international economic justice thtoag alternative market. Goodman argues,
“Philosophically, this type of Moral Economy confas to an “ethics of partiality” that holds
that some deserve more care than others. Parigliiorn of the economic differences and
inequalities between producers and consumers aadyrander scale, the North and South.
Cultural difference also plays a role in the fuasthg of this Moral Economy?® While
Thompson’s subjects were trying to maintain theatityrthey had come to expect in the market
transactions with their fellow men, Goodman'’s satgere working to develop transparent and
ethically considerate relationships in global matkansactions. The idea is that fair trade is
“fairer trade” or more just trade than current cemtional trade. Inherent in this is the idea that

we not only trade money and goods, but we also haeéationship and are bound to the people

” Ibid. p. 95

¥ Moral justice being that which satisfies peoples’ sense of what is morally right, as opposed to legal justice or
other kinds of formal justice. Legal justice may overlap with moral justice, but they are not the same and
correspondence between them is not necessary.

8 Goodman, "Reading Fair Trade: Political Imaginary and the Moral Economy of Fair Trade Foods." p. 893

® |bid. p. 905
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who make our goods even if we never see them akspih them directly. Fairness means
taking their needs, such as that for a living wige reflects the work they put into the good or
safe working environment and decent living condisiointo consideration when making our
purchase. Unlike conventional marketing of goddss,trade explicitly recognizes that there is a

moral element involved in every purchase decisimh@onomic transaction.

In “Rethinking Moral Economy”, Thomas Arnold idéigs justice as one of the possible
goals of Moral Economy, both of the more traditiothe@ory of Moral Economy as well as his
expanded notiof® One of his central cases, the Owens Valley resitieutrage at water
diversion from their region to Los Angeles, was/dn by a sense of injustice and a
determination to set things right to achieve jiestmr the community by regaining control of
their local water resourc&$. Arnold also writes that his “concept of Moral Beony is
consistent with and supportive of Walzer’'s gen#rabry of justice” in that “each social good is
its own sphere of justicé® Social goods form the basis of Arnold’s updateebty of Moral

Economy, thereby making justice a central, and gg@mecessary, aspect of Moral Economy.

Many other examples of Moral Economy’s connectmjustice and fairness abound in
the literature. In fact, most writers who evoker®ldeconomy, even those who do not start from
E.P. Thompson or Scott, identify justice or faias one of the critical aspects of Moral
Economy. | take justice to be central to a congpteeory of Moral Economy, but acknowledge
justice can be conceived in various ways. Likewis@stice can be felt and responded to in a

multitude of ways.

8 Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy."
# Ibid. p. 89
® Ibid. p. 90
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In several of the cases | examined, there seeilms &m emphasis on the engagement or
participation within the community and in the pres®f determining the terms of justice.
Subsistence, as Scott addresses it, ought tolbegien measure determined by the peasants
themselves rather than some other party. Havinghielaccess to material needs could be
accomplished in a sort of bureaucratic distribujustice arrangement, but such an arrangement
fails to take into account the participation ofsageople who are most affected by the
arrangement. A Moral Economy approach to meetihgistence needs for example, would
involve a transparent social process where pedaplaraus levels of society could work
together to decide on an appropriate arrangemanteti material needs while supporting social
relationships. This process need not be formdi@nsense of committee meetings and policy
construction. However, the way in which the proagfsaddressing social needs is conducted
must be fair to all parties, and all stakeholdésusd be involved or represented. To meet a
basic standard of procedural justice, the stakemacbups should be engaged together from the
beginning of the process so no person or groupadkided while others make decisions that
affect them. Moreover, the type and degree of emg@at, which can be facilitated by the
procedures, makes a significant impact. Partiaypatan range from being a passive recipient of
information, to casting an anonymous ballot to ¢atle a preference, to stating in one’s own
voice what they want, to actively carrying out #ation that was agreed to, all the way to setting
the conditions of the process by which decisiorsnaade. The absence of participatory and
procedural justice lends itself to paternalismestbwhere one group thinks they know best what
the other needs or wants, or worse to a complsteghrd of the other, their needs, their standing
within society, and their worldview. The type ofrpepation is addressed through procedural

justice, which will ideally allow full engagemenmnt setting the terms of the exchange, the quality
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of the process, and the ability to accept, rejacilify or propose counter-offers throughout the

process.

Legitimacy

Closely connected to justice and fairness isdlea that a practice is legitimate and that
the people practicing or institutions supportingractice have legitimate authority. E.P.
Thompson is particularly interested in the conrmetbetween legitimacy and Moral Economy
(or more accurately, illegitimacy and moral outhagBarly in his important article, “The Moral
Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth @gyit he discusses how the perception of
illegitimacy of power forms the basis of their age and motivates the crowd to take action.

Thompson writes,

It is possible to detect in almost every eighteargntury crowd action some legitimizing
notion. By the notion of legitimation | mean tmén and women of the crowd were
informed by the belief that they were defendiraglitional rights or customs; and, in
general, that they were supported by the widesensus of the communif§.

In this passage it is not clear that the crowd tisske with a particular person, group or action,
but that when they felt their traditional rightdacustoms were under attack they were
legitimated in their defense against an illegitiempbwer or system. Quite often the problem was
clearly identified as coming from certain peoplegosups of people (such as merchants or

traders) and the response to the illegitimate delman actions was direct. Thompson clarifies,

8 Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century." p. 78
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It is of course true that riots were triggeredlmffsoaring prices, by malpractices among
dealers, or by hunger. But these grievances tgekrathin a popular consensus as to
what were legitimate and what were illegitimatagtices in marketing, milling, baking,
etc... This in turn was grounded upon a condistaditional view of social norms and
obligations, of the proper economic functions @fexral parties within the community,
which, taken together, can be said to constittieMoral Economy of the poor. An
outrage to these moral assumptions, quite as msielction deprivation, was the usual
occasion for direct actiof.

Just in case there was any doubt about the arguhih@mpson was making through his
historical accounts, he explicitly asserts thatrtieeal outrage at the illegitimacy of the practices
was just as much the reason for the anger andasotise material conditions caused by the
practices. It was not just that the people werknmaished, but they were morally outraged by

the practices that contributed to their malnourishtn

While Thompson considers questions of legitimaestaining to market practices
important to Moral Economy, one can easily seeithatcentral to James Scott’s idea of Moral
Economy. In fact, it is so wrapped up with hisds®n justice, reciprocity and subsistence ethic,
that it is difficult to tease it apart. Scott exjpls how perceptions of legitimacy are what give
landlords their power and position as well as el that power when legitimacy is lost. “A
landlord who fails to honor his obligations becoraébad” landlord. So long as the failure is an
isolated case, this judgment reflects only on duitimacy of that particular landlord. Once the
failure becomes general, however, tioflective legitimacyf landlords as a class may be called
into question.® Scott continues, “Our knowledge of the prioritiesl needs of peasant

cultivators suggests that they had criteria of grenbince by which tpudge the legitimacpf

¥ |bid. pp. 78-79
% Scott. p. 51 (emphasis added)
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landed power and those who exercised‘it3cott explains the basis for legitimacy of tenure
systems comes from the tradition of giving priotiiythe cultivator’s subsistence needs. The
tenant/client is dependent on the landlord/patoorcértain things and in exchange works the
land on their behalf. Scott summarizes, “Thus,dhueial question in rural class relations is
whether the relationship of dependence is seeridnyts as primarily collaborative and
legitimate or as primarily exploitativ€®As both reciprocity and right to subsistence fohe
basis of Moral Economy and legitimacy is what hdddsh in place, legitimacy plays a central

role in Moral Economy for Scott.

Arnold discusses the role of legitimacy in MorablBomy through analysis of E.P.
Thompson. He writes, “As employed by Thompsonitilegcy is recognition by a community
that a given state of affairs conforms to known aacepted rules and principles.Arnold also
observes legitimacy as a shared quality among necaiomists, but one that does not get a lot
of explicit attention. “Moral economists looselyasé this view but too often couch legitimacy in
the diffuse language of shared universes or taitinorms and obligation€?’ As he goes on
to discuss several cases identified as Moral Ecgnémold argues that in addition to strictly
economic rationales, legitimacy must be consideiegually important, at least from the
perspective of a theory of Moral Economy, deepliyed identities and relationships are latent
but easily triggered sources for assessing théneagy of both proposed and emerging

developments? Additionally, as he makes the case for sociabdgoérnold ties their value to

® |bid.(emphasis added)

% |bid. p. 170

ot Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy." p.90
*2 |bid. p. 90

* Ibid. p. 91
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legitimacy, which supports Moral Economy. Arnotdtss, “Given their nature and
meaningfulness, constitutive and intrinsically conmal social goods are sources for shared

notions of legitimacy

The issue of legitimacy of power is quite pervasiv Moral Economy literature.
Although | am unable to give detailed accountshefrole legitimacy places in each case, the
following examples suggest some of the concernis gitimacy. Andrew Sayer considers
legitimacy to be central to the definition of MoEtonomy and deeply intertwined with the

customary norms and ethical values that shapeeitvites,

| want to use the term ‘Moral Economy’ to referthe study of the ways in which
economic activities, in the broad sense, are eémibed by moral-political norms and
sentiments, and how, conversely, those normsampmmised by economic forces; so
much so in some cases that norms representhtite than legitimations of entrenched
power relationg®

From this perspective, it is existing power relaidhat give rise to or support for norms rather
than the norms working to shape power relationsughSayer’s interpretation be true, norms
will change along with or because of changes ingrawlations and do not provide the impetus

for initiating a shift in power.
John Bohstedt distinguishes between two distymg of legitimacy. He explains,

Legitimacy actually has two connotations which @vaflated in most discussions of the
Moral Economy. One is a moral legitimacy, theare’ internal conviction that they
acted by right. We have already seen that thegdonoral legitimacy in their own needs

** Ibid. p. 92

> Andrew Sayer, "Moral Economy and Political Economy," Studies in Political Economy, no. 61 (2000). P. 80
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and the folkways of mutual aid. The other is aenexternal form of legitimacy, the
practical or prudential regard for the law thaghtishield them from criminal charg®s.

Thus, Bohstedt separates moral legitimacy fromllsggtimacy. While they may be the same in

some situations, individuals have to consider lagitects of legitimacy.

Often the case for legitimacy as the foundatiorMoral Economy is never made; it is
simply stated or assumed. Legitimacy is takenetthle critical connector between practices,
transactions and relationships, and the moral aanep or condemnation that follows.
Moreover, legitimacy, however it is defined, playsimportant role in every self-identified
account of Moral Economy. If something is legitimahen the social contract is maintained
and the normative expectations hold strong. Wheraetice or system is illegitimate, then the
social contract has been weakened or dissolvedihencurrent state of affairs appears to some
parties as morally wrong. Both legitimate andgilenate economic relations are included in
Moral Economy because they are both relevant t@timeiple that the bonds of the social
contract affect the moral sentiment and normatkpeetations. Legitimate economic relations
function smoothly in the background of any commymiith economic exchanges. lllegitimate
economic transactions bring Moral Economy to thredgoound, highlighting the value system
that has been challenged by the violation of thistesn. Legitimacy is a central and necessary

element of Moral Economy.

Reciprocity

% John Bohstedt, "The Moral Economy and the Discipline of Historical Context," Journal of Social History 26,
(1992). p.
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Tightly interconnected with legitimacy is the typkeexchange relationship between
people. Reciprocity demands equivalent exchangedset both equals and unequals in society.
Reciprocity is central to Scott as one of the twiays of peasant justice, along with subsistence.
Not all Moral Economy scholars explicitly argue feciprocity as a necessary aspect of Moral
Economy, but reciprocity is implicit in nearly eyerase examined by moral economists. Scott

makes his case for reciprocity asserting,

The moral principle of reciprocity permeates peasige, and perhaps social life in
general. It is based on the simple idea that boald help those who help him or (its
minimalist formulation) at least not injure thelore specifically, it means that a gift or
service received creates, for the recipient, grecal obligation to return a gift or
service of at least comparable value at somedudate’’

For peasants and their landlord, employer, or pattos equal exchange cannot be the same
thing as they each have different things to offére peasant provides his labor cultivating and
harvesting, caring for livestock, building struesy maintaining tools as well as his deference
and loyalty. The landlord provides protection, asfiructure, insurance of subsistence, and
capital for investment. Another way to think abeetiprocity is in terms of rights and
corresponding obligations. In the case of peasarttfbrd reciprocity, landlords have a right to
expect their tenant will do what he can to prodaigmod harvest and remit a share of that
harvest. They also have an obligation to protestémant from starvation, foreseeable harms,
and to invest in the roads, irrigation, tools, camgl animal inputs required for production. The
tenant has a right to subsistence, social inclygortection and loans. Obligations the tenant is
expected to meet include the labor required toyeectrops, care for livestock, transfer a set

share of the harvest, and loyalty to the landldftey both have a right to respect, which entails

7 Scott. p. 167
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an obligation to respect the other party as lonthasocial contract of reciprocity remains. The
reciprocal relationship of exchange extends beymwasant communities to all kinds of contexts
in which there are individuals or groups who exgwedifferent things of relatively equal value.

Even whole communities have a reciprocal relatignafith their state.

Of course not all exchange between peasants adtbtds or any parties that have
unequal social and economic standing exhibit recipy. Only relatively equal exchanges; thus
the close connection with legitimacy and justiceeveéhexchange is evaluated based on its level
of reciprocity. Just as norms of justice and leggcy work to establish an acceptable reciprocal
exchange, long-standing norms of reciprocity likeminfluence what is considered just,
legitimate and moral. When exchanges are not recgbthey are perceived by the exploited
party as unfair and illegitimate. It is at this pioihat the exploited party would resist further
exploitation, refuse to comply with expectationsg anay act to impose a cost burden on the
exploiter. In other words, the contract betweentihe parties is broken once one party willfully

breaches it. Scott discusses violations of recipratating,

It is clear that the power of some and the vulbiditg of others make for bargains that
violate common standards of justice. If the exgjeaof equal values is taken as the
touchstone of fairness, the actual bargains men@en to cannot then be taken as an
indication of value and, hence, of equity. A tefeaneed for food may be a measure of
his dependency and of the power those who cotiteosupply of food can exercise over
him, but it can never be a measure of the legitimat that power?

Breaches in the reciprocal relationship are mordesn between unequals and usually
considered more serious when the violation isdteti by the more powerful party to the

detriment of the more vulnerable. Violations ofipeocity can also occur between equals and

% |bid. p. 163
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could result in other social costs, such as exatufiom community participation or the refusal

by others to assist during periods of hardship.

While reciprocity draws attention to dependency e receiving of goods, services, or
social inclusion, it also emphasizes the respolitgilbne has to give at least as much as has been
received. One may not want to ask too much of sth@cause doing so makes him indebted to
them at a later time. Alternatively, they may wamhelp when it is easy and convenient so they
can call upon the other for help when they regaggstance. Scott articulates what that means

for peasants,

As soon as a peasant leans on his kin or hisrpadtber than his own resources, he gives
them a reciprocal claim to his own labor and resest The kin and friends who bail him
out will expect the same consideration when theyirmtrouble and he has something to
spare. In fact they aid him, one might say, beedlere is a tacit consensus about
reciprocity, and their assistance is as good asemm the bank against the time when
the situation is reversed.

The same relationship is at play in the exchariggfits and other items not necessary for
survival. Marcel Mauss also makes a good casesfoprocity in cultural, religious, and social
relationships imrhe Gift In gifts, and particularly in the case Mauss ex®® of the potlatch,
there are three obligations: to give, to receiv @ reciprocate. Doing each well is necessary
for establishing and maintaining good social andtspl status. The acts of giving, receiving,
and reciprocating well, meeting or exceeding exgtems, is applicable to all socially relevant
exchange and therefore to Moral Economy. Maussaéxgl“One must voice one’s appreciation

of the food that has been prepared for one. Bugdogpting it one knows that one is committing

* |bid. p. 28
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oneself. A gift is received ‘with a burden attachied’ One can likewise perceive the three
obligations at play when receiving an invitatioratavedding or birthday, assistance from a
colleague on a project at work, or caring for aifgmember (especially a parent or elder who
helped raise you). In discussing Hindu norms oiprecity Mauss states, “Contracts, alliances,
the passing on of goods, the bonds created by tuests passing between those giving and
receiving — this form of economic morality takes@ant of all this. The nature and intentions of
the contracting parties, the nature of the thinguj are all indivisible** As Mauss explains it,
reciprocity is just as much about reinforcing relaships between people as it is about the thing
given or service received. The relationship ofpemity is never completely fulfilled. It is an
ongoing relationship that connects people in agreissystem of exchange. While it is often a
beneficial relationship, reciprocity, including tked exhibited in the exchange of gifts, is not
always desirable. The obligation to give, to reocgate, is sometimes a burden that one would
rather avoid. Mauss points to Germanic law, stoaes language in which the word ‘gift’ has

double meanings, both offering and poidtn.

In many contexts reciprocity is assumed and tloeeefasy to overlook, but constitutes a
central component of Moral Economy. Modern marken®mies use money as their currency
rather than reciprocity, but modern societies &tifiction as a result of norms of reciprocity and
the relationships that are maintained through recipy. Reciprocity does not need to be limited

to peasants or gifts, it is reproduced wheneventoeptance of a thing or service leaves the

1% Narcel Mauss, The Gift; Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies (London,: Cohen & West, 1954).

p. 41
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recipient with an obligation to give something gtial or greater value. Pay it forward or pay it

back, then expect the cycle to repeat.

Subsistence

Subsistence primarily concerns whether a familg oommunity has enough basic
resources to feed and care for themselves ovdontigeterm. One may have enough to eat for the
day, but if they cannot be confident that they wihtinue to have adequate nourishment in the
future, then their subsistence is in jeopardyhla way subsistence is akin to food security,
although subsistence extends to necessities dtaerfood. Subsistence is one of the pillars of
James Scott’s theory of Moral Economy. For Scathsistence, along with reciprocity, defines
Moral Economy. He articulates the relevance okmibnce and reciprocity as well as justice
and legitimacy by arguing,

The peasant’s idea of justice and legitimacy,amalysis suggests, is provided by the

norm of reciprocityand consequent elite obligation (that is, peasght) to guarantee —

or at least not infringe upontke subsistence clainad arrangements of the peasantry.

Thus, a central feature of the peasant’s reattidhe violation of his rights is its moral

character. By refusing to recognize the peasanbgsic social rights as obligation, the

elite thereby forfeits any rights it had to pedgaoduction and will, in effect, have the

normative basis for continued deference. Defiase®w normatively justified. A

peasant whose subsistence hangs in the balareerfaare than a personal problem; he
faces asocial failure'®

Scott argues that subsistence depends heavilyeosocial relationships between the

client and patron. Subsistence is not then a matteick (good weather leading to good

1% seott. pp. 188-189
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harvest), hard work (a motivated tenant farmei)| sktechnology. While luck, hard work,

skill, and technology factor into the agricultuharvest, subsistence is in large measure
determined by how all parties in the client-patrelationship react to these things as well as
each other in every possible situation. The pateonmake demands of his client but is morally
prohibited from seizing his subsistence. In tieisse there is reciprocity, each party takes
something and each gives something in the reldtipnsto the client/peasant and patron/elite
this relationship is presumed just and legitimateerefore, an alteration that upsets reciprocity

or subsistence changes it into an unjust relatipresid illegitimate actions.

Scott believes subsistence is not merely a pedatlaim or a term of the social contract,
but is a moral claim. He also suggests that fedifbased on the client-patron relationship. He

maintains,

Inasmuch as the moral claim of a right to subsigaderives in large part from an
existential dilemma, it characterizes many seabbthe population for which subsistence
Is problematic. The actual content of that mataim has, moreover, a direct relation to
the claimant’s sources of subsistence. Thussrfwllholding peasants, the claim might
include continued access to the land, assistanoe larger landholders during hard
times, and remissions of taxes following a badiéstr ... For an agricultural laborer its
special features might be guaranteed employm&ranmg rights, a stable real wage,
loans or assistance at times of need, and a &aixttat varies with his capacity to p4y.

Subsistence is of course applicable to everydi\iaing, but peasants feel a heightened
awareness of it. Because Scott is solely concenmbdpeasants as the subjects for Moral
Economy, subsistence does play an important idlereover, subsistence means a quality of
life that is respectable and recognizes the pemitrer than merely meeting daily caloric intake

or seeing someone as a consumer or a statistic.

% bid. p. 179
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Other Moral Economy scholars focused on peasantksto argue that subsistence is
strongly connected to Moral Economy. E.P. Thomfssaocount of food riots in eighteenth
century England are connected to subsistence n&ddsyc Edelman considers subsistence a
serious ongoing issue within peasant and Moral Begndiscussion¥’® and Marcel Fafchamps
writes in support of subsistence as an ethicaictii Fafchamps concludes his article by
asserting, “there is no contradiction between tdimalization of peasant behavior presented
here and the central idea of the Moral Economyeafspnts — that is, that ethical values of
precapitalist societies emphasize solidarity a®eatrobligation and subsistence as a rigft.”
However, for other groups, should Moral Economyatext and application expand,
subsistence does not play a central role. Subsistgmould be integrated into the concept ‘Moral
Economy’, but it may not always be as pronouncedir@ct as it was in Scott’s research. In
some cases, subsistence may have more to do withighity of care or the cultural practices
that nourish the spirit rather than the body. Istder subsistence a necessary component of
Moral Economy as it functions together with a artar notion of justice and legitimacy to give
rise to a normative social system that is uniqaenfother social systems, political theories, and

political economy.

105 Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century."

1% Marc Edelman, "Bringing the Moral Economy Back In... To the Study of 21st-Century Transnational Peasant

Movements," American Anthropologist 107, no. 3 (2005).

107 Fafchamps, "Solidarity Networks in Preindustrial Societies: Rational Peasants with a Moral Economy."

1% bid. p. 167
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Common Good

My own read on subsistence as it pertains to Macainomy is that it extends beyond the
sufficient nourishment of individuals to somethihgt could be characterized as the common
good!® The common good pertains to the general welfagakas well as physical of all
people, especially the commoners and most vulneiatthe community*® A common good is
shared equally with everyone in the community. dtymequire self-sacrifice, but more often
contributes to individual good. Alasdair Macintgephases the inseparability of dependent and
independent existence in society, “So | and otfiedsin a certain kind of cooperation a
common good that is a means to and defined in tefroar individual goods™* As seen in
Macintyre’s quote and in particular Moral Econonages, acting in the spirit of the common

good entails cooperative behavior with a senseudtiatity.

Common good is more than a material thing or pitypbut it does reinforce public use
and holding property for the community. It is atseense of solidarity that what is done is for
the good of all. The common good is available tergone regardless of status or wealth.
Common good suggests both that everyone’s basasrae met and that there is a special
interest in protecting and empowering the people aduld easily be overlooked or exploited. It
suggests that ensuring the most vulnerable hawmgagisprovisions is not only good for them
but good for the entire community. It is a commoterest that members have enough food,

clean water, adequate housing and transportatisrethsis integration in social life that helps

109
“We are many, we are one”. Never “l am one”.

1o Throughout the Moral Economy literature there is the sense that something like the common good is integral to

the sense of justice expressed and necessary for social sustainability. However, | never found it articulated
in the terms | describe here.

1 Alasdair Maclintyre, Dependent Rational Animals: Why Human Beings Need the Virtues, The Paul Carus Lectures

(Chicago, IL: Open Court, 1999). p. 114
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maintain the Moral Economy and make life in thahaaunity satisfying. When the common
good is not achieved, there will be at least soegenent of the community that becomes

distressed and discontent.

Macintyre also rightfully cautions us to not cosduypublic goods of the nation-state with
common good. He argues that while those public g@wd important, they do not and cannot
represent true common godd.l agree with his analysis that the common gogablgical as
well as social and ethical and find that the poditielement is what is at play during protests,

legal battles, and attempts to change policy toespond with what the common good entails.

A sense of the common good is apparent in alhefcases of Moral Economy that | have
encountered. Participants regularly exhibit theausthnding that they benefit from a community
in which even the most vulnerable are treated \asllvell as a more altruistic response that they
want what is good for their neighbors and fellownoounity members. Just like the continuity of
a Moral Economy requires constant collective actiohits members, the common good arises
through daily practice and interaction. Macintyescribes, “we learn what our common good is,
and indeed what our own individual goods are, moharily and never only by theoretical
reflection, but in everyday shared activities amel ¢valuations of alternatives that those
activities impose** The spirit of common good is more often articuliay the participants in a
Moral Economy than it is by the theorist, perhapsduse the outsider does not share in that
community’s common good. Nevertheless, some evelehchared common good must be
present in any Moral Economy, even if it is takendranted and so engrained that it is never

articulated.
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Community Resilience

For some authors the idea of Moral Economy corsneasily with the goal of community
sustainability or community resilience. Sometirttesscommunity resilience is one based on
identity, traditions, and continuity of lifestyléther notions of community resilience pertain to
the actual physical existence of the members, tieis, and their presence in a particular place.
Ramona Perez addresses both the identity of Oaxamanen in Atzompa Mexico as using their
identity as skilled ceramics glazers to sustaiiir iwn cultural community and economically
promote their broader local communtfy. In a community that has long faced severe poyerty
the economic activity literally preserves their pital existence by providing money for food,
shelter, clothes, and other resources. It isidisatified both by the women and by outsiders as
something unique and valuable about their commufhityrhe women consider their economic
activity as something that helps them maintain lo¢hphysical and cultural existence of their

community.

Typically the focus of a case study considerednoyal economists consists of a
community or group within a larger community. Gares producing women constitute this
community within the larger Atzompa and Oaxacan rromities. For Scott, the client class or
peasants deserve special focus within broaderiagreommunities in Vietnam. Scott’s interest

is primarily about the basic needs peasants havghfgsical survival, namely food, fiber, land

" perez, "Challenges to Motherhood: The Moral Economy of Oaxacan Ceramic Production and the Politics of

Reproduction.”

> Perez argues that it is a double edged sword bet¢hagylaze that is characteristic of their ceramic
contains lead, which has contributed to infant addyt and illness in individuals throughout the
community.
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access, and liquid assets. He does indirectlyesidhgat Moral Economy is important for the
continuation of the peasant class as it existsaatitne of the study. E.P. Thompson also

considers the community of working poor within taeger English community.

Arnold makes an explicit case for the connectietwieen Moral Economy and
community sustainability. In particular becausecbesiders social goods as central to Moral
Economy, and social goods impact the identity @hcwnities, cultural or social identity is most
affected by specific goods and practices. Somialsgoods are also essential for community or
even human survival, such as water or rice (fodhold asserts, “Water is a vital medium for
social and political relations, a medium at theteenf processes of community, even regional
self-identification” and “Subordinating the dispo@n of water to the integrity of community is
legitimate because the autonomy, welfare, and iiyesit western communities are tied directly

to water.16

In “Household and Market: On the Origins of MoEaonomic Philosophy” William
James Booth considers the classical Greek househgids of Moral Economy as a natural
economy allowing the master the leisure to purboegdht and activities more important than
maintenance of the household or procurement ofttv&dlin Greek society not all residents
were considered members of the community. Althauggessary for the functioning of the city,
laborers, slaves, merchants and others involv@dawisioning the city were excluded from the
community and sharing in igghilia. Booth explains that classical Greek notionscoin®my
keep the market apart from the political communitywell ordered household and a well

ordered city were important for the good life. Mover, ideas about what the good life consists

1e Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy." p. 93

7 william James Booth, "Household and Market: On the Origins of Moral Economic Philosophy," The Review of

Politics 56, no. 2 (1994).
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of support an embedded economy but distance theoEnmp to the outskirts of the city and
relegate it to members on the lower levels of thmmunity and to foreigners. Booth interprets

classical Greeks as believing,

The good economy is embedded in the well-ordeoadheunity and its hierarchical
relations. Everything and everyone are in thpprapriate places. Seen from the
standpoint of theikos the world of the market and money-making is anmiaad, ataxia,
something without order, in brief, a corruptioncoinmunity and accordingly, a perverse
moral location of the community?

Thus, the money or market economy challenges thleovekered community, which was
essential to the good life of Greek citizens. Theprium was considered dangerous to the
embedded community and while permitted a plac®amesy, it was kept at a distance spatially,

politically, and ethically. Money was also a thremtommunity because,

Money is blind and indifferent to the (hnoneconopatiributes of the possessors and for
that reason it is rootless, not grounded in tlieoof the community. Money, those who
pursue it, and the institutions in which they cacidtheir business are also rootless in this
second sense: the boundaries of the communitg mtst important ones that is, not the

city’s walls but its relations of solidarity, itsutuality orphilia — are of no concern to

them?**®

Hence, money and the market may be necessary teriaigrovisions, but they simultaneously
challenge the community by threatening to overtisl@oneconomic values with (misguided)
economic ones. While contemporary communitiedlithair diversity differ from classical
Greece, the tension between community noneconoahies and rootless economic values still

exists. This tension is central to discussionslofal Economy.
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An assumption nestled in each of these accoutitsighe resilience of a segment of the
community contributes to the sustainability of dtenmunity as a whole. The community also
finds its identity largely in its values and tragiits, both of which Moral Economy can help
maintain. While community resilience is not ideatito Moral Economy, | do believe some
degree of community values, which depend on théirmoed existence of the community, is

required for a comprehensive understanding of Macainomy.

Relationship to Moral Economy

One difficulty | kept encountering while workingrough the literature, which was never
addressed by other writers, is that the nature @faVEconomy exists and can be understood
through two distinct epistemic lenses. This is@gnized issue in the social sciences where an
outsider, typically an academic, observes, analyaes characterizes the behavior and social
systems of other groups of people. Some researth#rs social sciences address this difference
of epistemic standing through the emic/etic digtorc*?° Marvin Harris describes the way
anthropologists employ the distinction, “emic refey the presence of an actual or potential
interactive context in which ethnographer and infant meet and carry on a discussion about a
particular domain**! He continues, “etics...is defined by the logicalgnessential status of

actor-observer elicitation:®? Simply put, an emic approach takes the words @nspective of

129 Marvin Harris, "History and Significance of the Emic/Etic Distinction," Annual Review of Anthropology 5, (1976).

Harvard Graduate School of Education, "Foundations of Qualitative Research in Education: Emic and Etic
Approaches", President and Fellows Harvard University
http://isites.harvard.edu/icb/icb.do?keyword=qualitative&pageid=icb.page340911 (accessed July 14 2014
2014).

12 Harris, "History and Significance of the Emic/Etic Distinction." p. 331

22 bid.
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the participants while the etic approach uses thgpmethods, and concepts from outside the
setting. The outside observer is so common inithds of sociology, anthropology, and history,
that it may not normally require any comment witthiose disciplines. Nevertheless, | found it
to be a noteworthy relationship that was not expficonsidered in the Moral Economy

literature?®

The emic/etic distinction is helpful for undersdary the relationship of the two broad
categories of people involved in Moral Economy csteelies. However, both emic and etic still
relate to the researcher or outsider and | contiegicthere is an important perspective that is
only present within and between participants. WiMboral Economy’ is discussed, the
practices, norms and values of actual communitesansidered. | characterize this as ‘lived
Moral Economy’, or the Moral Economy of a commuras/embraced and produced by its
participants, its members. In lived Moral Econompagtticipants express their values and norms
through the interactions they have with otherdgirtcommunity. They tend to take these values
and norms for granted when things go smoothly aedgedom forced to articulate them or
respond until they are questioned by an outsidehallenged by a norm deviating party from
within the community. In lived Moral Economy, thestoms and norms might not be spoken
about and the participants may not even have taguade language to describe them or their
behaviors that reinforce the Moral Economy. Livedri! Economy is experienced through the
expectations we have for other people and oursgllvesugh individual transactions and
interactions, and as highly contingent, contextaadt] integrated with all other aspects of our

personal life and social dynamics.

123 Scott discusses his own personal relationship with the communities in which he embeds himself for a couple of

years, but he does not expand on this idea of the outsider in his work on Moral Economy. It does receive
more attention from Scott in Domination and the Arts of Resistance.
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The authors of most Moral Economy accounts arsiders to the community they
observe. They tend to be approaching the commanitiythe system of economic relations
through the lens of a researcher. | call this pEaBpe ‘observed Moral Economy’. Observed
Moral Economy is similar to what is called an etpproach, but also includes the emic approach
to social research when the researcher activatiefeedback from the participants. As an
outside observer, Moral Economy can more easilgisidled from the other complex factors
that affect individuals in ‘lived Moral Economy’ hE relationships are clearer and explanations
may suggest an inevitability of events. They ase aiformed by disciplinary methods and
assumptions, perspectives from another culturett@éxpectation that the lived experience
needs to be conveyed for an audience that is ewea ramoved from the Moral Economy

experienced than the subjects of such research.

Nearly all of the writing about Moral Economy sito portray lived Moral Economy.
The difficulty with this approach, especially whieis not acknowledged, is that the outside
observer brings a different perspective to theatse. Even if the observer does not influence
actual events or values within the community theysaudying, their worldview does impact the
way such events and values are described and és@iwihin their writings and presentations.
Of course, the presence of an outsider, even amadining passive observer, may impact the
way people behave. Both the worldview of the obsieand the presence of the outsider can
distort the account readers get of Moral Economy.suggested above, lived Moral Economy is
difficult to tease out from other aspects of ote &s social beings. This could account for the

paucity of Moral Economy accounts from within tkemtified Moral Economy community.

Reviewing the characteristics expressed in theaMBconomy literature and impacting

the way it is characterized, the chart below listscategories on the left with the common
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characteristics to the right. The particular cherastics of each category as outlined here are
mutually exclusive in some cases, such as witlstlope of application and time frame, while

others can be multiply realized, such as the gofdlidoral Economy.

Category Particular Characteristics
Type of Theory Descriptive/ Historical Normative
Scope of Application Peasants/ Agrarian Widely applicable contexts
Time Frame Historic Contemporary
Community Place based and culturally unified  Diffuse, Coneddiy values and
shared vision of good life
Goals Fairness & Justice Legitimacy of Power
Reciprocity Subsistence
Common Good Community Resilience
Relationship to Moral
Economy Lived Observed

Table 1 Possible Characteristics of Moral Economy

Further Reflections on the Nature of ‘Moral Economy

Outside of the categories addressed in my typolthggye are other features that shape
Moral Economy, distinguishing it from other systertieories and paradigms. | contend that
Moral Economy as referred to by academics is mbemadeology than referring to a state of
affairs or a particular transaction. Moral Econoisithe big picture of the social system mixed
with the goals (realized and unrealized), valuastams and norms. Like the concepts ‘justice’
or ‘democracy’, ‘Moral Economy’ is most evident whi¢ is desired but challenged. When
‘Moral Economy’ is functioning smoothly it is diffult to observe because it is so integrated into

the fabric of the community or society. Moreovée teality of social interaction, politics, and
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policy can get closer to or further away from aemg the goals and ideology of ‘Moral
Economy’. That is to say that for the participantthin any Moral Economy, their Moral
Economy is dynamic and shifts along a spectrumdaserarious factors such as compliance
with norms, alterations in values, specific chajles or opportunities present based on their
environment, relationship with other communitigifedes and behaviors or individuals within
the community and other factors that affect thediexperience within the community. All
communities have some kind of Moral Economy bec#usee are some norms that include a
notion of justice, legitimacy, and priorities redeng subsistence, even if they are few and broad,
that pertain to all members of the community. Ityrba possible for some individuals to be
unattached and not part of any community, butithrare and they nonetheless come into
contact with other people who are members of conmimresrand who are subject to a Moral

Economy.

Definition of ‘Moral Economy’

Having evaluated the central features of Moralreroy, | propose we understand Moral
Economy as® community centered response, arising from a sehsemmon good, reinforced
by custom or tradition, to an unjust appropriationabuse of land, labor, human dignity,
natural resources, or material goadbhe positive counterpart ibe regular behaviors
producing social arrangements that promote jusatiehs between unequal persons or groups

within a community to achieve long-term social aungtbility.

Because Moral Economy is most apparent whernrésponding to violations or

challenges, | placed the negative component ofi#fii@ition first. However, the second, positive
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part of the definition is what | identify as a snildg functioning Moral Economy. A community
centered response means that the good of the comtynmsiforemost in the evaluation of the
behavior or situation and that the community valaresthe basis for determining what is just or
unjust. The community does not have to, and oftéimat, act as a unified group. One party
within the community may be deemed the instigatbows undermining the communities’

Moral Economy, or there may simply be differenckepnion as to how to respond to an
external challenge. The moral evaluation and respahinformed and reinforced by something
that was already present in the culture of the camity, most commonly shared norms or
traditions. These norms and traditions do not redxt tailored to the particular situation, but
they are something that members of the communéwadipon for social and moral guidance and
justification for their actions. Moral Economy parts to land, natural resources, and material
goods because all of these are necessary for fitsststence. They also can have spiritual or
cultural value for a community. Labor and humamdigare the human components and
separate Moral Economy from a simplistic notiomistributive justice. Regardless of the
guantity or quality of resources, people matter simalild not be treated as mere means or left
behind in a race to accumulate wealth. Justicegbriagether the ideas of fairness and legitimacy
that were identified as necessary components oaMg&zonomy. Social sustainability pertains to
social resilience, the common good, and subsist&8maal sustainability also suggests that the
community survives any one member and that cultusains and values are transmitted through

generations along with the assurance of preregusiysical and social subsistence.
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Outside of the Circle

Throughout most of this chapter | focused on whatal Economy is and the many
features that contribute to Moral Economy. Retugriman earlier worry though, it is crucial to
identify what Moral Economy is not, so as to kele concept meaningful. With that in mind,
the following section identifies what does not coas Moral Economy. These are the opposite
gualities or aspects of the ones addressed earicem the following chapter, so | do not
extensively argue for them here, but provide therxplicitly articulate what falls outside of the
circle. Broadly speaking, they fall into one ofdicategories that relate to the nature of Moral
Economy: community, authority, plurality, moral djtig and engagemerit* Matching just one
of the following features disqualifies a theorylipcal/social system, system of norms or mores,

and behavior as Moral Economy.

1. Community considerations:

a. It*?

Is not Moral Economy if individuals do not idefgt{words or actions) as a
community.

b. Itis not Moral Economy if it is rootless, lackisgme connection to history or
basis in tradition.

c. Itis not Moral Economy if it has no interest iretbeneral good of the community
from which it originates.

d. Itis not Moral Economy if it is entirely disconrted from basic provisions and

subsistence of human social and physical life.

124 Remember the acronym CAP ME.

125 . . et . . . .
“It” refers to alternative systems of norms, social or political systems, alternative theories, or kinds of behavior.
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e. Moral Economy does not require a unified resporysallocommunity members,

but does require a sizable minority to behavesmalar or reinforcing manner.

2. Authority

a. Moral Economy is not given by god or an authority.

b. Moral Economy does not require any adherence taphgsical commitments,
but it is compatible with religion or the sensetthmrality originates at a higher
level.

c. Moral Economy is not a top-down philosophy, bub&dm-out system of norms
and corresponding behaviors.

d. Itis not Moral Economy if invention of traditios imposed to provide the cover
of legitimacy for a shift in values or practices.

e. Moral Economy does not require, but could be comfeatvith, formal law,
official law enforcement, prosecution, punishmemd aentencing.

f. Moral Economy does not require the state for extgemaintenance, or

authority.

3. Plural nature of Moral Economy
a. Moral Economy is not reducible to a set of ideasutes.
b. Moral Economy may not be sufficient as a singularah social, or political
system.

c. Moral Economy is not universal or stable in timgce or membership.
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4. Moral Quality
a. Moral Economy is not hedonistic or compatible wathical egoism.
b. Moral Economy does not promote wealth accumulgfionstate, firm, or
individual).
c. Itis not Moral Economy if one of the goals is t@rim, exploit, manipulate,
violate, or steal from others, inside or outsidéhaf community. Exceptions
include defending the community in proportion te tipposing force or to inflict

pertinent cost for violating the community’s MoEdonomy.

5. Engagement
a. Itis not Moral Economy if it is not actively emlaed or practiced.
b. Itis not Moral Economy if community members aratfetic or disengaged.
c. Moral Economy is rational from a practical, embetigerspective.
d. Itis not Moral Economy if it does not make demaandsthers (responsibility,

obligations, reciprocity).

Conclusion

In this chapter | have drawn upon the Moral Ecopnditerature to develop a
comprehensive conceptual picture of what ‘Moraligray’ is and how it functions in academic
writing. Differences exist among scholars regardimgtype of theory Moral Economy is, with
some treating it more historical or as a descrgpiecount of human behavior while others
regard it as a normative theory that has morakforcan see how and why a Moral Economy

scholar or social scientist might find ‘Moral Ecany to function as a descriptive theory. It can
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help explain behaviors associated with complicatezhts or changes in communities.
Nonetheless, | recognize Moral Economy to be vdeuabrmative theory that helps advocate for
certain parties and justifies community centricdbr. The scope of application divides
scholars into two camps, one focuses on peasagrarian communities while the other applies
Moral Economy widely. My approach to Moral Econoe®tends its application far beyond its
original agrarian context. It is still relevantagrarian communities but should not be limited to
them alone. Similarly, | argue that Moral Econonay@nd should apply to both contemporary
and historic time periods rather than relegateal fimrmer era. Contemporary applications require
the further extension of community to include dsgucommunities connected by their value
systems and shared vision of a good life as welhase that are united by place and long-
standing culture. The goals | have highlightechis thapter may not be the only goals for Moral
Economy as a theory or as expressed by a particotamunity. However, | emphasized fairness
and justice, legitimacy, subsistence, recipro@tmmon good, and community resilience,
because together they serve to produce Moral Ecgtarth in the experience of lived Moral
Economy and for the outside observer. The goalsecessarily general, but become enriched
through the community norms, values and practitesspecific situation to which they are

applied, and the people who put them into action.
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CHAPTER 3: Context, Relationships, and Engagement:

Economics, Ethics, Tradition, Protest, Resistanc&and Embedded Economy

Introduction

Establishing the basic elements that contributewmwrking definition of Moral Economy
goes a long way to understanding what it is. Néwetess, there are other aspects of Moral
Economy that help provide the contours of the cphas well as contextualize it within
philosophy and other areas of academic scholarBloih lived and observed Moral Economy
require further reflection and analysis at a meteel that has been lacking in the contemporary
literature. In this chapter | examine the two tethret name ‘Moral Economy’, exploring how
both economics and ethics operate in this congeptelate to its real-world applications. Later
the role of tradition is considered, specificalkgarding how informal and formal tradition along
with laws, motivate claims and responses to assaunlia community’s Moral Economy. Due to
the prevalence of protest and violence in somaehost influential early work, the role of
protest and violent behaviors in Moral Economyxarained. These behaviors may not be
essential for Moral Economy, but they draw a loaténtion from outsiders and foreground the
engagement of members within their Moral Economymunity. Finally, | investigate the
notion of an embedded economy by reviewing theditee on embedded economy from Moral
Economy scholars and their sources. | argue tde&eanbedded economy is a fiction, but that
embeddedness exists on a scale with Moral Econaimg thighly embedded and modern

capitalist market economies far less embedded.
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‘Economy’ in Moral Economy

As demonstrated through the cases examined ifirshehapter, Moral Economy is not
economic in the capitalist, free-market senses ftat a neo-classical economy that is driven by
supply and demand; and while it has more in comwitim classical economy that takes ability
and willingness to pay into consideration whenisgtthe price, it is not merely a classical
economy either. Moral Economy is economic in thealdrsense as a system of exchange.
Furthermore, it is an institution, but often takies shape of an informal institution. Markets are
often part of a Moral Economy, but some of the nvadtiable goods (clean air, mothers’ labor,
cultural symbols) are not for sale, while otheres ariced far below their actual value so they are
available to everyone (water, education). Westbeseovers often look for examples of Moral
Economy in the marketplace. While examples caneddee found there, directing our attention
only toward goods available for sale and the tratn@as that complete such sales misses the
bigger picture of a community’s Moral Economy. Baitig, exchanging favors, dividing labor
between and within families, household labor aratipction, recycling and repurposing
materials, conservation, tithes, gifts, inheritand®lding something in trust, public investment,
boycotts, and even social network campaigns angaatlof an economy. It is in these economic
relationships and behaviors that Moral Economyrikhes and is more pervasive than the types

of economy readily found in the marketplace.

In the next chapter, the relationship between M&canomy and political economy is
given substantial consideration. Likewise, econarmsitares a complex historical relationship
with political economy. Throughout the nineteenginttiry, political economy and economics
were largely indistinguishable, but moving towahnd twentieth century, economists shifted their

focus primarily to the marketplace and developdy tionceptual models and mathematical
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formulas that could be applied more like a scie@mmmunications professor Vincent Mosco
points out, “Not unlike the way Newtonian mechargame to mean physics, the neoclassical
approach came to mean economics. But the processmflizing economics was one of
continuous intellectual and political ferment thaelf merits a volume on the political economy
of economics.**® While Adam Smith’s 1776 he Wealth of Nationsarks the beginning of
formal theory on capitalism, economics as a distimecipline has evolved over time, shedding
its interest in political concerns. Even politie@lonomy has shifted toward this direction to a
lesser degree, perhaps trying to maintain a coramettd its increasingly authoritative and
respected offspring. According to the authors ef1848 Dictionary of Modern Economics,
‘political economy’ was no longer needed to addtbesbig social and political issues. The

authors indicate a narrowing of economic focus fiimg,

Originally, the term [political economy] applied broad problems of real cost, surplus,
and distribution. These questions were viewed at$ers of social as well as individual
concerns... With the introduction of utility concept the late nineteenth century, the
emphasis shifted to changes in market values aastigpns of equilibrium of the
individual firm. Such problems no longer requigetiroad social outlook and there was
no need to stress the politic¢af.

The quote suggests professional economists werénmaway from the traditional scope of
political economy not only because they wantedawaw the discipline and treat it more as a
science, but because they thought the world wasgih@ in such a way that economic problems
were no longer social and political in nature, tauld be dealt with from the perspective of the

private firm. | contend this shift not only cleavedonomics from political economy, but

128 Vincent Mosco, The Political Economy of Communication, 2 ed. (London UK: Sage Publications, 2009). p. 21.

27 julien Ashton Ripley Byrne Joseph Horton, Morris Bartel Schnapper, Dictionary of Modern Economics (Public

Affairs Press, 1948).
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changed political economy so that it was blindnte tealities of persistent social, political, and
moral features of economic relations. In other wgpetttual economic behavior and relationships
between people, power structures, and governmehtsod shift in ways that corresponded to

the new economic theories and assumptions.

Economics and the term ‘economy’ in particularrently are delimited to certain areas
of life, separated from the majority of peoplesel. Paul Thompson notes, “There is ambiguity
in the word ‘economy’. Before World War I, it gelafly meant a kind of behavior. Recently it
has come to refer to a particular domain of saeigitions, a system of laws and norm&.”

Moral Economy is consistent with the older conagdpeconomy’ because it incorporates the
behavior of all people who consciously choose howadt and react in situations pertaining to

labor, production, distribution, and consumption.

Furthermore, Moral Economy is economic becausepbses costs on those who
challenge norms and customs of the community. 8pakty, when a person or group within the
community believes their norms have been violabey will act in ways that make it more
difficult for the violator to achieve what they wafior example, if an employer reduces the
benefits they offer to their employee, the empl@sewill slow down production or take
unapproved leaves of absence to both protest thefiteereduction and impose a real cost
burden on their employer. Another example coulduie a citizen protesting what is perceived
as an unjust law by willfully violating the law such a way that it frustrates the functioning of
the state and places some cost (time, money, @EERUWNwanted negative attention) on them.
Even firms may be subject to costs by campaigrtspinalicly criticize or raise doubts about

their product, service, or business integrity. Trhposition of costs is meant to garner attention

128 . .
Paul B. Thompson, personal communication.
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to the perceived injustice, make the violator f@he of the pain, and motivate them to change
their practice to meet the demands of the resistdhen done right, the cost should be in
proportion to the violation experienced by the psbors, relevant to the response to the initial
infraction, and convince the aggressor that théscascrued from their unjust behavior are not
worth the potential gains now or in the futdféMoral Economy resists unfair demands and
challenges to norms and customs because they abea@ble costs, for individuals or the
community as a whole. The demands or violationsiatdearable if they threaten the
subsistence of members of the community, reducevbgll standards of living in the
community, shift collective resources into privatenership, or threaten the social sustainability
of the community. If the costs were bearable weld/twe more likely to see compromise or a

shift in the customs rather than defiance, projestd violent uprisings.

There are some costs that would be unbearablgytbiaman being. However, there are
other community customs and norms that are notews@l or may be unusual across the world.
Many particular customs and norms and the spesytems of Moral Economy arise from local
conditions and the natural resources or environat@oinditions necessary for survival. They are
not universal, but differ by place, time, altermat, membership, and particular issues. Moral
Economy is not the same for all communities amday not even remain the same for the
community over time. It is dynamic and highly cotit&l, subject to change when conditions

change.

129 Ideally, the protestors would even be able to convince the aggressor that their actions are unjust; thus, causing

a change of heart in the aggressor so they perceive justice along the same lines as the other members of
the community.
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Relationship to Morality

Given the explicit connection to ethics in its namés only natural to ask what the
connection between ethics and Moral Economy isvHat way or ways is a Moral Economy
ethical and related to the study of ethics? Thmsemoral’ and ‘morality’ are wrapped up in
the discussion of ethics, and are sometimes usetiangeably. ‘Moral’ and ‘morality’ are
highly ambiguous terms though, having many meanamgsstirring up disagreement even
among contemplative individuals. ‘Moral’ could siimpefer to something that is socially
acceptable, such as norms of etiquette or laws.edery ‘moral’ tends to mean something more
than that and may even conflict with some socialsoand laws. Religion is sometimes
associated with morality because it imposes noribeloavior that supposedly originate outside
of any individual and have authority beyond falitiumans. Morality does not depend on
religion and can even call certain religious piagior beliefs into question. Nonetheless,
numerous moral systems draw upon an authority deitsi the practice or practitioners of its
dictates. It is a higher standard of right actizat can serve as a guide or a judge for actual
behavior (sometimes even including thoughts arehtiins). For some philosophers, such as
Hume, “moral science” simply corresponds to sostaénce. Whereas, for many others
‘morality’ refers to a code of conduct. It can als®considered a system of cultural norms or
socially acceptable behavior. Morality could apphfy to the individual, to a group, to a
society, originate organically through the practioéthe group or society, be developed by an
individual who wants to impose it on others, bevensal or particular, and vary widely in

substantive content. Regarding descriptive moealiBernard Gert’s asserts,

Most societies have moralities that contain akkéhof the above features [purity or
sanctity, loyalty to the group, and minimizing tirms human beings can suffer]; most
societies also claim that morality has all threéhe above foundations, religion,
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tradition, and rational human nature. But, indhiginal descriptive sense of “morality,”
beyond some concern with avoiding and preventargnito some others, there may be
no common content, nor may there be any commadifigasion that those who accept
the morality claim for it. The only other featurtbsit all of the original descriptive
moralities have in common is that they are puivéod by a group, usually a society and
they provide a guide for the behavior of the peaplthat group or sociefy’

Some authors perceive tradition and rationalitpeéaat odds with each other. For
example, Edward Shils identifies tradition as theeflective acceptance of past norms, whereas
beliefs are arrived at through rational reflecttdhwhen such a distinction is made, morality and
ethics will be associated with either traditiorr@ason. As we will see with Popkin, morality
often is aligned with tradition. | do not find tieidn and reason to stand in opposition from each
other. Not only is tradition compatible with reastmadition is best served when it is
thoughtfully considered before replicating or dreg@ating. Additionally, like Hobbes, | believe
natural reason allows rational people to understaarhlity. This position affects how | align

Moral Economy with ethics.

Because normative morality is closely associatiéd @thical theories, and | indicated in
the last chapter that Moral Economy is not prinktypan ethical theory, but a system of practice,
| will not evaluate it here from the perspectiveaoly particular ethical theory or even as a
normative type of morality. It is not appropriatedompare or judge Moral Economy against
dominant Western ethical theories. Moral Economgsdaot aspire to or adhere to any of them
and has different origins, motivations, and juséfions. A particular Moral Economy, as
opposed to ‘Moral Economy’ in general, could beleated as a normative system of ethics, but

that is not my project here.

3% Bernard Gert, "The Definition of Morality," Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, no. Fall 2012 (2012).

B! Edward Shils, "Tradition," Comparative Studies in Society and History 13, no. 2 (1971).
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| identify three categories in which Moral Econonould be understood with
relationship to ethics. The first is that it is mltectly ethical, but simply rational decision-
making, prudent actions, or based on another kimbo-ethical claim of or motivation. Second,
that it is associated with morality, but based erspnal values and personal motivation alone.
Third, that its moral element is motivated primyably social values or social ethics. This
categorization only addresses alternative perspesctegarding how Moral Economy could be
related to ethics broadly; it does not make antiqdar claims for or evaluation of any
particular Moral Economy, other theories, or syse@hmorality. The rationale for this
discussion stems from an observation regardinguarstandpoints expressed in the Moral

Economy literature.

Not directly ethical

With a name likeMoral Economy most people would initially assume some conrecti
with ethics. However, some respondents to Morah&ooy may reject this assumption and find
the theory and associated behavior to have notlinegtly to do with ethics. Popkin fits into this
category. As | will examine in greater detall ire tollowing chapter, Popkin finds the behavior
identified by the moral economists to indicate mithl practical decision making. Moreover,
this position views Moral Economy as confusinglftaath political economy, which is rational
rather than ethical. According to Popkin, the tywbeyes (reason and morality) do not overlap.
Someone who maintains that the decision procesgtebehavior identified as Moral Economy
actually has no moral basis likely separates ahemic behavior from moral behavior. That is,

they adhere to a distinction between the “passians’the “interests” where social, emotive, and
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moral goals are part of the passions, and inteegstseparated as being narrowly rational and
unique to economic motives. As Granovetter dessrib “Economic Action and Social
Structure”, this long-standing arbitrary separati@tween the “passions” and “interests” is the
same separation that has kept sociological examimatit of the discipline of economit¥

Granovetter explains,

Economists rarely see such goals [sociabilityreyel, status, power] as rational. ... This
way of putting the matter has led economists exishize in analysis of behavior
motivated only by “interest” and to assume thaeotimotives occur in separate and

nonrationally organized spheres. ... The notion th@bnal choice is derailed by social

influences has long discouraged detailed socictdginalysis of economic life*3

If Granovetter’'s analysis regarding the partiti@miween economic decision making and
other social decision making is accurate, thenehaso subscribe to classical and neo-classical
economic theory will continue to separate econdnoim non-economic motives and behavior.
Such a separation extends beyond Moral Economgytangerest in merging social and
economic spheres or analyzing economic evaluatidrbahavior through the lens of sociology
and social ethics. Popkin’s rejection of the mamalioral Economy is not necessarily the only
rationale for separating Moral Economy from ethimg, it indicates how and why such a

position could be held.

132 Mark Granovetter, "Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness," American Journal of

Sociology 91, no. 3 (1985).

33 bid. p. 506
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Motivated by personal values only

Some individuals identified as accepting Moral Bmmy may actually believe that their
decisions are ethical or based on values, butmended to serve as representative of the
community. This restricted ethical approach assulmegsa particular interaction or transaction
should have occurred in a more ethical way, butraakles no broader claims for the
community. Furthermore, it does not see itselfitiad into a broader social dynamic, or as
representative of a major social phenomenon. Affieiparticular events or relationship have
been satisfactorily resolved, the individual wikdly move on without giving further thought to
expanded application or the theory of Moral Econo@ye can imagine that individuals
partaking in certain rebellions, types of resistarar claims that are identified as Moral
Economy were motivated by personal values alorees@ individuals may not be aware of their
action’s identification within the Moral Economyetbry or ideology. They have a deeply held
sense of right and wrong and the belief that thegdntio speak out or respond to perceived
injustice. If consulted on why they made theiirdl@r participated in a protest, they would
speak subjectively and focus on the recent ten3ibay might say something like "I thought it
was wrong that the miller could sell flour groumdrh grain grown in our fields to communities

far away. That flour should stay in my town andabailable for use by my family".

Based on my research of the Moral Economy liteeatulid not find any author who
identified their position as based on personaleskione, however this seems to be a plausible
position for those individuals who engage in linddral Economy. They may have some sense
of what is socially appropriate, ethically accepgaland personally advantageous, but not
conceptualized into a unified theory such as theeesented by academics through broad

scoped meta-analysis. In this respect it wouldhldeectly social, but responses would not
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consciously be motivated by social interests. Relsealues would have been informed by an
upbringing and life experience within the commurahd applied in social settings. Also, in
highly integrated communities and closed commusiitseparating personal values from social

values may not make sense as individuals largaedptagbcial values as their personal values.

Because individuals who argue their moral clairognfpersonal values alone are
unlikely to write or communicate to large audiendbsir perspective is the least likely to be
detailed. Access to their position would requireimiews or extrapolating limited amounts of
data retrieved from letters, legal briefs, or reéemr comments. | would continue to identify such
behavior as contributing to Moral Economy if thdiindual could identify it as originating from
their own sense of social justice, but would noirtdined to include it in Moral Economy if

they behaved solely for personal gain or out o§peal interests alone.

Motivated primarily by social values

The most dominant position regarding the relatigqm&etween normative values and
collective action in the Moral Economy literatusetihat claims and protests are motivated by
social values. Writers also acknowledge that pexlsealues play a role, but the emphasis on the

good for the broader community motivates action.

Daniel Little presents this widely assumed featfroral Economy in a direct and well
argued manner. Little calls the social valuesoaiadly normative aspect of Moral Economy

‘political culture’. He writes,

In the context of peasant collective action, thmpmay be put in these terms: most
political action involves a normative componerdttbannot be reduced to narrow self-
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interest. So the conception of political ratiohyathust be extended to include such
actors as local religious beliefs, kinship loyadtimoral and political commitments,

ideology, and the like. We may refer to the endermbsuch factors as local political

culture™*

Little continues to define ‘political culture’ coisely as “a shared tradition defining the
moral and social worldview within which individudtscate themselves® These values are
shared by a community and work to motivate collectction by the community for the
community. While there may be benefits to thevidiial and personal values that also support
the behavior undertaken, it is important to Lidled other moral economists to acknowledge that
the nature of the values and the behavior is dblleor communal. Moreover, these social
norms are not universally shared. Little assegsytips with different historical experiences and
different material circumstances may possess viffigrent political cultures and may react to
changing circumstances in divergent ways — rehedtiess, resignation, emigratiori>
Therefore, we must not assume that all communigéisgond the same way to similar situations.
A great many factors come into play when a particabmmunity faces a challenge. Some
individuals will be motivated early on to take action behalf of their community even in bad
conditions and with unfavorable odds, whereas stheit until it impacts them directly or for
the conditions or odds to improve. Regardless @f a@community responds, Little adeptly
argues, “political behavior is often driven by & gemotives that are richer than a narrow

calculus of self-interest:®’

B4 Little. pp. 181-182

135

Ibid. p. 182

% |bid. pp. 182-183

57 bid. p. 184
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Although most moral economists subtly suggestadaglues at play for behavior
deemed to fit the Moral Economy ideology, Arnolgksitly argues for it. Arnold states, “my
concept addresses the narrower issue of colleatitren that emanates frocommunal
perceptionf legitimacy. This reorientation brings into evararper relief the central role of
social goods on the identities, obligations, afdtienships of both persons and a peopf8.”
Throughout his argument for understanding Moralrteroy through social goods, Arnold
emphasizes the position that social goods affecidéntity of a community and community
identity affects individual identity. As a resuttjs not possible to completely pull the individua
apart from her community, and it is impossible donpletely separate social values from an

individual. Arnold asserts,

Constitutive social goods establish and symboliggortant senses of self. They reflect a
manner of individual and collective identificatitimat is characteristic of human beings.
Humans acquire "concrete identities" through tlagsnvin which they conceive and
create, and then possess and employ social ¢dbds.

Pertaining to social goods then, any responseb&ilhformed by social values. When the action

is collective and focused on social goods, so@bales must necessarily be a motivator.

From the perspective of the outsider or retrospelgt the collective nature of behavior
reinforcing Moral Economy appears obvious. Fromhimithe lived Moral Economy | contend
that it is less obvious, but still possible to be& there is a system of social values, an ethical

system that is above and beyond any participanthwinotivates morally right action. The

3% Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy." p. 90 (emphasis added)

39 bid.
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social values at play in moral economic behavioy mramay not align with a coherent ethical

theory, but convey the feeling that “we are althis together for the greater good.”

Connection to Law and Tradition

Ever since E.P. Thompson connected Moral Econantlyd paternalist model in
England, moral economists have looked for evidemé®th formal law and informal tradition to
support claims that uprisings and responses to mmpower indicate Moral Economy was
approved of and flourishing in the society. Mangrat economists use both formal law and
informal tradition as evidence, although they aveat all the same justification for Moral
Economy. Others may use one or another, or pedapsdismiss the presumed need to justify
social responses in historic terms. This lattesjpective | take as endorsing Moral Economy as

dynamic and responsive to the particulars of theaon and context.

Laws

Laws, whether statutory law or case law, can leel tig provide authority and
enforcement for maintaining the values expectemhynone Moral Economy. When they are
aligned with the goals of Moral Economy and reladhforced, laws do a fairly good job of
maintaining the desired social order within a comityu While community members may want
to turn to formal laws for authority, they alsorttaway from them when they are not consistent
with their values or when they contradict commomm& Statutory law tends to lag behind case

law and shifts in social norms. Laws are only usefufar as they are known and enforced.
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Codified laws lose credibility when they are netrisparent, enforced inconsistently, or not
enforced at all. Case law and social norms teriktevidely acknowledged and enforced.
Commoners are not expected (or allowed) to enfstaiitory law, but are permitted or expected

to put social pressure on others to enforce commeoms and customs.

Thompson discusses the shift in authority andreefoent of the paternalist model
writing, “The paternalist model existed in an erdd®dy of Statute law, as well as common law
and custom. It was the model which, very oftemgiimfed the actions of Government in times of
emergency until the 1770s; and to which many lotadjistrates continued to appe¥®
Thompson suggests statute law added some autkmtig paternalist model, even though it
was applied selectively and inconsistently. He alslicates that statute law was reinforced by
common law and custom/tradition. Furthermore, Theompemphasizes the power that laws
have for commoners even when magistrates stopanfpthem. Regarding the shift in
enforcement of the popular Corn Laws, “In manyatdi especially in the old manufacturing
regions of the East and West, the crowd claimetdinae the authorities refused to enforce “the
laws” they must enforce them for themselv&€. Thompson also comments about a “law-giving
mob”, suggesting that the real authority resideh@people, who accept or resist formalized

laws through their actions and can shape them pp$ing social costs on the authorities.

In addition to Thompson, others who look to statyitaws to indicate or justify social
interactions as Moral Economy include, LawrencedBusvho wrote about the formalization of

moral economic expectations in the form of gradesstandards’? Severyn Bruyn, who

140 Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century." p. 83

! 1bid. p. 110

142 Busch, "The Moral Economy of Grades and Standards."
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discusses the relationship between formal lawssactl norms in modern civil societ§? and
Michael Goodman who argues for a Moral Economyrpritation of the international fair trade

market for labeled and standardized consumablegf8bd

Informal Tradition

“How do we keep our balance? That | can tell yowne word. Tradition.”

Tevye (Fiddler on the Roof)

Tradition is widely appealed to in all of the s@ciences that consider Moral Economy.
Anthropology, history, and sociology, as well aagant studies commonly refer to tradition or
custom as having considerable influence on behs\vimrms, social structure, and even politics.
Yet, the nature and formal properties of tradits@dom receive the level of attention directed
toward the content and application of specificitrads. Unlike law, tradition is more difficult to
demarcate; though it appears more influential mag® communities. In his focused

consideration on the essential nature of tradittedward Shils states,

Traditions are beliefs with a particular socialsture; they are a consensus through time.
In their content they might well be atemporal ..d @imey might not even have a temporal
(traditional) legitimation. But even then, theywbaa temporal structure. They are beliefs
with a sequential social structure. ... The seqaéstructure of traditional beliefs and
actions can itself become a symbolized comportfeifiecbelief and its legitimatioH'?

143 Severyn T. Bruyn, "The Moral Economy," Review of Social Economy 57, no. 1 (1999).

14 Goodman, "Reading Fair Trade: Political Imaginary and the Moral Economy of Fair Trade Foods."

5 shils, "Tradition." p. 126
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The pastness of beliefs does not have to be cantgar perfectly replicated, but needs to be
perceived and treated with deference by some memidale merely followed as given by
others. Shils also identifies moral beliefs thas&rt the moral rightness or superiority of
institutions or society of the past and which astet what is done now or in the future should
be modeled on the past patterns of belief or canahectraditional beliefs#® While Shils
emphasizes traditional beliefs, | contend tradiatso encompasses custom, or traditional
behaviors as well as beliefs. Customs may be espdesnly during rare occasions which call for
it (such as in periods of dearth), through rit(arvest festival), or in daily life (family

gathering for mealtime).

Not all societies have laws readily adapted tpaad to challenges of certain market or
political pressures. If a phenomenon is being B&peed for the first time or if the society does
not have widespread literacy or the use of writéew it likely lacks the formalized resources to
resist illegitimate practices. Nevertheless, ihisot to say that they lack in resources entirely.
The tools they have are those of informal tradgiasommon practices that have been passed
down through the spoken word and in demonstratalges in parallel contexts. Recognizing
this, several moral economists focus on traditiomfmrmal practices that have historical basis

as supporting interpretations of Moral Economy.

James Scott argues that Moral Economy arises tinerfpeasantry’s “little tradition” of
moral dissent and resistancd&”ThroughoufThe Moral Economy of the Peasa8tott
continually refers to and draws on the little ttemh of peasant communities as supporting the

behaviors he observes and events and trends hgasaPertaining to subsistence, Scott

® |bid. p. 136

7 scott. p. viii
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maintains, “There is strong evidence that, alonity weciprocity, the right to subsistence is an
active moral principle in the little tradition die village.™*® Landlords and the well-off have a
moral responsibility to help their tenants and lesginate neighbors. Scott quotes a
sharecropper as saying, “A man of his means wasosagl to loan his tenants rice and help
when times were hard. That's part of being a lard!4* The sense of obligation expressed in
this quote arises from past experience with thartgrandlord relationship, as well as the
traditional belief that well off classes need tdHbcontribute to maintaining subsistence levels
for their less well off counterparts and reciprecgieir work with something fitting their needs.

In addition to its application in Southeast AsiaendScott focuses his research, he finds that this
tradition of supporting subsistence rights alsdiagdpn preindustrial Europe. Just as in Burma
and Vietnam this traditional right to subsistentterapted to minimize the danger of going
under, but it did not address wealth disparityl@g as the material conditions for human needs
were met, the subsistence right was achieved aattiwaeccumulation by the upper classes was

free to expand.

The other essential component of Scott’s argurfteritloral Economy, reciprocity, is

also supported by tradition. Scott explains,

The peasantry’s defense of traditional reciproiitguch cases is no mindless reflex. It is
motivated by the fear that a readjusted balantdemerk against them. A classic example
of this situation is the English agricultural wgong in the 1830s when farm workers,
whose bargaining position had eroded, invokedttoahl local customs of hiring and
employment against the commercial innovationsnflbwners>°

% |bid. p. 176

3 bid.
% bid. p. 180
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Both reciprocity and the right to subsistence ter@&asant justice or Moral Economy
according to Scott and both are supported by toaditt is particularly when this tradition is
challenged that peasants speak out and may aut audrotest or rebellion. All the while the
tradition is there supporting the peasant notidrjastice. Hence, this little tradition is not
necessarily supported by law or written documeants, it does not strive to create new rights.
Scott asserts, “The struggle for rights that hatass in custom and tradition and that involve in
a literal sense, the most vital interests of itdip@ants is likely to take on a moral tenacity
which movements that envision the creation of nights and liberties are unlikely to
inspire.”™* Scott’s rich account of how peasants draw on i@l norms of social relations and

justice is indicative of what other authors presumbe the basis for Moral Economy.

These traditions were of course understood blites, landlords, and merchants and
were continually used against the peasants. Ssmiunts a case in which basket size was used
as a way to take more from the peasants whileustiig a single basket, “The most transparent
and despised method of circumventing local tradgiovas to devise a “landlord’s basket” that
held more.**? While tenants were responsible for paying theidlard in crops determined by a
set number of baskets, a standard village baskesmaller than the landlord’s basket. The
exact difference in size mattered less than thietlfiedt it was larger; that made the exchange
unfair. Moreover, it was often the case that totdmant the capacity of the landlord’s larger
basket was uncertain. Tradition thus can be a b#uasource for commoners, but can also be

manipulated by elites or outsiders for their ownaadage.

151
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Other Moral Economy contributors who emphasizerthe of tradition include Ramona
Perez, who highlights the traditions which are arelnot reproduced in modern Atzonipa.
She indicates that to maintain some traditionsh sisccrafts, other traditions have had to be
broken, such as traditional gendered role of womeemaining outside politics. Seemingly
inconsequential aspects of culture, such as toaditidress, have also contributed to community
sustainability on one hand and the performanceagitions for outsiders on the other. Sean
Cadigan identifies the employment of traditiondvsatence fishing practices that reemerge
when newer market arrangements fail to yield thuditsror provisions they promiséd® Cadigan
explains, “The desire of fishing people for a cotepey independent of fish merchants was the
basis of their Moral Economy. Newfoundland settlinesw on the customs and traditions of their

southeast Irish and southwest English homelandsfarce community norms and valuég®”

Whether working with laws or independent of theraditional moral beliefs and customs
provide the inspiration and legitimacy to commumtgmbers to act in accordance with their

Moral Economy.

Dynamic or Reactionary to Situation

More recent accounts and theories of Moral Econsuggest that the basis for values or
sense of justice is less entrenched in traditiopains or historic examples. These cases often

suggest a new application of the general Moral Bognideology. Or they point to specific

153 Perez, "Challenges to Motherhood: The Moral Economy of Oaxacan Ceramic Production and the Politics of

Reproduction."

> Sean Cadigan, "The Moral Economy of the Commons: Ecology and Equity in the Newfoundland Cod Fishery

1815-1855," Labour/ Le Travail 43, no. Spring (1999).
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examples of communities coming together aroundtaiceissue for the first time. The members
of such a community may share the same valuesers® of justice, but do not base it on

tradition or a shared past.

Acknowledging the presence of traditions and tivecation of tradition as supporting
Moral Economy by some theorists, Arnold argues liggitimacy is really what is at the core of
Moral Economy. He suggests that tradition or “staxay of life” does not get at the sources of
discontent or of justice. He sees his social gdbdsry as getting around the problems of

tradition while maintaining the values that resenaith communities. Arnold writes,

Given their nature and meaningfulness, constitudive intrinsically communal social
goods are sources for shared notions of legitimBoyes, identities, and communities
grounded in social goods contain within them thiega for evaluating specific
developments as appropriate or inappropriatedst for those who recognize the goods
in question as social gootfs.

Arnold proceeds to use water as a social goodrwdstrate how Moral Economy conceived in
this way transcends boundaries of embedded ecormnymunity traditions, or premarket
communities. The “Moral Economy of X” approachetediearlier take a similar approach to

Moral Economy even when they do not address tlegtiqulars as social goods per se.

Rebellions and Protest

Some of the most well known literature on Moral B@my focuses on rebellion or

protests. However, Moral Economy has been usedntexts where no identified or evident

¢ Arnold, "Rethinking Moral Economy." p. 92
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rebellion or protests took place. What then isrtHationship between Moral Economy and
protest? Does Moral Economy depend on rebelligoratest for expression? Is it mere
coincidence that many cases discussing Moral Ecgradso draw attention to associated
rebellion or protest? Does protest and rebelliominate more clearly than other social
interactions the values and behaviors comprisingadMieconomy? While rebellion and protest
are discussed at length in many sources, this ctionebetween Moral Economy and protest is
largely absent. Below | propose several possilalesdications for the relationship between
Moral Economy and rebellion. One way to understi#edole of protest and uprising is that
Moral Economy requires them as an essential featuas the primary demonstration of values
embraced in the community. A second interpretatingerstands them as common occurrences,
but not necessary for the existence or succes®airal Economy. A third perspective may
evaluate rebellion or protests as relatively rarmerely coincidental, certainly not necessary for
Moral Economy to exist or function smoothly. Duehe absence of this meta-level discussion
in the literature, | identify authors by interpregitheir published writing, rather than their own

identification with one category over another.

Moral Economy requires rebellion or protest

E.P. Thompson highlights the violations of the Mdiconomy and the transition from
Moral Economy to market economy with the “riot”. ldpens his seminal article with a
discussion about “this four letter wortf” Riots and uprisings dominate to such a degrestthat

is possible his article could be misread as a histbfood riots or peasant protests in

7 Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century."p. 76
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seventeenth and eighteenth century England. Andaliy every instance of the Moral Economy
becoming visible is one of riot or similar prot@stesponse to an injustice at some level or to
the shift to different economic system. Regardimgrature of riot in his study Thompson

reflects,

It has been suggested that the term “riot” isumbtool of analysis for so many particular
grievances and occasions. It is also an impreeise for describing popular actions. If
we are looking for the characteristic form of diraction, we should take, not squabbles
outside London bakeries, nor even the great affprgvoked by discontent with the large
millers, but the “risings of the people”... Whaté&mnarkable about these “insurrections”
is, first, their discipline, and second, the féett they exhibit a pattern of behaviour for
whose origin we must look back several hundredgeafs: which becomes more, rather
than less, sophisticated in the eighteenth centunich repeats itself, seemingly
spontaneously, in different parts of the countrg after the passage of many quiet years.
The central action in this pattern is not the safcfranaries and pilfering of grain or flour
but the action of “setting the pricé®
While the rioting worked to set the price to therally and socially accepted level, Thompson
acknowledges that riot is not all there is to Mdtabnomy. He states, “this Moral Economy
impinged very generally upon eighteenth-centurysgomnent and thought, and did not only
intrude at moments of disturbancg®
Clearly Thompson believes that Moral Economy igeartban riot and social uprisings,
but does he think they are necessary for Moral Bey? Although he never states it directly,
we can infer his belief that they are closely itwamed from statements such as, “One symptom
of its [Moral Economy] final demise is that we haywesen able to accept for so long an

abbreviated and “economistic” picture of the foad,ras a direct, spasmodic, irrational response

to hunger — a picture which is itself a producagdolitical economy which diminished human

% |bid. p. 107
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reciprocities to the wages-nexu§®When people stop fighting in an open and assentiaener,
Thompson suggests Moral Economy withers allowingntervailing forces to have the social

and political power to replace Moral Economy.

Rebellion or protests are common occurrences, tunecessary for Moral Economy

Rebellion is such a dominant theme in Scott’s antof Moral Economy, that he even
features it in the subtitle of the book and dedisdhe entire final chapter to speculating about
the conditions which give rise to rebellion as vaslthose that reduce the possibility of
rebellion!®! Throughout the course of Scott's study of South&ain peasant communities and
his argument for Moral Economy, rebellions feaor@minently. He examines the Depression
rebellion of Cochinchina, the Saya San RebellioBunma, and the Nghe-Tinh Soviets in
Vietnam, all occurring from the mid-nineteen twestthrough the early nineteen thirties. These
regions were still under colonial rule and facedrexnic pressures because of increased taxes,
increasing global commodity trade, and the impé&etconomic depression throughout much of
the world.

Regarding the conditions for rebellion, Scott eonls that exploitation may be necessary
for rebellion, but it is not necessary. One cao &srn about the kind and degree of exploitation
based on the nature of the rebellion. He states,

The fact that agrarian revolt involves substantiahbers of peasants acting

simultaneously out of anger itself suggests wbahé of exploitation are most explosive.

At a minimum we would expect that an increasexjpl@tation that touches many

peasants similarly, that is sudden, and that thnsaexisting subsistence arrangements
would be especially volatift?
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Contributing factors to rebellion include demograpthange, production for the market and
growth of the state. Moreover, variability of reatome, ecological vulnerability, mono-crop
vulnerability and price-system vulnerability allpact the lived experience of the peasants
compounding the injustice of exploitation.

Scott indicates that the absence of rebelliorotsan indication that there is no
exploitation. In doing so, he also suggests thHaglt®n is commonly associated with Moral
Economy, but not necessarily. Local forms of selishmay help soften the blow peasants
experience as a result of exploitation and otheddtaps'®® There may also be assistance from
patrons or the state that can help offset shomt-taroccasional adversity. Religious or other
oppositionist structures can provide protection assistance to allow peasants to either adapt or
get through a difficult period. Additionally, thealization that police and state responses to
rebellion will be swift and brutal, making protestd rebellion unsuccessful, will also work to
constrain public displays of unrest. Scott suggestswe look to other sources such as myths,
jokes, songs, linguistic usage or religion for dewivalues and an indication that peasant/elite
relations are not harmonious.

Like Scaott, Little recognizes the occurrence dfeléons throughout the world, especially
among peasant groups. Little’s examples are draem China and examine transitional unrest
as traditional Chinese agrarian folks respondadddernizing pressures. Little appropriately
identifies rebellion as a type of collective actibte believes clarification of collective action
leads us to understand, “collective action involaekeast the idea of a collective goal (that is, a

goal which participants in the event share as titmeo& their actions), and it suggests some

% bid. p. 204
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degree of coordination among individuals in pursfithat goal.*** In addition to collective
intentionality and coordination, a collective aati@uch as a mass demonstration) can be
evaluated by its immediate goals and long-term amhether it is meant to collectively serve
private interests or group interests, and assurahseccess. Little is careful to make a
distinction between some rebellions meet the caitet a collective action while others do not.
Only those that meet the criteria of a collectiggan should be considered within the

framework of Moral Economy.

Bearing in mind that Little is evaluating Moral&wmy along with several other
theories of social movements as part of a philogaslsocial science project, Little finds the
Moral Economy ideology to be relevant in explainpeasant rebellions, but incompléte.
Instead he sets out conditions that create thé idballion, which integrates both collective and
individual rationality'®® Although rebellions may arise as part of the M&abnomy behavior,
they need not due to many various local conditibrtie writes, “a local political culture can
(but need ngtmotivate individuals to undertake actions andtstgies that favor their group
interests, and to persist in these strategies ievéire face of risk and deprivation®® He
continues to discuss how material factors playl@irowhy peasants do or do not rebel and the
nature of the rebellion and outcomes. Materialdecsuch as geography, ecology, agriculture,
demographic trends, and commercialization all inhffae collective decisions to rebel and how
to proceed. Little explains, “Material and ecolaitactors are relevant to explanation of

collective behavior, but they all work through thefluence on the political behavior of

%% Little. p. 147

%3 To be fair, he finds all three of the theories he evaluates, (Millenarian, Class-Conflict, and Local Politics theories)

to be incomplete. His view integrates elements of each but does not fit neatly with any one of them.

198 | ittle. p. 176
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participants; and this means, generally, that thiyence the incentives, constraints, and
opportunities available to agents in given times places.*®® Little suggests that rebellions are
not a surprising outcome of social movements areex¢ pressures on peasant communities, but
protests and rebellions are just a few of the jdssesponses available. This leads to the
inference that although Moral Economy becomes aatlrapparent through violent resistance,

a multitude of alternative responses make protagtrabellion optional.

Rebellion or protests are rare or coincidental, motchecessary

Many contemporary applications of Moral Economynadd mention protests. The
absence of discussion pertaining to riots, protestd uprisings, suggest they do not believe they
are necessary to fit within the Moral Economy idgglidentification. It is also possible that
some moral economists who do not articulate a adrorebetween Moral Economy and protest

think rebellion and protest are irrelevant to Mdeabnomy.

Non-violent protest and civil disobedience recdess attention from Moral Economy
scholars than violent uprisings. My suppositiothet civil disobedience is more common than
violent uprisings, but less observable by outsidémses Scott emphasizes many kinds of
responses subordinate classes have to dominati@monhination and the Arts of Resistance:
Hidden Transcriptshe asserts, “Most of the political life of thebsudinate groups is to be found

neither in overt collective defiance of powerhokleor in complete hegemonic compliance, but

1% bid. p. 185
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in the vast territory between these two polar ofipes'®® Well regarded public figures such as
Mohandas Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr. provideativation and reasoning on behalf of
non-violent resistance. Religious perspectivesamviolence are also found in the teachings of
Tibetan Buddhist Dali Lama, and Christianity’s agahfigure Jesus Christ’'s. None of these
figures can rightfully be said to have developeglittea, but advanced an existing and effective

approach to addressing hegemony.

| also maintain that per issue, civil disobedieisciikely as effective, if not more so, than
violent rebellion, because it imposes targetedscast allows the perpetrator to save face or
even reintegrate themselves within the commurtitys treinforcing rather than destabilizing the
Moral Economy. Boycotts, sit-ins, symbolic ritugbsiblic performances, social pressure,
ostracism, letter, whisper or social media campaigefusal to comply with laws or demands,
and the development of alternative (black) markaats all potentially successful methods of
non-violent resistance that can be used to reiefooconmunity customs and norms. Moreover,
simple evasion, anonymity, or emigration is morpesgling to some people than any kind of
response to exploitation, domination, and othetlehges. Non-violent approaches are simpler,
more targeted to the issue, less costly, lessylikcearner violent retribution, and allow more

people to participate.

Furthermore, all of the attention on protests @iellions emphasizes the attacks on
Moral Economy rather than the ongoing maintenamgemroduction of it. | contend, as
mentioned earlier, that Moral Economy is maintaiaad reproduced in daily life through the

actions and norms of community members. Thus, widste time there is no protest, rebellion,

1% James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven: Yale University Press,

1990). p. 136
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or violent uprising. A smoothly functioning Morat&homy does not require one. Only when
human dignity, norms about property, provisionsl eesources are threatened would any kind of
response be called for. Even then, non-violenstasce is more likely the first approach,
followed by extreme measures, sometimes violengnweminders of norms and non-violent

resistance prove ineffective.

The Embedded Economy

One aspect of Moral Economy that continues to prtasself throughout the literature is
the notion of the embedded economy. The ideasoéthbedded economy can be traced to Karl
Polanyi and his expansive economic wdte Great TransformatioH® Even Moral Economy
literature that does not cite Polanyi or use tiheigology of embedded economy or
embeddedness often contains an assumption abemlaedded economy. What is embedded
economy and how is it relevant to Moral Economyvth many other qualities that repeat
themselves in the moral economic literature, | glgestion whether this is an essential or
necessary part of Moral Economy, or whether ibimsthing peripheral and unnecessary. | begin
by reviewing Polanyi’s ideas of embeddedness, thenmy attention to contributions by E.P.
Thompson, James Scott, William Booth, Mark Gran@reaind Thomas Arnold. My reflections
regarding the relationship between embedded ecommuWwloral Economy conclude the

section.

Embeddedness as it is used by Moral Economy tétsaran be traced back to Karl

Polanyi. Thus, while Polanyi did not argue for MidEconomy or address it directly, his idea of

70 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, [1st Beacon paperback ed. (Boston,: Beacon Press, 1957).
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embeddedness deserves attention here. BrieflynfAatantrasts the modern liberal market
economy known to most Westerners at the time heéewnathe nineteen forties, with a type of
market that had served civilization for hundredgexrs prior to the dramatic shift brought about
through new thinking of the place of the markeatigk to society. Classical economics and the
industrial revolution brought forth a great trangfiation for society by attempting to disconnect
the economy from the rest of society. What hadiptesly served many generations of human
beings in their exchange of goods was a marketthatpart of or embedded within the larger
society and responsive to social as well as econdemands. In the new IntroductionTioe
Great TransformationFred Block succinctly identifies Polanyi’s contéff he term
“embeddedness” expresses the idea that the ecoisamy autonomous, as it must be in

economic theory, but subordinated to politics gieli, and social relationd®

According to Block, Polanyi’s understanding ofesonomy is that it cannot successfully
be disembedded from society. The theory of a |laiésee market pushes for a complete
disembedding from society to allow the market raico operate smoothly. However, Polanyi
sees this as impossible, writing, “Our thesis & the idea of a self-adjusting market implied a
stark Utopia. Such an institution could not exastdny length of time without annihilating the
human and natural substance of sociéfgPolanyi continues to explain that people undetstan
that they are being threatened by attempts to disdrtheir economy from society and they take
measures to prevent it and protect themselvesoPtré problem with laissez-faire economics
is that it treats land (nature), labor (human bgjrags commodities where they are not real

commodities. Following from this Polanyi makes arah@rgument that “it is simply wrong to

1 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time (Boston: Beacon, 2001).
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treat nature and human beings as objects whose \pilicbe determined entirely by the market.
Such a concept violates the principles that haweig@d societies for centuries: nature and
human life have almost always been recognized @sda sacred dimensiori”® Additionally,
Polanyi argues that the liberal state is necedsary market economy because it must manage

both the flow of money and human resources.

Thompson conveys an understanding of the transfitbom Polanyi explains, but
Thompson does not invoke the language of embedu@tbeny. Instead he describes the market-
place as being both a location within society aeithdp less of a metaphor. In this sense the
economy was physically embedded in the societyaaminot easily separated from it. The
traders, merchants, producers, and consumers wentlylvisible and interacted with each other
rather than through a series of middlemen. Outed@® economic injustice or unfair dealing
could be addressed to the culprit directly. The entmward middlemen and extended trading
with distant markets resulted in distancing betwisenproducer and consumer and a growing
separation from the responsible actors in unjusketgractices. In other words, new trade
practices effectively disembedded the market frooiety. Consequently, the prevailing market
economy permitted exploitation, unfair businesicas or an overriding of traditional

reciprocal relationships to take place with impynit

While James Scott does not address the embeddadrag concept extensively, his
ideas represent an application of it. Moreoven footnote in the first chapter he credits Polanyi

as being formative to his work. Scott quotes Palardstinction between primitive and market

7 bid. p. XXV
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economies, “It is the absence of the threahdividual starvation which makes primitive

society, in a sense, more human than market ecorammdyat the same time less economfé.”

Scott contrasts the market economy which emengé&bchinchina and Lower Burma
during the first half of the twentieth century witlhat had been the normal socio-economic
expectations of the agrarian peasants from at feastineteenth-century.

The impact of market integration on the subsistegarantees of the peasantry is simply

that it unifies and homogenizes economic lifetfmse it embraces and, for the first time,

makes possible a failure of social guaranteesfan larger scale than previously. ... A

deterioration in a peasant’s welfare and barggipwsition could thus normally be

attributed to such local conditions as labor sypplop losses, and warfare. The
penetration of the world economy, however, stgagliminated the local idiosyncrasies
of fragmented subsistence economies. ... crops grese or less as before, but the
remaining securities of tenancy or rural laboreveliminated and claims on the cropped
were pressed remorselessly. Elites failed to elesttre minimal obligations that the

Moral Economy of the peasantry required of theatha large-scale rupture of
interclass bonds is scarcely conceivable exceptrarket economy/>

For Scott, the embeddedness of the peasant ecas@nyassumed, but not highlighted
component of Moral Economy. Due to the fact he daegiscuss embeddedness in detail | am
neither able to analyze his position on the embeddd¢ure of Moral Economy nor contrast it

with other conceptions of embeddedness.

William Booth, on the other hand, draws considkrafttention to the embedded nature
of the Moral Economy. He is informed by Polanyi amplies the embedded economy lens to

the classical Greek economy. For Booth the ideenadmbedded economy is central to

4 Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia. p. 5
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understanding the moral economic argument. Hee=ighat economics must see the economy

as embedded to be meaningful and useful. Boothtasse

Any human community — the household or the cihas thus to ask itself this primordial
guestion concerning the location of the economisihierarchy of goods. Not to
subordinate the economy to those rank-orderedgyisodh a basic sense, to render the
community incoherent from the point of view oftjae — to cause perverse distributions
of goods and allow wealth itself to become thetgbod'’®

Specific to the arguments in classic Greek phpbsaNichomachean Ethics,

Oeconomicus, and Memorabilia), Booth finds soligmut for embeddedness. He contends,

These classical texts unfold the idea of embedeesias a cluster of propositions stating
that the economy ought to be located in the (htéreal) order of persons and their
(again rank-ordered) goods. They mean embeddixa: icommunity, bound by itghilia

or mutuality, and therefore not universal. Congbrsthey understand the market
economy as disembedded and abhorrent, becausdaxk of order (its conventional
equality), its indifference to or neutrality astb@ good, and the fact that it relaxes the
tight bonds and mutuality of the community.

Booth also suggests Moral Economy’s inclusionrobeddedness is problematic for
certain contemporary applications. Moral Economthuts embedded economy stands in
opposition to democracy, which makes things, peapteideals equally valuable. He argues that
either we will need to choose a modified Liberaliand taking the democracy path, thereby
shelving most of what is included in Moral Econoragfollow Moral Economy’s

embeddedness to its logical conclusion, which aill in an unsatisfactory pluralisi?*"®

178 William James Booth, "On the Idea of the Moral Economy," The American Political Science Review 88, no. 3

(1994). p. 663

7 Booth, "Household and Market: On the Origins of Moral Economic Philosophy." p. 231

78 Booth, "On the Idea of the Moral Economy." p. 664
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For a detailed focus and an updated perspectiarireddedness, many scholars find
Mark Granovetter’'s “Economic Action and Social 8ture: The Problem of Embeddedness” to

provide a clear and quality assessnt&htAs a starting distinction Granovetter contrasts,

Much of the utilitarian tradition, including clasal and neoclassical economics, assumes
rational, self-interested behavior affected mirllynay social relations... At the other
extreme lies what | call the argument of “embecasg”: the argument that the behavior
and institutions to be analyzed are so constrdaysohgoing social relations that to
construe them as independent is a grievous missiaaeling™®*

Granovetter explains that embeddedness of econoehiavior has been a widely held
view by sociologists, anthropologists, historiaasg political scientists and is associated with
the “substantivist” school. It is contrasted wille tdominant position in economics and which
has been developed in anthropology as the “fortiathool. Granovetter sees both as having
problems. The substantivist school that influertbesMoral Economy theory comes across as
oversocialized to him, whereas classical and nesal economics is undersocialized.
Granovetter asserts, “the level of embeddednessafomic behavior is lower in nonmarket
societies than is claimed by substantivists anekbgwnent theorists, and it has changed less
with “modernization” than they believe; but | argaleo that this level has always been and
continues to be more substantial than is allowedbydformalists and economist¥®® In his
analysis he remains completely focused on modesitatiast economies, making any comparison
with Thompson or Scott difficult. However, Granaeetconcludes the article by stating that

“most behavior is closely embedded in networkshtérpersonal relations and that such an

2| do not find pluralism to be inherently unsatisfactory.

180 Granovetter, "Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness."
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argument avoids the extremes of under- and ovetfireil views of human actiort® | expect
he would find more mindful attention to embeddedrtesbenefit Moral Economy theory in

preventing an oversocialized analysis.

Arnold attempts to address the suggested challengentemporary Moral Economy that
Booth raises by arguing for the applicability o F$ocial-goods” notion of Moral Economy to
modern democratic society and the continuity @fith the central tenets of Moral Economy that
arose from peasant theory. Arnold argues for emdxaiess as a key aspect of Moral Economy.
He draws on Polanyi, E.P. Thompson, Scott, and @etter among others. Briefly, his
argument for social goods gains proposes, “sociatlg and their attendant moral economies are
characteristic of modern as well as premodern conities.™® Finally and importantly, he
responds to both Booth and Granovetter’s challeigeer- or undersocialized conceptions of
economic behavior arguing, “Because of the mutt@istitutive, and subjectively meaningful
properties of specific social goods, Moral Econdasgmbedded in concrete, ongoing social
relations, not in generalized mechanical moralitiesomanticized pasts® Thus, Arnold
contends that Moral Economy and embedded economgritly exists in our contemporary lives

even in urban or diffuse communities that embrdaeexd social goods.

From my perspective, embeddedness may apply foradtioning economies. After all, is
it really possible for the market of a society ®odmmpletely unresponsive to social, political,
religious influences and moral pressures? An idedlfiction can be told about the market

economy of contemporary societies that it is disetaled, concerned only with atomized
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consumers, and that it need not pay attention teeo@nomic social features. Such a fiction fails
to acknowledge that people are never just a consureare they just a citizen, or just a
worker. They have many facets and they interadt wiiher people on a regular basis, so we
should expect in any economy that social and mofialences will make their way in. However,
the narrative that people understand about theiegoand their role in it will impact the way
they interact with others and their decisions, eooic and otherwise. As a result, it is possible
that some economies are more embedded than otlagree with Polanyi that the economy
cannot be successfully (functionally) disembeddethfsociety. But even attempts to disembed

and to move in that direction can have problemaiitsequences.

Nevertheless, the Moral Economy narratives andragints coming out of peasant
studies and anthropology also make a strong cassadlieties have had deeply embedded
economies, more deeply embedded and connectednib@ern market economies familiar to us
in the developed Western world during the twentaett into the twenty-first centuries. The
expectation that market transactions and the ecaniostitution as an entity ought to be
responsive to social, political and moral demanusy actually help to make it a reality. When a
critical mass of diverse members in a society adexin such a way that assumes the economy
and market should adhere to social demands and maras, it is much more likely to do just

that.

Embeddedness requires a hierarchy of values astthjsed by a number of factors such
as time, location, history, and individual membesferences. Booth suggests that while this
worked in classical Greece, it will cause problemsontemporary Western society. | would
argue that it had its own problems for servang)dient individuals, women, and other non-

master individuals in ancient Greece. Liberalissoaloes not always produce the egalitarianism
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it holds dear. It sometimes harms those whichtérids to help or protect. Both Moral Economy
and liberal market economies are imbued with valuesnorms. All societies and ideas about
the good life are shaped by values, even thosehndspouse to be value neutral or have limited
awareness of their values. One of the differenedisat Moral Economy acknowledges its moral
influences, whereas market economy regularly ightitem. Because Moral Economy can be
more transparent about its influences and is meEspansive to social pressures, it has greater
potential to fit the normative and social expectasi of its members. Yet, like any economy the

possibility for abuse and corruption is possible.

Conclusion

More than just a concept to be analyzed, Morahigowy is contextualized by the
practices and relationships surrounding it, fornmitngnd the people whose practices of
engagement reproduce it. Observed Moral Econoragdsciated with the disciplines that
pertain to its practices, but it is not dictatedpogvailing theories or definitions of either
economics or ethics. Relationships between pepfdee, their government, their law
enforcement system, their ancestors, and thewryisteavily influence the role law, tradition,
and emergent norms impact their sense of justide@sponse to perceived injustice. Daily
practices of engagement advance an embedded ecdherelpy reinforcing a lived Moral
Economy. Engagement is heightened when a commaritgral Economy is threatened.
Consequent responses ranging from avoidance talsmst and peaceful protest to violent

rebellion further shape a Moral Economy. The megwinMoral Economy from the perspective

119



of one who lives and experiences it as an actieeaktorce arises from their context,

relationships and engagement.
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CHAPTER 4: The Moral Economy vs. Political EconomyDebate

Introduction

The previous chapters have suggested that thepbatMoral Economy is an unsettled
one. A significant challenge to Moral Economy basn posed by a subset of political
economists, who attempt to show that the same lbaisazan be better explained through a
rational actor framework. While this Moral Econorgrsus political economy tension exists
generally, the two dominant figures whose work miedithe disagreement are James Scott and
Samuel Popkin®® *¥’Additionally, Daniel Little has contributed to théscussion in a
meaningful way through his analysis of the tensiod arguments ibnderstanding Peasant

China'

In this chapter | begin by first outlining altetive ways to view Moral Economy relative
to political economy. In the course of that disemss then provide historical context to the
relationship between Moral Economy and politicalremmy. Third, | discuss the tension
between the two approaches as they are articubgtddmes Scott and Samuel Popkin,
describing the key areas of disagreement betweett &wd Popkin. Fourth, | weigh in on the
debate by analyzing the strengths and weaknesd$&spain’s critique of Moral Economy. Next,
| turn to Daniel Little’'s analysis of the debatesaen through the lens of philosophy of social

science where he compares Moral Economy with skgdrar social science approaches to

1% James C. Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia (New Haven:

Yale University Press, 1976).

%7 samuel L. Popkin, The Rational Peasant : The Political Economy of Rural Society in Vietnam (Berkeley: University

of California Press, 1979).

%8 Daniel Little, Understanding Peasant China : Case Studies in the Philosophy of Social Science (New Haven: Yale

University Press, 1989).
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determine what offers the best means for understgmmbasant behavior. Later | review Sayer,
Feeny and Brocheux’s contributions to the debatthemerits of the Moral Economy or
political economy approach. Finally, | emphasize talue of the debate between moral
economists and political economists. Having workedugh the competing arguments, | align
my position with James Scott and other moral ecasismvho maintain not only that Moral

Economy exists, but that it is not adequately antedifor in political economy.

Relationship to Political Economy

Political economy seems to the casual observieatve a lot in common with Moral
Economy. Both Moral Economy and political economan e examined through the social
sciences, they both consider the behavior andogakdtips of mid-large sized groups of people
who are engaged in public behavior and they botie lsamething to do with political and
economic aspects of life. In contemporary Wesseaiety, political economy reigns supreme in
matters pertaining to political aspects of econ@naied state or international level macro-

economic issues. The Encyclopedia Britannica dessipolitical economy as,

Academic discipline that explores the relationdbepween individuals and society and
between markets and the state, using methods dramneconomics, political science,
and sociology. The term is derived from the Grisginspolis (city or state)
andoikonomogone who manages a household). Political econarttyus concerned
with how countries are managed, taking into actboth political and economic

factors®®®

189 Britannica (2013), s.v. "Political Economy."
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While nuanced positions have been forwarded omafa¢éionship between moral and political
economy, | have organized them into two categdaethe purpose of my typology on Moral
Economy. Assuming that someone has considere@dgonship and maintains that Moral
Economy does indeed exist, they fall either ineo¢bmp that holds Moral Economy as a subset
of political economy or believes Moral Economy istithct from political economy. Of course,
there also exists the possibility that one couldkitMoral Economy does not exist or only exists

as theory created by erroneous academics.

Subset of Political Economy

Political economy as we know it today largely owsrigin to thinkers in the
eighteenth century, when the foundations of paliteconomic theory were being laid. One of
the best known contributors to the ideas in palteconomy is Adam Smith. Smith is famous
for An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the WeadlitNations where he argued for free
trade between nations which was responsive to coasdemand® While Smith is better
known for his economic theory Wealth of Nationshe was also a social philosopher who was
trained in moral philosophy as a student of Frakitcheson at the University of Glasgow,
Scotland. Smith also wrote an important and pcatlyi oriented book on moral theofihe

Theory of Moral Sentiments!

%0 Adam Smith, R. H. Campbell, and Andrew S. Skinner, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of

Nations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976).

1 Adam Smith and Knud Haakonssen, The Theory of Moral Sentiments (Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge

University Press, 2002).
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That political and Moral Economy were closely ceated for Smith, then should not
come as a surprise. Yet, due to his influencelassal and neo-classical economics, which has
sometimes been considered lacking moral considerédr individuals or even society as a
whole, the case connecting Smith’s belief that MB@nomy is a part of political economy
needed articulation. G.R. Bassiry and Marc Jonalsenthat case in “Adam Smith and the Ethics
of Contemporary Capitalisn?®’> Bassiry and Jones argue that Smith’s primaryvattns in
developing his economic theory were ethical. Snsittupposed to believe that even with its
potential pitfalls; a market driven consumer baseohomy system would be socially and
ethically superior to the dominant mercantilisnhisf day. They find that maximizing choice
and liberty were important aspects of the alteweagipproach Smith advocated, as was the
compatibility with democracy. Importantly for oconsideration, Smith explicated his fears
about capitalism, which appear to be primarily nhocasiderations that could easily be
identified as moral economic. They include, “impasghing the spirit of the workers and the
work ethic more generally, creating cities in wharfonymity facilitated price-fixing, expanding
the ranks of the idle rich, inducing governmentaster monopolies and selective privileges, and
separating ownership and control as the scale ajpitht requirements of business firms
increased®® Having come from an intellectual tradition in whimoral and economic
considerations were more readily entwined, havimmgriouted significant theories to both and
having expressed fears that align with Moral Ecopdnalassify Adam Smith as someone who
believed Moral Economy was (or could be) a subkpblitical economy. That his name and

narrowly interpreted versions of his economic tlydmave been utilized to justify economic

2 G.R. Bassiry and Marc Jones, "Adam Smith and the Ethics of Contemporary Capitalism," Journal of Business

Ethics 12, no. 8 (1993).
% |bid. p. 623
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behavior in opposition to moral economic claims galies is no more Smith’s fault than
religious zealots using God’s name and holy bookgagtify hate and motivate actions contrary

to what the religion teaches.

Additionally, I include another well known Scottisnoral philosopher as someone who
would keep Moral Economy within the category ofipcdl economy, David Hume. Hume was
a contemporary and friend of Smith and is giveneraitention to his contributions to moral
philosophy than Smith. Hume was widely influential several topics including his empiricist
epistemology, secularizing inquiry of human natarej his moral and political philosophy.
Hume’s critique of rationalist approaches to somialters, such as justice, are in line with the
critique of rational approaches to political ecoryaimat moral economists mak¥ His
emphasis on the sentiments, especially benevolenal] be used® by moral economists to
answer the question as to why people would hawssesto put themselves out on behalf of their
neighbor without any clear benefit for themselhtésme’s philosophy on morals and social
intercourse is entirely consistent with Moral Ecornyoideology. | think he may find it odd that
political economy veers away from the sentimengsaoise we can only truly understand human
interaction through the conjunction of sentimerd aason. Throughoén Enquiry
Concerning the Principles of Moralslume argues for sentiment and reason cominghegéd

support decisions directed to social interactibie is clearest in the Appendix, avowing,

It is requisite a sentiment should here displaglif in order to give a preference to the
useful above the pernicious tendencies. This memi can be no other than a feeling for
the happiness of mankind, and a resentment aftiisery; since these are the different
ends which virtue and vice have a tendency tonpte. Here, therefore, reason instructs

%% Sometimes the rationalist approach is simply rejected rather than explicitly critiqued.

19 Utility being a virtue for Hume.
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us in the several tendencies of actions, and hitynaxakes a distinction in favour to
those which are useful and beneficl.

Note that Hume understands sentiment to be dirdotdte benefit of mankind. It is not reserved
for a selfish kind of love or solely useful and b&aial for one’s self, but to improve the

happiness and reduce the misery of mankind colielgti

Discussing human conventions and their relatignshjustice, Hume dismisses the
suggestion by some that convention is like a prertogustice. Instead, he argues, “But if by
convention be meaiat sense of common intergsthich sense each man feels in his own breast,
which he remarks in his fellows, and which cartigs, in concurrence with others, into a
general plan or system of actions, which tendautdip utility; it must be owned that, in this
sense, justice arises from human conventid¥sJtistice was understood by Hume as something
that could only be relevant when society was s@ege to include people who were not close
relations and who did not share the identical gaat values. Moreover, it only necessitated
application when resources were limited, so thataled exceeded supply. Because the human
convention which supports justice is a sense ofraominterest, and not a promise, it could be
rightly demanded even when there was no formaliaedunderlying it, no written record or no
spoken utterance. Collective existence and soelalions using limited resources combined
with a sense of common interest could rightly proolgims and behaviors consistent with those
supported by Moral Economy theory/ideology. AltghtHume did not articulate a direct

response to this matter, his moral philosophy iatdis he would unify Moral Economy with

%8 pavid Hume, An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, ed. ). B. Schneewind (Indianapolis: Hackett

Publishing Company, 1983). p. 83

7 bid. p. 95 (emphasis added)
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political economy, not as a subset, but as an pedisable informing component of

understanding human relations.

Unique from Political Economy

Whether considered good or bad, some contribtibokéoral Economy maintain that it is
not a part of political economy. E.P. Thompsoradiebelieves that Moral Economy withered
as political economy became more dominant. Heestgghat there is no place for Moral
Economy within political economy, and perhaps thsynot even compatible. Thompson
avows, “The breakthrough of the new political eaoyof the free market was also the
breakdown of the old Moral Economy of provisidfi> Earlier in his landmark article
Thompson argues that, “The new economy entailegtmakralizing of the theory of trade and
consumption no less far-reaching than the morelwidiebated dissolution of restrictions upon
usury. ... [De-moralizing] meant, rather, that thevrpolitical economy was disinfested of
intrusive moral imperatives* As the more morally rich local economic traditigeve way to
the more anonymous trade based economy, so to@| Boonomy gave way to political
economy. In Thompson’s analysis, political econasiyee from the ethical considerations that

defined and motivated Moral Economy.

In his article discussing both moral and politieabnomy, Andrew Sayer also expresses
his belief that Moral Economy and political econoarg different. Moreover, he shares the

historical understanding Thompson suggests thaaM&zonomy dominated the past and

8 p. Thompson, "The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century," Past and Present no. 50

(1971). p. 136

% bid. pp. 89-90

127



political economy has come to replace it. Sayentifies Smith and Hume as including moral

sympathy in their economic as well as ethical tle=orHe states,

But Hume and Smith were also aware of the extenthtich moral sentiments decline
with distance. ... While they still retained a sbci@anception of morality, others did not
and liberal thought became increasingly influenisgdormal conceptions of morality

involving self interested, seemingly asocial indials, merely respecting each others

rights 2%

Sayer does not imply, as Thompson does, that Marahomy and political economy are
incompatible. Instead, he identifies the socigksation occurred at the same time moral
philosophy separated from economic theory. Atethe of the nineteenth century “this shift in
moral philosophy towards Kantianism was followedthg divorce of the study of moral and
political economy.?®* Simultaneously, “economic activities became insiegly

“disembedded” from earlier social attachmerifg.”

In an article by Pierre Brocheux responding todebate over moral and political
economy between James Scott and Samuel Popkinh&masks bluntly whether political
economy has been substituted for Moral EconétiyHe responds to this suggestion writing,
“there is no inherent opposition between a Moralrieeny and a political economy approach,
except on an intellectual plane. The politicalremoy approach did not override the Moral

Economy, but meshed with i£* While not defeating the Moral Economy approachydBeux

2% Andrew Sayer, "Moral Economy and Political Economy," Studies in Political Economy, no. 61 (2000). p. 86

% |bid.
%2 |hid.

°% pierre Brocheux, "Moral Economy or Political Economy? The Peasants Are Always Rational," The Journal of
Asian Studies 42, no. 4 (1983).

% |bid. pp. 801-802
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also does not indicate that Moral Economy is a tfpeolitical economy. He suggests instead
that they are different but work together in reakld social, political, and economic contexts.

Concluding his article Brocheux statebpth approaches have their rationalify™

Furthermore, while arguing against the soundné#sedvioral Economy approach,
David Feeny clearly identifies moral and politieebnomy as inhabiting different sphef&s.
Feeny also draws on the debate between Scott gridriRo illuminate this difference. He
reasons, “we can see an interesting differencedmt#opkin’s political-economy approach and
Scott’s moral-economy approach. Scott explainsaarebellion in terms of moral outrage. ...
In contrast, Popkin uses a model of self-interedeision making to explain participatioff”
Both Brocheux’s and Feeny’s arguments highlightdisagreement over moral and political
economy between Scott and Popkin indicates thgttteemaintain a divide between the two

approaches.

The Scott/Popkin Debate

James Scott’s compelling teXtheMoral Economy of the Peasant: Rebellion and
Subsistence in Southeast Asias first published in 19782 It is notable that Scott had Popkin
review his manuscript before the book was offigigliblished. In his forward, Scott

acknowledges their differences and believes Popkeview helped clarify his thinking and

2% |bid. (emphasis added)

2% pavid Feeny, "The Moral or the Rational Peasant? Competing Hypotheses of Collective Action," The Journal of

Asian Studies 42, no. 4 (1983).

7 |bid.
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strengthen his argumerft§.Popkin, who published his rebuttal to Moral Ecoydhreorists, not
limited to Scott, was quite familiar with Scott’sovk on this topic. Popkin publish&the

Rational Peasana few years after Scott’'s bookhe Rational Peasamtcludes an extended
argument against Moral Economy complete with cas#iess based on his research in and on
Vietnam. Soon after the book was published, he @lddished an article which presents a tighter
and more focused argument against Moral Econofti}! | have not found any additional
exchanges between Scott and Popkin pertaining t@Mtconomy. The debate between Scott
and Popkin is one that is largely presented tdwtaigh the perspective of other scholars of

Moral Economy, such as Dan Little, Andrew Sayed athers.

As | reviewed the “debate”, | noticed that mosttdbcused on peasant and precapitalist
societies. While this makes sense in an acadeniatedetween Scott and Popkin at the time, it
does not fully capture the Moral Economy theoryt &ss developed or as | comprehend it. Due
to the nature of the debate, most of the differermdween Scott and Popkin’s positions are
explicated in Popkin’s responses and are moreesubtcott’s earlier work. Popkin offers a
number of generalizations about the Moral Econoositpn, which he acknowledges are not as
complete or nuanced as the original authors’ argusnd he key disagreements between Scott
and Popkin include interpretations about a) peasagistence, b) patron-client relationships, c)
village structure, d) investments and gambleste® fidership, f) reciprocity, g) rationality of

peasants, and h) protests and rebellions.

209 . . . . .
Unfortunately | was unable to access the earlier manuscript and Popkin’s review notes, which may have

indicated more precisely how Popkin’s comments helped shape The Moral Economy of the Peasant.
1% samuel Popkin, "The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Peasant Society," Theory and Society 9, no. 3
(1980).

' While the book The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Rural Society in Vietnam has been widely cited,

Popkin’s article “The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Peasant Society” is rarely cited. | only
happened to find it by reviewing Popkin’s CV and then conducting a focused search for it.
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Key Disagreements
Peasant Subsistence

A particular understanding of agrarian peasansistdnce holds Scott’s theory of Moral
Economy together. Subsistence for the peasantyfasmsimilar to what development ethicists
mean when they talk about food security. Subsisté@mdudes food security for the long term,
but also includes the means to earn a living anthi® survival of the family long term. It can
also include housing, education, resources togyaatie in community traditions and religious
rituals, tools, and farm animals. Scott observas peasants live with unstable economic
conditions. They may have abundant harvests orne lyeathen suffer a poor harvest resulting
from a drought another year. While falling belowe gubsistence level always has dire
consequences, it is more worrisome for agricultpesisants than for other classes and
occupations, because the harvest and income atiegemnt on numerous factors out of their
control, significant input costs are required, anap cycles can be lengthy. It is also unlikely
for a family which has fallen below the subsistelesel| to make it back out of the disaster level,
due to input costs, and health and credit problraisfollow from falling below the subsistence
level. As a result, he argues peasants make ecorawuisions based on a principle of “safety-
first”. Making his case, Scott explains, “Typicalthe peasant cultivator seeks to avoid the
failure that will ruin him rather than attemptindpa, but risky, killing. In decision-making
parlance his behavior is risk-averse; he minimthessubjective probability of the maximum

loss.”*? It isn't that peasants do not understand the Ibghind neo-classical economics; it is

22 5eott. p.5
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that such logic is not well suited to their liveahditions. The question a peasant is more likely
to ask is “What is left?” not “How much is takern®€ott also assumes that most peasants are in
this predicament of being close enough to the thsdsvel should any one harvest turn out

worse than normal that they are not going to gamiitle their surplus from a good harvest.

Patron-client relationships

The patron-client or lord-tenant relationship iegented by moral economists such as
Scott as being an important part of maintainingsgtbnce. Although less reliable than kin, the
patron is presented as having close personalaekdtip with their client, often as regards
several aspects of their livelihood. In additiomeating or leasing their land from their patron, a
client may engage in other loans, cash assistandeod assistance with their patron in
exchange for their labor, rent payment, and deterewhile this often results in a sizeable
payment from the client in some seasons, it isket that it prevents falling below the
subsistence level, into what Scott describes adifaster level, in other years. These large
payments (in crop harvests and/or currency) starmgposition to what could be a more risky
strategy of profit maximization. Scott’s positiorgaes that the safety-first principle precludes
profit maximization because of its potential deafiay outcome. Peasants are aware of the profit
they could make in one season if they took motewish the market or with a flat tax, but
reason that such an approach will not work in dmgiterm and they choose to preserve their

long-term security.

In his description of a Philippine governmentagwsal to move share-croppers to fixed-

rent tenants, Scott remarks, “While the tenant indghfar better in a good year, the new
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leasehold arrangements shielded him less agasestdr.*'* The government was offering an
apparently favorable low fixed-rent for those whanted to accept such a lease agreement, but
they would be responsible for that rent regardédédsarvest and market conditions. The farmers
who chose to become tenants were those who alfeatifavorable conditions, steady harvests,
and strict landlords, whereas the farmers who chmsemain sharecroppers tended to have
small plots, variable conditions, variable yieldad generous landlords. Scott cites one tenant’s
rationale, “I will have to pay higher rent all mfel [under sharecropping] but | can at least get
food to live on now.?'* Overall, Scott argues that while patrons do makeesburdensome
claims on their clients, the relationship is beciafienough for clients to remain in the
relationship provided the patron maintains his ehithe arrangement by providing for the
security and subsistence of the client. MoreoveottSnaintains that the client prefers to have a

single patron with whom many economic exchangesrade.

Popkin acknowledges the prevalence of patron-ctiedationships in peasant Asia,
although he disagrees with Scott on several aspbcist the nature of that relationship. Popkin
does not accept the idea that patron-client relatigps are symbiotic, but suggests they are more
often competitive or parasitic by one or both getidepending on the opportunities available to
them. He believes both parties will try to get biest deal possible for themselves, and that
clients as well as patrons actively seek to impiivedr position in society and economically.
Popkin downplays the safety-first equation peashants make regarding subsistence, instead
arguing that even agricultural peasants are relgudaarching for ways to improve their lot. He

makes the case that tenants recognize when they argetter bargaining position and they use
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this position to demand more than subsistence lgagks from their landlords. Additionally,
patrons continue relationships with their cliengsduse they can ask more of them than if they
were on more even terms. He even suggests patrtamionally prevent clients from rising out
of their peasant client status by not encouragtegalcy or other skills and keeping them from
developing direct connections to markets for tigewds. Popkin argues, “Peasants are often
forcibly blocked from the market for the same remsalevelopment of market skills can help the

peasant to demand more, or even to do withoutdti®p.”>*

Moreover, he believes that peasants recognizehbatyadic relationship between patron
and client is not in their best interests and thay would prefer “multi-stranded” relationships
to help meet their social and subsistence neednégones eggs all in one basket is a poor
subsistence strategy, because if the patron foreason does not have the resources or the
client loses favor from the patron, they are thefhih an extremely precarious position. The
reason for the dyadic relationship between patrahdient arises from the patron’s power and
desire to control the client as well as providingjsincentive for collective bargainirfd®
Finally, he suggests Scott overlooks the fact tiodtall tenants are clients. Clients are those
tenants who have secured a more favorable reldlijpmath their landlord, who is now not just

the landlord, but is their patron.

2 Popkin. p. 75

216 Popkin, "The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Peasant Society." p. 429
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Village structure

The social unit that applies most to Moral Economghe Scott/Popkin debate is the
village. While both Scott and Popkin sometimes eviit a generalized way, they both focus on
the peasant village of nineteenth and twentiethugrsoutheast Asia. Scott does not define the
peasant village clearly, but suggests it is onghith everyone knows everyone else,
membership is fairly stable (few people enter avéeother than birth, marriage, and death),
village leadership makes most of the important joudécisions (not the state), village life
profoundly impacts family and individual persongéntity and lived experience, and the village
serves as the nexus for traditions and welfarea Assult, the village structure and norms create
the conditions for Moral Economy. The village pme$ informal social guarantees which
“represent something of a living normative modegaq#iity and justice?*’ Scott observes, “Few
village studies of Southeast Asia fail to remarktom informal social controls which act to
provide for the minimal needs of the podt*He also suggests that the legitimacy and coherence
of the village was what it could provide to its meems during their most trying periods. There is
social pressure placed on the wealthiest membeas/iiige to help the poorer members. In turn
the wealthy members receive prestige. In this \kaywealth of the village is spread. The
standard of living is judged based on other memipetise village. Reciprocity also impacts the
level of work in the village as a neighbor who tsalpth the harvest will expect assistance with

his fields as well.

Popkin accepts the village as the principal uié.distinguishes between the corporate

and open villages. The corporate village is thetypder consideration. He describes them as

7 Scott. p. 41

% |bid. p. 43
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having a clear notion of village citizenship, regidn of the local economy, imposing certain
forms of discipline, holding common land, and cdlileg taxes. However, he questions how
successful the village can actually be in providimgits members. On one hand, his
assumptions about free-ridership entail personadstment over social insurance. Popkin also
guestions the ability to determine need. Additibnhaé argues, “the demand for insurance will
rise as life becomes more risky, but supply will s the probability that premiums will be paid
declines.*'® Popkin distinguishes between short-term and lemg+ineed and investments. He
contends that peasants will “rely on private, fgnmivestments for their long-run security and
that they will be interested in short-term gain-aisis the village.?*° Contrary to the moral
economist theory of collective rationality and sdeiorms leading to collective security, Popkin
argues, “Village processes are shaped and restiigtself-interest, the difficulty of ranking
needs, the desire of individual peasants to raisie bwn subsistence level at the expense of

others, aversion to risk, leadership interest ofits, and the free rider problerfZ*

Investments and Gambles

Popkin wants to emphasize that peasants will eyrgdonomic rational thinking like
other people and will engage in profit maximizatwhnenever possible, specifically neo-classical
economic behavior. This kind of profit maximizatibehavior is precisely what he means when
he refers to “the rational peasant”. Popkin seenielieve that Scott’s safety-first principle

precludes profit maximization by peasants. Whiis true that Scott does argue that the safety-

218 Popkin.

220 Popkin, "The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Peasant Society." p. 426

21 Popkin. p. 38
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first principle is widespread, he does not sugtgest are mutually exclusive or that peasants are

incapable of making economic decisions with a Hagsical economic calculus.

Some of Popkin’s responses throughblue Rational Peasarind his follow-up article
are compatible with Scott’s, but Popkin understahéddived reality of peasants differently.
Therefore, he expects they will make different diexis than Scott proposes. For example,
Popkin asserts, “Peasants often are willing to darab innovations when their position is
secure against the loss and when a success coaklimbly improve their positiori?® | doubt
Scott and Popkin would disagree on this point. HewePopkin believes peasants are in a
secure position much more frequently than ScotsdBepkin cites regional proverbs that
encourage a frontier spirit as support for riskrigkbehavio?® The safety-first principle then is
only part of the story according to Popkin. Thegaed may act cautiously and want insurance or
another social safety net in some circumstancese Wiey take gambles and act upon high risk

opportunities in others.

Scott even offers a pre-emptive response to Pagkihcritics with the similar charge,
indicating that peasants do indeed take risks aacerimvestments beyond the needs of

subsistence. He clarifies,

The safety-first principle thus does not implyttheasants are creatures of custom who
never take risks they can avoid. When innovatguth as dry season crops, new seeds,
planting techniques, or production for market offiear and substantial gains at little or
no risk to subsistence security, one is likel§ind peasants plunging ahead. ... The
argument | am making about the economics of stdygis is meant to apply in its full
force, then, only to those cultivators who shacemmon existential dilemma. For those
peasants with very low incomes, little land, lafgmeailies, highly variable yields, and few
opportunities, the pattern of safety-first, sholddd quite consistently. For peasants with
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high incomes, abundant land, small families, bdéiacrop yields, and outside
employment opportunities, the argument probabhoisapplicablé®*

Thus, less disagreement exists between Scott goiidrPon this point than may be suggested by

Popkin and other observers of the Moral Economgug&political economy debate.

Free ridership

A problem that concerns Popkin about Moral Econertheory of insurance and
collective action is the worry that free ridersivaénefit from the contributions of some
members of society without themselves contributMgny insurance arrangements and
collective actions bestow collective benefits franich non-contributors cannot be excluded.
Popkin explains the political economic understagdirat, “Unless the expected benefits
outweigh the costs, the villager can be presumeédonontribute to collective actiod® A
cost-benefit calculus factors here as being thaamy logic for peasant decision making

pertaining to a collective good.

Scott and other moral economists are less condeineut free ridership. In part they see
the cost-benefit calculus as being in the peadawts more often than not. Moreover, they
believe that moral considerations and the intanesbmmunity well-being or solidarity with
others in a similar predicament will outweigh indiwval factors in decision making.

Additionally, moral economists suggest that in abmommunity, social conditioning and

expectations of others will motivate certain bebavithat benefit the society. Scott never

24 Scott. p. 24-25

22 Popkin. p. 24
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mentions ‘free-rider’ at any point ithe Moral Economy of the Peasamtany of his subsequent
related publication&?° So it is clear he did not consider it a seriowsahto Moral Economy
theory or practice. Although he does not responelctly to Popkin’s legitimate concern
regarding free-riders, his understanding of rea@jyosuggests that free riding is more difficult
in a small community when people know each otHesoineone benefits from a service or
financial assistance, the person or group willtfiglly expect to be repaid in time with a
comparable service or assistance. Scott expldimesyillage norms which may assure a poor
man a patch of communal land and food also reduimeto provide labor when village officials
or notables call for it?*” What initially could be deemed free-ridership wbldter be repaid in

kind.

Popkin accurately identifies the free rider isagdeing a major difference between the

Moral Economy and political economy approachesg@spnt institutions. He summarizes,

If the Moral Economy views are correct, there enmunity orientation whereby the
free-rider and leadership problems are easilyanrae by proper socialization to norms
placing a high value on voluntarism. If, on theesthand, there are substantial problems
of organization, individuals may withhold contrttans and projects may not be
undertaken or may be carried out in ways thates®than optim&f®

Popkin assesses free-rider problems as widesprehdrablematic to the goals of Moral

Economy and that they are underestimated in MozahBmy theory.

26 5cott; James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven: Yale University

Press, 1990); James C. Scott, Seeing Like a State : How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition
Have Failed, Yale Agrarian Studies (New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 1998); James C. Scott,
Weapons of the Weak : Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985);
James C. Scott and Benedict J. Kerkvliet, Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance on South-East Asia
(London ; Totowa, N.J.: Frank Cass, 1986).
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Reciprocity

Just as free-rider problems were something thatguily concerned the political
economy side of this debate, reciprocity likewisaeerns the Moral Economy side far more
than its challenger. Scott makes a great deal aheuble reciprocity plays in Moral Economy.
In many ways it is the enforcer of social normg ti@d Moral Economy together in practice.
Scott evaluates it as one of his four potentialddads of justice and deems it to be a reliable
standard of justice for peasants. He identifidse ‘finoral idea involved is that one should return
“favors” out of gratitude and that, consequenttyu@ exchange defines a fair relationsH.”

239 1n nearly every exchange in peasant life, recipyqalays a role. Scott draws our attention to
the nature of agricultural cycles which functionlvusing a system of exchanging services or
goods of comparable value. Throughout Scott’s éaskloral Economy reciprocity comes up as
the guarantee between peasants, as the balanaeebgbatron and client, landlord and tenant,

and wealthy and poor peasants. It applies betwgeale as well as between unequals.

Reciprocity is not merely a social norm that cofalil away. Scott argues that the norm
of reciprocity is the foundation for legitimacy atiee basis for the moral claims made by
peasants. Reciprocity holds the community togethércontributes to the maintenance of civil

interaction.

Popkin acknowledges reciprocity played a roleeagant life in pre-colonial periods,

specifically pre-colonial Vietnam. However, he erapizes reciprocity is stronger through

229 Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia. p. 162
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family and preferable to the more risky form ofipgocity with other village members or the
state?®! In Popkin’s view, reciprocity is less common tt&eott believes and is not central to the

economy of peasants. He asserts,

From political economy assumptions it follows tihdiagewide insurance schemes will
be highly specific and limited due to problemgrabt and consensus, and that welfare
schemes will be greatly restricted and restrictiuather, reciprocity will be strict and

limited to equals, and the village leaders willphless fortunate villagers only if it does

not affect the long-run welfare of the betterffagers*?

From this perspective, reciprocity cannot be assubedween villagers and is highly contingent
and constrained. In addition to changing the fregyevith which reciprocal exchanges are
enacted, this limited version of reciprocity alsduces the moral claim or obligation that any

party could attach to such a relationship.

Rationality of individuals and social groups

As one might expect, rationality is an importaspect of evaluating peasant behavior for
Popkin. He wants to draw attention to the individaahis critique of Moral Economy. Moral
Economy suggests that the decisions made by psamanikargely in the interests of the village
or community. Popkin responds to this by acknowileglghat there are times when peasants
expand their consideration for friends, neighbarg] the village. However, he believes they

retain primary concern for themselves and theiritiarhe rational actor is thiedividual even

2t Popkin. p. 28
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when they have interests for others. Because @dtigitan be used to suggest numerous ideas,
Popkin clarifies,
By rationality | mean that individuals evaluate fhossible outcomes associated with
their choices in accordance with their prefereramebvalues. In doing this, they discount
the evaluation of each outcome in accordance thvéhr subjective estimate of the

likelihood of the outcome. Finally, they make ti@ice which they believe will
maximize their expected utili§/>

In addition to drawing our attention to the ratilityeof the individual, Popkin also attempts to

discredit the logic moral economists’ use to basfealvior on collective rationality. He argues,

The Moral Economy predictions about collectivewsig, based on assumptions of
collective rationality, are borne out partiallytest: village processes are shaped and
restricted by individual self-interest, the difflty of ranking needs, the desire of
individual peasants to raise their own subsistéewel at the expense of others, aversion
to risk, leadership interest in profits, and treefrider probleni>*

Protest and Rebellion

Protest, rebellion, and social uprisings are etmtrmany accounts of Moral Economy,
starting with E.P. Thompson’s classic historicat@mt, which built the theory for Moral
Economy from popular protest. Both Scott and Pogkia protest and rebellion by peasant
groups as evidence that, along with other facintscates the presence of discontent with the
current social situation. Thus, protest and retwe]lor lack of it when it might be expected,
provide evidence for their respective theoriess@pproach of reading protests, rebellions, and

peasant uprisings as supporting a particular thebpgasant behavior comes across as more
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scientific, empirical, as well as historical. B@&hott and Popkin evaluate South East Asia in the
nineteenth and early twentieth century, so it mggem as though their examples could be
compared side by side with each other. Howeveratigmpt to do just that has indicated that a
comparison of their more empirical evidence isstaightforward. They may be looking at the
same broad region during the same time periodrasaty do the events under examination
correspond with each other. Even when they do exahie same event, the story told and
evidence provided are difficult to compare. Theeaso several aspects about protest and
rebellion that need to be disentangled. Protestainellion are not just about the visible event,
but include in this context the motivation and pai for rebellion, the intentions of the people
engaging in it, the type of protest or rebelliomigeplanned (if planned) and to a lesser degree,

the outcome of the protest or rebellion.

Scott is more interested in the potential for @sband rebellion than in the outcome of
such events. In other words, he seeks to know WHiballion took place rather than WHAT
happened after it started. This is consistent Witinal Economy’s focus on social relations and
behaviors that have a normative basis, becausmtiditions for protest are more indicative of
the sentiment regarding the moral rightness or gmess than the resulting situation. Thus, Scott
does not emphasize peasant revolution, a succesbkllion, because it does not offer any more
insight than an unsuccessful rebellion. Scott atdmowledges the absence of rebellion under
conditions of exploitation and misery, that is, endimilar conditions that provide the impetus
for rebellion in other cases. He offers a multastted case for resistance to exploitation and

oppression through other means of resistance.

Pertaining to the conditions giving rise to reiosl] Scott observes the increased

vulnerabilities faced by Southeast Asian subsiggreasants in the early twentieth century.
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“The more brittle and explosive agrarian structwees largely a product of the interaction of
three forces: demographic change, production femntlarket, and the growth of the stat&.”
These factors taken together undermined the banggpower of the peasants relative to land
owners. Of course, not every family was equalllngtable. Real income played a significant
role in vulnerability (proximity to the disastenid). Additional factors that contributed to real
income include: natural yield fluctuations, world@rket fluctuations, and mono-crop price
fluctuations. Furthermore, peasant social structise affected the likelihood that peasants
would respond to exploitation with revolt or relo@h. Scott is not convinced that peasantries
with a “strong communal tradition and few sharingal class divisions” will be more explosive
than ones “with weak communal peasantries and shatpss divisions**® While the impact of
economic shocks will be felt more uniformly in thest type of community and they will have
greater capacity for collective action as a resttheir traditional solidarity, the second type of
community would be more vulnerable to market foraed have fewer alternative resources to

counteract the economic shocks.

In his account of the depression revolts, Scalicates that taxes played a significant role
in the motivation of peasant communities to protest rebel. As taxes became more uniform
and enforcement was increased, the burden of tseeame overwhelming for some peasants.
Moreover, the way taxes were levied, without respeearying conditions and market forces,
put peasants in a much more precarious positianlen landlords or village leaders collected
taxes with consideration for seasonal fluctuatidree revolts in Northern Annam in 1930 are

forwarded to bolster Scott’s case that Moral Ecopaan be determined through the nature of

23 Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant : Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia. p. 196
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the revolt and indicate the reason for it. Hea@sarmposed by the colonial state initiated several
peasant responses including: protest marchesgtteudtion of tax offices and tax receipts,
refusal to pay taxes, fleeing the villages, notalaled headmen were threatened with death if
they attempted to collect taxes from the poor c@liector was attacked, public buildings were
burned, alcohol warehouses were plundered, off@abkassinated, forest guard posts destroyed,
rice stores seized, and a salt convoy attack. keffant to show the relationship between these

events and their expression of Moral Economy Smmitends,

Just as the burning of tax lists expressed thergi@tation to serve local subsistence
claims before those of the state, many of thesagsations and pillages seemed directly
motivated by the belief that the wealthy and thosauthority had an obligation to share
their resources with the poor in times of deartind, failing that, the poor then had the
right to take what they needed by fofcé.

Furthermore, Scott highlights the collective nataf these acts including the
participation of sizable numbers of villagers ie #issassinations and destruction of offices and

public buildings.

While rebellion is sometimes thought to be chamastic of Moral Economy in action,
Scott carefully articulates several other behauioas indicate a moral economic ethos without
protest or rebellion. To be clear, he contendsriaellion actually is a relatively rare response
to violation of Moral Economy norms. Often the paasy will desire a change in the conditions
or political structure but determine they lack tBsources to revolt or to do so successfully.
Instead of rebellion, vulnerable and exploited peésrespond through individual and collective

adaptive strategies. These consist of: using locais of self-help, involvement in other sectors
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of the economy, reliance on state-supported assistarograms, and taking advantage of

religious or oppositionist institutions for protect and assistance.

On the topic of protest and rebellion, Popkin obsg its occurrence, but draws different
interpretations regarding its potential and cood#i for it as well as what it means. Contrary to
Scott and moral economist contentions that itésldéist resort in a response to exploitation and
deteriorating conditions and threatened subsist@ardbe peasantry, Popkin argues protest is
more likely among peasants whose conditions areawpg. Discussing a protest in a Japanese

village in the 1920s, Popkin reasons,

Although conditions of tenancy were comparativggdpd around urban and industrial
centers, protest and militancy were widespreadihiere was little fear of reprisal.
Subsistence therefore, is not fixed at a culturgiNVen level. Economic shares are based
on the terms of exchange, and protest frequertyrs when the balance of exchange is
improvingin the favor of the tenant.

Popkin also invokes an example of English peasduriag the fourteenth century, when Black
Death decreased the population. His basic argusuggests that given an opportunity to
improve their conditions, regardless of their st@rpoint, peasants are likely to take it. Hence,
protest and rebellion should not be used as inalisatf exploitation, oppression or Moral
Economy theory. Instead, peasants, like other pem@ rationally self-interested and are always

striving to improve their circumstances.

Popkin takes up four examples of peasant movenreM®gtnam to argue that protest
and rebellion do not provide sufficient evidenceN@ral Economy theor§’® He takes issue

with Scott’s suggestion that peasant protestsesmtomative in nature as they try to reinstate pre-

*® He examines the Catholics following Japan’s surrender in 1945, the Cao Dai sect in the early 20" century, the

Hoa Hao religion from the early 1900’s through WWII, and Communist movement since the 1930’s.
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capitalist traditions and prefer subsistence afitioe, and that “they represent a collective
response in the collective interest of the peagdAtf Instead, he argues, peasant political
movements “seek not to restore traditional prastered institutions, but to remake them; they
seek not to destroy the market economy but to apéalism.**°Additionally he does not
believe there is a clear connection between reedind subsistence threat or decline, because
numerous cases can be found where peasants impod@conomically deteriorating villages do
not protest. An example he provides compares thegre protests of 1930 to 1931 in Northern
Annam with a subsistence crisis suffered in theeseagion one hundred years earlier. Although
the earlier period had a worse famine than theexperienced in the early 1930s, and thousands
of people died as a result, there was no protagtsponse. Popkin concludes, “The difference
between the two reactions was not level of miskémyas organization, particularly
communication and coordinatiofi** Finally, he again challenges the collective natfréhe

Moral Economy theory by arguing the threat (if #hex one) is to individuals, not to an entire
class or group. Popkin also interprets Scott agrasimating the challenges of organizing
collective action including providing effective arship, clearly articulated goals, and sufficient
incentives. He maintains, “As long as the only hessof contributing to the common goals are
common advantages, the peasant may leave thelngrdns to others and expend his scarce
resources in other ways. Collective action requinese than consensus or even intensity of
need. Yet, Popkin does acknowledge that ethicaltaristic reasons may provide the incentive,

however rare.
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Scott presents yet another alternative responss/ait is through private
communication, subtly disguised language, andtargéxpression that convey ambiguous or
hidden meanings. In Scott’s early work on Moral BEmmy he hints at this idea which becomes
fully developed in a later texomination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Tcaipss.?*?

When the peasantry is exploited, faces a subsestenges, and work suffer a crushing force
from their opposition if they were to revolt, it kes good sense that they will continue to act in
their own interests through other more subtle melansddition to the adaptive strategies
mentioned above, expressions of resistance mageeis the ways the peasantry conducts its
behavior in private, in public, and in direct irgetion with the landlords, government officials,
or other oppressive individuals and groups. Sauftteasizes that the absence of defiance does
not by itself indicate that class relations arad@rious. Rebellion or its absence does not alone
indicate the values of the peasantry, but the coatlan of those values along with the capacity
to act. Because Moral Economy is most interestdédarvalues, other evidence must be
explored. Clues to the regard an oppressed ingibior group has for their oppressors may be
found in various aspects of their language. How tjreet and interact with their oppressors and
in a public forum make up what Scott calls the putshnscript, whereas the way they
communicate with their family, close friends, aritdey members of the oppressed group make
up the hidden transcript. It is through comparimg hidden and public transcripts which provide
the best insight into the sentiment and moral eatala of the individual or group. While
subordinate groups sometimes gain a reputatioriag liars by the dominant persons, Scott
encourages us to see the disparity between themidadnscript and the public transcript as a

kind of performance used as a survival mechanigewrites, “At its most elementary level the

22 scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts.
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hidden transcript represents an acting out in 8ntaand occasionally in secretive practice — of

the anger and reciprocal aggression denied byrdsepce of dominatiorf* While the hidden

transcript of the subordinate is usually concealeere are times and various ways it can find its

way into public expression. Scott explains,

Subordinate groups have developed a large arsétethniques that serve to shield their
identity while facilitating open criticism, threatand attacks. Prominent techniques that
accomplish this purpose include spirit possesgjossip, aggression through magic,
rumor, anonymous threats and violence, the anongrtedter, and anonymous mass
defiance.

Moreover, poetry, folktales, jokes, performancesarth as song and theatre, visual symbols and

art, rituals of reversal such as carnival, and ogugphemisms are presented as part of the

publicly expressed hidden transcript.

Scott emphasizes the importance of looking beybadlirect protest or the violent revolt

to appreciate the values of the subordinate clams@sheir opposition to the actions and values

of the dominant group. Scott maintains,

Taking a long historical view, one sees that theity of relatively safe, open political
opposition is both rare and recent. The vast ntgjof people have been and continue to
be not citizens, but subjects. So long as we nerdiur conception of the political to
activity that is openly declared we are drivercénclude that subordinate groups
essentially lack a political life or that what gkl life they do have is restricted to those
exceptional moments of popular explosion. To desgo miss the immense political
terrain that lies between quiescence and rédblt.
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In this way he indirectly responds to Popkin’sique that some peasants failed to rebel or

protest, while other less oppressed groups did.

Popkin’s false and misconstrued claims

In all fairness, Popkin does a good job of chamaming Moral Economy, although he
rightfully cautions his readers that his accountasessarily condensed from numerous authors
and is therefore more generalized and less nuahkteedlso sometimes responds to authors other
than James Scott, including some who do not préderdl Economy exactly as Scott does.
Nevertheless, | detected several points on whigikidceither misinterprets the arguments by

Scott and moral economists or makes outright fellsens about them.

The conclusion of his first chapter is rife wittoplems, such as his suggestion that, “The
emphasis of moral economists on stable systemg hpsbke penetration of markets and national
governments leads to the assumption that declaegyd erosion of bonds, or loss of legitimacy
are necessary before new forms of organizationtal# root among peasanté”He wants to
counter this misconstrued claim by arguing instibad subsistence crises are not necessary for
peasants to support revolution(aries). In all eading on Moral Economy, | have never seen a
moral economist argue for such a causal or negeskam. Scott does not make it or imply it,
but maintains that rebellion may be one way to olesthe breakdown of Moral Economy.
Rebellion or revolution (successful rebellion) heitrequires decline, decay, or loss of

legitimacy, nor do they always lead to rebellion.

23 Popkin. p. 28
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Popkin goes on to claim that because moral ecaterauch as Scott seek economic
floors for peasant subsistence, then only betfgpedsants will pursue innovation and that
private ownership of new technologies and innovetiwould not be of any benefit to
smallholder and tenant& This line of reasoning suffers from a disconneattueen its premise
and its conclusion. While peasant focused morahewusts like Scott do emphasize the
importance of subsistence safety level, that hdlsimgpto do with their interest in innovation.
Also, should someone else innovate technology, thay be interested in it depending on
numerous factors. What Popkin fails to understarttiat peasants of all levels innovate when
they can to serve their purposes and that whileesehnology may be rejected, other new

technologies will readily be accepted.

Popkin also makes a blatantly false claim, “Ma@e@bnomists have argued that, from the
perspective of peasant welfare, peasant societyisal, economically efficient, and stabfé”
This characterization has no basis in actual Mecainomy theory. The protests, rebellions, and
numerous forms of adaptive behaviors indicate pleasant society is often anything but moral,
although it contains an ethical system and socradlynative expectations. Economic efficiency
almost never comes up as an issue for moral ecat®as it simply is not a significant concern.
It is a concern for political economists, so peghBppkin is searching for a way to differentiate
the two positions. Finally, while social stabiltgn provide some benefit for peasant society, a

stable but exploitative system is certainly nothie best interests of peasants.

In addition to these problematic claims, Popkigages in a line of reasoning which is

not based on any claims by Scott or moral econemisipkin claims,

* bid.
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If it is accepted that peasants will innovate aya last-grasp attempt to keep from
going under, then it is easy to overlook the macgasions when peasants will innovate,
in the absence of crises, in order to raise tr@iduction floors. In the same vein, if it is
assumed that peasants have a fixed view of piopeme, that they will not strive to
raise their income beyond that level, and thay #re not interested in new forms of
consumption, then it is easy to justify forcildegrcive development policies as the only
means to extract a surplus from the peasantripéhrstrializationt*®

At points like these | wonder whether Popkin adjusdad Scott carefully, because not only did
Scott not make these claims but he also made tbe &F identify when peasants would innovate
and work to raise their income level. Popkin’s angmt here serves as both a strawman and a
red herring. The antecedents in these conditiorgh{ses have never been the basis of Moral
Economy or Scott’s project. Perhaps Popkin is vedrthat agreeing with moral economists on
many of their premises will weaken his case. Nogle#s, this is merely one of many places in

which moral economists and political economisteagr

Where Scott and Popkin find common ground

As | compared the arguments and evaluated themises, | was pleasantly surprised to
find a number of points of agreement between SuuttPopkin. First, they both recognize that
peasants face various and frequent challenge®itoatyricultural endeavors as well as to their
economic stability. Second, they both acknowledhge andowners sometimes undercut
peasants even further through their demands. Tihiey, both believe that provincial and state
government does not provide complete protectiopé&asant welfare. Fourth, both Scott and

Popkin understand that peasants desire a gooibtiftaemselves and their family. Finally, they
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both argue that peasants innovate and invest wiegncan. On some points, such as the last one,
there is misunderstanding. Often, their startingpisdead them to different conclusions. Still, at

their core, they agree on these fundamental premise

Dan Little’s analysis of the debate

Dan Little offers a helpful perspective to undanst the Moral Economy versus political
economy debate as he unpacks it in a dedicatedeshaffynderstanding Peasant China: Case
Studies in the Philosophy of Social Sciefiéélis analysis is part of a larger project which
evaluates four various social science approachesderstanding peasant societies. Little
identifies James Scott with the Moral Economy apphoand Samuel Popkin with the political
economy approach. Initially Little asks, “Firsteaypical peasants in Southeast Asia motivated
chiefly by self-interested rationality or sharedarecounal values? Second, what social
arrangements, institutions, and patterns of collediehaviors do these motives fostér?He
identifies three core disagreements between SaodtPapkin. First, they disagree about
individuals’ motivation and decision making. Secptity have disagreements about the social,
political, and economic institutions familiar togsants in Southeast Asia. Finally, they disagree

about the goals, motives and processes of peaskertto/e action.

Little proposes evaluating these theories and thay compare through the use of a
model village based on commonalities shared in nadvsrse villages in various times and

places. The model villages is relatively stablelated from outside intervention and resources,

2 Little.
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villagers are aware of the history and activitiésther villagers, it embodies many shared
values, and social relations within the village emdti-stranded. Using rational self-interest
combined with the village arrangements, Little pkes in a thought experiment to see how far
Popkin’s argument for political economy can go ¢hiaving the results expected by Scott’s
Moral Economy. Little contends that game theorghsas the conditional cooperation version of
the prisoners’ dilemma, indicates “patterns of pemtity and cooperation would emerge
spontaneously®>* This is in keeping with Scott’s argument for MoEdonomy in peasant
villages. The model village also provides the righihditions for community collective action
and a set of sanctions and benefits to deter fdee-impulses of individual members. Group size
affects the model village indirectly. Small growpdl be less threatened by free-ridership
problems because the benefit to cost ratio is itffa in a large group. Little identifies several
types of collective action that would clearly besessful in a model village. He expects person-
to-person mutual aid, risk-sharing or disasterrasce schemes, and generalized cooperation
(such as flood relief) projects to succeed in tloeleh village. However, the more challenging
type of collective action is redistributive praetsc Recall that Popkin rejects the moral
economist argument that such redistributive prastigere part of peasant society. Little also
cautions that such a practice would not follow gginly rational self-interest and the structure
of peasant social arrangements. Redistributiveastivould harm the affluent members of the

model village and would therefore not be in thatranal self-interest.

Having taken rational self-interest as far a®iild go toward the benefit of the

community, Little turns to the role of moral valuassocial life. Little agrees more with Scott
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that moral values play an important role in societgwever, he finds Scott’s account of

individual motivation “sketchy”. Nonetheless, rentends,

To explain individual peasant action, it is neeggsto understand the meaning of the
social relations that constitute the context efalation, to know the norms that the actor
would consider relevant to action in these circiamses, and to know the actor’s
perceived material interests. This is manifestbrencomplex than the theory associated
with the political economy approaétf.

Little identifies two mechanisms that Scott citestpport the subsistence ethic, including that
reciprocity is expected in traditional society dhdt a variety of forms of social coercion
reinforce shared values and punish those whoserizelthoes not conform. Little assumes a mix
of motives; both rational self-interest and moraltivation affect individual decision making

and behavior motivation.

Regarding the challenge Popkin poses to Scotintbatiduals are the decision makers,
not the community, Little provides a way to acceppkin’s adept observation without it being a
setback for Moral Economy. Broadly, he points ¢8fcial entities (systems of shared values)
cause social changes (rebellions), but they dbamsmgh individual-level processe$*In a later
chapter, Little proposes understanding a more cehgmsive political culture. He defines
‘political culture’ as “a shared tradition definiige moral and social worldview within which

individuals locate themselve&>* He goes on to argue,

A local political culture can (but need not) matie individuals to undertake actions and
strategies that favor their group interests, angetrsist in these strategies even in the face
of risk and deprivation (that is, in circumstanedgere the political strategy imposes

2 |bid. p. 57
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extensive costs on the individual's interests)sTreatment of political culture leads to a
sensitivity to the point that political behavisraften driven by a set of motives that are
richer than a narrow calculus of self-inter&st.

In other words, local political culture providegtmotivation, inspiration, and justification for
acting in accordance with community interests,ibdividuals must behave consistently with
local political culture for it to be maintained areproduced. Little leaves it to Scott and other

moral economists to work out the finer detailsho$ tausal mechanism.

The empirical dispute between Scott and Popkimlshioe straightforward. However,
Little finds them difficult to compare because tlthffer in scope. Colonialism and
commercialization likely had an effect on redistitige mechanisms, so comparing pre-
colonialism with colonial or post-colonial periodsuld yield different observations. Scott and
Popkin both address revolts throughout the eighitedemough mid-twentieth centuries, but they
are not always discussing the same revolts. Stsuttdraws attention to acts of repression, non-
violent resistance, and survival that Popkin owat Additionally, while both Scott and Popkin
concentrate on the same broad area of the wodahrral variation within that area could be
observed. Moreover, “In both studies the datalsire subject to interpretation, and largely take
the form of interpretations offered by other obgesv The empirical cases offered by Scott and
Popkin are indeterminate.” Hence, it is extraordipalifficult to compare the competing
theories simply by evaluating the analysis of tlteses because the cases do not align. Contrary
to what either Scott or Popkin would have us belialiout the incompatibility of their theories,
Little maintains that they are complementary anth liave a place in a more comprehensive

theory of peasant studies.
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Other analyses of political v. Moral Economy
Sayer

In his article “Moral Economy and Political EconghiAndrew Sayer provides a more
reflective and historical analysis of the relatiipsbetween Moral Economy and political
economy?>® He approaches the discussion from the perspestitagical political economy and
understands Moral Economy to be compatible withcedgolitical economy. Sayer examines
Moral Economy and political economy as kinds ofuimg and as objects of study. Moral
Economy encompasses both positive studies and tiwan@ssessments. He uses “the term
“Moral Economy” to refer to the study of the wayswhich economic activities, in the broad
sense, are influenced by moral-political norms sentiments, and how conversely, those norms
are compromised by economic forcé¥ 'Sayer provides historical perspective regardireg th
relationship between Moral Economy and politicadreamy by reminding the reader of the
influence of Enlightenment figures such as Humegéson, and Smith who understood moral
sentiments to provide the cohesion for society. elmv, as traditions were being shook up and
undermined, the endeavor of providing a rationatahorder was pursued by intellectuals. This
pursuit directed early classical political economghile Hume and Smith recognized the decline
of moral sentiments with distance, Sayer identiKesit as the figure whose work was used to
completely divorce moral from political economy.r@leined with division of labor, competitive
markets, and other outside events, moral considesabecame increasingly unrelated to the

function of economic activities. Sayer also drawsHabermas to round out his analysis of the

26 Sayer, "Moral Economy and Political Economy."
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historical separation of Moral Economy from pobltieconomy, “the development of capitalism
turned questions of validity into questions of babg and this is what has happened to many of

the fundamental questions of Moral Econorfif Likewise, the study of economics has shifted,

Like economic behavior itself, the study of ecomsrhas become de-valued in the sense
that moral values have been expelled from conaiaer. Conversely, values and norms
have been de-rationalized so that they become sudajective emotional dispositions,
lying beyond the scope of reason. Thus, the (gited) normative-positive split reflected
a real subjectivization and de-rationalizatiorvalues on the one hand, and the de-
valuation and expulsion of moral questions fronitera of the running of economies on
the other™®

Sayer aptly connects this split in intellectual ex@s with the positive feedback mechanism
leading to more entrenchment in its own sphereelsas greater possibility for conflict between

them in the lifeworld.

Acknowledging that the influence of moral consatems has dramatically changed as it
affects economic behavior, Sayer cautions us tdbecdme nostalgic about pre-market or pre-
capitalist economies. Instead of being freed froakimg moral decisions, we are now
responsible at every turn to make them ourselvésowi traditional conventions to rely on; thus,
contemporary moral-economic decisions are eveeptdsut more difficult. However, this also
frees us from some oppressive relationships aog@valus to construct more fair and just ones,
especially as regards responsibilities of careeBalgo reminds his readers that markets and
economic institutions are still socially embeddedaty, even if they are embedded differently

and that we have been conditioned to downplay #ralbeddedness.
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He provides a framework and extended set of questhat offer a springboard for

continued academic work as well as policy develapra@d economic involvement with Moral

Economy. One way he does this is discussing theenguorary relationship various institutions

have with Moral Economy, including from distantidimate: markets, bureaucracies, networks,

associations, and families. His questions are bothd and simple, but deserve attention in both

institutional settings and academic ones. For exan3ayer asks

What are economies, or economic activities foro¥éhkeeper are we? Who is our
keeper? How should we discharge our responséslin others? What standard of living
should people expect? Should there be limits grepa income from capital? What
things should not be commaodified or treated #éisafy were commodities? To what extent
is profit or unearned income acceptabi&?

These kinds of questions are the ones that used tiee subject of economics, political

economy, and political philosophy. They need t@éled again, and again as they are never

settled for longer than a generation.

Sayer argues that Liberalism is incapable of gliog a comprehensive and satisfying

response to the questions Moral Economy raises.

Moral Economy falls outside the comprehensionhmrhl theory, for which each
individual — implicitly male and adult — is resgiiole to himself and for respecting the
rights of others, and any other responsibilitiesa a contractual nature, entered into
freely; hence Liberalism’s difficulties with farmeks and relations between unequals,
particularly for infants and parents. In its ecomo guise, it turns moral-political values
into subjective individual preferences realizeatlyh making contracts with othéfs.

%9 |bid.
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He also argues that Marxism misses some of theriampoaspects of Moral Economy. Its
emphasis on capital is also too narrow a focusswvar the broader social questions associated

with Moral Economy.

Sayer also makes the important connection betweepolitics of time and Moral
Economy. Time is seldom addressed in economic ig&dncluding Moral Economy, even
though it is of great consequence to both paiduapaid labor. He mentions the length of the
working day, responsibilities of parents and otteregivers, the pressure placed on workers of
all stripes, as well as social value of paid lal®higher than that of unpaid labor. Although he
does not examine this aspect in great detailférsefa keen observation into the realm of

relevance for Moral Economy, one that is due fosel inspection.

Concluding, Sayer is makes a sound and succincaflical political economy to take
seriously the questions, core assumptions, andtuapdoral Economy provides. Yet, as a
radical political economist, he hesitates to tak@dflEconomy as a substitute or replacement,

instead suggesting it be integrated into politaanomy. He reasons,

If we fail to acknowledge that economic activisyat least, in part, morally guided, and
that even where it is not, it has moral implicaipeconomic action appears to be wholly
a matter of power and self interest. If this haygeolitical economy reflects the
domination of the lifeworld by the economic systemcepting the latter’s priorities, and
reflecting rather than challenging the de-moraiaraof economy>°?

| understand Sayer to propose that over time thderuic disciplines of political economy and

economics will influence the reality of economidiaties. Reality and theory are more deeply
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enmeshed and influence each other more than €artiservations” would suggest. Thus, how

we observe the world and what kind of world we wamndught to have are closely connected.

Feeny

In a special edition of thEhe Journal of Asian Studiésised on their professional
organization’s meeting shortly after Popkin’s woekponding to Scott was published, there
were a couple of articles that provided additiqgmaispectives from Asian studies and peasant
studies perspectives. One of these was by the edenDavid Feeny, entitled “The Moral or the
Rational Peasant? Competing Hypotheses of Coleétation.”™ Like Popkin, Feeny has
numerous reservations about Moral Economy and warhos analysis and criticism to Scott
alone. Feeny understands Moral Economy narrowlyutin the Scott/Popkin debate and its
origins in E.P. Thompson’s work. Only protests pedsants feature as relevant in his analysis
He contends that while Scott offers an appealieg deod story about peasant rebellion, it lacks
adequate empirical support. Both long-term and wedehing quantitative data on household
income levels, and property changes are demandsgpiport of Scott’'s argument. While such
data would be desirable and would reinforce Scatiggiment if they were consistent with it,
given the time, place and nature of Scott’s reseanch extensive and comparable data is simply
unavailable. Not only does Feeny refrain from atiogthe possibility that Moral Economy may
explain peasant behavior and sentiment becausadtiwell enough supported, but he proposes

alternatives, that he acknowledges have less nasriteories Scott needs to address to make a

263 Feeny, "The Moral or the Rational Peasant? Competing Hypotheses of Collective Action."
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complete case for Moral Economy. His approach apgpgeabe one of setting the standards

higher for alternative theories than for the pringione.

One pause Feeny raises that is worth consideretioow best to understand some of the
observed and recorded behaviors already offeredidence. Crop diversification, suggests
Scott, provides evidence of risk aversion and aistg-first principle. Feeny astutely points out
that there are several varied reasons for cropslfi@ation, some which may arise from risk
aversion and others do not. Hence, Feeny maintaimile the safety-first principle model itself

is plausible, its predictive powers are moderaté.”

While on most aspects of peasant behavior andlieis Feeny agrees with Popkin that
a utility maximizer model better explains the pheena than a Moral Economy model, he does
concede that Moral Economy may better explain titenise commitment of political leaders. He
writes that “Although Popkin stresses the impor&otthe intensity of the commitment of the
leadership needed to organize the self-interestadgnts, he does not adequately explain the
motives of the leaders, who do not appear to hatexaolely on the basis of their own self-
interest.“®° Feeny leaves space to ponder whether there istsiomelifferent about leaders that
allows them to consider matters beyond their owWhiserest, or whether they are not unique

but demonstrate a widely shared human trait.

**% |bid. p. 772

%% |bid. p. 781
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Brocheux

Continuing the discussion startedTline Journal of Asian Studidsistorian Pierre
Brocheux takes a careful and measured look at¢b#/Bopkin debate in “Moral or Political
Economy? The Peasants are Always Ratioffal&s with Little, Brocheux acknowledges the
wider Moral Economy versus political economy tensiout continues to discuss the debate
focused on its two flag-bearers, James Scott amtl8aPopkin. Brocheux remains open to the
compatibility of moral and political economy appcbas to understanding social behavior.
However, he cautiously teases apart phenomenaasugatron-client bonds and mutual aid

responses to oppression and for ensuring econ@fatys

Like Little and | determined in reviewing both $tcand Popkin’s cases, Brocheux
observes that their representative revolts aremwoiparable because they do not occur at the
same time period or same location. Brocheux takastep further and distinguishes between
protest movements that express a defensive reamtidemonstrate an entrepreneurial spirit
from the larger revolutions which sought to chatigepolitical and public sphere in a radical
way. He argues that defensive revolts are inconlpparaith transformative revolutions.

Brocheux also judges Scott to have underestimaedelevance of the Indochinese Communist
Party as he focused on peasant behavior. Morebgateems the economic state of the region to
be coincidental to an already growing unrest indage of the Depression rebellions, which Scott
uses as evidence to build his case for Moral Ecgn®rocheux writes, “the depression was

only incidental to the political upheaval of 193931 but was used in the communist

propaganda of the period* He is sensible in noting that social movemengscamplex,

?%% Brocheux, "Moral Economy or Political Economy? The Peasants Are Always Rational."

**7 |bid. p. 796
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ambiguous and contradictory, working at times tthloefend and reject the structures and
values of the past. Nevertheless, he agrees watintiral economist interest in protest

movements as they “reveal the structure of thegre:agorld.”®®

Brocheux concludes by arguing for incorporatinghbmoral and political economy as
explanatory approaches to understand historyvaast They both provide insight and in many
ways represent the tensions between various gamgbgven within the peasant individual who

is multi-dimensional.

What the Moral Economy/ Political Economy debate cateach us

While the debate between Scott and Popkin and dhsiervers is interesting in itself, it is
important for this project as an indication of thalogue that has moved Moral Economy theory
from its earlier phase to its current position as that has increased uptake and application
along a wide spectrum of studies. One of its mastdlessons is as a demonstration of
something universal, that the same phenomena cparbeived very differently depending on
what angle it is viewed from and what theoretieald is applied. As far as this particular debate
is concerned, much of the framing done by thossideitof the debate, which provides a less
personal and perhaps more clear understandingadttiines of the debate than if it were only
between Scott and Popkin themselves. The differenakin to that between viewing an event as
it unfolds through the news media versus learntmguait through historical study which

provides some distance as well as more contexietevent.

%% |bid. p. 795
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Another lesson that is broader than Moral Econdmyapplicable to forwarding any
new approach or theory is that entrenched posittanscause their adherents to be oblivious to
common positions/agreements. In trying to drawaashistinction between the political
economy and Moral Economy approaches to villagellegonomics, Popkin went too far in
accusing Scott of radical beliefs about peasaetsi'sal to invest in new technology. As the
challenger to the dominant economic theory, Mo@riomy, while compatible in some aspects,
will have to accept that it might be accused ofitpmss different from and more extreme than it
holds. Some of this may be the result of confusiod some a desire to not give way to the new

theory.

Despite having many criticisms and reservatiormuaoral Economy and arguing
against its acceptance as an explanatory tool artlasory of economics, Popkin did a valuable
service in the advancement of Moral Economy byatiitg the controversy and raising
awareness about Moral Economy. Careful and sedptigue can help a newly developing
theory or approach if it is respectful and takeo iconsideration by burgeoning scholars. The
critigue Popkin presented and attention it produeglged to introduce people to Moral
Economy who might not have come across it othervidspkin was on the whole was a fair
critic and raised serious concerns that others gmi Moral Economy from a political
economy perspective would share. Being picked updnyiel Little in his cross-study of social
science approaches helped to further the seriossmesquality of the debate. Little’s
acceptance of Moral Economy as one of several ibodrs to a composite approach to social

science further benefited Moral Economy as a vaaiparadigm.

Had Scott’s book been published and receivee l#ttention or only acceptance by a

limited readership, the ideas it expressed woutchage stood out. | am confident that Scott
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recognized how challenging his argument was tdipalieconomy, but his potential audience
may not have realized it if it were not clearly trasted by Popkin’s response and the offshoots
of their debate. In short, the debate highlighésdiferences in the positions and helps articulate

why the newer theory developed and what is at stake

Furthermore, the debate highlights the weaknemsgstrengths of each position and
makes them more useful by clarifying and improuving positions. For example, divergent
positions over the impact of free-riders in villageurance arrangements might not seem like a
significant issue for either position as it is kaisettled on each side; that is until it is chaded

by the other. Such a challenge serves as the ismpetevisit and critically assess the issue.

The Moral Economy theory calls into question idalsut economic exchange that were
once so universal they were not acknowledged byen#s the background of economic theory
shifted, some aspects that were taken for grarded been lost if not in practice than at least in
the theory constructed to view real economic exghaMoral Economy highlights the
assumptions that people in close-knit communitasehabout economic security, economic
exchange, and what is appropriate to be includédemarket as a saleable good. Over time
everyday forms of exchange and relationships cdmgethose exchanges have been severed
and the study of economics has fragmented so nathttdoes not acknowledge micro-level
subsistence behavior as relevant to its study. Mezanomy brings back an interest in these
types of exchanges, behaviors of resistance, dnéwvéor justice, legitimacy, and respect that

trump the value of efficiency and wealth accumolatfior its own sake.

Moral Economy brings normative considerations batk focus for all levels of the

economy, local formal and state-level formal arfdrimal economy, with the potential for
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international/global formal and informal economi€ke Moral Economy debate helps raise
guestions about what ought to be part of the econ@&y engaging with individuals and groups
who do not initially latch onto the same positiatis questions have more potential for actually
shaping changes in society. Questions about whethples such as basic food items and water
ought to be subject to the same fluctuations imtlaeket. Moral Economy debate can address
how unpaid labor such as childcare and elderc&addressed in local or state economy. Moral
Economy is well suited to raise arguments about Wiexmost fair arrangement of taxes could
be and why. The debate is a spark for more puldicudsion about what ought to be part of the

formal economy, informal economy, or beyond therpeters of economic consideration.

The debate highlights the various interpretat@insut acceptable class inequity and
widely divergent quality of life in society. Mor&lconomy asks if such economic disparity
between members of the same society is acceptabtenty from an efficiency standpoint, but
from a moral one. While political economy providpgntitative analysis about median income,
Moral Economy makes qualitative evaluation of tifeecent positions about who is well-off,
living on the margins (subsisting), and is unablsubsist without help. While the quantitative
analysis should not be ignored, qualitative evabmaprovides a more complete understanding

about the needs for a social safety net as waltasomic arrangements and taxes.

As with many debates the question of evidencé isterest. What counts as evidence
and how much evidence is required to adequatelga@tip novel or challenging theory? How
should the evidence be treated and presented @osGtfihe appearance of supporting evidence
initially helps each party in their case, howevtkRe reader/observer is wise to realize the
evidence (particular cases and historical dat&yedlsas the language can be manipulated to

support the argument one desires. The more infeomand evidence the better and it must be
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comparable to do appropriately do a compare/cardgtady. In some cases, such as social
science where the events are historical rather¢haent, the kind of information available will
be different and may be more limited than at eatiees. However, lack of data does not mean
no judgment can be made as some insights aréostill from limited data. Theory as well as
empirical evidence and narratives provide usefsilgint into the workings of human

relationships as they pertain to economic matters.
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CHAPTER 5:

In the Scheme of Things: Moral Economy and PoliticePhilosophy

Introduction

Moral Economy has never been presented by itscades as a comprehensive political
theory. It does not appear to have the breadtlseope of a political theory in the conventional
sense. Nevertheless, we may learn something abauMoral Economy functions and how it is
perceived by its academic supporters by examirimgrelation to several dominant political
theories. In the following chapter | examine Liderra, Socialism, and Anarchism and evaluate
how they compare with Moral Economy. All of thebedries impact the perception of Moral
Economy in educated observers and advocates. Thgyhave limited impact to the individuals

identified as participating in moral economic sbetechanges.

One notable difference between Moral Economy thaod other political theories is that
it is based on observations and historical anabis@it the way political and social units actually
function, what the communities present as sharkeesand goals. This ground up approach is
unique because it enters the discussion with tesdhiat were developed first by learned
individuals and then introduced into society inediort to move it in a new direction. While
particular individuals are notable for their cobntriion to understanding Moral Economy, they
do not play the same role as Kant or Mill do todrddism, or as Marx plays to Socialism. E.P.
Thompson, James Scott and others who draw attetatiekamples of Moral Economy and the

values embedded in everyday actions, take theifronewhat is already occurring in society
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rather than proposing an utopian vision. Given dissinct perspective, | hope political

philosophy can also adjust its premises basedumitar understanding of Moral Economy.

The following chapter presents three major pdlitibeories or movements, including
Liberalism, Socialism, and Anarchism. In each sectioffer an overview of the political theory,
compare it with Moral Economy, and suggest waysalaconomy would respond to its central
tenets. Liberalism, Socialism, and Anarchism aretim® only political theories which could be
compared with Moral Econonfy® However, | selected them based on their influencéhe
social and political spheres within which manylod historic and contemporary Moral Economy
case studies arise. They also all continue toenite individuals’ assumptions about what Moral

Economy responds to in the public political sphere.

Following a review of each political theory, | cpare it with Moral Economy to
highlight commonalities and differences. | alsolgp@how compatible each theory would be
with Moral Economy if both were applied in real ed@nd political settings in our
contemporary world. Next, | propose two archetygzases that demonstrate the values and
priorities a Moral Economy community would be isted in, a small local business in the
community that makes and sells edibles, and the @aobligations owed to dependent members
in a community such as a person with a debilitatiisgase and no family. | evaluate how Moral
Economy as well as the three political theoriesaurmdnsideration would guide public response.
Finally, I argue that while Moral Economy may netd comprehensive political theory, it does

have elements that need to be considered in @dlitlosophy.

%% Other political theories that may be of interest to compare include Conservatism, Communitarianism,

Libertarianism, Monarchism and Imperialism.
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Liberalism

Liberalism as a political theory has a varied amde reaching scope. There are many
branches of thought and specific theories, owinggairt to its long and rich history in Western
political philosophy. While | will try providing asomplete an overview as possible, | focus on
classical liberal political theory articulated byhi Stuart Mill, as well as drawing upon

Rawilsian liberal ethics.

Liberty

If any single value unites different strains ob&ralism it is liberty. Liberty pertains to
personal freedom, but how that is understood cayfvam one person to another. Two general
notions of liberty as it pertains to the public eghand responsibilities of government are
negative liberty and positive liberty. Negativedity requires that no coercion or limits are
placed on people’s ability to do what they wanteyshould not be enslaved, imprisoned, or in
any other way coerced to do something against wi#irin his seminal paper, Isaiah Berlin

articulates the notion of negative freedom in cteams.

I am normally said to be free to the degree tocivimo man or body of men interferes
with my activity. Political liberty in this sense simply the area within which a man can
act unobstructed by others. If | am preventedtbgis from doing what | could
otherwise do, | am to that degree unfree; ankisfarea is contracted by other men
beyond a certain minimum, | can be described aghmerced, or it may be, enslavéd.

?7% |saiah Berlin, "Two Concepts of Liberty," in Liberalism and Its Critics, ed. Michael Sandel(New York: New York
University Press, 1984). p. 15-16
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Proponents of negative liberty will argue that stegte is responsible for protecting citizens from
coercion. If they support negative liberty aloeeyt may argue that the state is limited to protect
its’ citizens from interference from others. J@mart Mill, for example, was concerned with
the overreach of political rulers, religious authies, and laws that restrict and censor
individuals. InOn Liberty Mill argues,

That the only purpose for which power can be fight exercised over any member of a
civilized community, against his will, is to prexenarm to others. His own good, either
physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. ¢snot fully be compelled to do or
forbear because it will be better for him to dolsecause it will make him happier,
because, in the opinions of others, to do so wbaldise or even right. ... The only

freedom which deserves the name is that of pugsoim own good in our own way, So

long as we do not attempt to deprive others afsh@ impede their efforts to obtain
it.271

Positive liberty takes the idea a step furthert didy do they presume absence from
coercion, but positive liberty entails self-directior autonomy. A truly free person is one whose
actions are her own and who acts to pursue heremaia. Most contemporary proponents of
Liberalism accept positive liberty as the idealsiBee liberty requires certain material and social
resources are available to the individual. Theesgatesponsible for providing the necessities for
individuals to pursue their ends. The state ahdratnembers of society may not limit an
individual's actions so long as they do not huhess, but they need to have the basic social and
material goods to be self-directing, such as edutaadequate nutrition, and equal access to

opportunities.

?"! John Stuart Mill and John Gray, On Liberty and Other Essays (Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).

p. 14
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Rights

Corresponding to liberty are the rights individubhave that protect them from coercive
forces, and ensure they receive legal protectiociabsupport and perhaps material goods to act
in an autonomous manner. In order to ensure bajhtive and positive liberty, individuals are
given political rights which they may use as clamgainst others who try to limit their liberty
and claims upon others, including the state, whimbe corresponding responsibilities to fulfill
their rights. Some of the best known rights areiified by Mill as “liberty of thought and
discussion”, which are also known as rights of fspeech, free-thought, and freedom of the
press>’? Rights work as the legal and political means Injcw liberties are supported and
enforced. When a particular right is not protedigdaw, people will make an argument
indicating the right is based on some widely agnggeh principle or is similar to other
recognized and protected rights to such a degegdhh right in question deserves legal
protection. Once a right has legal status it presiohdividuals with legitimacy in their claim for
upholding the right, and recourse when the rigiotated. Additionally, the right entails
responsibilities for other people or obligations Htate must meet in order to meet the right.
Without rights, the liberties discussed by libdml any other) political philosophy would remain

abstract and would not reflect the lives of thegtedhey were intended to address.

Property

While John Locke is best known as the theorishwihom private property protection

becomes entwined with Liberal political theory, midserals take private property for granted

%72 John Stuart Mill, David Bromwich, and George Kateb, On Liberty (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003).
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within a liberal society. Liberalism maintains tlaat individual or family can hold a parcel of
land with all its resources as their own to do vaiththey wish. The expectation is that private
property makes people more connected to the phacee likely to take care of it or improve it,
and on the whole make them better citizens. Patieofole of government then is to protect
private property rights, help maintain records amnder, and adjudicate legal disputes about
property and resource use. Locke makes a theolagiceteleological argument for property
asserting,
God gave the world to men in common; but sincgdee it them for their benefit, and
the greatest conveniences of life they were capabtiraw from it, it cannot be
supposed he meant it should always remain commomuacultivated. He gave it to the
use of the Industrious and Rational... So that ®gd;ommanding to subdue, gave

Authority so far taappropriate And the condition of humane life, which requilaisor
and materials to work on, necessarily introdymésate possessiorfs®

Although few liberals would be inclined to make B argument now, many still believe
private property makes individuals more productdisiributes the means for survival in an
acceptable way, prevents deterioration of the [aedumed in commons arrangements, and by
connecting with a place private property ownersobee stewards and better citizens than those
without property. Moreover, private property isibeéd to be connected with freedom. In
summarizing the classical liberal position conmegproperty with liberty, Gaus and Courtland
explain, “unless people are free to make contratsto sell their labour, or unless they are free
to save their incomes and then invest them asdeeyit, or unless they are free to run

enterprises when they have obtained the capi&y, ahe not really free?** They go on to note

?”> John Locke and Peter Laslett, Two Treatises of Government, Student ed. (Cambridge [Cambridgeshire] ; New

York: Cambridge University Press, 1988). S534-35, pp. 291-292.

7 Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Stanford: The Metaphysics Research Lab, 2011), s.v. "Liberalism."
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that supporting the idea that liberty requires gi@vproperty can be implemented in many ways,

from a libertarian, to near-anarchist, to very dgproach that allows for a social minimum.

Equality

The idea of equality is prevalent in many libehadories of political philosophy.
However, as a concept “equality” unqualified istquiague. It could mean as some have
suggested, equal opportunity, equal protection utigkelaw or constitution, equal value in the
view of God or society’s moral evaluation. It mdgcamean each individual has the same
influence in political decision making, such asitruly representative and fully participatory
democracy. Equality can also be taken to impos#leanents and limits to material resources
and wealth. Throughout history equality has alsenbeserved for certain groups of people
within society. People of a particular gender, €laace, religion, age, or other status may be of
the group that is equal among their peers, whherstwho do not meet these limited criteria (or

may not even be formally recognized as people) wrctuded.

John Rawls’ work on ‘egalitarian’ Liberalism isdely recognized as supporting a liberal
approach to social justice. Rawls argues for twiaggules of justice that ensure every person has
an equal claim to equal basic rights and libesibgch would be compatible to all people, and
that any inequalities are under conditions of émjuality of opportunity and be of the greatest

benefit to the least advantaged members of sotigtye explains,

The two principles express an egalitarian forrhiberalism in virtue of three elements.
These are a) the guarantee of the fair valueeoptitical liberties, so that these are

*”> John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1999).
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not purely formal; b) fair equality of opportunitgnd finally c) the so-called difference
principle, which says that the social and econamequalities attached to offices and
positions are to be adjusted so that, whateveletred of those inequalities, whether
great or small, they are to the greatest bentthieleast advantaged members of
society?’®

While such a position has been associated withanel§tate capitalism, Rawls supports a market
Socialist regime as more just than welfare-stapatalism. Regardless of how the ideas are
manifest in a particular government structure,ithgortant thing to notice is an emphasis on
broad equality and its connection with justicecémtrast with a cut-throat competitive public
sphere which only protects equality of opportuniiyt allows merit or other devious methods to
result in a widely unbalanced distribution of resms, Rawls’ equality supports fairness of both
opportunity and material wealth distribution. Toveanything less would be unjust and one role
of society and governments is to protect, preseand,promote justice. Although Rawls viewed
his political Liberalism as limited to providingneutral political framework, he provides
substantial support for a more comprehensive théatysupports a notion of the good, an
ethical theory focused on justice, and a more robxamination of the relationship between the

individual person and society, than many previdoeral theories.

Individual Autonomy and Reason

One assumption liberals make that shapes thawnmsobf liberty, rights, and equality is
the focus on the individual person. More specificahey expect and encourage an individual

who is autonomous to make their own decisions,lesdthe rational capacity and inclination to

?7% John Rawls, Political Liberalism, Expanded ed. (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005). p. 6
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think about their own best interest. Exceptionbath theory and policy exist to account for the
reality that not every person is an autonomousmatiperson; children, severely mentally or
physically disabled persons, and persons impriséorectiminal offenses for example, need to
be addressed differently to account for their ifisigint rational capacity and/or lack of
autonomy. Nonetheless, the general population ot assumed to be free to make their own
decisions, rationally capable of doing so, and &ise to act on those decisions. This assumption
forms the basis of notions of individual libertyggédom from government or other types of
social control and coercion, legal rights to bodihd communicative freedoms, and the belief
that every individual is equal (in whatever wagastrued in a particular state) before the eyes

of the law.

Tolerance for diverse ideas of the good

One reason why so many variations of Liberalisimstag part of Liberalism’s core tenets
supports tolerance for many ideas of the good.reiimm attempts to establish a political
framework without getting too deep into an ethegtem. As a consequence, Liberalism
recognizes that reasonable people may pursueettferays of living that are compatible with
each other. It does not focus on imposing one egdlethical systems over the others so long as
they all can maintain tolerance of each other @naithin the general liberal framework. As a
political theory that gained traction during th@tstant reformation in Europe and henceforth
spread to many places and cultures throughout gnelwLiberalism works by creating a
coalition of supporters who want to maintain treim entrenched ethical and religious

convictions while living in a relatively peacefullwesive state.
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The idea of tolerance has been around for mudlelothan Liberal political theory, but
Mill, along with Kant, contributed to the widenimg the concept from religious tolerance to a
broad tolerance for the good life of one’s choosifgerance need not be restricted to already
widespread religious, ethical, or cultural systems,extend to an individual’s decision of how
he wants to live his own life. I@n Libertyin chapter three on Individuality, Mill argues aga
the hold that church, custom, and mediocrity havéhose who are more enlightened or have a
strong character. He praises eccentricity and sthsmere refusal to bend the knee to custom,
is itself a service®” Mill goes on to assert, “There is no reason thdtuanan existences should
be constructed on some one, or some small numhttens.?”® In this quote he suggests that

not only will variance from the norm be acceptedt, that it is desirable.

Compatibility Analysis

Like Liberalism, Moral Economy requires some ltiEs and supports many of the same
rights. Freedom of association, freedom of thoughd, freedom of speech are all supported by
Moral Economy. Other freedoms, such as the freeaforaligion are compatible with Moral

Economy, but Moral Economy does not address theseldms.

Moral Economy recognizes individuals and on sossaes prioritizes the individual
perspective/individual rights. However, Moral Ecanpemphasizes the collective nature of
human life in society. Thus, it draws attentioriite community and also highlights justice issues

on behalf of the most vulnerable in the communityose who are most exposed to the dangers

77 Mill et al.

7% |bid. p. 131
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of shifting markets, natural disaster, and foo@dausity deserve more protection than individuals
who are better situated. While there is some hutaaan interest in social welfare or insurance
protection for vulnerable individuals, social weéas also recognized to be in the interest of the

community as a whole.

Regarding property, Moral Economy accepts priyatgerty so long as it is distributed
by a fair process and without great disparityldbaaccepts and promotes collective/common
property. A mix of private and communal propertgwsdent in many communities identified as
expressing moral economic claims. Typically theuangnt against privatizing the commons is
not a theoretical one, but based on the percenjadtice of how it was privatized, by whom, to
what purpose, and the effects the privatizationdragrevious users. Moral Economy theorists
do not argue that private property should be abetisaltogether, but they are more sensitive the
claims for the common-pool resources, and wanateecout a place for collective use and
maintenance of the commons. Another important dsgedoral Economy is that it demands
limits on private property so that community comsations come before an interest in personal
gain. Private property could be argued to be ferdbllective good. For example, moral
economists and individuals engaged in moral ecoaataims will argue against unrestricted
free trade. Some things ought not to be for sdleere should not be on the open market until
community needs have been satisfied. Some gootlarh&ept out of the market sphere remain

privately held, while community needs may bestdtesBed by private ownership of resources.

Moral Economy does not argue explicitly on belo&léquality. Based on my readings of
diverse accounts and arguments for it, Moral Econappears to be compatible with a strong

principle of equality, but also could also allovgtitictions between groups of people. Equal
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protection before the law appears to be fundamentidiclass equality or strict egalitarianism is

not demanded.

Moral Economy comes up against Liberal politickdas with great frequency. Liberalism
is increasing in many local areas and regions wtraditional ways of life and the values that
support that traditional society clash with thewes and practices Liberalism brings. While
Liberalism proclaims support for many varietiedlw good life, its formal tolerance is often
employed as a shield to convert local people tdaramto modern capitalist or other imposed
value systems. Liberalism is also so widesprealaliiy, that even when a community chooses
to act in ways contrary to liberal values, theysdowith at least some awareness that they are
subverting a dominant system of political valuesofnmunity that has a long history of
subsistence agriculture must confront the facttiiney are now part of a global market where
liberal values control institutions, including thrarkets they depend upon, nongovernmental
organizations, as well as state and internatiooaémment. To continue subsistence agriculture,
the community and its members will need to confiagupiortunities that could alter what it

means to farm within a liberal global system.

However, Moral Economy may be compatible with kdism as one idea of the good
life. As such it need not come into conflict witiberalism, but Liberalism also will not have
much to say about particular claims. The most Vikghce where Liberalism and Moral
Economy could come into conflict would be aboutrible of property, especially common
property and common-pool resources, and the raléuarction of the markets. Moral Economy
makes more explicit the value of the commons amdngon-pool resources and supports strict
formal as well as informal controls on the markieg@ods. Liberalism also tends to advocate a

hands-off approach to markets when it does notym®dnmediate severe harms to individuals.
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Moral Economy proponents are more perceptive oslbw degradation open markets can have
on both individuals and the community as a whoss/e® contends, “Liberalism’s characteristic
concern with the intrusion of the state into otsigineres has been matched by a blindness to the
intrusions and distortions of life produced by nedgk money and capital. A key area in which a
revived political economy needs to develop is mititeraction between these spheré8Nloral

Economy offers one type of response to the intenadtetween the state and markets.

The other major source of potential conflict begwe.iberalism and Moral Economy
would be in cases where liberals perceive someticgl perpetuated under a Moral Economy
system, even when it is accepted by individuath@community. Examples could include the
economic and social standing of women in a commuthie ability to restrict selling one’s
property to anyone willing to pay the asking priadimitation on what someone can do with
their property (or common-pool resources), andrdisoation of foreigners or other “outsiders”.
Some communities may deem certain inequalitiesrestrictions as important for maintaining
their way of life. These inequalities and restaos could be problematic for liberals even if they
do not negatively affect individuals outside ofttbhammunity. Additionally, they may have
unintentional widespread impacts that do affecividdals outside the community, which would

increase chances that liberals would openly attéaial Economy practices or values.

Moral Economy proponents will need to fight thewn battles and cannot rely on
Liberalism to support them either theoreticallyroparticular practical matters. Also, within a
global liberal political theory, the space for MoExonomy is at the local level. While it has
always emphasized the local community, the conoestbetween people have expanded with

communication technology, faster and more freqtranel, and international treaties. This

7 Andrew Sayer, "Moral Economy and Political Economy," Studies in Political Economy, no. 61 (2000). p 94
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expansion has suited the spread of liberal theodyalues, but may make Moral Economy
proponents feel like they and their values aredsaueezed out. | argue there is still space for
Moral Economy, but it will continue to be the losglace it has always has. Moral Economy is
not conducive to scaling up in the way LiberalignTihe local space need not be a marginalized
space, although it may feel relatively small. Ifnjanoral economies exist in many communities
and among likeminded people, Moral Economy couldtiooe to not only exist but thrive in a

liberal international arrangement.

Socialism

Socialism is an important political theory to campwith Moral Economy because it has
had influence on global political movements througfithe nineteenth and twentieth century.
Some of these forces have come into direct comtsistcommunities espousing a Moral
Economy ethos. Moreover, while communist politspgdtems are declining, the ideas developed
by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels promoted by Shem have had a significant influence on
political thought. Throughout the twentieth centUpcialism has been the dominant alternative
to Liberalism. If Moral Economy is not aligned witlberalism, then some may suggest it is
better supported by Socialism. As with Liberaligshere are principles it shares with Socialism;
equally true is that there are areas of tensiowdxt Moral Economy and Socialism which
make these seeming allies an uncomfortable fitaBse Socialism owes much to the philosophy
and passion of Karl Marx, | start with his conttlons. Later | look forward with the vision

presented by the Democratic Socialists of Amenmcioeir public report.
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Economics drives society

Marx’s work is well known for making the connectibetween the economic relations of
society and other relations including politicakeitectual and religious. Unlike Liberalism,
which tries to take a hands-off approach to theketaand economic activities, Marxism and
Socialism strive to draw attention to it. Throughbis extensive writings, Marx developed the
theory of historical materialism, which was presehas a social-scientific explanation of how
people throughout history have related to eachrdtiteugh economic systems based on
material production. In the earliest prehistoricisties, land and natural resources were
commonly held; during ancient and middle ages plsribe feudal system persisted which held
one class of people as agricultural workers (séofsthe management and protector class
(lords). At the time Marx was writing, capitalisnag/becoming dominant and required a
wealthy class of investors who hired a working slsmass produce material goods for a
commodity market. He anticipated that capitaliske karlier systems, would collapse and
would be replaced by a more egalitarian econonstesy. Marx provides a succinct account of

historical materialism in his PrefaceAdcContribution to the Critique of Political Economy

In the social production of their existence, meteeinto definite, necessary relations,
which are independent of their will, namely, relas of production corresponding to a
determinate stage of development of their matéorakes of production. The totality of
these relations of production constitutes the enwoa structure of society, the real
foundation on which there arises a legal and ipalisuperstructure and to which there
correspond definite forms of social consciousn&ls. mode of production of material
life conditions the social, political and intelteal life-process in general. It is not the
consciousness of men that determines their bbintgon the contrary, it is their social
being that determines their consciousness. Attaioestage of their development, the
material productive forces of society come intaftiot with the existing relations of
production or — what is merely a legal express$owrihe same thing — with the property
relations within the framework of which they havtherto operated. From forms of
development of the productive forces these raiatiarn into their fetters. At that
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point an era of social revolution begins. With dmange in the economic foundation
the whole immense superstructure is more slowiyore rapidly transformetf°

An important point to observe about historical eni@ism is that it indicates economics
is not a realm that can be separated out fromesieof human existence. Economic systems
shape human lives even when they are not direattygpating in wage labor, purchasing or
selling goods. The economic system people parteipaimpacts their social relations, political
possibilities, arts, literature, philosophy, anidogiher areas of life. The economic system is also

not of their choosing, and by themselves individuwannot change the system.

Capitalism Corrupts and Oppresses

Socialists tend to argue for relative social acoh@mic equality for all people. They
have seen other systems of economics from mensamtib capitalism that concentrate
considerable wealth and power in the hands of gdarfew, while the majority of people
struggle to get by or lack adequate resources¢cdidignified life. There is an outrage and deep
seated sense of injustice at these systems aasviglivard the individuals who profit at the
expense of others. The workers or proletariatrdesmore than what they have been offered
thus far. Moreover, Socialism maintains they deseag a result of both their human dignity and
contributions to society, to have adequate soeialises, earnings reflective of their
productivity, and a safety-net that supports th@enenvhen they are too old or infirm to work.
According to the public document of the Democr&iicialists of America, “The capitalist

market economy not only suppresses global liviagaards but also leads to chronic

280 karl Marx, "Preface and Introduction to a Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy," ed. David J.

Romagnolo (Foreign Languages Press, 1858) (accessed March 28 2013).
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underfunding of socially necessary public goodsyfiresearch and development to preventative

health care and job training®

Not only do Socialists see capitalism as a tegrddonomic system, they also point out
how both principles and practices of capitalismsealiarm to people by creating inequalities
along race and gender, promote violence as a ntéanaking a profit as well as the careless
destruction of the natural environment. Moreovapitalism is perceived as undermining the
democratic governments and the democratic spitih@hations within which it functions. The
Democratic Socialists of America highlight threedwl values that lead them into the twenty-
first century including democracy, liberty and daliity. They declare, “We are Socialists
because we reject an international economic ongamed by private profit, alienated labor,
race and gender discrimination, environmental destmn, and brutality and violence in defense
of the status quo’®? In explaining the problems of capitalism for warkand democracy they

write,

In the workplace, capitalism eschews democradjividual employees do not negotiate
the terms of their employment, except in rarewsmmstances when their labor is highly
skilled. Without unions, employees are hired aretifat will. Corporations govern
through hierarchical power relations more chargtie of monopolies than free
markets. Simply put, the domination of the econdoyyrivately owned corporation is
not the most rational and equitable way to gowemeconomic lifé>?

*81 Democratic Socialists of America, "Building the Next Left: The Political Perspective of the Democratic Socialists
of America" www.dsusa.org/wherewestand (accessed April 4, 2013). p 3.
%82 |bid. p 2.

% |bid. p 3.
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Recognizing both that Capitalism and the systehes@nomic and market function that
pre-date it are ill suited for a society that valgelidarity, liberty and democracy, a new vision

and system must replace it.

Collective Control of Economy

With the assumption that the state is maintaimetiveorks on behalf of all people and
with the input of all adults of sound mind, somei@bsts expect the state to be best suited to
determining what is best for society, then allaogtand distributing resources accordingly. In
the twentieth century this tended to result in cdrtontrol by an oligarchy or a tyrant who
oversaw mistreatment of individuals in the nameatfial good. Contemporary Socialists want to
avoid these power grabs and horrific expressiorkefitilitarian calculus by encouraging a
large politically active public who interact withrasponsive government, one which truly
represents the values and diversity of the pedjies. kind of economy does not control micro-
exchanges, but it does regulate heavily how busesekinction, how they treat and compensate
their employees, and how they interact with pedm individual customers to whole
communities. While some Socialists raise concabmit abuse of power and corruption under a
state controlled economy, others point to the igfficies available in public services and the
social insurance that can be distributed more g¥ely. The Democratic Socialists of America

articulate both of these beliefs as they write,

Control of economic, social and cultural life bther government or corporate elites is
hostile to the vision of democratic pluralism ead®d by democratic Socialism. The
social welfare programs of government have beeth®most part positive, if partial,
responses to the genuine social needs of the magatity of Americans. The
dismantling of such programs by conservative angarate elites in the absence of any
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alternatives will be disastrous. Abandoning schpbéalth care, and housing, for
example, to the control of an unregulated freeketamagnifies the existing harsh
realities of inequality and injusti¢&*

Consequently, they have identified their goals@momic democracy, global justice,
and social redistribution. Economic democracy métresdirect ownership and/or control of
much of the economic resources of society by teatgnajority of wage and income earnéfs.”
Global justice is understood as a way to ensurersupstandards internationally for wages,
working conditions, environmental standards andatoights. Steps toward global justice would
include stronger enforcement on existing treatietabor standards and the environment to
prioritize social justice over corporate profitalso would benefit from stronger international
ties between trade unions to support fair wagds,warking conditions, and social rights. Social
redistribution means just what it suggests, “th# st wealth and resources from the rich to the

rest of society2®

Collective Good

Regardless of the specifics, all Socialist thenard groups espouse some value for the
common or collective good. Marxist Socialists tylig focus on collective ownership of the
means of production, such as machinery, patensbh®ence of patents), land and other property

as well as money for investing in production andagrograms. The Socialist Party of Great

®* |bid.
% |bid.
% |bid.
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Britain builds on the materialist idea of colle&igood to promote participatory democracy

asserting,

Common ownership means that society as a whole tkexmeans and instruments for
distributing wealth. It also implies the demoaratontrol of the means and instruments
for producing and distributing wealth, for if eyene owns, then everyone must have
equal right to control the means and instrumemtgrfoducing and distributing
wealth?®’

They argue that it means nothing for the toolsoaiety to be held collectively if the control is
limited by a select few, regardless of who theyartheir intentions. Common ownership

logically necessitates common decision making power

Contemporary Socialist organizations are mordyike extend the idea of common good
to the ability to experience good quality of lifiedafair treatment or equal rights for all persons
regardless of age, gender, sex, sexual orientgirenjous class status, disability, race,
nationality, and other qualities or personal attids. Some groups’ central focus is on collective
good. The Freedom Socialist Party, for examplés ligcial/national freedom, women'’s
liberation, and lesbian, gay, bisexual and trandgerquality among its top values and
priorities?®® These are also compatible with its promotion dfersal human rights. Both of
these extensions from material collective gooddiitipal and personal are shared by the

Socialist Party USA. Socialist Party USA expredbes stance that,

Socialism is not mere government ownership, aavel§tate, or a repressive
bureaucracy. Socialism is a new social and econondier in which workers and

%7 Socialist Party of Great Britain, "Our Object and Declaration of Principles"
http://www.worldSocialism.org/spgb/our-object-and-declaration-principles (accessed September 26
2013).

*%% Freedom Socialist Party, "Platform" http://www.Socialism.com/drupal-

6.8/?q=node/16&phpMyAdmin=ef6f882d5add4550a67686f87cc40ae7 (accessed September 26 2013).
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consumers control production and community resgleantrol their neighborhoods,
homes, and schools. The production of societgéldor the benefit of all humanity,

not for the private profit of a few. ... People asdhe world need to cast off the

systems which oppress them, and build a new wididr all humanity®®°

Compatibility Analysis

Socialism and Moral Economy would appear to manlye natural allies, and it is true
they share several values and interpretationswfduxiety, economy, and state should function.
However, there are several important differencesll ffirst describe their commonalities, then
explain where they part ways by endorsing oppogiegs and values. First, both Socialism and
Moral Economy understand how intertwined economiations are with other social forces,
relations and values. Both recognize you cannonimgéully separate the economic sphere from

the political sphere; they are two aspects of anad human society.

Second, both Moral Economy and Marxism, whichgigsificantly influenced
Socialism, agree that goods are more than just éixehange value. They want to de-commodify
material goods, but for different reasons. Mamnillnated the labor (labor-time) required to
produce it and sees labor power as a commoditycapédalist system. Marxism also argues that
surplus-value (capital accumulation) is unfairhattit enslaves workers, and it is also
unsustainable, even under the best conditions.aMBronomy however, wants to highlight
other values of material goods and natural ressurcguding cultural, religious,
personal/sentimental values. They would arguerttaaty goods that appear to be commodities,

that is equivalent to another because of what éneynade of or how they are used, actually are

% 5o cialist Party USA, "Socialism as Radical Democracy" http://Socialistparty-usa.net/principles.html (accessed

September 26 2013).
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not commodities at all once their social, culturaligious, temporal and place values are

appreciated.

Third, Moral Economy and Socialism are concernaal&economic injustice, that is,
unfairly appropriating another’s goods or laboatcumulate personal or class advantage or
accumulate personal wealth. Similarly they botseaioncerns about wide economic disparity,
the gap between the haves and the have-nots. Bsthtevhalt economic injustice and reduce or

eliminate economic disparity.

Fourth, they both accept collective claims towangroving the living and working
conditions of the common man. Both accept revalpsisings and revolutions as acceptable
means to overturn corrupt and exploitative systenmactices. Finally, both Moral Economy
and Socialism support social cooperation and compnoperty with collective management of
common pool resources. Thus, they both encourage &nd of direct participation in politics,

which is sometimes described as a commitment tamdeatic process and democratic ideals.

Moral Economy disagrees with Marxism on the acaigifity of private property, as it
permits fair and just distribution of private profye Some forms of Socialism permit some
private property, while others maintain that athperty ought to be collectively held and
controlled. Moral Economy typically promotes a mixprivate property and communal property
and aims for a relatively even distribution of e property whenever possible. Moral
Economy does not aim for a redistribution schenngfoperty like some Socialist groups

demand. Instead, they would aim to reduce disphsitgroviding low-cost options to poor
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community members to purchase land or property vitheescomes available while complying

with local customs and respected l&ws.

Secondly, Moral Economy parts ways with Socialigshen it focuses on the local control
rather than centralized control of material goaglsvall as social and political decisions.
Socialism tends to centralize control of goods political decision making, but believes it is in
the benefit of society as a whole. Even democ@uicialism that calls on a large and active
political public to vote, submit input or commerasd welcomes dissent, tend to expect that
policies and programs will be carried out on aorai or global scale. Although Moral Economy
similarly encourages direct participation in thdiozal process, it does so with the expectation
that anything that can remain at the local leveJhduo be kept under local control among people
who know each other. Similarly, Moral Economy p@sa vision of the good life for local,
regional, and within shared interest areas. Seomlvants to enact its vision of the good life

uniformly throughout the world.

Importantly, Moral Economy communities may notrehtae same views about the good
life as Socialism. They might not require equahiyhin their own functional community. They
might be more tolerant of some practices, e.g.actating wealth, and less tolerant of others,

e.g. personal expression.

In general, Moral Economy is tolerant of differeadn class and economic status so long
as they are not the result of oppression and upfagtices. Socialists may argue that differences
in class and economic status are necessarily shet i oppression and unfair practices.

However, Moral Economy is more meritocratic and legalitarian than Socialism. Nevertheless,

290
Not all laws are respected laws; respected laws are a subset of laws.
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Moral Economy proponents demand complete transpgramd fair dealings, which are often

lacking in the practice of capitalism.

Finally, Moral Economy promotes some favoritisnthie form of family and neighbor
connections. Strangers and foreigners, personstegfrated in the community or those only
tenuously connected with it would typically receless consideration. In the case of an interest
group that adopts Moral Economy, the difference ldidne between members or stakeholders
versus non-members or non-stakeholders. Socialmitd argue against favoritism and for the
notion that we are all members of society. Howetrez,values of Moral Economy suggest that
family, friends, neighbors and others who shareim@rests or values demand more of our
consideration than strangers. They would not find to be problematic because there is an
underlying expectation that everyone is the menmnbepme community and would likewise find
support in that community. Moreover, the attempgit@ every person equal consideration
would be both burdensome and result in such difbeseefits as to be devoid of any real

meaning or value.

Anarchism

Due to Anarchism’s manifold expression in theanyalysis and application it can be
difficult to summarize. While this is true to sometent with every social vision or political
theory it is even more so with Anarchism. Henagilllnot be addressing all versions or

representations of Anarchism in this section biitfacus on mutualism and social Anarchism.
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Central Tenets of Anarchism

The most important feature of Anarchism is its dedhnat human society be free from
government. Government is believed to be unnecgsaad a peaceful and prosperous society
without government is possible. Often governmeut thie “rule of law” are observed to become
corrupt forces only interested in maintaining thelnas, with little regard to the will or best
interest of the people to which they apply. Someoadtes for Anarchism argue that not only is a
government society not desirable, but that it ts@ty harmful, even violent. In “Anarchism: -
What It Really Stands For Anarchy” Emma Goldmarirdef Anarchism as “The philosophy of a
new social order based on liberty unrestricted layp/made law; the theory that all forms of
government rest on violence, and are therefore gvemrl harmful, as well as unnecessary.”
According to Goldman, being free from governmenangefinally allowing the virtues and

abilities of each individual person to shine throug§he writes,

Just as religion has fettered the human mind aaratoperty, or the monopoly of things,
has subdued and stifled man’s needs, so hasdketslaved his spirit, dictating every
phase of conduct. “All government in essence,sdayerson, “is tyranny.” It matters
not whether it is government by divine right orjardy rule. In every instance its aim is
the absolute subordination of the individ&&l.

In contrast with other established political thesy Anarchism is notable for its imprecise
and diverse beliefs with the exception of its calnienet that society does not require an
authority or bureaucracy to be stable, peaceful,mnsperous. This is indicative of the
willingness of Anarchists to permit a multi-layergdion of Anarchism to stand in the same

broad community and use the same term. While mararéhists view Anarchism as communal,

*' Emma Goldman, Anarchism and Other Essays (Rockville, MD: Serenity Publishers, 2009). p. 37

2 |bid. p. 25
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others view it as individualistic. While many vieinas promoting peace, other Anarchists use

rebellion and violence to push back against autian politics and social forces.

In many other ways, Anarchism accepts and evemaies diversity and disorder. In
Two Cheers for Anarchisrddames Scott highlights several examples, inctutlie problems
many people experience with highly planned citied meighborhoods. Citing the work of Jane
Jacobs, he notes that chaos and disorder are muehtaterable, even desirable, in the lived city
than the designs of city planners and architeasttSsummarizes “it became clear that the effort
by urban planners to turn cities into disciplineorks of art of geometric visual order was not
just fundamentally misguided, it was an attacklmndctual, functioning order of a successful
urban neighborhood?® This example as well as those of seemingly chatichighly
productive gardens and non-institutionalized disauns for extending rights, indicate that in
what at first appears to be order can actuallyyséusctional, while what looks like chaos can

actually be orderly and highly functional.

Absence of hierarchy

The distinguishing feature of Anarchism permit®itake many forms. Because its
development is not limited to a centralized gro@iputhoritarian figures, Anarchism can and
does change based on how the adopters of its tbetief wish. While some non-Anarchists
view the lack of hierarchy as a problem that invithaos and violence, it is precisely the lack of
hierarchy that suggests to many Anarchists thaviewaals need to be involved directly with

their community, thus making cooperation more intgiotr than with other political systems. The

%% James C. Scott, Two Cheers for Anarchism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012).
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absence of hierarchy that Anarchism seeks to aehsealso a critical way of achieving complete
freedom and liberty. In contrast with social, cotieist, and mutualistic Anarchism, the
Libertarian strain of Anarchism puts individualditby center and permits significant disparities

in wealth and power between individuals.

Anarchism promotes liberty and freedom in plackiefarchy and domination. Goldman

offers a poetic and powerful summary of these \@hgethey are held in Anarchism writing,

Anarchism, then, really stands for the liberatddithe human mind from the

domination of religion; the liberation of the humiaody from the dominion of

property; liberation from the shackles and restraf government. Anarchism stands

for social order based on the free grouping oivididials for the purpose of producing
real social wealth; an order that will guaranteevery human being free access to the
earth and full enjoyment of the necessities @f l&#ccording to individual desires, tastes,
and inclinationg®

Rather than providing comfort, insurance, or opjauittes, Goldman and other anarchists view
social institutions such as religion, property laamsl norms, and government as holding

individuals back from the full potential of humafel

Valuing an absence of hierarchy conversely entailsing independent thought and
judgment. Even collectivist and mutualist Anarchistipport individuals expressing their own
views and making decisions that result from reftectather than obedience. James Scott
discusses the idea of ‘anarchist calisthenics’ Wwieiccourages people to “break some trivial law
that makes no sense, even if it's only jaywalkidge your own head to judge whether a law is
just or reasonablé®® After putting anarchist calisthenics to practiBeptt cautions that the

process of deciding what law is unreasonable atefméning what context is appropriate for

% Goldman. p. 44

2% geott.
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breaking some trivial law is more complicated titemay seem on face value. Having to
evaluate for oneself the reasonableness of lawsaridl norms challenges us to be reflective

about their purpose and our role in society, wheldiadly following them does not.

Scott also discusses how following the officiaderand obeying all rules imposed by
society can be an effective way to demonstrate pn@lematic they really are. He highlights
the case of Parisian taxi drivers who, when upstt thie authorities about fees or regulations,
“bring traffic in Paris to a grinding halt. Knowirtgat traffic circulated in Paris only by a
practiced and judicious disregard of many regufetjahey could, merely by following the rules
meticulously, bring it to a standstilf®® Officials and bureaucrats who tend to see societlje
macro level either fail to understand the actigitileat occur at the level of human interaction or
assume that imposing order in a top-down fashidhmake individuals fit neatly into the
planned society. Anarchism takes a stand for mg&mnimteractions at the person-to-person
level, seeing society as something that organicalbes from the multitude of exchanges and
relationships rather than something to be imposecitip planners. Eliminating hierarchy means
removing government officials and city plannergxthange for the contributions from mentally

and socially engaged people.

Mutuality

While some Anarchists reject the need for soastyvell as for government (c.f.
Goldman), most Anarchists maintain that we neetegpand benefit most as individuals when

we work together. Murray Bookchin, for example, basn resolute in arguing for Social

2% |bid.
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Anarchism as the original and best version of Ahsra as opposed to “lifestyle Anarchism”.
Lifestyle Anarchism emphasizes autonomy, while &lo&narchism promotes freedom from
domination. He promotes the belief that freedoreaaiety, and not autonomy, is central to
Anarchism. Personalistic lifestyle Anarchism iswging in dominance among Anarchists and
has come to exemplify what is meant by “Anarchismthe public perception. Bookchin
critiques,

Anarchism’s lifestyle tendencies orient young gedpward a kind of rebellion that

expresses itself in terms of narcissism, self-esgon, intuition, and personalism — an

orientation that stands sharply at odds with thei@istic core of Anarchism, that was
celebrated by Bakunin, Kropotkin, and Malatestapag so many othefs’

Bookchin further argues that Social Anarchism isardy compatible with democracy, but is
likely the best way to achieve direct democracyolgin represents those Anarchists whose
theory crosses over into Communalism. He prométiesnocratic libertarian social

institutions.”%

Democratic participation

In addition to standing up against the deteriagpgéffects that lifestyle Anarchism has on
Anarchism generally, Bookchin is an outspoken sujgpof direct democracy. He does not
believe representative democracy is true demociaemocracy is also essential for the success

of Anarchism in real societies. Bookchin statesrt of its democratic dimension, Anarchism

297 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, and the Future of the Left p. 164
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may indeed come to denote little more than a “ctitbe of individuals, no more and no

less.”?%° A strong democracy also requires dissensus. Baoltplains,

In majority decision-making, dissent plays a dreatole, valuable in itself as an ongoing
democratic phenomenon. Even after a minority teaniy accedes to a majority
decision, the minority can dissent from the decigin which they have been defeated
and work to overturn it. They are free to opemy @ersistently articulate reasoned

and potentially persuasive disagreeméffts.

Thus, every persons’ voice and view matters taligates in direct democracy. Even if your
position does not sway the majority, it does makiéfarence that it be part of the discussion.
Direct participatory democracy reinforces the comipdeld Anarchist belief in egalitarianism,
that is, everyone’s voice or position is equalljuadle and there are no individual people or
classes which are more valuable than others. VEbilee Anarchists, such as Robert Paul

Wolff3**, dissent from Bookchin’s position, direct demogracdesired by many Anarchists.

Compatibility Analysis

| consider Anarchism to be the closest to Moraidrieamy of the three political theories
examined in this chapter. They share many of theeszalues and goals for society. However, as
with Liberalism and Socialism, there are severgdonant differences which make these allies

distinguishable.

299 Murry Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, and the Future of the Left: Interviews and Essays, 1993-1998 (Edinburgh:

A.K. Press, 1999). p. 151

0 1bid. p. 149

30! Robert Paul Wolff, In Defense of Anarchism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998).
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First, and most importantly, Moral Economy rejettis central tenet of Anarchism, the
disbanding or overthrow of hierarchy and governmiftadral Economy does not explicitly argue
for the absence of hierarchy or government, butatels a responsive, transparent, and
accountable leadership. Like Anarchists, Moral Eeop advocates are disappointed and even
angry about political maneuvering for personal ganreceptive “representatives”, unfair laws,
corruption, and uneven enforcement of socially sufgal laws and customs. Unlike Anarchists,
their response is not to throw out the hierarchgarernment altogether, but to stand up in
various ways to indicate dissatisfaction and demarmmtovements in government, law, and other

institutions within society.

Additionally, Anarchism, even social and mutuatigtnarchism, values the individual
and freedom more than Moral Economy. Moral Econdmgs value the individual, respects
autonomy and social freedom, but emphasizes thenconty above individual desires that are

unnecessary for a good life by community norms.

As indicated earlier, there are numerous qualdies values on which Moral Economy
and Anarchism agree. Both Moral Economy and Anarahare well suited to function in small
scale social groups, whether place-based local aonti®s or interest groups of like-minded
persons. To make an individual's voice heard otridmutions matter, it is preferable to be in a
small community rather than a large one where glesiperson would be relatively insignificant.
Likewise, they both value individual participationgovernment, political, and economic

matters such as direct participatory democracys Vhiue is shared with Socialists as well.

Furthermore, both Anarchism and Moral Economy &dhe function of society over the

form. Structure can be a useful guide, but wheestricts desired function, it is opposed. Scott
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expands on this idea writing, “The more highly plad, regulated, and formal a social or
economic order is, the more likely it is to be éra on informal processes that the formal
scheme does not recognize and without which itccaot continue to exist, informal processes

that the formal order cannot alone create or miirita°

Finally, both Moral Economy and Anarchism recogrizat breaking rules/laws is a
powerful act that can be used to speak when va@iegot able to be heard by officials. In
addition to large uprisings, demonstrations ant$riboth condone law breaking as a way to
express dissatisfaction with the law or procesgyTdiso both indicate that law breaking is a
form of speech, one typically used when the appi@aditical or legal channels prohibit free
speech or when the political process is perceigdzbttoo complicated, closed off or unjust.
Even if an individual may legally be permitted fmeak about a disagreement over some law,
they may feel their perspective will not be heamilerstood, respected or they fear retaliation.
In response then, such an individual or group niteyreatively choose to refuse to follow a law,
perhaps even intending to be caught and chargédanitnfraction to make a point. Both Moral

Economy and Anarchism would see such acts as oppdsitional speech.

Comparing Typical Cases

Moral Economy can find common ground with eackhefalternative political theories
examined here. However, Moral Economy tends todseower in scope than each of them. It
emphasizes only a few of the issues that makeeupdihtical landscape, leaving others to be

decided within their own particular communitieswadnt to now focus on two of those issues by

392 5eott. p. 45
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using hypothetical, yet representative cases angace how Moral Economy would respond
and how each of the three political theories adar@$n this chapter could be expected to

respond.

In each of the cases and within each of the ergeaeisponses from the four political
theories, | assume that the community is unifiedupport for their particular political system.
These are both hypothetical and idealized comnmaswtinere they function in accordance with
the political theory that motivates them, and whtere may be dissent about the particulars
within society (if the system accepts dissent),thate is no opposition to the political system

within which the community functions.

Case 1: Small Business

Consider the case of a family that wants to opghraanage a small business. The
potential owners consist of a single man, his garemnd cousins. The business is not a franchise
and is a brick and mortar shop, perhaps a candgitsdstore®®® How would each political

theory respond to such a proposition?

Moral Economy would welcome a small business isf sbort. The adherents of Moral
Economy would expect that a small business comply all the customs of the community in
which it is based, pay taxes so long as they waarly/ leveraged and appropriate for the size of
the business, make their products available famalinbers of the community at a reasonable
price while still permitting some profit for the ors/managers. They would expect that workers

are compensated fairly. Should community leadergfaipt to examine the business more

3% This business is based on the small business of a friend — Confections for Any Occasion by Joel, Theresa WI
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closely, they would be able to find clear, complaied accurate records that indicate all

transactions were fair and consensual.

They also would likely expect that raw resourceproducts made in the community that
were suitable for sale in the candy and gifts stavald be respected. Consideration for other
goods from the community could occur either by mgkheir inventory purchases from within
the community whenever possible or competing faiiyr other businesses while ensuring
accessibility to community members (shoppers). Macanomy would fully expect that any
product sold in the shop is what it is advertisedRor example, a candy listed as dark chocolate
ought to truly be a dark chocolate with a certancpntage of cocoa and cocoa butter. It is also
expected to be free from additives, fillers, anteptially toxic substances. To knowingly
include anything other than dark chocolate in gaisdy would be to engage in deceptive
business practices, which would be strictly praieithiby Moral Economy. The owners should
expect to be responsive to community suggestiodsamplaints or be susceptible to retribution
in various forms from public quarrel, boycottingsiness, petty theft, vandalism of the shop,
public demonstration or destruction of their pradés business owners and members of the
community who may hold more sway and influence thame others, they are also expected to
stand firm for fair business practices for the entiommunity in both leading by example and

making statements to such effect whenever apptepria

Liberalism would similarly welcome such a shoghe community. The owners would
also need to respect all laws, and would be freetermine what additional social customs they
wish to follow. They would be free to set the psa# their goods at any rate they wish. They
would be welcome to make a profit as long as it laagul. If prices were out of reach of some

community members, a liberal government would ntrfere. The success of the business
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would be determined by the response of customdrsraver they were located, to the products
and prices freely set by the owners. In practieahs, the candy and gift shop may be forced to
alter their product or prices in accordance witbtomer wishes so they could stay in business or
make a greater profit. Nevertheless they wouldogotegulated to set prices at a specific level by
a liberal government. The regulations they shoujaeet would be that they do not discriminate
against customers for irrelevant reasons, theytgess, and follow all laws including those for
food safety. However, purity expectations and fpansncy of ingredients may not be regulated
or enforced. If there were any major disagreemertts customers, they would expect to be
resolved through a formal legal process. Retalidbip customers would not be accepted by a
liberal government and violent or destructive iatadn might result in criminal conviction of

the perpetrators. The owners would be welcome ticcgzate in the community or source their
products from the community, but there would nothg expectation or requirement to do so.
The shop could compete with other shops at whatevet it desired, but it would similarly face
competition from other shops free from formal liatibns. A small start-up would then have a
greater challenge in succeeding with competitiomftong established businesses, businesses
with greater reach (regional, global, online), &dinesses that could purchase lower priced

inventory and raw products.

A Socialist government may prevent the opening simall family owned business,
especially if it felt it was not in the best intet®f the state or community, or if it perceived th
rewards of such a business would be too concedthatene family*** On the other hand, a
small business would be more welcome than a catiparar global franchise. The business

(idea, name, supplies, and products), and the wloojd be considered property. Personal

%1t might consider such a shop a frivolous waste of resources, or as something that would exacerbate health

problems of citizens, etc...

203



property being prohibited, the shop could only eKig had joint ownership with the community
where the managéefs had permission from the Socialist government terage such a shop on
that property. If the business is permitted torojethe Socialist community, it can expect more
direct involvement and regulation by the governntkah such a business would in either a
Liberal government or under Moral Economy. The Imement may be at a similar level as with
Moral Economy, but it will be initiated primarilytthe Socialist government under the direction
of the citizens, instead of directly by the citisefihe managers would be permitted to make a
living comparable with that of other citizens, lpubfit beyond that point would be limited or
prohibited. Prices for their goods could be regdab help both with accessibility of their
products to citizens as well as to limit incomeguality in the society. Alternatively, they may
be permitted to make a significant profit, but &eed heavily so as to contribute that wealth to

community programs, infrastructure and to offsetltbwer incomes of other citizens.

Anarchism would likely welcome such a shop, esgigcbecause it is a small one with
little to no hierarchy. There would not be govermingnd regulations to contend with, which
may benefit the owners in some instances, butwweayd also need to deal more directly with
their neighbors and other community members onngioing basis to ensure they were
integrated smoothly into the function of the sogidthere would be informal pressure put on the
owners to make a fair but not outlandish profithaligh this would be through social pressure
and not laws. Similarly there may be some presgupeirchase supplies from the community,
but it may be more dispersed than in Moral Econohimg business and owners may or may not
be expected to comply with social norms and cust@naorms may be quite relaxed). If there

are disagreements, they could result in more déffugaction than under any of the other

305 . . . . .
The same persons who were described as owners in previous scenarios would here be considered managers

because they would share ownership of the business with the society/government.
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systems. At a minimum, the owners would be prigagksponsible for handling any difficulties
or disagreements and could not rely on law enfoesgma legal process, or even an organized
government to adjudicate disputes or “crimes”. divmers would be expected to be engaged in
their community, although this could be expressedarious ways depending on the social
expectations and capacities of the owners. If ganaking and managing a shop was what the
owners really wanted to do, an Anarchist societyld@ncourage and welcome such skills and
would further encourage ongoing development ofrthiativity and capacities, rather than

regulate and restrict them.

Case 2: Severely Disabled Person

Consider the case of an adult female who is qpkstyic and moderately psychologically
challenged by cycles of depression and anxiety.c@haot walk or work with her hands, and has
problems with fatigue. She can see, hear, spea#i, emd think as well as any other typical
adult. Her condition will not improve over time aske cannot live independently or work for a
traditional employer. Her parents used to take o&reer, but recently died. How would each of
the four social-political systems respond to tlegesely disabled member of their community? |
raise this case under a chapter focused on pélitieary because social support for the most
vulnerable in society is an important aspect of dl&@conomy. Moreover, care and social
integration of disabled persons is increasinglpgetzed to have both economic and political
impact as well as personal and social effects. 4vime political theories explicitly address
welfare for those who cannot take care of themselethers do not. Comparing all four theories

on this case will highlight those differences.
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Moral Economy would see this woman as the respditgiof the society. If her parents
or other family could still provide primary carecaeconomic support, that would be promoted.
There would likely be an effort to coordinate harecthrough a group of designated care givers,
perhaps nurses, neighbors, family friends, andratemunity volunteers. She may be
encouraged to do whatever work she could so asvéoh@r a purpose and contribute to the
community. However, she would not be forsaken efvehe could not work. Part of the
community interaction would be to make communitthgangs accessible so she felt she
belonged, and to also reduce the affects of angietldepression. The resources to provide her
care would be from individuals, charitable colleas, and perhaps a community insurance fund.
Depending on the resources and priorities of therosanity, she may or may not be able to
access cutting edge medical treatment or desigedraations. Nevertheless, she would always
know that people care and are dependable in agsistir through her natural life in the

community.

Liberalism would want to ensure this woman wag abllive as fully free in society as
possible. A liberal society would make buildingslanfrastructure accessible. Laws would be
enacted to prevent harm or discrimination of peeyie are physically handicapped, and there
may also be a government support program for dasigbople to provide them with medical
care and other necessities. She would have the lsgaeights, and because she is of sound
mind and can speak independently, her autonomydiggher care and other decisions for her
life would be respected. If she wanted to work aag able to do so, a liberal society would
promote workplace adaptations to facilitate it. Sloelld be as welcome at public events as
anyone else. Nonetheless, outside of medical assistand basic care, it is not clear who would

be involved in supporting her on a daily basisi slid not have family to do that work. She
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would have a social safety net provided by the guwent, but there would be some rather large
holes remaining. Day to day assistance and soogeEgement would be left to neighbors,

charities, or volunteers.

A Socialist society would want to ensure that sag as high a quality of life as any other
able-bodied citizen. The idea that each individineduld contribute what they can and be
provided what they need would apply to this womsiwall as every person in society. If she
could contribute, then she would be expected tealat whatever level matched her capacity.
Conversely, her economic, medical, and basic liviegds would be met through government
programs or collective arrangements. Her qualityfefwould be seen as a reflection of the
quality of life of the society and the successhef $ocialist government. She would of course
enjoy all the same rights and privileges of othBzens as well as rights to be free from
discrimination and rights entitling equal acced®e #ould be expected to support Socialist
values and Socialist society. Socialism does ngyaest anything more explicit, and like

Liberalism, it is unclear how her care would bevded outside of government programs.

Anarchism would likely care for her by drawing aprinciple of mutuality. Her care will
not be organized centrally, but by whatever friem#sghbors, and other community members
coordinate on their own. In the best case this magn plenty of loving support, but it could
also result in gaps where her needs go unmet. Theukl be no government or hierarchy to
formalize rights, enact laws promoting accessihililevelop infrastructure development that
enables accessibility, manage or regulate a meslyséém, or coordinate a system of benefits.
While this may not matter much under the best steméere other people are respectful and
willingly step up to care for her, it is more likgilo make her vulnerable and less able to

participate fully in society. If her needs went wetrthere would be no formal recourse either
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legal or bureaucratic for her to pursue. The saug@bport structure would be insecure, even if
other people have a desire to help. Additionahg, ¢aregivers would not have as much reliable

institutional support or resources as they wouldeurthe previous three systems.

A Place for Moral Economy in Political Theory

At the outset of this chapter | acknowledged Matal Economy does not hold the same
position in political theory as the other theotdiexamined. Part of this may be because of its
development as a ground-up approach noted by tfastoand anthropologists instead of
designed by philosophers and political scientisis. also important to examine some of the
particulars of Moral Economy to determine whethestsa categorization is even possible or if
Moral Economy is something different in kind. Fjrdbes Moral Economy compete with other
political theories? To this | argue that it can whiefinds itself in opposition to a political sygsh
or proposed political theory that challenges itec@lues. | do not think Moral Economy seeks
to supplant or conquer other social systems, kafeps to find its local niche and be left
unrestricted. Some political theories aim to emagerfectionist set of values that apply to every
person. Socialism is one such theory, so that videal Economy and Socialism may actually
agree on many particular values, the aspects ochvthey disagree can be extremely
contentious and because neither wants to be mddifithe face of the other, these seeming

allies are actually competitors in the same sauial political sphere.

Second, can Moral Economy work alongside anotbgtigal theory, specifically, at a
different scale? In contrast with Socialism, Libera and Moral Economy appear at the outset

to share far fewer values. Nevertheless, becausepafrtant principles in Liberalism for
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autonomy and tolerance for diverse ideas of thalgbiberalism actually makes room for Moral
Economy by working on a different scale. One conldgine a Liberal nation with hundreds of
smaller political communities that include MoraldBomy based communities. As long as the
Liberal state was fairly leveraging taxes and @ngqust laws, while also not interfering with
local customs, community decision making, and comitgisocial support, then the two systems

could coordinate at different levels amicably.

Moral Economy may not express itself in the wayeotheories in political philosophy
have, as a coherent pre-meditated design for siciaetion and political organization. However,
by taking in the full picture of what communitieave already done successfully and what values
motivate them, Moral Economy offers a plausible affdctive theory that can be further
expounded to build strong communities of the fuasavell as provide a better understanding of
the flourishing communities of the past. Moral Ecoty does not need to fit in with other
political theories and political philosophy in thense that it arise in a similar fashion or be
distributed through books and propaganda. Indedwhsi already demonstrated a widespread
acceptance by tapping into people’s inherent sehgsstice and collective good. It does need to
fit in to another system that permits it spaceifall, physical, and intellectual) to thrive
because we now live in a globalized world, anddégs of closed communities are gone for
most and coming to an end for the last remote trastiGlobalization and internationalism does
not mark an end to Moral Economy, but a restrustudf it. Moral Economy can and should
remain a strong political paradigm in support afdlocommunities, communities of likeminded

people, and communities united by family ties,gieln, or culture.

Perhaps, globalization even requires a politigatesm to handle the local and micro-level

social, political, and economic issues. At theistb&iberalism, capitalism, and globalism are
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well adept at seeing things on a grand scale. thefess, they do not adequately address
individual transactions or minor disputes; theyndd want to be bothered by the small stuff that
is the basis of an individual life or the buildingcommunity ties. Adam Smith is famous for
waving this away as the work of the invisible hahle invisible hand is not invisible, but
pervasive in small economic but non-monetized $@siehanges rich with value. Regardless of
whether our globalized world needs Moral Econonogritend it remains compatible within our

current system.
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CHAPTER 6: Conclusion

Having circumnavigated the topic of Moral Econoamg examined it from various
angles, it is worth reviewing the most importanalkifies of Moral Economy. The following
section endeavors to do that from my perspectivdouwt leaning on earlier contributors to this

important theoretical and social behavioral work.

Important Features Reviewed

From my perspective, the common good is of ceintrpbrtance to a notion of Moral
Economy that is both relevant to contemporary comitras and consistent with historic
accounts. While rarely articulated by theoristgoamts or claims of individuals from a lived
perspective argue for the common good. The commod ¢ both for the commoner, and for
collective benefit. It presumes that the commuistyetter off when the least well off is allowed
full standing by respecting human dignity, insigton fair and transparent transactions, and
doing what is possible to ensure a subsistencenmimi. The common good also encourages
sharing resources, inclusive community rituals, amdmmunity orientation. It acknowledges
the social nature of human beings and the mutyasm#ency inherent in that. Moral Economy
does not accept claims that harm one individuatferbenefit of another. It encourages claims
that limit wealth accumulation, and prevent profithigher status from exploitation,
overworking or under-compensating someone elsb@ ldMoral Economy provides a platform
to resist unnecessary negative double binds andldament of public goods as private ones.
The common good requires that goods that eithgimatied from the community or are
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necessary for subsistence minimum (food and matesaurces) and social sustainability
(cultural knowledge and social goods) remain indbemunity to be shared among everyone.
The common good is both a sense that arises froomanunity and helps keep a community
whole and connected. The common good is the norenfrce that shapes claims about what is
just and fair, what is honest or legitimate. Withatshared notion of common good, the claims
and behaviors would not be coherent as a socied fand may cease to be identifiable as Moral

Economy.

The second thing | want to stress is that congesignificant and highly influential.
Moral Economy is not moral relativism, but parte@uheeds, claims, and behaviors are highly
dependent upon the context within which they alderal Economy is consistent in that it
always is connected with history and a historictative, always relates to human biology
through basic physical and social needs, andivestto achieve social sustainabift§by
reinforcing the common good. Outside of those aspeontext will shape the expectations
people have regarding food and other material needisiral traditions, social norms, child
rearing, caring for the infirm, and treatment ohroembers. Other communities influence each
others’ Moral Economy by putting economic pressuréhem, expecting trade, taxes, or gifts,
and attempts to assimilate or eliminate the otbemraunity. Even factors outside of human
control heavily influence communities and their lldEconomy. Climate and environmental
conditions, geography, local flora and fauna, d&dability of communities to adapt to their
local conditions significantly impact subsistencems, community claims, and collective
responses. Combined with the wide variability offan nature ranging from aggressive to

reserved tendencies, and optimistic to pessimpsédisposition, it should not come as a surprise

306 Continuity, not stability
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that there is enormous variability in the particudiims made and the types of responses
enacted. In the real world, we should not expentroanities with different cultures,
membership, location, and throughout time to adteen unchanging system of norms,
stagnant conception of justice, or behave uniforfty example, one community that faces
increased pressure from state taxes and threatdgistence may rise up in direct protest, while
another community may quietly resist through fowhsvasion and express frustration through

perform ance arts.

Unlike other political or ethical theories, retatships receive more attention in Moral
Economy than the inner subject of any individuala®onships may be between different
classes, members of a family, buyers and sell@nsllérds and tenants, between one community
and another, and notably between each and everyperemith every other member of her
community. Moreover, these relationships fail taseX action is not taken to maintain them.
There is no economy if there is no exchange, aettban be no exchange without the behavior
that contributes to exchange. That is why Moralriecoy is first lived, and only subsequently
analyzed and turned into theory. Behavior createsnaaintains relationships, those
relationships motivate ongoing behavior that creat®oral Economy, later on that Moral

Economy can be articulated, justified, and defended

Moral Economy must also pertain to exchange. Tle&shanges may be the kind that
could occur in a marketplace, but others are rmtafly associated with selling or buying.
Services, material things, social knowledge, caltgoods, gifts, and favors all find a place in
the Moral Economy. As well as being a system ohaxgye in a general sense, Moral Economy
also has an expectation of reciprocity. Gifts ail ack later by the reciprocal exchange of an

even grander gift, favors are repaid when needdtidgarlier giver. Some reciprocity is paid
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forward rather than back to the original giverjrathe case of passing along knowledge and
cultural goods to young people, the next generatimtead of back to the elders. Sometimes
reciprocity occurs in a lateral direction as ingned) a neighbor who suffered a poor harvest (or
was laid off from the factory) when your personabhces are secure. The reciprocal quality in
Moral Economy means that exchange continues talate within the community and that an
obligation is placed on the receiver of goods, ises; favors, or gifts to repay in an equivalent
or greater way to the original giver, or to anotparty when they have some need. Reciprocity
means that a substantial amount of economic exehaogurs without money or being
accounted for in formal financial registers. It tions as a personal insurance for individuals
who have provided a service or given a gift, whils being a social insurance for the Moral

Economy community by connecting them in a web @haxge and social obligation.

| agree with many of the moral economists who esspte subsistence in Moral
Economy. However, my understanding of subsistestends beyond food to include any
material resource necessary not only for physigadigal, but also for inclusion within the
Moral Economy. Regarding food, mere calories majnbefficient if certain kinds of food are
defining of a Moral Economy. Regarding shelterJdgy has minimal requirements compared to
those stressed by certain communities and norrasadptable housing. Regarding
transportation, our human bodies provide ample smié&@mmovement, but the demands of our
Moral Economy may require other modes of transpioridor full inclusion in the community.
Subsistence requires that all of the minimums forscal and communal needs be met, or good
faith efforts have been taken by those with meawalstiae reciprocal obligations to meet them for
members of their Moral Economy. Moral Economy égsiindividuals to make demands upon

others to allow them to meet their minimal subsiséeneeds. These demands do not result in an
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altruistic handout, but require the claimant todnavet certain expectations or place an
obligation upon them for future exchange. Such istdrsce demands may alternatively be a way
of challenging unfair practices of labor managemtation, or uneven exchange. In any case,

Moral Economy must directly or indirectly pertamdubsistence.

Objections Considered

Throughout several sections of this text, | havetemplated objections to Moral
Economy and patrticular theories of it. | fully nealthat among moral economist theorists, my
interpretation of Moral Economy may be met with gomasistance. Matching everyone else’s
version of Moral Economy is not my concern, butmening continuity with the most
influential theories is important. Moreover, it Hesen my goal that this work produce a coherent
and useful conception of Moral Economy. That is whyg important to respond to the concern
that my definition and understanding of Moral Ecayas too broad and includes too much or

too many cases to be useful or relevant.

Moral Economy is broadly relevant and widely @ised, so it can seem omnipresent. It
is present in the vast majority of communities vathestablished system of exchange. Moral
Economy is one type of exchange system that exphedserspective of what an economy is or
can be, in comparison with the limited market-baseonetized classical and neo-classical
economic paradigms. Compared with (neo) classmat@mics, Moral Economy is better
equipped to account for the “externalities” in ategstems and avoids the fragmentation of
public and interpersonal exchange. It also provalesatively wholistic perspective on

exchange where economic, political, and moral behaemain integrated in social life. This
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broad and wholistic quality is not undesirable @®e may argue, but is inherent in Moral
Economy and yields a more complete account ofaxethange and exchange related
relationships in and between communities. It agdieing so broad as to be useless by having a
specific moral quality, deep connection to histangl traditions, expectations for engagement

and reciprocity as well as a focus on subsistendecammunity.

A second objection | anticipate, particularlyrfréhose who reject Moral Economy is that
as a theory, or even a heuristic, Moral Econompisstable enough and is too contextual a
concept and system. They may further have condbatst is too anecdotal or subjective a
perspective. This objection may have originatedifa desire to reduce human behavior into a
tidy universal theory. For those who require suctaecount, Moral Economy will surely
disappoint. However, Moral Economy simply refleitts real shifts in human communities and
environments in their diverse conditions rathentimaposing false stability. It cannot be
universal because that would fail to recognizevélrgety inherent in the human social condition.
Moreover, due to Moral Economy’s emphasis on thraroon good, which values the
perspectives of all members of the community, nglsivoice is more authoritative than
another. All perspectives are valid points on aessarily qualitative or narrative account of

events, relationships and values.

A third potential objection, most likely from aomal economist with a narrower notion of
Moral Economy than my own, could argue that Morab&omy should be restricted to peasant
or closed communities. They may object that israt@vant to contemporary capitalist
cosmopolitan “communities”. | agree that it is ea$o perceive Moral Economy in closed
communities (especially as an outside observe®.cmtext is also significantly different from

contemporary cosmopolitan communities. Neverthelbbgse is a system of values and norms
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embedded in contemporary capitalist cosmopolitamemies and to an even greater degree in
the many communities within them. Counter-curremtd alternative markets in contemporary
society may exhibit a more observable Moral Econdooy this also helps foreground the Moral

Economy that we take for granted in our own commiesi

Finally, someone might object to my use of ‘conmity} throughout my analysis and in
the development of my synthesized conception ofdleconomy. Specifically, they may claim
that ‘community’ is vague, insufficiently definetho mutable, and with membership continually
shifting. | respond there is nothing unusual aboutconception of community. Membership in
real communities tends to define itself througli-sstognition, relationships of mutual
recognition, or official status. In every communtityere will be some change in membership on
an ongoing basis. It has always been the casaé¢wapeople enter through birth into the
community, immigrating, or joining allegiances, vehothers leave through death, emigration, or
breaking allegiances. Almost every community alas &t some point individuals who are in a
transitional stage or whose membership is limitadsarious reasons. The struggles theorists
have with the concept of community says more abwtifficulty academic theories have with
addressing continual and predictable change thapmblem the community perceives in

determining membership, shared values or definuadites.

Final Comment

Moral Economy is not new, but contemplating theaapt ‘Moral Economy’ is a
valuable step toward understanding the embeddedheepple within their communities,

economy, moral system, social norms and tradititirvge reflect on our own lives, we can see
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our own embeddedness within multiple intersectimgmunities and realize that Moral

Economy is relevant and perpetually reproducediimcontemporary urban communities.
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