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Abstract: What kind of moral order doescapitalism rest upon? Conversely, doesthe
market give rise to a distinctiveset of beliefs,habits, and social bonds? % esequestionsare
certainly as old as social scienceitself. In this review, we evaluate how today’sscholarship
approachesthe relationship between marketsand the moral order. We begin with Albert
Hirschman’s characterization of the threerival viewsof themarket as civilizing, destructive
or feeble in its e&ects on society. We review recent work at the intersection of sociology,
economicsand politicaleconomyand show that theseviewspersistboth astheoriesof market
society and moral arguments about it. We then argue that a fourth view, which we call
“moralized markets,”hasbecomeincreasingly prominent in economic sociology. %is work
seesmarketsascultural phenomenaand moralprojectsin their own right, and seeksto study
themechanismsand techniquesby which such projectsare realized in practice.
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In ’()", aso*-spokeneconomistwith aself-diagnosedpropensity for subversion
(and self-subversion) publishedashort articleon abig topic (Hirschman ’()"): How
have intellectual elitesunderstood and judged market society throughout history?
Somewhat contrary to hisexpectations, Albert Hirschmanfoundthat themarketwas
initially seenasacivilizing force(Hirschman ’($$). For most of theeighteenth cen-
tury, thedouxcommerce thesisheld that market relationsmadepeoplemorecordial
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and less inclined to ,gh t oneanother. By thelatenineteenth century, however, this
harmoniousvision facedachallenge. Marx, among others, argued that capitalist so-
ciety tended to undermine its own moral foundations, to the point whereit would
ultimately self-destruct. In response to this gloomy prediction, thedoux commerce
thesiswastransformed. % emarket wasstill an essentially good force, its defenders
thought, but a feebleone. According to this “feudal shackles” thesis, thepersistence
of cultural and institutional legaciesfrom thepast hampered themarket’sbene,cial
e&ects. Conversely, theabsenceof such aheritagein theU.S.casewasseenasabless-
ing, and acritical elementin explaining that country’smoralcharacterand economic
success.

Markets,Hirschman suggested, have thus beencast as civilizing, destructive, or
feeblein their e&ectson society. In thetwenty , veyears sincethepublication of his
article, therehasbeenan explosionof research on marketsin sociology. In thisarti-
cle, webegin with Hirschman’sconceptual schemeand show how agood deal of this
recent work , ts within its categories. First, economistsstill endorsethedoux com-
mercethesisand generally emphasizethepositivee&ect of marketinstitutionson civil
society, politicsand culture. Weshall call themodern versionof thisview the“liberal
dream.” Second, public intellectuals and critics from variousdisciplinescontinue to
critique themarket. % e “auto-destruction” thesis that Hirschman identi,ed , how-
ever, hasevolvedinto morespeci,c claims that marketsundermine social relations,
corrupt political life and corrode character. We shall call this the “commodi,e d
nightmare” view. Finally, economic sociologistshave leaned toward Hirschman’s
third category: marketsas relatively feeble compared to culture and society. % e
dominant paradigm of embeddedness impliesthat culture and institutionsmediate,
and o*en trump, the moral implications (good or bad) of capitalist markets. On
thisview, marketsdo not havea moral “nature” outsideof theparticular social and
cognitivearrangementsfrom which they emergeand that sustain them.

Despite thevalueof Hirschman’sframework, wealso seek to go beyond it. In his
scheme, thecausal relationship betweenthemarket and themoral order isstraight-
forward. Marketscanexertahugedirect e&ect for good, or do tremendousdamage.
Alternatively, thearrowpointstheotherwayand fragilemarketsareoverwhelmedby
themoralorder (or, much morerarely, nurtured by it). Weshall arguethat abody of
important work, most of it quite recent, rejects thiscleandivision betweenthemoral
orderand themarket. Instead, research on theclassi,cation of exchangerelations, on
theperformativity of economics, and on theregulation of countriesand corporations
in the international economy is united by a view of marketsas intensely moralized,
and moralizing, entit ies. Wesuggestthat thisnewemphasisre-ectsnot simply ashi*
in scholarly fashion, but also trends in the public justi,c ation of the contemporary
economic order itself.
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Economistsneed no convincing that competitivemarketsconstitutethebest possible
arrangementfor thesatisfaction of individual needsand thee?cient allocation of re-
sources. Both of thesearguments weremadelong agoby, respectively, Adam Smith
and Leon Walras, and havegenerally withstood thetest of timewithin thediscipline.
At both micro and macro levels, so it seems, economic theory elevatesegoism to
paradigmatic status. “It is not from the benevolenceof the butcher, the brewer, or
thebaker, that weexpect our dinner, but from their regard to their own self-interest.
Weaddressourselves, not to theirhumanity but to theirself-love,” wroteAdam Smith
in oneof themost citedpassagesof theWealth of Nations(Smith ’((@:’A). Today,
theneoclassical approach that formalized modern economic theory generally posits
that individuals maximizetheir uti lity in all social relations. Principal-agenttheory,
for instance, ispredicated on thenotion that actorswil l retain information and cheat
organizational demands. Public choice theory hypothesizesthat corruption, rather
than benevolencein some degree, is thenatural condition of thegovernment. And
an infamousWorld Bank leaked memo about thecomparativeadvantageof develop-
ing economiesin attracting dirty industrieshasbecome a canonical example of the
potential gapbetweenmoral questionsof justiceand cold-bloodedconsiderationsof
allocativee?ciency (! eEconomist ’((").

If economistsexclusively madenarrow claims about theallocation of resources,
they would ,gure in an articleabout marketsand moralsonly asanegativecase. Yet
the relationship of economic theory to morality is more complex than this. First,
economic theory isbuilt on assumptionswhoseimplicit moralcontentcanbedrawn
out in detail (Hausman and McPherson "##+). Second,and moreimportantly for our
purposes,thereisalongtradition within economic discourseof explicit praisefor the
moral bene, ts of market society. % e precisebene, ts vary. % e doux commerce
tradition iscarried forward by arguments that themarketnourishespersonal vir tues
of honest behavior, civilit y and cooperation. Othershaveseenmarketsasanecessary
condition for freedomin other aspects of life, most prominently in politics and in
the cultural realm. A ,na l tradition, represented today by the bulk of prescriptive
macroeconomics,emphasizeseconomic growth as a condition for human progress,
and isbest encapsulated by Keynes’commentthat economistsare the“trustees,not
of civilization, but of thepossibility of civilization.”

A Vir tueEthicsof themarket

% e reason morality seemsa priori irrelevant to economicsis that, as Smith discov-
ered, asystemmaybevirtuousand harmoniousasa wholeno matter how sel,sh its
constituent parts are. But here is the twist: each individual’s hunger for pro,t wil l
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bekept in check by asimilar driveamong other individuals. Rather than producing
ruthlessgreed, self-interest wil l tend to makepeoplepolite, serviceable, and honest.
% usthesameAdam Smith also wrote that “whenevercommerceis introduced into
any country, probity and punctuality alwaysaccompany it. ... Of all thenations of
Europe, theDutch, themost commercial, are themost faithful to their word” (Smith
’($): A!), citedin Stigler ’()’: ’$"-’$!).

Markets,then, not only produceeconomic harmony (thesatisfaction of individu-
als’ desiresand needs), they also createsocial harmony. DeirdreMcCloskey("##+) is
todayperhapsthemost prominent defenderof theview that marketsencouragenot
only public, but personal vir tue. Likeothervir tueethicists, sheseeksto identify both
thevirtuesthat comprise good moral character and the individual habits and social
institutionsthat cultivatesuch virtuesin people. In broadoutline, thisapproach may
becontrasted with theKantianand consequentialist traditions, which o&ercompet-
ing theoriesfor judgingthemorality of actions(whether throughtheapplication of
deontological principlesof moral duty or a utilitarian calculation of the good and
bad consequencesof one’s choices). For McCloskey, marketsnurture a long list of
“bourgeoisvir tues” including integrity, honesty, trustworthiness, enterprise, respect,
modesty, and responsibilit y. Commerceteachesethicsmainly throughits commu-
nicative dimension, that is, by promoting conversation among equalsand exchange
betweenstrangers. % edistinctivenatureof thisview canbebrought out by compari-
sonwith thecritiqueof systematicallydistortedcommunication formulated byJürgen
Habermas (’()A). For Habermas, themarket is one of the rationalizing forcesthat
inhibit proper, unforced communication between citizens, whereasfor McCloskey
themarketplaceisthefount of habits of civil discourse.

Modern economic theory hasroom for this kind of argument, but the idea that
themarketencouragesthecultivation of certain vir tues(and thustheimplication of a
fairly “thick” theoryof theindividual) hasbeenreplacedby themoreutilitariannotion
that any repeated economic interaction or “game” makesit rational to strategically
developone’s credibility or reputation. In a situation whereeconomic agentshave
lit tle, if any, information about oneanother, honesty issimply good businesspolicy.

Commercefosterscooperation

% e central claim of the original doux commerce thesis is that the market encour-
agescivilizedconduct. “It isalmost ageneralrulethat wherevermannersaregentle,”
Montesquieuwrote, “thereiscommerce. And whereverthereiscommerce, manners
are gentle” (citedin Hirschman ’()":’#$). % esame issupposed to be true of rela-
tionshipsbetween nations. Commercial societymakespeople more cooperativeby
binding themto oneanother, thereby reducing social tensions, though Montesquieu
noted that this is achieved by creating “tra?c in all human activit iesand all moral
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vir tues; thesmallest things, thoserequired byhumanity,aredoneor givenfor money”
(Montesquieu ’()(:!!)-!!().

At root, themarketcreatesabond throughthemediation of goods. AsBoltanski
and % évenot point out in their discussion of thejusti,c atory logic of market-based
arguments, “not only doesthe establishmentof the market bond presuppose that
individualsaresubject in aconcertedwayfor acommon penchant for exchange;it is
also sustainedby thecommon identi,cation of external goods. Objectsof desirethat
are fully detachablefrom thehumanbody and thussuited for usein exchanges,these
goodsprovidetheunderpinningsfor interpersonal relations” (Boltanski & % évenot
"##+:@)).% e market, then,presupposeswhat we maycall a shared intersubjective
orientation (,r st toward exchange,and second toward goods).

How consequential is this orientation? Most market relations remain anony-
mous, particularly in modern society. Echoing Hayek (’(@A),Seabright ("##@:’A)
arguesthat the market can be described as human “cooperation with nobody in
charge.” Still, thereis some evidencethat this “company of strangers” miraculously
producesgreater cooperation and even altruism. A seriesof experiments done in
’A small-scale societiesaround the world found that in societieswith more expo-
sureto themarket, peopleweremoregenerouswith exchangepartnerswhendividing
moneyin ultimatum games(Henrichet al. "##@).As for the relationship between
market and cooperation between societies, the reigning paradigm in international
relations is very much based (following Montesquieu) on the idea that “a civilized
nation hasto beatradingnation” (Watson "##+: @A).Membership in theWTO, for
instance, iswidely seenasasign of civilization (although scholarsdisagreethat there-
lation betweeninternational commerceand peaceholdsempir ically (Martin, Mayer
& % oenig"##+)). Finally, betweenindividualsthe“civilizing” e&ectsof marketrela-
tionsismuch moremixed: experimental results(mostly carriedout in thedeveloped
world) suggestunequivocally that “market-like situations induceself-regarding be-
havior” (Bowles ’(():)(), but also that the market itself may not be the preferred
modeof exchange. Social psychologists, for instance, have found that experimental
subjectswere much hap pier with reciprocal (i.e.,gi*-lik e) rather than anonymous
negotiated (i.e.,market-like) formsof exchange, evenwhendisparitiesin power and
resourceswere taken into account(Molm et al "##+). % e structural transparency
of negotiated exchangesseemsindeed to createa framework in which injusticesand
inequitiesaremorekeenly felt.

In practice, many exchangesde,ned asformally market-likefall somewhereon a
continuumbetweentheparadigmatic polesof direct bargainingandserial reciprocity.
% e pure, abstract and anonymous“common sense” of themarket situation is rou-
tinely transformedinto an actual social relation aspeopleseek to reducetheproblems
posedby information asymmetriesand opportunism. Indeed,anthropologistsstudy-
ing local marketshave long establishedthat peopleovercomeinformation problems
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in practice by personalizing exchange. Most bazaar interactions, for instance, end
up transiting through small networks of trusted relations and involve intensebar-
gaining(e.g. Geertz’()"). Sociological analysesof risky transactions, business-to-
business relations, and ethniceconomiesmake a similar point (DiMaggio & Louch
’((), Whitford "##A,Portes& Haller "##A). Studiesof online marketsalso o&era
striking vindication of this argument. Analyzing the wayonline tradersovercome
theproblemof trust, Kollock (’((() found that sitessuch as e-Bayare repletewith
conversational featuressuch asbulletin boardsand discussion groups, and exhibit a
much greater personalization of exchange than one might have anticipated. In the
economicsliterature, by contrast, thetendency isto arguethat information asymme-
trieswil l eithercausemarketsto fail (Akerlof ’($#), or require remediation by some
moreformal institutionalsupport such ashierarchialorganization (Williamson ’()A)
or state regulation (Glaeser& Shleifer"##!).

Capitalism makesyoufree

In the postwar period, the most potent argument for market capitalism hascome
from its association with freedom, whether personal freedom(choice) or political
freedomwithin society. Hayek(’(@@)drew theconnection with thelatter with great
force. % ecentral organization of production and distribution, Hayekargued, incre-
mentally leadsto theuseof coercivemeasurestoselect and implementplans. Littleby
lit tle, thisprocessbringsabout increasedoppression and endsin full-blown tyranny.
Written during the war, at the height of Nazi and Soviet totalitarianism, ! e Road
to Serfdomwasan instant successand is todayoneof thebest-known social science
booksof thetwentiethcentury. Yetit wasnot Hayekhimself, but oneof hiscolleagues
at theUniversity of Chicago, who popularizedtheargument that political and eco-
nomicfreedomsareinseparable, therebyrevivingthegospel of laissezfairein modern
politics. “On theonehand,” Milton Friedman wrote, “freedomin economic arrange-
ments is itself a component of freedombroadly understood, so economic freedom
is an end in itself. In the second place, economic freedomis also an indispensable
meanstoward theachievementof political freedom” (Friedman ’(+", )).

Two ideasare critical to the liberal thesis as formulated here. % e ,rs t is that
freemarketsallow needsand desiresto besatis,ed, and therefore help makepeople
happy. Economistshave found some empirical support for this assertion. Frey &
Stutzer("##"), for instance,show that doingwell in themarket (in termsof income
and employment) doesmake people happier (thoughnot as much as beingable to
meaningfully participate in the political processdoes). A natural corollary is the
idea that empowering marketsempowers people. Market protection, whether by
statesor by producerseager to preserve their pro,t margin, is not only ine?cient
but anti-democratic as well. Fettering the market preventspeople from choosing
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what they really want. Consumersovereignty is thus political freedomin another
guise. As Lerner (’($": "A)) argues,“asan economist I must be concerned with
themechanismsfor getting peoplewhat they want, no matter how thesewants were
acquired. %is view I ,nd very closeto theideaof democracyor freedom— theidea
of normally letting each member of societydecidewhat is good for himself, rather
than havingsomeoneelseplay apaternal role.”

% esecond idea is that competitiveeconomic arrangementsare thebest defense
not only againstarbitrary interferenceby thestate, but also against theconcentration
of economic powerin thehandsof afew. (% etwoarerelatedby thepossibility of po-
lit ical coercion by vested interests.) %is istherationalebehind anti-t rust laws: mar-
ket competition canbedi?cu lt to maintain in thefaceof theconstant work by mar-
ket actors to concentrate power in order to stabilize their interests (Fligstein ’((#).
% ougheconomiststend to agreethat “unfair” practicesby corporations should be
monitored, they o*en di&er in theirassessment of theseverity of theproblemand the
need for sanctions. Many, in fact, are satis,ed by lenientenforcementof anti-t rust
lawsand a quite high degree of concentration in practice(Galbraith ’(A+), arguing
that economic concentration is generally an e"cient response to market conditions
(Kovacic& Shapiro "###). But this isnot trueof all. Rajan& Zingales("##!) argue
that “truly free” capitalismcannot existwithout astrongdoseof institutionaland po-
lit icalsupport. (Rajanwasappointeddirector of economicresearch at theIMF shortly
a*er publishing thisbook.) Departing from theChicagotradition they otherwiseas-
sociate themselveswith, they arguethat freeenterprisecapitalismisnot thenatural
stateof theeconomy. Rather, it is“better thought of asadelicateplant, which needs
nurturing againstconstant attacksby theweedsof vested interests” ("$$). (%is antic-
ipatesthe“feeblemarkets” or voluntaristview wediscussbelow.) % eythusadvocate
“freeing” ,nancial marketsby openingup borders, establishing strong standardsof
transparencyandaccountabilit y,andevenmaintainingasocial safetynetsothat pow-
erful actorscannot exploit economic downturnsto restrict competition. Writing for
thedeveloping world, they arguethat accessto ,nancewill empower thepoor, allow
themto take advantageof opportunities, and thereby keepvested interests in check
throughtheexistenceof countervailingpoliticalpower. Asfor therich, they wil l only
stay rich if they are ableto remain productiveand provetheir competencetimeand
again.

Marketsliberatecreativity and innovation

Curiously, the strongestemphasis on the protean creativity of market systemshas
alwayscome from outsidethemainstream of economic theory. Alongsidethinkers
in theHayekian and libertarian traditions, Marx’s sketch of bourgeois capitalismin
theCommunist Manifesto and Schumpeter’s characterization of capitalism’s path of
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“creativedestruction” areclassicversionsof thisidea, rediscovered by Romer(’()+).
Market systemsare supposed to provide incentivesand opportunities for innova-
tion in all sectors of theeconomy. For our purposes, thecloseassociation between
aesthetic taste and moral judgment make cultural goods an important special case
of this general argument. Intellectuals have o*en regarded the market as inimical
to high culture and good taste. Following thearguments about choiceand freedom
discussedabove, economistshave o*en rejected such judgments as mere snobbery.
But more recently, others have sought to directly refute the charge. If the market
can be shown to producecultural goodsof all sorts, and encourageinnovation and
creativity besides, then an important pil lar of anti-market rhetoric wil l have been
toppled. Cowen ("##") arguesthat marketsmake a staggering variety of work in
art, literature and musicavailable to a very wide variety of consumersvery cheaply.
As a consequence, themarket exchange of cultural goods(especially in large, glob-
alizing markets) feedsback into theprocessof cultural production, encouragingthe
hybridization of genresand theemergenceof newforms. In otherwords, whilesoci-
ologistsof culturehaveemphasized theproliferation of identit iesand thetechniques
by which consumption choicesactas status di&erentiators (Bourdieu ’()@, Bryson
’((+), economistspoint out that it isthemarketwhichprovidesthevery basisfor this
activity by generating thefecund and varied supply of consumergoodsupon which
theprocessof distinction feeds.

% edouxcommerce thesishasbecometheliberaldreamof market society, with
marketexchangevariously seenasapromoter of individual vir tueand interpersonal
cooperation, thebulwark of personal liberty and political freedom, and themecha-
nism by which human creativity can be unleashed and its productsmadeavailable
to societyat large. % e story for most economistsusually ends there, with minor
adjustments — but not for critics, who relentlessly warn that the dream can turn
nightmarishon all threecounts.
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% e doux commerce thesis arguesfor the gently civilizing e&ectsof bourgeois com-
mercial activity. % eharshest criticsof themarketpresenta radically di&erent view.
Many of thesecritiquesbuild on Marx’sanalysisof alienation and exploitation in the
capitalist production process, though others(e.g. Veblen ’)(() havefoundcapitalist
consumption to bejust asmorally corrosive. Each aspect of thedouxcommercethesis
is challenged. Insteadof enriching our individual characters, critics argue, markets
reduceour justi,c ations for action to thenarrowestkind of self-interest. Insteadof
encouraging cooperation and altruism, they make theseimpulsesunintelligible, or
crowd out themotivation to engagein them(Frey ’(($). Promisingliberty they de-
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liveronlyasmuch freedomasone’smoneycanbuy; and in placeof authentic diversity
they provideersatz, commodi,e d alternatives.

Insteadof vir tue,envy and wants

People,Veblenargued,donotconsumegoodstosatisfyhedonistic needs,aseconomists
believe, but insteadto impressothersby demonstrating theirwealth. Capitalismthus
playson adebasedcompetitiveinstinct, inherent to humannature, and pushesindi-
viduals, even thosewith lit tle money, to consumewastefully as a means to acquire
honor and reputabilit y. It is a giant waste-producing engine, which continuously
encouragesand supports social rivalry. %is drive for “conspicuous consumption”,
in turn, hasa profoundly degradinge&ect on individual judgment and conduct. It
transformsthecanonsof ethics,aesthetic taste,and thesenseof devotion,by replacing
themwith ageneralrespect for wealth and pecuniary expense.

% ough it would be di?cu lt to ,nd as ferocious a stylist as Veblen’s in today’s
scholarly discourse, thesubstanceof hiscritiquepersists. % ework of JulietSchor, for
instance, particularly her documentation of middle-classconsumption in ! eOver-
spentAmerican (’(()), descendsfrom Veblen. Unlikehim, however, Schor drawsdi-
rect politicalconclusions. Just asclasscon-ict brought about thecritiqueof capitalist
production, Schor argues, anxietyover theconstant ratcheting of lifestyles, looming
indebtedness and the social and ecological costs of goods ought to generate a po-
tent political critique of consumption. Just aswesawthemorally bene,cial aspects
of marketsextolled in terms of both personal vir tue and macroeconomic develop-
ment, thecountervailing moral critiquealso proceedson both fronts. For example,
at thelevel of personal or family consumption weseemoral critiquesof theabsorp-
tion of childhoodand personal identity by themarketingprocess(Schor "##@),at the
sametimethat activistswork to tiecorporatebrand identit iesto unfair or exploitative
child-labor practicesin developingcountries(Klein "##").

Twomechanismsliebehind thesocial critiqueof aEuence. First—at theindivid-
ual level — is thecompetitiveinstinct emphasized by Veblen, and re-conceptualized
by Bourdieu(’()@) astheresult of individualsunconsciously positioning themselves
vis-a-vis othersthroughtheir lifestyles. Tastesproduceanxietybecauseof their rela-
tionship to therecognition weexpect from others. Second — at themacrolevel— is
theacknowledgementthat our wantsand tastesarenot simply internally-driven. Po-
lit icaltheorist Robert Lane(’((’, "##’), for instance,makesastrongcasethat it isthe
market that createswants, rather than theother wayaround. For most economists,
marketsare thebest wayto discoverand satisfy thelatent wantsof individuals. Crit-
icsarguethat wants are endogenous to market processesrather than givena priori.
In making thisclaim, thecritical view disputestheeconomists’ case that theprefer-
encesof individualsshould betreatedasexogenousand largely unchanging, with the
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dynamicsof apparent changesin tastesreally beingexplainedby changesin relative
pricesand incomes(Stigler& Becker ’($$). But it also conteststheidenti,cation that
theeconomicsliteraturegenerally drawsbetweenwant-satisfaction and happiness. It
isnot for purely hedonistic reasonsthat weconsume, or consumein particular ways.
Perhaps the best empir ical evidencefor this is that the relationship between aEu-
ence, choiceand happinessisnot at all clear (Frey & Stutzer"##’; Easterbrook "##@;
Schwartz "##A).

Insteadof cooperation,coercion and exclusion

% ephilosopher MichaelSandel suggeststhat ethical argumentsagainst commodi,-
cation tend to takeoneof twoforms. An argument from coercion claimsthat market
exchangesare o*en involuntary and “severe inequality or dire economic necessity”
makesa mockery of the formally free nature of market exchange (Sandel "###:(@).
Alternatively, an argument from corruption claims that some kindsof goods— es-
pecially “moral or civic goods,” but also, potentially, things like human organs or
embryos—arecorruptedor degraded by marketexchange. Becauseof their intrinsic
character, some goods ought not to be bought and sold. Another wayof phrasing
thisobjection is to saythat themarket hasonly onemodeof valuing things— price
— whereasin reality goodsmaybe valued (and valuable) in waysthat price cannot
capture(Anderson ’((+; Ackerman & Heizerling"##A).Argumentsfrom corruption
havestrongerimplications than arguments from coercion becausethey suggestthat
some transactions should never be commodi,e d, evenif theexchange partners are
substantively aswell asformally equal.

Marx’sanalysisof alienation and commodity fetishismcanbethought of asadis-
tinctivevariant of thesecond kind of argument. Certainly capitalismisexploitative
from Marx’s point of view, thanks to theextraction of surplusvalue in theproduc-
tion process. But it is not clear whether Marx sawthis exploitation as unjust in the
sensewe usually usethe term (Wood "##@).His emphasis is more consistently on
the distorting e&ectsof the market on human -ouri shing and social relations. % e
power of moneyto override theessential propertiesof individualsand thingsiscen-
tral to this process. In a characteristically dialectical contrast, Marx arguesthat the
paradoxof commodi,c ation isthat social relationsbetweenpersonsand material re-
lations between thingscome to be perceived as material relations between persons
and social relationsbetweenthings(Marx ’((": ’+A). % uswhereasin themarket’s
logic the“exchangedgood” isthemediumthroughwhich thesocial relation between
market actors getsestablished, in theMarxist framework it is thegood itself that is
the(crystallized) social relation betweenactorsin theproduction process.

In contemporary work, the reformatting of traditional social relations that re-
sults from the progress of market capitalismhasbeenparticularly well analyzed by



’’

Bourdieu, who documented thenewtemporal habits, classand gender relationsthat
followed colonial Algeria’s entry into economic modernity (Bourdieu "###). Ely-
achar ("##A) and Mitchell ("##") have o&ered sobering accountsof the e&orts by
well-intentionedinternationalexpertsto turn developingsocietiessuch asEgyptinto
laboratoriesof neo-liberalcapitalism, showing how micro-enterprise and tit lization
o*en endup dispossessing the poor further from the fewresourcesthey had. % e
pervasivenessof commodi,c ation is well-documented (e.g.,Strasser "##!) and its
potentially corrupting e&ectsare explored in Radin (’((+), Hochschild ("##!) and
Scheper-Hughes& Wacquant ("##"). Arguments in Appadurai (’()+) and Zelizer
(’())), however, have pushed anthropologists and sociologistsaway from the idea
that themarket isastraightforward, irresistibleforcethat reprocesseswhole tractsof
societyinto thecommodity form. Interestingly, thisshi* in theoreticalemphasishas
occurred during a period of undeniablegrowth in thecommercialization of certain
goodsand services, notably in theareasof domestic labor, “carework” services, and
human goodssuch as human tissueand reproductive technologies. % e question is
lesswhethercommodi,e d exchangeisproliferating and morewhether thisform car-
rieswith it areliably negativesetof e&ects. Recent work tendsto bemorenuancedin
itsassessment of themeaning of thesetrends(Ertman & Williams"##A).

If corruption-typeargumentsarelessin fashion, coercion-typeargumentsagainst
market exchange have proved more robust. Historically, Polanyi ("##’) provided
the most forceful expression of the idea that the market thriveson formal equality
combined with brutal inequitiesin practice. Polanyi’swork capturesthewidespread
transformation of the moral order that accompanied the rise of modern industrial
capitalism. Following nineteenth century critics, Polanyi emphasized thedehuman-
izing e&ect of modern capitalismon personality and social relations, whereby indi-
vidualscometo beseenascommodities, rather than endsin themselves. % epivotal
moment in this “Great Transformation,” he argued, wasthe reform of the English
Poor Lawsin ’)!@. %is institutionalizedtheideaof theself-regulating labor market,
thereby transforming labor into a commodity and dismissing human solidarity asa
legitimatebasisfor social order.

Two points are worth noting about Polanyi’s thesis. First, morality wasom-
nipresentin the debatesthat led to the Great Transformation: much of the indict-
ment of the Old Poor Law relief system, which led to the ’)!@ reform, wasfor-
mulated in moral, rather than strictly economic, terms. Reformersmaintained, in
particular, that poor reliefdiscourageddemographic and moral restraint among the
poor. Comparing theEnglishepisodeto thewelfare reform of themid-’((#s in the
United States, Somers & Block ("##A) ,nd a similar ideational story. In both cases,
they show, reformersmobilizeda“perversity” thesis, which attributed theblamefor
poverty to thecorrosivee&ectsof welfare policieson poor people’smoral character.
Welfare support, theargument went, encourageslaziness, illegitimacy and prevents
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any meaningful form of social recognition. By contrast, incorporation in themarket
encouragesdignity, opportunity, responsibilit y, and social solidarity.

Second,Polanyi’saccountof thee&ectsof theNewPoor Lawsharply undercutsthe
politicaleconomists’optimismregardingthecausal connection betweenmarketsand
morality. % e ’)!@ lawo&ered reliefbelowthe lowest paid and least attractive jobs
availableon themarket;thepoor werecon,nedto jail-likeworkhousesandsegregated
by gender. To ensurelabor mobilit y and thefreeadjustment of wages,it wasdeemed
necessary to makepoor reliefmaterially unattractiveand morally degrading. % us,a
limitedand highly repressivesocial policy emergedasthenaturalcounterpart of free-
marketcapitalism.A numberof scholarsof neo-liberalismseethesamelogic at work
today, for instancein theconcomitant transformation of economic, social and penal
policiesin the modern era. Wacquant (forthcoming, ’((() draws an explicit link
betweenwelfareretrenchment, neo-liberaleconomic policy and massimprisonment:
“in all thecountrieswheretheideology of submission to the’freemarket’hasspread,
we observea spectacular rise in thenumber of people beingput behind bars as the
statereliesincreasingly on policeand penal institutionstocontain thesocial disorders
produced by mass unemployment, the imposition of precarious wage work and the
shrinking of social protection” (Wacquant "##’:@#@;also seeWestern "##+).

Insteadof freedom,market populism

Milton Friedman forcefully argued for the closeconnection between marketsand
liberty. Oneinterpretation of thisargument is that themarket isakin to democracy
and allows people to freely expressand satisfy their choices. To some extent, this
view builds on the American preferencefor popular taste over highbrow snobbery
(Tocqueville "##!). But thisidealof participatory “marketdemocracy,” criticsretort,
isasadparodyof truedemocracy. For instanceFrank ("##’) analyzeshow,duringthe
economic expansion of the ’((#s, Friedmanite ideasof market liberalismand anti-
elitismabout culture werefusedwith therhetoric of the“new economy” to promote
theargument that free marketsare fundamentally democratic. Or rather, that they
aredemocracy: “sincemarketsexpressthewil l of thepeople,vir tually any criticism
of businesscould bedescribedasan actof despicablecontempt for thecommon man”
(Frank "##’:!#).

Frank takespainsto show that this ideology of “market populism” isnot newin
America. Much thesamethinghappened at theendof thenineteenth century. What
is remarkable, heargues, is theintellectual unanimity that theequation betweenthe
market and democracyhasreceived sincethe ’()# s. (Frank tracesthis back to the
anti-elitist backlash following thepost-’(+#s culture wars.) Magazinescelebrate the
successesof businessmen as democratic achievements. Business tropespenetrate
deeply into everyday life, carried by management gurus, public opinion experts, and
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marketersof all stripeswho extend theparadigm of consumerchoiceto everything
from clothing tastesto policy choicesand political a?lia tions. % elanguageof indi-
vidualism(i.e.,the idea that people make decisions for themselves, and that at least
in economic matterstheseare the best decisions) servesas a powerful legitimation
for freemarket liberalism. % e irony is that thisprofoundly anti-expert, anti-elitist,
“democratic” ideology hasits own expert class, its professionals of market legitima-
tion, and hasbeenthevehicleof aclasspolarization far greater than at any other time
sinceWorld War II .

Much less polemical but no less trenchant, Britishgeographer Nigel %ri* cap-
turesthepower of thepopular imageryof modern capitalismin somewhat di&erent
terms. Capitalism, %ri* argues, is an ongoing performance, constantly propped
up by theoriesit tells itself about itself. Again, nowhereis this character more ob-
vious than in the relationship between discursive and material change in so-called
neweconomy. Echoing Frank’s critique, %ri* arguesthat the rhetoric of the “new
economy” wasproduced by and for thebene, t of a small numberof keystakehold-
ers— including, most prominently, what he calls the “cultural circuit of capital”:
business schools, management consultants and management gurus. Together with
themedia, governments, businesseconomists, managers, and the information tech-
nology sector, they feed not only on thepassionateneweconomy discourseand the
powerful impressions it createsin the public’s mind, but also on the frenzyof the
profoundly new experiment in capitalism this economy representsand carries out
throughawidespreadextensionof the ,nancial audience. As%ri* , citing Komisar,
putsit: “it’stheromancethat producesthe,nancethat makesthebusinessworth pur-
suing” (%ri* "##A: ’’"). % e intellectual move in theseworks issimilar — except
Frank treatsthe logic at work in theneoliberal market asa travesty of true freedom
and real democracy, which only servesto further political alienation and economic
dispossession, whereasfrom %ri* ’smorepostmodern stancethequestion of truth is
somewhat besidethepoint.

Insteadof creativity, copyright

% ecounterpart to thethesisthat marketsenhancecultural creativity and innovation
is theclaim that marketsinsteadcater to thepublic’s most basicshared tastes, driv-
ing out personal style and eliminating diversity. Adorno and Horkheimer’s ("##")
critiqueof theculture industry as “massdeception” is theclassicarticulation of this
view. Under capitalism, they argued, the production of culture is organizedin an
industrial mannerand followsthelogic of pro,t rather than aesthetics. Cultural ob-
jects are designed to provide instant and easygrati,c ation to thosewho consume
them. In addition to beingof poor quality, they rely on aform and substancethat are
not conduciveto critical thinking, and thereby ultimately help reproducethestatus
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quo. Cowen’s ("##") description of themodal Hollywood blockbuster as formulaic,
focusedon action (rather than dialog), and unchallenging , ts thisdescription quite
well.

% e Frankfurt school’s thesis had fallen out of favor by the ’($#s, but received
renewedattention with theexplosionof theliteratureon globalization. In amanner
similar to Horkheimerand Adorno, critics likeFredericJameson (’((’), emphasize
theideathat thefreetradeof goodsand ideasisleadingto standardization in cultural
practiceson a world scale, dominated by American images,productsand models.
Againsttheargumentsput forward by economists,many also show that thesupposed
diversity of modern consumption isdeceptive, and nourishesadebilit atingobsession
with choice,which only breedsanxietyand dissatisfaction (Schwartz "##A).

Rather than freeingup creativity, then, themarketwould arti,ci ally constrain it.
It mayevenblock it altogether. A good exampleistherecent expansionand strength-
eningof intellectual property rightssincethe’()# s. % etremendouscultural vitality
of capitalism, scholars have argued, is basedon its ability to draw from a vast “cul-
tural commons” of freely availablematerial, and thecapacity to balancetheneed for
thiscommonswith incentivesfor individualsto innovate(Lessig"##@,Vaidyanathan
"##!). % e rise of restrictive copyright lawsthreatensto dam up the streams that
replenish this reservoir of commonly shared material. A world with highly restric-
tiveproperty rightson cultural goodsmight well cometo havethekind of atrophied
culture envisagedby theFrankfurt School. But thiswould becaused not by theme-
chanical (or digital) massproduction of cultural goods, nor their distribution via the
market, but by restrictionsgoverning theuseof theseproductsin thecreation of new
cultural forms. Aswith concentration of ownershipand thewaveof corporatemerg-
ers, critics of the market arguethat although marketspromote cultural innovation
and creativity in principle, in practicethey maywell leadto theoppositeresult.

D99=1956789:;: ;<6.819; 63> =19;;/34;
% eLiberalDreamand theCommodifying Nightmare share theconviction that, for
good or bad, marketshaveastonishingly powerful e&ectson thesocial order. Against
this, the axial position in economic sociology is that marketsare not such power-
ful institutions a*er all. Perhapsas a result of e&orts to distinguish itself from both
pro-marketenthusiastsandMarxistor Vebleniancritics,economicsociologyhascon-
sciously avoidedtaking an explicitly normativeposition on themarket assuch. Fol-
lowing thetermsof thedebateasset by economists(Zelizer"##Aa, Fourcade"##+),
the ,eld hasemphasized market structure, economic developmentand growth over
themoral order. % e latter only comesup to the extent that economic sociologists
havesought to evaluatethecontribution of acountry’s(or aregion’s)culture and in-
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stitutionsto theperformanceof itsmarkets, sometimeswith an explicitly prescriptive
angle. % e themethroughout is that marketsare embedded in, entangledwith or
otherwisedependent upon other parts of society(Beckert "##"). Hence, the prob-
lemof moralorder remainsrelevant, but asan independentrather than adependent
variable. %is is very much in line with what Hirschman calls the “feudal shackles
/ feudal blessings” thesis, the idea that thedevelopment of marketsdependson the
institutional legaciesof thepast. We refer to contemporary scholarship in this vein
as promoting the “feeble markets” thesis, and we arguethat it comesin threemain
variants. On a realist view, capitalism thrivesin certain cultureswhile others re-
mainstuck; in avoluntaristunderstanding, theconditionsthat wil l help capitalismto
thrivecanbeimplementedasapackageby wayof political intervention; and from a
di#erentiatedperspective, capitalismfollowsdi&erent pathsin di&erent places.

! erealistview: cultural legacies

MaxWeber’sstudiesof therelationship betweenreligiousdoctrinesand economic life
areaclassical sourceof theclaim that culturehasan independente&ect on economic
organization. Each world religion, Weber argued, hasa particular “economic ethic”
associated with it — that is, it encouragesor discouragesaparticular setof economic
practicesin everyday life. But therelationship betweenreligion and theeconomy is
not straightforward. For instance, Weber(’(A)) wascareful to show that therational
search for pro,t heobserved amongtheproto-capitalist Calvinistsdid not follow log-
ically from their religiousworldview. Rather, their actionsmadepsychological sense
as a wayto relieve the salvational anxiety their harsh religious doctrinestended to
produce. By contrast, Weber argued, the religions of Asia could not independently
help evolve capitalistic attitudes(sti ll, he believed theseregions perfectly capable of
assimilating capitalismonceit haddevelopedelsewhere). Although Asiansoteriolo-
giesshared ascetic Protestantism’s commitment to self-control, they were directed
at a contemplativewithdrawal from theeveryday world. % ese beliefsinhibitedthe
developmentof thevocational conception of economic activity which wascritical to
theriseof rationalized capitalismin theWest (Weber ’(A’).

In thelight of modern scholarshipon comparativereligion,GaryHamilton (’((@,
"##+;also seeHamilton & Biggart ’()() reformulatestheWeberian argument by fo-
cusing on thewaycivilizational (and particularly religious) elementscame to shape
thestructure of authority in di&erent cultures. In theWest, theProtestant heritage
means that individual complianceto authority reliesmainly on self control. In the
Confucianworld, by contrast, complianceto authority relieson obedienceto ahigher
order. Hencewhile theWest came to placea high valueon individual jurisdictions
(e.g.,individuals are recognized theactivemasteryof their world), in China theem-
phasiswason individualsadjusting to theworld by , llingtheirplacein aharmonious
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statusordering of roles. For Hamilton, however, thispolitical-cultural trait suggests
adi&erent path of China into capitalism, through, lial piety and familial enterprise,
rather than an intractable “cultural” obstacle.

Evenclosefollowersof Weber, such asHamilton or Collins (’(($), do not argue
for thestrong thesis that major religiousethicslike Confucianismor Buddhismare
antithetical to the development of capitalism. Most sociologiststoday subscribe to
the di#erentiated view we discussbelow. By contrast, economists’understanding
of the e&ect of culture on development hasbeenmore rigid and “realist.” David
Landes(’(()), for instance, makesthe bold argument that industrial revolutions
are unsustainable without certain cultural traits, which he thinks of as norms that
expressthemselvesin personal vir tues. % e argument hassome quali,c ations,but
nevertheless, “if we learn anything from the history of economic development,” he
argues,“it isthat culturemakesall thedi&erence” (Landes’(():A’+).

% ework of anothereconomist,AvnerGreif (’((@, "##+),standsout asasophisti-
catedattempt to delineate themicro-level mechanismswhereby cultural worldviews
give rise (or not) to market institutions. In his comparative study of commercial
life in the late medieval period, Greif contrasts the individualist culture of Genoese
merchants with thecollectivist culture of Maghribi traders. Usinga game-theoretic
approach, heshowshowdi&erent expectationswith respect to others’ actionsin each
cultural contextshaped principal/agentrelationships, attitudestoward thecirculation
of information, sanctions for deviant behavior, and — ultimately — gave rise to di-
vergentpaths of economic development. Greif arguesthat the two groupsevolved
di&erent economic systemsas e?cient responsesto the problem of moral hazard
undera strong cultural constraint. % e alternative institutional solutions, however,
were not equal in termsof their economic performancein the long run. While the
Genoesetradersand their Western descendants could capitalizeon theblessingsof
formal contracting and go on to dominate theworld, theMaghribi tradersand their
successors in thedeveloping world, though fairly e?cient at home, got stuck by the
shacklesof informality and highly personalized social relations and were unable to
extend their tradingactivit iesabroad. What theseviewshavein common istheargu-
ment that themoralorderof societiesconstitutesapre-condition for thedevelopment
of marketcapitalism, though themechanismscanbequitedi&erent — psychological
in Weber’scase, rational and game-theoretic in Greif’s. But thepoint is that capital-
ismthrivesin certain cultural contextsand stumblesin others. Othershaveextended
this argument to sticky institutional legacieswhosee&ectshamper thedevelopment
of “e?cient institutions.” SincePeter Evans (’()() popularizedthe distinction be-
tween“predatory” and “developmental” states, for instance, scholarsacrossthesocial
scienceshaveattended to thee&ect of political structureson economic development
or failure. Among thebest in thisvein in economicsisan in- uential paper by Ace-
moglu, Robinson & Johnson ("##’), which demonstratesthe long-lasting impact of
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theworst, extractive typeof colonialism(wherecolonizerseconomically exploit the
colony but do not themselvessettle there) on thequality of contemporary economic
and political governanceand thuseconomic performance.

! evoluntaristview: good and badinstitutions

% e position that thereare “right” and “wrong” institutions when it comesto the
development of marketshasbeena very powerful instrument in thehandsof those
would-be advisers to economic policymakers. Among the “best practice,” market-
friendly institutions economistshave variously identi,ed are strong property rights
(North & % omas’($!, North ’((#, DeSoto "##!), acommon lawsystem(LaPorta
et al. ’(()), well-developed and transparent ,nancial markets(Rajan & Zingales
"##!), and speci,c modelsof corporategovernance(Hansmann& Kraakman "##’).
Realistsandvoluntaristsdi&ermainly in theirdegreeof optimismabout themalleabil-
ity of pre-existing economic, social, cultural, political conditions. For voluntarists,
theset of right institutions for growth and development is available as a packageto
be implemented more or less anywhere, perhaps with a few small tweaksto adjust
for local idiosyncrasies. Realists, by contrast, believethat successdependson some
keyinstitutional or cultural ingredients, but aremorelikely to emphasizetheburden
of history or the inescapabilit y of basicaspects of a society’s culture. Roland re-
cently brought thisdebatehomein economicsby establishing a distinction between
slow-moving (e.g. culture, social norms) and fast-moving (e.g. legalsystemsor elec-
toral rules) institutions. A sharp critic of the “shock therapies” applied in Eastern
Europe and Russia, he arguesthat the interaction between the two typesof institu-
tionsexplainswhy “thetransplantation of ’best practice’ institutions(or ’institutional
monocropping’) doesnot work. ... Countrieswith di&erent cultural and historical
pathsmust ,nd within their slow-moving institutions theroots for changesin their
fast-moving institutions.” (Roland "##@:’"#).

Such arguments point in the direction of another form of voluntarism. If eco-
nomicvoluntarismin practiceo*en amountsto anaturalization of American models
as “best practice institutions,” sociological work — on the developmental state, for
instance(e.g. Evans ’((A, Chibber "##!) — providesa good illustration of a so* er,
or hybrid, form of voluntarism, which reliesmuch more explicitly on the detailed
knowledgeof local institutionsand culture. In his in- uential statementon industrial
strategiesin %ir d World developmentalstates, for instance, Evans(’((A) arguesthat
asuccessful industrialization must relyon acombinationof statecapacity (e.g. acohe-
siveand legitimatebureaucracy, autonomousfrom political pressure) and aworking
connection between public administration and private capital. Criticizing not only
thestate-bashingproclivit iesof muchof contemporaryeconomicadvicebut alsowhat
wemaycall the“statist” fervor of theearlier developmentalist literature, heshowsthat
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“state capacity without connection wil l not do the job” (’((A:"@@).Chibber ("##!)
complements this argument by suggesting that state autonomy is insu?cient in yet
another way: if theculture of bureaucratic rationality issquandered in thecompeti-
tiveprocessamongstateagencieswith no properdisciplinary oversight, development
strategiesareunlikely tobesuccessful. Finally,Evans(makingan argument somewhat
similar to Putnam [’((!]), hasrecently suggesteda further mechanismfor improv-
ing economic performance: “deliberativeinstitutionsfoundedon athick democracy
of public discussion and exchange,” for which he ,nd s empirical illustrations in the
state of Kerala, India, and in the city of Porto Allegre, Brazil (Evans "##@:!’). % e
key, then, is thecombination of avoluntaristprinciple having to do with thegeneral
form of political and administrative institutions(embedded autonomy, bureaucratic
cohesiveness, deliberativedemocracy) and of thesociological attention to itsspeci,c
articulation within the local context: oncethesegeneralprinciplesare established,
indeed, therangeof possibleblueprints remainsquiteopen.

! edi#erentiatedview: varietiesof capitalism

In contrast to both realistsand voluntarists, a third group of scholarsarguethat the
rangeof viablepathwaysto growth is in fact quite wide. Someversionof thismore
di&erentiatedview is thedominant position within sociology. For our purposes, its
proponentscanbedistinguishedby how closeacausal connection they seebetween
institutionsor culture, on theonehand, and economic growth, on theother. Some
arguethat culturesor complexesof institutionsdirectly support di&erent typesof cap-
italismsor industrial strategies. Howmany typesisamatterof debate. Hall & Soskice
("##’) posit two basicvarietiesof modern capitalism(”liberal” and “coordinated”,
modeledrespectively a*er stylized versionsof theUnited Statesand Germany), each
of which is organizedaround complementarities among the di&erent institutional
domainsand iscapable, in its ideal typical form, of yielding high growth rates. Oth-
ers(e.g. Amable"##!) seeabroaderrangeof possibleinstitutionalcombinationsand
economic outcomes.

At theopposite endof thescale are thosewho seea much weaker link between
cultural and institutionalarrangementsand economic performance. Dobbin’s(’((@)
comparativeanalysisof thedevelopmentof therailwaysector in thenineteenth cen-
tury is a paradigmatic case. In their e&orts to achieve economic growth, Dobbin
argues, public o?cials in threecountrieschosevery di&erent pathsbecauseof their
very di&erent moral perceptionsabout how to maintain social order. In theUnited
States, they strove primari ly to protect community self-determination and prevent
public corruption; in Francecentralizedcoordination by thestate wasdeemed nec-
essary to avoid logistical chaos; and in Britain they were concernedwith protecting
individual sovereignty. %reevery di&erent economic ordersemergedin thesecoun-
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tries, each of theme?cient at performingsometasksand lesssoat performingothers.
All threeof theseorders could plausibly be understood as rational responsesto the
waytheseo?cialsperceivedtheproblemsto besolved and theultimategoalsof their
action. % e fact that each country built a functioning national railwaynetwork was
taken, by thoseinvolved in each case, as a con,r mation of this point. For Dobbin,
theperformanceof therailwaynetworkshestudiesisof interest mainly in anegative
sense: despite their di&erencesall did well enough to justify their planners’ faith in
them, which helpsreject thehypothesis that some basiccompetitive lawsdescribed
thedevelopmentof each system.

It is not just sociologistsof culture who are skeptical of strong claims about the
economic e?cacy of institutional arrangements, however. Advocatesof multiple
paths such as Hall and Soskice argue that thereis more than one way to organize
an e&ective, productiveeconomy, but they retain theconviction that thereisa rela-
tively tight connection between institutional coherenceand economic performance.
Like Hall and Soskice, Kenworthy ("##@)arguesthat di&erent sorts of capitalisms
can thrive without having to converge on a singlemodel in the long run. But, like
Dobbin, he is not convincedthat the link between institutional complementarities
and economic performanceis very tight. Policy options typically presentedas eco-
nomically inevitable tradeo&sare in fact more like political choicesthat might or
might not bepursuedwithout stronge&ectson economic performance. Dobbin sees
thisdecouplingasevidencethat di&erencesbetweenmodelsof political order drown
out the e&ectsof economic laws, while for Kenworthy it providesopportunities to
implementalternativesocial policieswithout fear of crashing theeconomy.

On its face,theFeebleMarketsview cannot match theLiberalDreamfor zealous
advocacy nor theCommodifed Nightmarefor damningcritique. Yetareadingof this
literaturemakesit clearthat each of therealist,voluntaristand di&erentiatedviewsare
o*en proposed as moral or ideological projects. Most realist readingsare the latest
version of the long-standing idea that “West is Best.” Optimistic voluntaristsurge
that theKingdomof God lieswithin us,requiring only theright ingredients and the
political resolveto put a plan into action. And thedi&erentiatedview amounts to a
robust defenseof alternativemodelsof economic success:A thousand -owers— or
somenumberbetweentwo and seven— ought to beallowedto bloom.
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Hirschmanidenti,ed aprogressionin intellectual history from douxcommerceargu-
ments to auto-destruction to feudal shackles(or blessings). We have convertedthis
sequenceto atypology and used it to organizeour discussion thusfar. In thespiri t of
Hirschman’shistorical perspective, wehavelinked classicstatementsof each view to
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their counterparts in thecontemporary literature, while emphasizingthat the three
positionshavedi&erentiatedinternally or shi*ed their emphasisovertime. In broad
outline, though, apictureof howtheseparateworldsof themarketand themoralor-
der interact isclearly visible within each view. In thedouxcommerceand “corrosive
market” versions, thecausal linerunsstrongly from market to morality, for good or
bad. % e“feeblemarkets” view ismoresanguine. Di&erent social and moral orders
mayfoster themarketor inhibit it, or simply giveit aparticular local - avor.

Are thesetheonly choices? Wethink that a body of recent work strikesout in a
newdirection, onenot so well captured by Hirschman’s typology. Its characteristic
move is to arguethat marketsare culture, not just becausethey are theproductsof
humanpracticeand sense-making(Abola,a ’(($), but becausemarketsareexplicitly
moral projects, saturatedwith normativity. Weseethreeareaswherethis idea isbe-
ing developed. First, thereistheroleof marketsin thecreation of moral boundaries
between persons or societies. On the surface, this work recalls McCloskey’s argu-
ments about thebourgeois vir tuesor Friedmanite arguments about the importance
of marketsto individual liberty. But on the surfaceonly. % e sociologistswe dis-
cussbeloware typically concernedwith thesocial sourcesof moral ideasand not the
development of a positive moral theory. Second, at the level of particular markets,
sociologistsof sciencehavebegunto treat thesocial technologiesof market-making
in the same way that they examined life in laboratories. In this work, the persis-
tent tension in economicsbetweennormativeand descriptivetheory isshown to be
resolved in practice through the development of social technologiesthat bring the
behavior of marketsinto linewith thedemandsof theory. %ir d, at themacro-level,
economic rulesturn out to be , lledwith explicit moralizing, whetherconcerning the
creditworthiness of nations, their degree of corruption and cronyism, or theextent
of corporatesocial and environmental responsibilit y. All of theseapproachesaim to
show that marketexchangeissaturatedwith moralmeaning—that is, that it involves
moreor lessconsciouse&orts to categorize, normalizeand naturalizebehaviors and
rulesthat are not natural in any way, whether in the name of economic principles
(e.g. e?ciency, productivity) or moresocial ones(e.g. justice, social responsibilit y).

Marketsand themakingof moral persons

Anyonewho hasread! eProtestant Ethic and theSpirit of Capitalism knowsthat in
modern societiesmoneyiscentral to theevaluation of themoralworth of individuals.
% ecareful management of one’swealth isnot just economically rational but an index
of one’smoral responsibilit y. % eearmarkingof moneyfor di&erent social usesrelies
on, and supports, systemsof moral classi,cation (Zelizer ’((@). Likewise,di&erent
kindsof payments(piecerates,wages,salaries,stockoptions,andsoon) donot simply
re-ect speci,c incentivesor bear only a technical relation to the work being paid
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for. % eyalso incorporate speci,c statussignals,cultural representations(Biernacki
’((A) and codesof moral worth. %is moralizing aspect of paymentsystemscanbe
clearly seen,for instance,in research on theevolution of welfare provision. Cultural
categoriesof worth areinstitutionalizedin systemsof bene, tsand entit lement(Mohr
"##A)and providethebasicsetof meaningsand tropesavailable to actorsseeking to
reform or reorganizeexistingarrangements(Steensland "##+).

% esameprocessescanbeseenwithin kindsof marketexchangeaswell asat the
borderbetweenmarketand non-marketactivity. In fact, theintertwining of market
activity and moral valuation is so pervasivethat recent studieshave argued that the
imageof a clean division between market and non-market spheresis of very lim-
ited utility. Viviana Zelizer’s work consistently emphasizeshow marketsand moral
boundariesshi* and recombinein practice. Her early study of life insurance(’($()
showed how sacreligiously pro,t ing from death could bere-categorizedasamorally
responsible form of investment, with the help of deliberate e&orts to ritualize the
purchase of insuranceat the same time as marketizing it. In this case, successful
commodi,c ation (thespreadof theinsurancemarket) isshown to haverequired sub-
stantial moral and cultural work. Her subsequent (’()A) analysisof theelimination
of the child labor market in the late nineteenth century shows a similar processof
sacralization moving in the opposite direction, as children were removed from the
marketand becamepricelessobjectsof sentiment. Most recently, Zelizer("##Aa) has
examined thecareful waysthat di&erent kindsof intimaterelationshipsare di&eren-
tiated from one another. She emphasizesthe crucial role that monetary exchanges
play (asthey areinterpreted, variously, aspayments, gi*s or entit lements) in de,ning
and signaling thesubstanceof particular social ties.

Collins ("###:’)) arguesthat Zelizer’swork showshowsuper,cia lly homogenous
marketso*en disguisequiteseparate“restricted circuitsof exchange” (Zelizer"##Ab),
wherepricesand moneycarry particular information about themoral statusand so-
cial positionsof participants. From thispoint of view,marketscannot beconceivedas
morally improving institutionsin thesenseput forward by McCloskey. But they play
a powerful moralizing role in practiceby de,ning categoriesof worth and, through
variation in theform and timing of payments, signaling thekind of transaction that
is taking place. For instance, Velthuis ("##A)providesa detailed study of thehighly
symbolic nature of pricesin theart market. % e division betweenart and moneyis
re-ected in thephysical structureof galleries(art at thefront, commerceat theback).
Understanding thepriceof apieceof art dependson knowingmany other factsabout
thesocial organization of theart world. Pricesfor art vary depending on whom art-
works are exchanged with, as practicesof discounting serve to mark particularistic
relationshipsbetweendealers. And thepricingof art itself isahighlyscripted process,
dependant on theposition of dealers, thesetting of thesale, and narrativesabout the
arc of theparticular artist’scareer.
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% e approach is broadly Durkheimian. “Morality” doesnot refer here to some
universalethicalstandard; rather, it meanswhat asociety, or agroup, de,nesasgood
or bad, legitimateor inappropriate. % emoralvaluation or appropriateclassi,cation
of particular goods, or evenof themarket itself, isthereforenot ,xed but empir ically
variable. From this point of view the study of exchange relations brings about an
analysisof how moral categories(de,ned in thissociological way) are formed, con-
tested and transformed. Zelizer’sapproach allowsfor considerableanalytical nuance,
for example in her readingsof thecomplex,gh ts—o*en played out in legalcases—
throughwhich peopleseek to de,ne transactionsas falling into onecategory or an-
other, depending on the“sort of people” and “typesof relationships” involved. %is
focus on con-ict over meaning opensup the prospect of linking local battlesover
particular transactionswith large-scale shi*s in categoriesof worth, something that
Zelizerdoesnot deal with directly.

% e appropriate classi,cation of goods(as exchangeableor not, as gi*s or com-
modities, and so on) is o*en the subject of con-ict. Objects or relationships may
moveback and forth acrossboundariesin responseto technological change, themo-
bilization of interested groups, or the e&orts of moral entrepreneurs. For instance,
blood donation shi*ed from a gi*-b ased to a partially marketized system and back
again in theUnited Statesbetweenthe ’(+# sand the ’()# s, while thestatusof organ
donation ispresently highly contested, with both supportersand opponents of mar-
ket exchange claiming that theirs is the properly moral position (Healy "##+). % e
successful classi,cation of certain exchangesasgi*s mayactasa channel for power
or exploitation as easily as theprocessof commodi,c ation. Feminist scholars have
argued is o*en thecase for many sorts of care work (Folbre & Nelson "###). How
gi* and marketexchangerelateto moralworth is, ultimately, an empirical question.

Declaring that moral boundaries are sociological phenomenadoesnothing to
resolve practical strugglesover their de,ni tion. What makesthe question of the
relationship between marketsand morality particularly di?cu lt to study from this
dispassionate viewpoint is that — as we demonstrated in the ,rs t and second parts
of this review — social scientistshave themselvesbeendeeply involved in themoral
evaluation of marketsand their alternatives. Critics remind us that themarket is a
profoundly political institution and routinely usethe language of commodi,c ation
and power to convey moral outrage. Advocatesof marketsdeny this, and suggest
moreor lessexplicitly that therationaleof themarketisdeeply ethical, eitherbecause
e?ciency itself is a vital moral criterion or becausethemarket enablessome other,
higher principle to be ful,l led. It is in this agonistic sensethat marketsparticipate
in theconstruction of categoriesof moral worth. People constantly mobilize moral
principlesand viewsof thecommon good to talk about thee&ectsof marketprocesses
(Boltanski & % évenot "##+;Lamont & % évenot "##’). Assuch, marketsarethesite
of moral con-icts between social actors committed to di&erent justi,c atory princi-
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ples, and the locus of political strugglesbetween various interests (Fligstein ’((+;
Schneibergand Bartley"##’, Yakubovich etal. "##A). %is heterogeneity should not
blind usto thefact that someactorsareconsiderably morepowerful than others, just
assomejusti,c atory logics(and theeconomic technologiesassociated with them) are
more e&ective instruments than others in practice. % e logic of e?ciency hasthe
e&ect of seemingto de-politicizesocial relations, for example, masking thepolitical
con-icts inherent in many kinds of economic policy, and this apparent objectivity
helpsreinforceits legitimacy (Amable& Palombarini "##A).

Economistsand theconstruction of calculativeagencies

% eview of marketsand morality just discussedisnecessari ly re-exive. It acknowl-
edgesthat all social actors, including social scientiststhemselves, participate in the
processof de,ning marketsas“moralthings.” Social scientistsdraw on variousforms
of evidenceto weigh in on the moral evaluation of markets, de,ne the categories
throughwhich we understand market processes(e.g. public/private, rational/non-
rational), and help framethepoliciesthat apply to them. % eir argumentsare repro-
ducedin thebroaderpublic sphereand implementedin policy.

More than any other academicprofessionals, economistsactively shapemarket
institutions. Partly this is becauseeconomistsare less embarrassedby beliefsabout
the rigidity of institutions and culture, as we suggestedabove. Constantly solicited
for their expertise, economistshave taken the leadin “institutional design” — i.e.
in providing recipesfor creating a framework for national development, corporate
management, or organizational reform. Assuch, theircontribution to theproduction
of particular moral understandingsand behaviors deservesspecial scrutiny. Hence
therelevance, for our analytical purposehere,of therecent sciencestudiesliterature
that preoccupiesitself with whether, and how, economists(and economic models)
“make markets”, or, rather, make marketswork as they should. (See Callon ’(()a;
Callon & Muniesa"##A,MacKenzie, Muniesa& Siu "##$ for generalstatements.For
morespeci,c studies,seeBeunza& Stark "##@,MacKenzie"##+,on ,nance;Mitchell
"##Aon land tit les;and Guala "##’, Mirowski & Nik-Khah "##$ on auctions.)

Much of thiswork triesto demonstrateor critically evaluatewhat Callon (’(() b)
calls the “performativity of economics.” %is is the idea that economic technolo-
giesdo not just describe the world, but are profoundly involved in shaping it — to
the point of making real agentsbehave in the waytheory saysthey ought to. Eco-
nomics’ emphasis on “incentives,” for instance, is explicitly directed at aligning the
behavior of actors (whether individuals or corporations) so that they wil l perform
a desired outcome, not out of compliancewith a coercive order, but simply out of
self-interest. In a world saturated by economic thinking, actors are thus progres-
sively turned into “calculativeagencies.” Homo Economicus, as Callon (’(() b) puts
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it, is made-esh by economic technologies; economic models, formulated through
a processof abstraction and disentanglementfrom reality, thusget entangledagain.
AsMacKenzie("##+:’A-"A) notes, however, theconceptof performativity allowsfor
both weaker and stronger interpretations, and the stronger the interpretation the
harder it isto show conclusively. Hedistinguishesthreekinds, in increasingorderof
interest. With “generic” performativity, theconceptsand languageof economicsare
used by participants in the economy. “E&ective” performativity happenswhen the
toolsof economicsmaterially a&ect theoutcomeof theprocess. % estrongestcaseis
“Barnesian” performativity (a*er Barnes[’())]), whenenactingthetheory or model
alters theeconomic actors or process“so that they better correspond to themodel”
(MacKenzie"##+:’().

It isclear that, underempir icalscrutiny,weakervarietiesof performativity might
easily be mistaken for stronger ones,and the weakest,generic sort might just be
window-dressing for processesthat might havehappened anyway. Herestudentsof
performativityecho theiroriginsin thesociologyof science. Research in that ,eld has
beencriticized for equivocatingbetweenstrongclaimsabout scienti,c knowledgethat
turn out to befalse(or very hard to establish)and weaker claimsthat are sustainable
but much lessinteresting. % emethological reaction of theperformativists issimilar
to the response within sciencestudies: emphasizethe incorporation of theoretical
principlesnot just in themindsof actors,but in the“algorithms,procedures,routines,
and material devices” (MacKenzie"##+:’() used in the ,eld. In response to critics
(Mi ller "##"), Michel Callon makesthesame point: “Talking of theperformativity
of economicsmeans... that concretemarketsconstitutecollectivecalculativedevices
... % ese agencies,like Hobbes’Leviathan, are madeup of human bodiesbut also
of prostheses,tools, equipment, technical devices,algorithms, etc” ("##A:’-@;also
Callon and Muniesa"##A).

%is (mostlyEuropean) work on performativityconnectswith twolinesof (mostly
American) sociologyfocusing on how categorical consistencyand comparability are
achieved in practice. First, thesocial technologiesof performativity arerelatedto the
techniquesof quanti,cation and commensuration reviewed in Espeland and Stevens
(’(()) and analyzed in, e.g.,Carruthers & Stinchcombe(’(((), Sauder& Espeland
("##+) or Chan ("##@).Second, thewayin which thesetechnologies“disentangle”
objects recalls Harrison White’s (’((":’"-’!, ’)#-’)@) notion of decoupling, where
agentssimplify theirsettingsand(in theprocess) achievecomparability betweeniden-
tit iesor products. Economic sociologistsin thenetwork-structuralist tradition have
drawn on White’s ideasto show thecosts (in termsof statusor legitimacy) to actors
or productsthat are not easily compared to others or cannot be located in an avail-
ablecategory (Podolny"##A,Zuckerman ’(((). Acrosstheseresearch programs, we
repeatedly encounter the idea that practical techniquesfor quantifying, commensu-
rating or screeningcreateand sustain stablecategoriesthat thenlegitimatestatuses,
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which in turn allow for strongermoral regulation of theactorsbeingcategorized—
are-entanglement.

! eGovernmentalizationof theeconomy?

Economic exchangeand policy making are saturatedwith moral statements.Today,
conceptssuch as “transparency” and “corruption,” and thecomplextechniquesthat
perform them,areroutinely used to monitor corporations,international institutions,
and evencountries. In both their commonsensical and moreelaborated forms,ideas
about fair prices,fair wages,fair competition and now fair tradeare predicated on
moral views about what thingsare really worth, or how much power is too much.
% e conditions under which certain economic behaviors wil l be de,ned as moral
or immoral are alwayssocial — evenwhenthey are rationalized and formalized by
expertise. JapanbeforeWorld War II, for instance,did not view cartelsasillegitimate
arrangements.To the contrary, they were perfectly normal modesof operation in
a business world dominated by networks of mutual obligation (Gao "##’). What
haschanged between then and now is that such practiceshave beenrede,ned as
illegitimateby expertsacting in thenameof adi&erent value: e?ciency.

Similarly, fewpeoplecaredabout co&ee-growingpracticesjust afewdecadesago.
Now thesepracticesare classi,edaseither “conventional” or “ethical.” % e latter are
the targetof strict standards of certi,c ation, and even claim a separate market for
themselves. Consumers,business actors and policy-makers have at their disposal
quite elaborate technologiesand theoriesto de,ne the moral criteria against which
pricesand wagesarecompared, thedegreeof competitivenessin aparticular industry
isevaluated, and theextent of corruption in anation ismeasured. Clearly, it istimeto
combinetheanalysisof themoral discoursesreviewed in the ,rs t threeparts of this
article with arguments about their cultural basis,and the performative techniques
that enactthem. In this waywe shall seehow marketsare beingactively moralized
by the deployment of practical techniques,whether self-consciously (asin the case
of social responsibilit y) or in the name of neutrality and objectivity (asin the case
of e?ciency). Indeed, many of the perspectiveswe discussed earlier can now be
understood not only asdiscursivearguments about themarket,but also aspractical
dispositifs(to useaFoucauldian term) that work to bring marketsin linewith moral
ideals, so that the processesthat go on inside them can be regarded as legitimate
(Seabrooke"##+).

Aswesawabove, much of therationalization and moralization that takesplaceis
dominatedby economists, and o*en relieson theelevation of purely economic crite-
ria such ase?ciency or pro,t-m aking to thestatusof amoral rule. % eproliferation
of agenciesthat monitor the behavior of individuals, corporations, or nations with
respect to debt, transparency, or honesty, isan intensely moral project carried out in
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thenameof rationalizingand expandingeconomicexchangeand democratizingsoci-
ety. (Politicaland economic liberalismareo*en linked rhetorically.) % eneo-liberal
economy isthusa“governmentalized economy,” (Foucault ’($(, Gordon ’((’, Rose
& Miller ’((") that is put in shape by a myriad of commensurating organizations
entit led to (but also with obvious material interests in) the rational application of
technicalmeansto “govern” theconductof economic actors—bethey small or large.
Foucault namedthis phenomenon but did not analyzespeci,c instancesor mecha-
nismsin detail (Gorski "##!:"@-"+). Recent research, on theother hand, elaborates
thedramatic expansionof individual credit reporting (Guseva& Rona-Tas"##’), the
newpoliticsof transparency (Best "##A),theriseof corruption ratings(Bukovansky
"##+,Larmour "##+),accounting techniques(Miller "##’), ,nancial analysis (Zorn
etal "##@)and bond rating (Sinclair "##A). % esearenot only informationaldevices
that greasethewheelsof commerce, but profoundly discipliningonesaswell. Indeed,
consistent with the original Foucauldian concept, it is important to realize that the
di&usion of theseproceduresembodiesaprofoundly newsocio-political view where
the behavior of actors is regulated internally through self-monitoring, rather than
externally throughcoercion.

Not all economic governmentalization hasits origins in the economy. For in-
stance, new systemsof private regulation via certi,c ation have also emerged as a
consequenceof “bottom-up” protestsby social movement activists working within
the prevailing neoliberal climate to extend the notions of accountabilit y and trans-
parency to corporate policy on environmental and labor questions (Bartley "##!,
Goldman "##A). Obviously, onecan seethesedevelopmentsasmotivatedsolely by
narrowly economic considerations: a*er all, ethicsis good business, too, both for
thosewho comply (e.g.,the rise of organicfarming) and for thosewho impose the
standards(e.g.,theexpansionof certifying agencies). However, to reducethemoral-
ization of marketsto economicswould beto missentirely themeaning and shapeof
themoral enterprise at work, and its profound di&erencefrom earlier eras, in both
institutional structureand direction.

5 C761/:H63> 5 C>973/:H

Modelsof economic developmentand organization alwaysrely on particular under-
standingsof the basisof the moral order that get universalizedthroughhegemonic
processes(Bourdieu& Wacquant ’(((). No such model, then, isever freeof moral
judgments. Still, thesejudgments maybearticulatedmoreor lessopenly, or simply
remain buried below the surfaceof material relations. A number of authors (e.g.
Best "##A)havesuggestedthat thecurrent period isunusually rich in explicit moral
statements(most of themabout self-control andself-regulation) that support theneo-
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liberalproject, in international economic relationsand elsewhere. % e discourseof
themarket is increasingly articulated in moral and civilizational terms, rather than
simply in the traditional terms of self-interest and e?ciency. % ere is a sensein
which technocratic expertiseis no longersu?cient to generate legitimacy, and that
it must beshored up by lo* ier idealsand practices. In our e&ort to understand this
phenomenon, weshould perhapstakeacuefrom Bourdieu’sremark (’($$:’+() that
the“arbitrary principlesof theprevailing classi,cation” never need asmuch explicit
articulation aswhenthey comeunderdirect attack, as theneo-liberalproject hasin
recent years. In such circumstances, theseprinciplesare defended by condemning
alternatives(e.g. tamperingwith property rights) asmorally evil.

% eobviouscorollary to thisargument iswhat Polanyi ("##’) called the“double
movement,” that is, thesocietal backlash against theadvanceof self-regulating mar-
kets. Many of thesocial movementsthat articulateacritiqueof themodern economy
maybe understood from this point of view, for instance. % e systemicdemand for
legitimacy may evenhelp fuel thesereactions in an e&ort to encompassthem (see,
for instance, theriseof “greenneoliberalism” at theWorld Bank in Goldman["##A]).
But it is important to remember that the waysin which these“heterodoxies” get
formulated, transposed and implemented, are themselvesconstrained by the exist-
ing institutionsand “rulesof thegame,” which they are inevitably embedded in and
sometimesdirectly depend upon. % eresult is that much of their critiqueof theex-
istingeconomic order isitself techni,ed and commensurating, di&usedacrossawide
rangeof governing institutions, and o*en premised upon self-disciplining—in other
words, it isno lessgovernmentalized a vision of themoral order of themarket than
theprevailingview it opposes.

In summary, for most of its history, intellectuals havevariously praised, reviled,
or downplayed themoralconsequencesof marketcapitalism. % esepositionsarestill
very well representedin today’s literature. Still, thedistinctivequality of contempo-
rary scholarshipisthat it goesmuch further in openingtheblackboxof morality and
dissecting thecultural and technicalwork necessary to produce, to sustain or —con-
versely —to constrain themarket. In doingso, it also revealstherolesocial scientists
play in thisprocess. Continuing this task, then, impliesa re-exiveapproach, where
economists, political scientistsand sociologistscritically considertheir own partici-
pation in thede,ni tion of themarket’s moral categories, and in theconstruction of
competingmoralizing instrumentsand techniques.
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