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354 DBruce G. Carruthers

and social variation. The tension with economics has been a healthy and

productive one but should not become a defining characteristic. A con-
tinued alliance with historical sociology and renewed interchange with the

old economic sociology will help keep the new economic sociology from its

reactive fixalion on economics.

REDRCCA TEAN EMIGH

The Greal Debates: Transitions to Capitalisms

A volume about historical sociology and modernity is a most appropriate
forum for discussing the use of historical referents in contemporary debates.
Implicitly, such referents underlie fundamental social science concepts. The
modern/post-modern divide is, after all, underpinned by “pre-modern”
Arguing that historical referents are important, however, is different from
explaining their use. Is history a “distant mirror” {Tuchman 1978) in which
contemporary problems are dimly viewed? Are the “lessons” of history
fargotten? Does history “repeat itself”? _

Texplore three possible answers. First, patterns of historical events may be
repeated in toto. If so, historical referents apply directly to contemporary
conditions. This use draws on a philosophical conception of reality in which
there are relatively few differences between physical and social reality be-
cause initial conditions do not strongly affect cutcomes.! The second posi-
tion is the opposite: historical sequences are entirely unique. 1t draws on an
opposite conceplion of reality in which the physical sciences and social
sciences are fundamentally different because the unfolding of social reality
depends completely on unrepeatable initial conditions. Thus, historical ref-
erents are useless because they describe events from starldy different social
conditions. A third approach, between these two extremes, suggests that
even if entire historical sequences are not repeated in toto, certain elernents
may be, and therefore the theorizable elements can be extracted from the

Twould tike to thank the editors of and conlributors to this volume for their comments on my chapter,
especially Julia Adams and Elisabelh Clemens, who gave me several sets of written cominents; alsa
thanks to Patricia Ahmed, who Lelped with the research, The market transilion research was sip-
poried by grants by nse (ses 9906120} and the Ford Foundation (g90-0133-7).

L. Por a discussion of these philasophical positions, see Steinmetz (this volime).
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uniquie ones (at least in the abstract). A comparative method that looks for
simifarities and differences in historical sequences may be useful. Philosoph-
ically, this view corresponds to a realist position that attempts to theorize
history but notes that theories will be underdetermined because social sci-
ence data are context-specific, because much of the world’s causal structure

is unobservable, and because knowledge is concept-dependent, so knowl-

edge of realily is different from reality itself (Lloyd 1986: 98, 119). This realist
posilion provides the most powerlul role for historical referents because
they can be used comparalively to capture and theorize the repeatable di-
mensions of historical trajectories.

To discuss these possibilities, I review debates on transitions to capital-
isms, past and present. Current debates, such as the so-called “market transi-
tion” in post-socialist Europe, can illustrate the contemporary relevance of
historical referents. There is a common triumphalist reading of modern
capitalism in both scholarly and everyday parlance: capitalism is the most
efficient economic system and will spread inexorably from individual-level
incentives or precipitous institutional arrangements. The collapse of social-
ismn seems to confirm this interpretation (E. M. Wood 1999: 1), and it was
explicitly advocated by the economic advisers in Central and Eastern Europe

Ae.g., Ashund 199s; Lipton and Sachs 1992; Sachs 1992). The frst use of
historical referents sometimes underlies this argument, emphasizing the
inevitable and natural rise of English capitalism. For example, Aslund (1995
8) suggested the cantemporary relevance of historical Britain, This trium-
phalist reading of the transition to capitalism often emphasizes (1) its eco-
nomic nature; (2) its inevitability; (3) successful, not failed, cases of it; (4) a
normative assumption of its superiority; and (5) the possibility of repeat-
ing development models. This neo-liberal rhetoric recalls Rostow's (1960}
“stages of history,” through which all countries march, following England,
The second use of historicat referents also can be found. David Stark {1994:
67), for examptle, argued that general models of capitalisim are not use-
ful starling points {or understanding the current market transition. Eyal,
Szelényi, and Townsley (1998: 1~16, 47—52) argued for a variant of this
second position; while they emphasized that.the current market transition is
fundamentally different from the general models of capitalism derived from
Marx, Weber, and Smith, they hinted at better historical referents.

Aslund, an economist, suggested the usefulness of historical referents
based on a view of the essentially repeatable, and thus completely theoriz-
able, nature of social reality. In contrast, Stark, a sociologist, suggested that
historical referents are inapplicable because social change is path-dependent
and therefore essentially unrepeatable. The third, comparative use of histor-
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ical referents goes beyond Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley. [n fact, with betier
historical knowledge of the historic rise of capitalism, it may indeed be the
economists who reject historical referents and the sociologists who claim
them!

The Playing Field: Classic Analyses of the Transition
from Feudalism to Capitalism

Debales over the historic rise of capitalist economies in Burope form a well-
developed literature that spans sociology, hislory, econoanics, and antliro-
pology because the social sciences were largely founded on this topic. Be-
cause excellenl reviews cover this lterature up to the late 1980s (Holton 1985;
Lachmann 1989), I review this material quickly. I focus primarily on qualita-
tive shifts in economic forms, not on quantitative changes in growth.

The classic social scientists, such as Smith, Marx, Durkheim, and We-
ber, struggled to explain what they viewed as a profound shift from pre-
industrial to industrial society. In some sense, Marx was reacting to, and
building upon, Smith; similarly, Weber followed Marx (Kaye 1986: 172—173).
They tended to “read backwards”—that is, to assume that pre-capitalist
sociely was what capitalist society was not. Thus, they often provided better
explanations of capitalist, not pre-capitalist, society. They worked in a tradi-
tion that assumed progress toward rationality and efficiency; consequently,
they assumed that capitalism arose because of inherently advantageous con-
ditions in England (D. Sayer 1992: 1382) and unfolded naturally thereafter.
But they also viewed capitalistu as inherently contradictory. From the Marx-
Ist pgsition, capitalism holds its own demise (E. M. Wood 1991 164—166).
From Lhe Weberian position, religious beliefs that might be necessary for the
rise of capitalism might be unnecessary and even meaningless once it is
established (Holton 198s; u3; Schluchter 1996: 239-243). Thus, the classics
asked the question, “How and why did capitalism first develop in Western
Europe {or England)?” (Lachimann 1989: 47). The so-called “second wave”
(see the introduction to this volume) developed the classics’ implications—
the inevitabililies and contradictions of capitalism—producing the great
“named debales” {Dobb, Sweezy, Brenner, etc.).

If a “loose third-wave coalition™ {again, to borrow from this volume's
editors) follows, its strength lies in asking diffecent questions, providing new
empirical evidence, using pluralistic theories, and employing new compari-
sons, thereby undermining the first and second waves’ assumption of capi-
talisny’s inevitability and their sometimes scant knowledge of pre-industrial
society. Relevant questions will generally, even if implicitly {often for the
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‘sake of euphony}, assume a plural form: “What are capitalisms, were there
transitions to capitalisms, and where were they?” (cf. Lachmann 1989 477
Such work provides the best historical referents. '

economic resources, lcading to evental population collapse and a corre-
sponding economic decline. Each cycle dissolved feudal relations, created
a more efficient use of land and labor, and thus in the long run led 1o
capitalism.

+Another inmipulse from econamic histary—proto-industrialization the-
ory—combined Marxism ane demography (Mendels 1972). Rural proto-
- industry, often in the form of putting-out, was an important precursor
“to industrial and capitalist development {see also Kriedie, Medick, and
Schlumbohm, eds. 1981 and review in Mastboom 1996G). Proto-industry pro-

The View from Econontic History .

The precursor to much, if not all, of this Lterature is Adam Smith. His
wriling is more subtle than is often acknowledged, yet his central theme is
still well captured by his phrase about individuals' natural propensity to
“truck, barter, and exchange” (1961 [1776]: 13). Capitalism is an economic
system that reflects, on an aggregate level, individual-level human nature, It -
unfolds naturally, following expansions in the division of labor that increase
production, and, in turn, trade. Pirenne’s (1914, 1952 [1925]) classic work in
this tradition links trade and markets to the rise of cities and, eventually,

vidediwages to supplement farm income, thereby altering demographic
patterns by allowing offspring to marry earlier and withount wailing for
access to their parents’ land. Another variant of demographic theory, follow-
ing Hajnal (1965: 450; 1982), suggests that small, nuclear European families
- characterized by a relatively late age at marriage facilitated the rise of capital-
ism by limiting fertility or encouraging individualism (Hanley and Wolf,
eds. 1085; P. Laslett 1988; D. Levine zo01: 14; for eritical reviews see Galdstone
2000a: 177 and Goody 19962, 1996b: 167~170). In contrast, Grassby {zoo1:
" 412) argued that family businesses and extended kinship netwerks facilitated
market culture.

industrial development. Macfarlane (1978) develops the idea of individual-
ism, arguing that thirieenth-century England was largely capitalist, popu-
fated by self-interested economic actors.

In the 19505 and 1960s, the transition to be explained was from a pre-
industrial to an industrial economy. Economic growth theory {classic and
neo-classical) emerging from Smith (e.g., Domar 1947; Harrod 1948; Kaldor
1960; W. A, Lewis 1ps5; Rostow 1960; Solow 1956) mierged with Parsonian .

. . . Marx and the Marxists
cuttural analysis to produce modernization theory (e.g., Lisenstadt 1964;
Hoselitz 1960; Inkeles and Smith 1974; Lerner 1958; see critiques in Apler 1987
and Binder 1986; for a positive reevaluation, see Inglehart and Baker 2000).
The cultural dimension resonated with Durkheim’s distinction between Ge-
mieittschaft and Gesellschaft; the emphasis on the division of labar, with
Smith and Marx,
' Neo-institutionalist theories also emerged from this tradition. North and

- Though Marx did not fully develop his transition theory, it is clear that the
central mechanism, class conflict, was generated through the Increasing
complexity of property relations (K. Marx and LEngels 1970) or primitive
accumulation (K. Marx 1964, 1977 [1894]: 873—930). This conflict allowed
one class to secure a sel of properly rights that allowed it o extract surplus

from some other class. If successful, it gained contial over additional re-
‘Thomas (1973) argued that states’ enforcement of property rights facilitated

the transition to capitalism by assuring that individuals who undertook
risky or expensive innovations that eventually increased productivity bene-

sources, allowing it to extract additional surplus, creating, eventually, a
capitalist class. If not, it became part of the class from which surplus was
extracted. Fully capitalist production required, first, that all individuals be
fited from them. In contrast to this thin view of the state, Polanyi (1957¢)
argued that the state’s redistributive capabilities compensated for the self-

separated from the means of their own reproduction (or subsistence) by
becoming either capitalists or workers, and, second, that capitalists realize
profit through surplus extraction via the sale of commodities produced by
workers. These two requirements set the terms of Marxist debates. Starting
from the requirement of separation from the means of reproduciion, the

destruclive, commodifying effects of capitalism, thereby essentially allowing
markels to operate.

Duby (1968}, Habakkuk (1958), Le Roy Ladurie (1974), and Postan (1937,
1966} combined au emphasis on markets with demographic theory. Their “refations of production” schoal focused on social processes Lhat lrans-
explicitly neo-Malthusian and neo-Ricardian argument posited a homeo-
static mechanisin that regulated demographic and economic growth (Le

Roy Ladurie 198s: 102). As population expanded, so did economic praduc-

formed customary peasants and lords into wage laborers and capitalist len-
ants (R, Brenner 1985a; Dobb 1947}. The “relations of exchange” school,
starting from profit realization, focused on market expansion {Sweezy 1976;

tion, creating economic growth. But population growth generally outpaced Wallerstein 1974). The latter thus had many affinities to Smith and Weber
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pret Weber, based more on historical narrative than on separable factors
(I. R Flall 1g90a: 217-218). He analyzed three historical transformations that
produced capitalism (defined as formally free labor, (he modern market
econony, and a bourgeois mode of conduct}. The first transformation con-
sisted of three subsets of interrelated changes: a papal ransformation thai
rationalized the church hierarchy; a feudal revolution that created systemati-
. cally decentralized domination and a constant strugple between the centyal
and local auithorities; and an urban revolution that created new industry,
omimerce, and legal instituations {bonds, stocks, deeds, etc.). The se.c'oncl
transformation created the bourgeois mode of conduret through the Protes-
tant Ethic, which joined asceticism to rational, inner-worldly action. The
third transformation was the objectification of economic ljfe and social
relationships. Schluchter’s first transformation largely corresponds to Col-
lins's institutional analysis, though Schluchter (1996: 325) maintained a
unique role for the Protestant Ethjc that Collins (1980) downplayed.

Chirot (1985: 181-190) developed a similar Weberian synthesis, He argued
that the West had multiple advantages, including a geography that included
" a favorable climate and land/labor ratio and relative freedom from war
and other disasters. Political decentralization was related to geography. Un-

and therefore sbarked debates across these paradigms (R.“ Brenner 1977‘:
1985h). Wallerstein {1974) shifted the unit ofaala!ysis to the “world system”.
by considering national and global profit realizatlcﬁn.

These debates also had contemporary implications (Kaye 19.86)' Waller-
stein (1974) and Frank {(1966a) explicitly linked the historical ns(? of a cap--
ftalisl world system to economic stagnation in the so-called Third V\lorlc.l.
Laclau {1971) retorted that, paradoxically, capitalism cou.ld create noncapi-
talist forms, giving rise to the “modes of production” literature (c!rawmg y
heavity from Althusser and Balibar t970) and unequal exchange (Amin 1976;
Evunanuel 1972). Dobb (1947: [ast chapter; 1963: 387-—393.)7__1‘efer1'ed' to the
economic conditions of the 19205 and 19303 and the rise of comniunism.,

Weber and the Weberians

In The Protestant Ethic, Weber (1958) argued that the prccoudililons for capital-
ism were omnipresent, but the Calvinist doctrine of predestination t.sparked fhe
Lransition only in Western Enrope. Through hard work and frug;allty, Calvin-
ists demounstrated their salvation, rationally reinvesting lhelf Proﬁ'ts and
inadvertently creating perfect conditions for capitalism. Weber’s idea is end-

lessly reevaluated (e.g., Barker and Carnian 2000; Jere Colien zooz; Delacroix F o like in C.Ih'ina, where controf of a fe.‘\f' central river valleys Yil'llm”Y guaran-
- i Lunes 1995; Lachmann 2000: 204-227; Lessnoft 1994; . E | teed political cantrol, European political power was alvays fragmented, gen-
e 1.\1'6150“_ New 1 1998; Schluchter 1996). Much of this work shows that [ erating compeltition. Cities were also independent political and economic
2’:21}::];3?[;(22;;;0:zgac,tions m"e linked, but ot in any singular dire(.:tion. 1 enl.iries,. fOSl"el'iIlg. trade and economic aclivity. Finally, legal and religious
Lilce Marx’s, Weber’s (1981) mature theory was incomplete and subject to { I'i!thllalltY- were l.mportant. Cleatly defined laws, procedures, and stable
multiple interpretalions. While Marx emphasized class conflict, Randall Col- : pl‘op.erty rights existed, and governmen?:s were blound by Lhem..
. a) argued that Weber focused on institutions that created the - M;chae? Mann (1986: 500—517'}, working in this t?l:Oﬂ([ Weherian perspec-
fins (_19.8.01 e | i Universalistic religions, including Judaism, ¥ rive, considered how overlapping networks entailing the sources of so.
1“’55‘_‘!"‘1“)_’ " Calculaiblf ‘acuobné‘ke down barriers for econontic participation cial power—ideological, economic, political, and military—reinforced each
o “'s“amw, anldll'}'lt(' (l‘usnll]'cllioious practices. Weber also stressed the insti- other in the West, creating capitalism., Mann argued that comparative meth-
“”‘4 mt;‘ml'uce( (“l;::z;ii;"; mgi“["“'Ys coins, literate administrators, trans- ods (e.g., R. Brenner 1985a) started foo late in history and missed the links
tutmn.a precond e riting, and record keeping—of what would [ amaong power networks, Like Mann, John A. Hali (1986) and Jean Baechler
become n. C_O“mmmca_“;m_’ WI'I COi’di‘iOﬂS (Callins called them “ultimate (1988} made the essentially Weberian point that European advantage lay in
l)eCOIlll-C nal‘,tmn»stales.“ 1"1~'i_"e };l:d er institutional developments that facili- relatively simall =alitical units, without the assurance of absolute interyal
condmo{w ')lsel the Slfic:;:n:-la llnethodical, nondualistic economic ethic, power and arranged in conflictual and competitive (although diplomatically
:[li(n!lIllll])lllflllz:‘\vecc(:llilfel::sll1(p rigl;Ls, and a l)ﬂireaucralic state. In lurn, these Iil?ked)jn‘terna(ipnal relations, 'C011St:f]uent1}f, they analyzed the “El.ll'npféaﬂ
institutions enabled the rise of the elements of rational capitalism: the entre- miracle” and downp[a?'ed English umquenf:'ss_ B.ecausc of the compelition
* ial organization of capital, rationalized technology, free labor, and aong slates, economic changes spread quickly in Europe {Snooks 199.4h:
Plenem‘m Ttba kets {R. Collins 1980: 931). Thus, for Weber, capitalism is an 18). Thus, if the Industeial Revolution had not occurred in Britain, it would
un.rcsl'rl-c[e( tl‘]‘:;l:: 8 E-oﬁl-seeld11g be.havior in markets. While it may have have happened elsewhere in Europe (Snooks 19941 15). it also may have been
Url.CI_lldllO[]" (', § oncl;)e established, capitalisin can operarg independenty. focused within 4 few relatively advanced regions in England, France, and
le];'gclll:llslil(::gl?lglgi‘f': 179—243) used a different form of explanation to inter- Belgium (Mokyr 199¢: 30).
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Perr‘y Anderson (1974b) combined the Marxist ideas of a mode of produc-
tion and social formation with a Weberian emphasis on the state’s role in
establishing preconditions for capitalist development, including civil law
and property rights (see reviews in I'Ioltqn 1985: 91—-99; Lachmann 198¢: ¢2-
63; Mooers 1991: 37—-40). The absolutist state protected aristocratic property
and privileges bul also simultaneously ensured the interests of the nascent
mercantile and manufacturing classes (P Anderson 1974b: 40). Marxist and
Weberian combinations inspired a range of development literature con-
necting state strength and economic development, in particular suggelstil.]g
that strong, developmentalist states produced capitalist development while
predatory states prodiiced economic stagnatien. (For examples from vary-
ing viewpoints, see Amisden 1989; B B. Evans 1995; O’Donnell 1978. For .more
general combinations of Marx, Weber, and Smith in the development litera-
ture, see Barrett and Whyte 1982; Cardoso and Faletto 1979 {1971]; Deyo, ed.,
1987; Hirschman 1968; Shin 1998.)

Of course, my review cannot completely reconstruct the entire body of
work in this feld, which is undoubtedly much less schematic and more
comprehensive, Nevertheless, these exemplais of second-wave work on his-
toric transition debates shared a focus—though of course not exclusively~
on working out the often underdeveloped classic theories. To a large extent,
they stayed within these theoretical paradigms (sometimes by combining
them) and were guided by the question of the c]ass.ic authers that often
asswnied the inevitability and superiority of capitalism: “Why did capitalism
arise in E.urope?"

Recent Work

Since recent work on historic transition debates answers different guestions
than the tlassics posed, it falls less easily into standard theoretical camps, 50 1
otganize Lhe review Lopically.

Capitalisis, Not Capitalism

There is an increased tendency—rellecting the influence of post-modern-
ism—to use the plural forms “transitions” and “capitalisms” to emphasize
their variabilily and complexity. For example, Radice (2000: 721-722) distin-
guished between camtemporary national capitalisms, such as the liberal cap-
italisms of the United Stales and Britain, and the institurionalized capi-
talisms of Japan and Germany. Similarly, Blim's (2000: 28, 30) review of
contemporary capitalism considered global capitalism, diaspora capitalism,
coniprador capitalism, bureaucratic capitalism, political capitalism, and
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booty capitalism. With tespect to historic worlks, the terminology “the tran-
sition from feudalism to capitalism,” which signals a single, replicable event,
is usually changed to some indeterminate, plaral form {Duplessis 1997; J. R,
Hall 1999’35 see my litle of this essay). John R, Hall (1999b) suggested aban-
doning the transition terminology, arguing that it described a change in a
“thing” and that neither feadalism nar capitalism was a single “thing” He
argued for the term “recomposition”-—that is, the adjustment and inter
penetration of disparate and causally independent phenomena. Recomposi-
tion falls under the practice of “conﬁgurut‘ionai lsistOI'y;” which takes as ils
central task the descriplion and decomposition of the object of inquiry into
a series of historically emergent components that are contrily utory or neces-
sary, but not sufficient, for that object (. R. Hall 1999a: 217).

The recognition of multiple capitalisms calls for revisiting the multiple
definitions of “capitalism™ that were so central to the theoretical debates
discussed above. Grassby (1999: 1-2) argued Lhal so many definilions her-
alded a meaningless term. Furthermore, capitalism tends to be defined only
by what it is not: a traditional, collective economy or a command-oriented
socialist one. Because it arose in a particular historical context, it is nor a
universal, neutra! descriptor. While Grassby called into question the co-
herence of the social science literature that cannot agree on the definition of
its central term, it is also possibie that the multiple definitions illustrate that
capitalism: has multiple forms or is a highly local, uneven process. Biernacki
(1995: 2) made a similar point by arguing that taking the terms “the rise of
market culture” and “the commaodification of labor” out of conlext fatsely
objectifies their meaning. Wage labor, for example, meant embodied labor
in Britain but labor power in Germany.

Duplessis (1997) emphasized multiple Curopean transitions Lo capitalism,
carefully pointing out the slow forward and backward trends towurd full-
scale industrial capitalism and arguing that the outcome was nowhere {in-
cluding England) inevitable, Large, enclosed capitalisl tenancies were char-
acleristic of England, while small family farms predominated in the Low
Countries, though both were highly productive and set the slage for further
growth (p. 185). France was characterized by small-scale, labor-intensive
industry and a strong high-quality sector (p. 243). English manufacturing
was more industrialized, and because of higher agricultural productivity,
more individuals were employed in industry, though it was not: always more
productive than elsewhere (p- 248). Bernstein (1994), following Byres (1991),
outlined multiple paths of agrarian development alternativety based on cap-
italist farming, family farming, a continuation of peasanl farming, petty
conumodity production, variants of large estates (feudal landholding, colo-
nial or industrial plantations), or a strong state, Of course, il is nol an
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entirely new idea that capitalism lakes different forms in different places and
times. Gerschenkron’s (1962) argument that late developers followed dif-
ferent paths from early developers is just one classic example. Taken Lo-
gether, however, this recent work goes a step beyond Weber’s recognition
thal capitatisn is an ideal type {i.c., that it is a single phenomenon that loals

different in different places) and calls into question the idea of a single .

ideal type. It moves away from second-wave debates, which suggested there
should be a single definition, even if no one could agree what it was, toward
the recognition of multiple forms,

Capitalism as a Political Agenda

I capitalism is assumed Lo be an efficient economic form (hat will unfold
naturally, its failure 1o develop can be blamed on deficient cultural or politi-
cal environments (E. M. Wood 1991: 163). Recent work suggests otherwise;
capitalism is centrally a political and cultural creation. For example, Lach-
mann (2000) argued that conflicts among clites (nat Marxist classes) within
political units determine where and when capitalism arises. To transform
economic relations, elites must have the capacity vis-a-vis other eliles to ex-
ploit direct producers, and then they nst create—unintentionally—capital-
ist relations. The Enplish gentry created capitalist agricullural relations, thus
laying the groundwork for the Indusirial Revolution, by attacking peasants’
rights to communal land and customary holdings to gain tactical advantages
against other elites, the crown and the clergy. In France, endemic elite con-
flict and constantly shifting alliances never gave a single elite the capacity to
ranstorm agricultural relations extensively. The Habsburg political elite
ruled the Spanish empire by allying with local aristocrats, thereby maintain-
ing the existing pre-capitalist system. In the Netherlands, the lack of a cleri-
cal or noble elite created a strong and united urban elite that produced the
Dutch Golden Age. Nevertheless, once these urban merchants gained power,
they crystallized into a rigid, oligarchic class, thereby delaying a full-scale
transitior to capitalism. In Florence, though a single urban elite eventually
trivmphed, it refeudalized cconomic relations inslead of creating capitalism.

While Lachmann argued that capitalism was a political agenda of the
English gentry, Perelman (2000) claimed it was an agenda of the classic
political econoniists. While economists such as Smith and Ricardo were on a
theoretical level advocating laissez-faire policies, on a political level, they
championed actions that actively deprived peasants of their livelihood. The
crealion of wage labor, far from being natural, was an outcome of their
political agenda that favored the interests of capitalists above smaltholders.
Perelniun (2000: 3-3) called this process the “secret history of primitive
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accumulation” to emphasize the similarity between these economists and
Marx. Furthermare, capitalisni was nol necessarily efficient or rational, es-
pecially at ils beginning. Subsistence or self-provisioning was often cheaper
and more reliable for most peasants, who therefore had little incentive to
shift 1o wage labor unless forced to do so. Thus, klike Lachmann, Perebman
argued that capitalisin was niore rational and efficient for particular individ-
uals given concrete historical circumstances, not universally so. Similarly,
Espeland (1998: 252) suggested emphasizing the process of rationalization—
that is, the reinterpretation and reconstitution of interests and identities, nol
absolute levels of rationality. Carruthers (1996: 206) made the related point
that markets do not simply coardinate the actions of self-interested aclors
but are created by political agents seeking multiple ends (political, ethnic,
economic, etc.).

Robert Brenner (19853, 1985b, 1993) developed his earlier argument about
agrarian capitalism to highlight politics. Me argued that an alliance between
rural capitalist landilords and colonial merchants facilitated the rise of a
strong, unified national state, based on parliamentary rule and controt of
taxation, that protected private property und monopolized force, therefore
creating the basis of the commercial revolution (1993: 709, 213—715). Brenner
then'reversed the historical order of North and Themas's (1973) argument
by claiming that capitalists created a state capable of enforcing Lheir property
rights. In general, this work on capitalism as a political agenda, regardless of
its historical ordering of the creation of classes and states, sees politics as
actively creating capitalism, nat simply establishing a few capitalist precon-
ditions, as in the neo-institutionalist macdel.

Capitalistn as Cultural Agenda

Weber'’s Brotestant Ethic is commonly taken as the quintessential cultural
theory of capitalism. Randall Collins (x9g97a) expanded on Weber by identi-
fying a “Protestant Ethic” in Buddhism that contained the framework for
shifts in agricultural production that led to Japanese industrialization. Col-
lins extracted the generalizable elements of the Protestant Eihic, including
ethical universalismy; ascelic restraint on consumption; and an ethic of self-
discipline that promoted economic activity, investment, and saving. By la-
cating an Asian “rise of capitalism,” Collins broke with the first and second
waves’ European (or English) focus. He also broke with Weber’s assumption
that many elements of Confucian cullure were not conducive to capitalism
(cf. Weller 1994: 313—314). Weller also argued that Confucian culture can
contribute to capitalist practices. Family ties encouraged strategies of eco-
nomic diversification and pooled resources, while filial piely encouraged
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hard work and cooperation. This echoes other research showing that Lhe
family is an asset to capitalist development, not its antithesis (see review in
Creed 2000; Bruun 1993 and Farquhar 1994 highlight the importance of
family entreprenewrship in China; see Whyte 19596 for a less enthusiustic
assessment). Goldstone (1996: 7) noted one specific clement of classical
Chinese culture that may have discouraged industrialization: the division of
labor that kept females inside the household.

While evaluating Weber's Protestant Ethic is important, it too often over-
shadows cultural studies of capitalism. The influence of culture cannot be
undersiood through the examination of a single ethic or even through reli-
gion. For example, Biernacki (1995: 59, 479) demonstrated thal a different
cultural understanding of labor as a commeodity in Britain and Germany
had concrete social consequences. In Britain, employers treated fabor in
terms of what it produced—that is, as “embodied labor” In Germany, em-
ployers gauged labor by the amount of effort expended—that is, as “labor
powet.” The daily German experience of buying and selling labor power led
to an increased receptivity lo Marxisi economic theary’s orientation toward
the necessity of relieving the subordination of living labor. In contrast,
in England, the focus on embodied labor meant that socialist unions em-
phasized the need 1o redistribute capital and access 1o labor. In Germany,
women with family care responsibilities were allowed to leave earlier in
the day, as German employers were accustomed to dividing labor power
into units. Tn England, however, women were allowed to send substitutes
to complete their shifts, since workdays were blocks that produced a set
amount of goods.

Another important but underexplored-avenue is the role of consumerism
in the rise of capitalist econommies. McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb (1982)
and Sidney Mintz (1985) showed that consumption is not inherent; English
consumers, like workers (Thompson 1963), had to be made before consum-
erism could contribute to economic processes. Pendergast (1998: 26--29)
reviewed work on consumerism, especially its relation to class and colonial
identity, in seventeenth- and eighteentli-century England and the United
States during the Industrial Revolution. Ruane (1995) showed how the adop-
tion of Western dress in imperial Russia and the consumer culture that
accompanied il were gendered, as women were the targets of fashion dictates
thal required several changes of clothing each day. But much research couid
be done, especially historically. For example, studies developing empirically
grounded historical referents for Baudrillard’s (1981) post-modern political
economy of consumption or Hebdige's {1979) idea that the alteration of the
use and exchange value of commodities constituted social protest would
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make vait‘.w,_q_gle contributions. Research could also contribute historical ref-

erents to the Marxist genre of cultural stucies eximining reification and
capitalism.

The relationship between knowledge and capitalism is also an underex-
plored Weberian topic. Cleacly, there is same interplay among capitalism,
numetacy, and literacy (Burke 1987; Carrutliers and Espeland 1991; P. C.
Cohen 1982: 41, 210; Crosby 1997; Starr 1987: 20-23), but the direction and
the nature of the relationship can be further explored. For example, numer-
acy may have been widespread before capilalist markets in Tuscany (Emigh
2002). The cullural creation of states and miarkets is another useful research
site, cutling across Weberian and Marxist research paradigms, following
Philip Corrigan and Derek Sayer’s (1985) and Sayer’s (1992) acgunient that
the English state and capitalism were cultural accomphlishments. Similarly,
the replacement of Lhe local peasant markets by the Florentine market was
not the result of the spread of rationality or efficiency but largely a result of
political, peisonal, and culrural, as well as economic, demination (Emiglh
2003 1100—1102; cf. Raymond Williams 1975). The expansion of these re-
search topics on historic capitalisms and culture would be useful redresses to
& leld dominated by Weber’s Protestant Ethic.

Gradual Growth, Not Sudden Change

A central tenet of social science theory—stemming from Marx, Weber, and
Durkheim—is that the transition to capitalism was sudden and dramatic,
Recent work on the Industrial Revolution and economic growth, howev.er,
sugpests the apposile-—that it was slow and gradual. Furthermore, it chal-
lenges the assumption that capitalism and economic growth are synony-
mous. Like Smith's work, this work views econoinic growth as natural and,
at least in the long run, inevitable (although it may be unpredictable in the
short run). While a full veview of economic growth and industrialization is
beyond the scope of this essay, T will review a few recent developments
directly related to capitalisms.

Economic growth is an increase in real per capita income (sometimes
measured in Gross Domestic Product, or gnr). Moylcr (1990: 4—6) distin-
guished among four sources of growih: (1) Solovian growth from increased
capital stack; (2) Smithian growth from the expansion of trade, markets, and
the division of labaor; (3) scale effects from population growih (drawing on
Malthus); and (4) Schumpeterian growth from lechnologicat innovation
and increases in knowledge. The last, when financed through credit, is aften
associated with capitalist expansion (W. N. Parker 1984: 194, 211-213). Beo-
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nomic growth is thus conceptualized as broader than capitalism or industri-

alization because all four forms are genuine growth, but the first three do
not necessarily lead 1o the fourth (W, Parker 1984: 212).

L. L. Jones (1994, 2000 {1988)]) distinguished between extensive growth
(vise in incomes) and intensive growth {any of the above four types that
increases per capita income). There were multiple historical waves of inten-
sive growth: in China frou the tenth through the thirteenth centuries, in
Japranin the seventeenth and eighiteenth cenluries, and in Western Luropein
the medieval and early modern periods (Jones 2000 [1088]: xxxv). Jones
{2000 [1988]: 189-191) located a political cause of these periods of Smithian
growth: the dispersal of power among multiple rulers created competition.
He therefore criticized advocates of dramatic, discontinuous growth and
obsessions with the “great discontinuity paradigm” of “the unique European
breakthrough” (1994: 25; z000 [1988]: 188). Similarly, Snooks (1994a: 47— 48;
1994D: 6) argued that the uniqueness of the Industrial Revolution was not in
exceptionally high rales of economic growth; there were periods of rapid
growih in pre-modern England. Hoffman (5996: 201) also emphasized the
slow and gradual nature of the transition to capitalism by noting that tradi-
tional French agriculture had considerable dynamism and - that peasants
were aclively engaged in markets. Some farming regions were highly pro-
ductive, especially around Paris, the Beaujolais, and in Normandy, rivaling
English farms. Such growth was largely Smithian—it occurred through trade
and specialization (Hoffman 1996: 202—204).

1¥e Vries and van der Woade (1997: 693} boldly argued that the Nether-
lands from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries had a fully modern
economy characterized by (1) markets for commodities and factors of pro-
duction, (2) a level of agricultural productivity high enough to support an
extensive division of labor, (3} an effective state to enforce property rights
and contracts, and (4} a level of technology capable of sustained develop-
ment supporting market-orienled consumerisny. Thus, they also dislodged
the Baglish Industrial Revolution frem its pivotal place. Although the Indus-
trial Revolution was important, it was only part of a larger process of mod-
ern economic growtlr in which the Netherlands was central (pp. 716—717).

Goldstone {2002: 333) daimed (hat Schwnpeterian and Smithian eco-
nomic growth occurred, usually logether, throughout history. These out-
bursts of growth—"efflorescences”—were not usually self-sustaining but
often’ lasted {or generations. He distinguished this growth from maodern,
Kuznelzian economic growth, the continual and conscious application of
scientific and technological progress to economic activity (p. 334). Such
growth, located in Englawnd, driven by technology and science, prochuced the
Industrial Revolution (p. 375). This emphasis on technology is distinct from
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the typical secioiogical emphasis on social relations (cf. Maokyr 1999: 39—45).
Mokyr (1990: 6) detached technological growth associated with Schum-
peterian growth from capitalism and industrialization in a ditferent way by
noting that technological growth predated capitalism. He characterized the

Industrial Revolution not as a world-changing “macro-sconomic event” but

a5 a series of small inventions with many historical continuities and precur-
5015 (1990: 82; 1994; cf. E. L. Jones 1994: 21). A related perspective, “endoge-
nous growth theory,” examines lorces within an economy—often technol-
ogy, research and development, and innovation—that produce sustained
economic growth (see reviews in Pack 1994 Romer 1994; Solow 1994). The
extent to which the British Industrial Revolution can be characterized by
such endogenous growth is debated (Crafts and Mills 1997; Greasley and
Oxley 19972, 1997Db).

The reevaluation of the Industrial Revolution also challenges the assump-
tion that capitalism represented a dramatic rupture. Some hislorians arpue
that there was no industrial revolution; others downplay the scale of change
{see reviews in Harley 1999; D, 5. Landes 1999; Mokyr 1999: 1-6). One debate
centers on whether the Industrial Revolution affected most of British society
(Ashton 1997 {1948]; D. S. Landes 1969; Temin 1997, 2000) or just a lew
industries, such as cotton, wool, iron, and machinery (Cameron 1993; Cralts
and Harley 1992; Harley and Crafts zooo). These debates seem far from
settled; more important, however, is that they shift the question from “Why
did dramatic change oceur in England?” to “Did dramuatic change occur in
England?”

Conting:"cy or Causality?
!

Like Duplessis (1997} and Lachmann (2000}, who argued that the rise of
capitalism was net a foregone conclusion, and John R. Hall {1999b}, who
argued for recomposition instead of transition, others hightight the con-
tingenl or conjunctural (periiaps even accidental) rise of capitalism, thereby
diverging from an earlier emphasis ou finding the finite “causes” of the
transition (singular emphasized here) to capitalism. Such work invokes dra-
matically expanded comparisons, new empirical evidence, or synthetic the-
ories. The comparisons, expanding earlier suggestions to look for “failures”
{Krantz and Hohenberg 1975}, often include cases in whicly the transiton to
capitalism did not occur, even in the presence of many capitalist Precondi-
Vions (Aymard 1982; Emigh s997a; Hopcroll 1999; E. L. Jones 2000 [1988];
Lachmann 20c0; Pomeranz 2000; Wong 1997). As in much of historical
sociology (Sewell 1996b; 272), there las been an increasing emphasis on
primary saurces and archival research {e.g., Biernacki 1995; Carruthiers 1996;
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Emigh 1997b) because such material can be directed toward the theoretical
debate at hand more easily than secondary material, which might have been
produced lo answer second-wave questions or different historiographical
debates. Primary malecial makes it much easier to investigate the pre-
modern past of the modern/post-odern conceptual apparatus for undes-
pinning more accurate historical referents, which were more often assumed
than enwpirically researched in first- and second-wave research.

Tuscany, for example, is an important negative case in which many of the
preconditions for capitalism were present in the Middle Ages, but capitalism
came relatively late to the region (Aymard 1982; Jere Cohen 1980, 1983;
[olton 1983; Lachmann z000). | have shown, using extensive archival evi-
dence (Emigh 1998, 1999, 2000, 2003), Lhat standard interpretations of the
“failed Tuscan transition to capitalism”—stemming fron1 a lack of capitalist
tenants (Marx) or from the lack of a state-like political unit (Weber)—are
largely inaccurate. If in the end sharecropping did not support the transition
to capitalism within the Tuscan territorial state, it was not because it was
inefficient, but because of sectoral relations that shaped its use in that politi-
cal conlext: landlords were urbanites, while tenants were rural inhabitants
(Emigh 2003}. Thus, sharecropping tended to reproduce urban capitalism,
not rural capitalism, because the economic interests of the more powerful,
urban Jandlords were paramount.

Robert Allen (1992) and Rosemary Hoperoft (1994, 1999) questioned the
standard Marxist interpretation that large tenant farmers formed the basis
ol English agrarian capitalism by showing that smallholders were more
productive than large landholders. P. K. O'Brien and D. Heath (1994) con-
curred by comparing France and England. Howkins {1994) argued that the
large numbers of small farmers and farm servants fundamentally blurred
the standard Marxist distinction among landlords, tenants, and laborers.
Hopcroft (1999} used an impressive range of comparisons: England, the
Nethertands, France, Germany, and Sweden. Her primary argument was
that field institutions {(how individuals held land rights and the physical
organization of the fields) shaped the transition to capitalism. When land
was held communally, difhculties and uncertainties in the enforcement of
property rights decreased agricultural productivity. In contrast, in less com-
munal regions, fewer difficulties in enforcing property rights atlowed indi-
viduals 1o focus on the efficient cultivation of their property. Although
Hopcerolt argued primarily from the neo-institutionist tradition, she drew in
theoretically diverse factors to explain that rural development occurred
where there were fewer communal field systems, little feudal control, favor-
able ecologies, dense population, access to markets, inipartial legal institu-
tions, little rent seeking, and litle warfare,
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Other work, especially following Wallerstein (1974), shifis the temporal
comparison. Arrighi (1994 5-6, 86), instead of considering a shift rom
feudal to capitalist production, considered long-term cycles of capitalist ex-
pansion. Expanding Marx’s analysis of the capitalist production process, in
which capitalisis use money to buy capital, which allows them to produce
goods to make more money (i.e., Marx's general formula of capital: mcar’ in
which M stands for money capital and ¢ stands for comrmodity capital),
Arrighi analyzed alternating capitalist cycles of either material expansion

- (mc) or financial expansion (cm”) historically and globally. Drawing on Abu-

Lughod's (1989) idea of a pre-modern world system, Arrighi (1944: 87, 109)
located the beginning of these cycles in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century
Genoa. Frank (1998: xxii, 5) considered an even longer—nve-thousand-
year—world system in which Asia, not Europe, was usually at the center,
European hegemony is, therefore, largely a myth, certainly before 1300, and is
unlikely to continue. The temporary rise of the West was largely conditioned
by the fall of (he East through the coincidence of long-run econamic and
demograpliic cycles and the discavery of American gold and silver (pp. 276
277). The use of 1800 to periodize world history (Goidstone z001a) breaks
with Robert Brenner’s (198sa, 1985h) use of the European Black Death in the
13505 as the point of divergent capitalist development within Europe or
Wallerstein's (1974) dating of the world system to the end of the sixleenth
century. David Levine (2001: 1) argued that Europe diverged from the rest of
the world around the date 1000.

This comparison between European and East Asian history leads to an-
other third-wave question: “Did capitalism arise in Western Europe?” The
comparison itself is not new. Japan, probably because of its feudal past, was
incorporated explicitly in second-wave debates {Takahashi1976). Now, how-
ever, the East/West comparison is used not in the Weberian sense to explain
causally the rise of the West (as among the second wavers), but to downplay
Western predominance and bighlight its contingent nature. Drawing on
classies such as McNeill (1971) and Wolf (1982}, world history is being rewrit-
ten from a non-Eurocentric view Lo stress global interconnections, the con-
tributions of other regions to Luropean culture, and comparisens not im-
plicitly based on Europe (Pomeranz 2000; Alan Smith 1991; Wong 1997),
This new version of world history argues against conunon historical themes,
the “diffusion of Burapean culture,” or the “expansion of Europe” {Blaut
1993). For example, Goody (1996b) argued that Europeans had few cultural,
familial, or economic advantages compared to Asians; furthermere, Eur-
asian societies diverged from a common base, Blaut (1993: 1—2) agreed that

Luropean civilization had no unique or internal historical advantage (except

perhaps-geographical), especially belore 1492,
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Wtin[; (1997: 278), through careful comparisons that do not take Furo-
pean developments as the standard, showed that China and Europe, up to
the sevenleenth and eighteenth centuries, shared similar patterns of pre-
industrial Smithian growth, including increased rural industries, increased
agricultural productivity, and expanded commercial networks. There were,
however, different political economies. China was an empire, constituted by
a vertically integrated and unitary state aimed al spreading rule across a vast
area. Thus, there was a continuum between state and society and an alliance
between stale officials and other elites. In contrast, Europe was characlerized
by the separation of stale and society and the elaboration of finctionally
distinct and institutionally independent levels of government in which state
officials and elites were {orced to negetiate both with each other and with
other states (pp. 280—283; ci. Zanden 2000). Wong argued that the clustering
of inventions between 1780 and 1880 set the stage for the Industrial Revolu-
tion and interacted with this political and social context, but he argued that
these were largely contingent events that cannot be explained causally. In the

nineteenth cenlury, ecanomnic development it well with the European social .

conlext; in the twentieth century, industrialization fit the Chinese context
(Wong 1997: 280). This provides a strong motivation for the argument that
Asian and European capitalisms are different and that Asia is more “re-
surgent” than “newly industrializing” (Maddison zoow: 128). Thus, while
Wong shares with second-wave Weberians an emphasis on the bnportance
ol state structure, he diverges from them by pointing to multiple transitions
Lo capitalisin.

Sanderson (1994) focused on a comparison between Japan and Euntope

and emphasized many of these same factors, bul he argued that by the end of .

the Tokugawa period {1600-1868), Japan was capitalist. He stressed the
similarilies between medieval Japan and medieval Europe that allowed cap-
italism to develup in both places, including relavively small size, geograply,
climate, and political decentralizalion, as well as the context of the larger
historical trend, expanding world commercialization that made it possible
to capitalize on these advantages.

Pomeranz (2000) drew together these world history themes by arguing
that there were few differences between Asia (primarily China and Japan)
and Ewrope with respect to agriculture, industry, technolegy, population
dynamiics, aid cormierce before 18oo and that Lheir subsequent divergence
was explained by their interaction, not factors intrinsic o Lurope (or Ln-
gland). European dominance stemmed from sublle interaclions among
small differences, including outlets for European population growth in the
MNew World, the solution to energy shortages (coal supplies), and other
geopolitical factors. By the eighteenth century, Europe had outpaced China
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and Japan with respect to labor-saving technologies, altheugh not land-
saving techniques. Without Burope’s possibilities of overseas expansion and
access to overseas resources {often through coercion), LEurape and Asia
might not have diverged. Thus, Pomeranz also emphasized the highly con-
Lingent rise of the West.

Goldstone (2000) has perhaps taken this argunent the farthest, suggest-
ing that England had ne inherent advantages over Asia and was Lhe ficst to
industrialize mostly because of a series of accidents, including political com-
promises in 1689 between the Anglican Church and dissenters and between
the Crown and Parliament; the adoption of Newlonian science; and techni-
cal developments in water pumping near coal mines. This new world history
literature also echoes the work on the Industiial Revolution by siressing the
technological roots of the divergence of Fast and West (Goldstone 2000;
Pomeranz zoae; Vries 2002; Wong 1997). Vries {2002 125-126) discounted
even the differences in Basiern and Western state systems and emphasized
that industrialization was driven by a set of technological and scientific
breakthsoughs. Thus, through new evidence and comparisons, as well as
theoretical pluralism, this new work in world history calls into question the
assumption that the tise of capitalism is an event that can be explained by a
small set of causal factors.

The Market Transition

While the fii. of socialisim seems to reinforce the view that capitalism is
natural, the recent work on the Listoric transition debates suggests that the
“capitalism as triumph” lesson cannot be distilled from history. The eco-
nomic literature suggests that privatization—the establishment of North
and Thomas's (1973) neo-institutional preconditions, secure private prop-
erty rights—is the path to post-socialist economic growth {(Aslund ig9s;
Blanchard, ]4‘1‘00t, aud Sachs 1994; Kubouiwa and Gavrilenkov 1997; Liplon
and Sachs 1992; 5. Parker, Tritt, and Woo 1997: 4; Sachs 19y2; Sachs and
Pistor, eds. 1997). Privalization, however, is not a single phenomenon, nor is
it easily established {Brada 1996; Clarke 1993h; D. Stark 1996; Verdery 19946:
135). Indeed, Kovics (1994: xi—xvii) argued that most reformers and politi-
cians overestimated how easily capitalist economies could be erected. As
David Stark (1994: 64) noted, the historic rise of capitalism was not Je-
signed; thus, it is unlikely it can be introduced exclusively by plan in post-
socialist Curope. The historical literature Hlustrates these same poinls—the
rise of capilalism was a slow, loeal, and highly contingent development even
in the presence of multiple capitalist preconditions, and it had many cultural
and political dimensions. As Cynthia Morris (1995: 223) noted, oplimism
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about widespread and speedy returns from capitalist transformations can-
not be based on Western history, where such changes were slow, One central
task ther, as Pickles and Simith (1998: xvii) have argued, is to understand this
emerging -lriumphalism and universalism of transition theory. Historical
saciology’s complementary task is to examine both historic and contempo-
rary transition debates, '

Like John R, 11all {1999b), Kovics (1994: xiii~xv} and Gal and Kligman
(2000: 10-12) pointed out that the word “transition™ implies a conimon
destination of Weslern capitalism and noted the use of the plural “transi-
tions” to imply multiple paths, “Transformations” is often preferred to de-
scribe changes without direction and to suggest a varjely of changes Fcf.
Barbcz 2001: 1157; Burawoy and Verdery 1999: 16; Réna-Tas 1997: 9; Adrian
Smith and Pickles 1998: 15-16; Verdery 1996: 15-16). This idea of muitiple
paths to capitalism or multiple capitalisms is popular in Central E_uro'pe,
with its “third way” tradition, once designating a route to Illoclcl'llz;atli)n
between socialism and capiralism {Burawoy and Lukdcs 1992: 168—173; Réna-
Tas 1997: 184-185). ‘ N

Similarly, the term “path dependent” describes how initial conditions
shape outcomes (Mahoney z000). Socialist society and c!ass str.ucturc,
for example, shape contemporary economic outcomes {Adrian Sinith and

Pickles 1998: 15). Adrian Smith and Adam Swain (1998) argued for the
adaption of regulationist theory to understand these multiple paths out of -

socialism. The regulation of capitalist accumulation occurs not just through
state and market, but through a variety of social mechanpisms that arose
hislorically and intersect in multiple ways. Thus, their change w.ill b_e pfath
dependent. David Stark (1994) showed how different models ofpl:n‘fanz'atmn
corresponded to different political paths during the market tl‘ans.ltion in the
former East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic. Nee and

Cao (1999) highlighted a path-dependent effect of property rights on strat-

ification in China. '
Because of path dependency, David Stark (1996: 993) argued that different
forms of capitalism would emerge in Eastern Europe, Western Europe, z-u::d
East Asia. He thus echoed the historical arguments, such as Duplessis's,
about multiple forms of capitalism. He reinforced the poinls of Wong,
Prank, and Pomeianz, suggesting that China'’s path to a market econony
may be quite different from that of Russia or Fastern 1‘“'.umpe. E'con()r-nic
growth in Chiua, far from being a paradoxical accompaniment to its social-
isl governmenl, may be a relatively continuous historical d?velopmem, espe-
cially in contrast to East European post-socialist countries, where under-
development or peripheral siatus seems to be relatively constant (cf. .fur
Russia, see Derluguian 2001 and Adrian Smith and Pickles 1998: g; for China
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and Russia, Lupher 1996; Burawoy and Luldcs 1992: xi suggest compari-
sons Lo Latin America and Africa). The contemporary Asian/East European
comparison is important (e.g., Burawoy 1907: 1434; Oberschall 1996; Szelényi
and Kostello 1996; W. T, Wouo, Parker, and Sachs, eds. 1997) and could be
valuably informed by further, and more explicit, historical comparisons.

The debale over the role of politics and culture often follows the sane
lines of the historic transition debates; while economists tend 10 view poli-
tics and culture as exogenous forces that disrupt markelization, sociolagists
view them as intrinsic to capitalisi. This debate has been particularly vivid
with respect to Russia. Sociologists are deeply cynical of shock itherapy (the
extremely rapid, planned implemtentation of market mstitutions, such as
privatization and the removal of price restraints) and dismiss economists’
suggestions that failures of this policy occur only when it is implemented
incorrectly or because culture and politics interfere {Burawoy 1997; Gerber
and Hout 1998), Sociologists do often highlight the role of politics in Russia,
especially in contrast 1o Central Europe (Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley 1998:
4). Staniszkis (1991) used the term “political capitalism” 16 denote the uge of
political connections and offices to gain control of wealtl and resources and
to generate profit, especially in Russia. Drawing on Burawoy and Kiotov
{19y2), Gerber and Hont (1998: 36—137) and Gerber {2002} argued thal Russia
is characterized by “merchant capitalisin,” the pursuit of short-tern, wind-
fall profits, instead of investinent jn productive enterprises.

The political nature of Russian capitalism, however, can be seen as the
result of shock therapy, not the cause of its failure. Burawoy and Krotov
(1992: 21) defined economic systems by examining, first, the relations of
production (the mechanisms through which goods and services are appro-
priated and distributed); second, the relations in production {mechanisms
that describe the production of these goods); and third, whether these are
characterized by planning or lack thereof {that is, anarchy, the lack of any
agent of superordinate control). State socialisim is characierized by planning
with respect to the relations of production and capitalism is characterized by
planning in the relations in production. Russian merchant capitalism is

- characterized by neither, because the removal of the state shmply eliminates

planning at the level of relations of production but does not produce a
market that would rely on coordinating the relations in production {i.c.,
there is no Polanyian state), Thus, Burawoy and Krotov {1992: 35—36) argued
that the global market cannot compel a transition to capitalism in the ab-
sence of national agents who have both the interest and the capacity 1o creale
capitalism (cf. Burawoy 1997: 1442). Similarly, Ne¢ (2000) outlined the Chi-
nese stale’s role in creating posilive econontic reform, in sharp contrast to
Russia, where the state has litile ability to do so. As Woodru(f {1999) pointed
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out, shock therapy created its own demise in Russia, because price liberaliza-
tion essentially eliminated the opportunities to use financial instruments, -
forcing managers to use barier. Kogut and Zander (2000: 169) argued that
technologically viable firins failed during the transition to capitalism because
ol the brutal shocks to the macroeconomic systemy; far from being a cure for ‘
the inefliciencies of socialism, rapid change was simply distuptive. Thus, like .
the historic transition literature (. Brenner 1943; Lachunann 20c00; Pereliman
2000), this work on the contemporary market transition illustrates that
markets are necessarily intertwined with, not divorced from, palitics.

This invocation of merchant capitalism is a clear relerence to historical
transition debates, drawing on Marx’s idea that increased tracle was insulfi-
cient to bring about a transition ta capitalism and that changes in the sphere -
ol production were also necessary. Another use of historical referents might
draw on insights of worle stenuning from Smith and Marx, which [_J()inl out,
respectively, that slow gradual growth and sudden dramaltic change may
both contribute to the rise of capitalism, although in different ways and in .
different places. Other interesting comparisons could be made by using
Lachmann’s elite theory as an alternalive to class theary, perhaps in com-
bination swith the varieties of elite theory used in market transition debates _
(e.g., Szelényi and Szelényi 1995),
© Like much of Lthe third-wave litcrature on historic capitalisms—and in
contrast 1o the neo-liberal econoinists Aslnad, Sachs, and Lipton—Réna-Tas
(1997: 9) argued that capitalist economic transformations were gradual,
contingent, and deeply influenced by political, social, and cultural factors, In
particular, they stemmed from political contests among social groups (cf.
Gerber 2002). Rona-Tas called the market transition the “Small Transforma-
tion” wilth 1‘espécl lo the “Great Transformation,” thus using Polanyi fo
involke the historical referent. He envisioned the collapse of socialism as the
end of a modernist project of industrialization in which communist plan-
ners attemplted Lo establish large-scale factory production, thereby modeling
the capitalist industrial revolution. Thus, he views historic transitions as
sudden and dramatric, in comparison to the slow and gradual post-socialist
ones. The literature on the Industrial Revolution reviewed above, however, '
illustrates the smallness of this “Great Transformalion,” again suggesting the
need for betler historic referents.

Like Perelman (2000) and Lachimann (zooo}, Réna-Tas (1997: 180--181)
denied Lhat capilalisin was inlierently efficient. Socialism brought about, at j
least for a time, rapid growth. Thus, like the economic history literature, his 7
wuork peinted to multiple processes of economic growth. Similacly, Burawoy -
(2001) pointed out that a wansition from socialism to capialism does not
necessarily occur because the latter is more efficient but when the interests of
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political actors who can implement it are realized. Bu rawoy concurred that
capitalism was initially less efficient than subsistence production. Thus,
while it is common to assume that socialism collapsed because il was eco-

nomically inefficient in compazison to capitalism or because of the eca-

nomic pressures of globalization, this cottemporary and historic evidence

. suggests otherwise. Clarke (19973a; 42), drawing on the Marxist idea of Uie

contradictions inherent in capitalist production, argued that the collapse of
the Soviet Union steiumed from the world capitalist systen, of which jt had
been a part. Verdery (1996: 34—37) also argued that poIilicshud culture were
crucial to socialisim’s collapse; some inlernational groups wanted 1o reduce
the political power of socialist states through privatization. Capitalism and

_ socialism collided because of twa essentially different temporal orders, with

corresponding notions of person and activity.

Muore generatly, Burawoy and Verdery (1999: 2, 14) argued against the idea
that culture and politics merely inleclere with markelization by noting that
on the micro-level, individuals’ responses to new market initialives often
employ a language and symbols adopted from socialisin, albeit 1o new senses
and new ends, Thas, they explicated anather mechanism by which the mar-
ket transition is path-dependent. Verdery (1999; 50) argued that the reburial
of bodies during the market transition iltustrated how individuals recon-
figure mea "3 during times of dramatic upheaval and disorienting change.
Dead bodies are pressed into political service as cultural symbols for prop-
erty restitution, palitical pluralization, religious renewal, and nalion-state
building. Individuals make claims to puwer and resources through these
symbols (p. 52). Property restitution, for example, is a straggle of certain
groups and persons to tie propertly down, against others who would keep it
amorphous (Verdery 1996: 135).

Kennedy (2002: 272) also took a cultural approach, arguing that trapsition
(from plan to markel, from dictatorship to democracy) is about transition
cullure, which is undergirded by values and competencies centered in trans-
national organizitions and national bodies. Thus, markets are discursive
sites {or identity construction: the rheloric of markets signals a shift in
identity for markets that need entrepreneurs and consuniers (Keauedy 199.4:
6). Kennedy echoed the historical point about the historical construclion of
workers and consuiners {Biernacki 1yys; McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb
1982; 5. W. Mintz 1985). Gal and Kligman (z000: 59--62) noted that eco-
nomic changes also entail pender changes: men maore than women are asso-
ciated with the capitalist economic seclor, (hereby necessitating a reconstitu-
tion of sucialist meanings of public and private space and gender.

Like Randall Collins, Eyal (2000) explicitly generalized Weber's argunient
abowt an ethical or ascelic spirit of capitalism. Eyal argued that there was
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an u-nlil(ely elective affinity coalition between dissident intellectuals and
technocrats, who together bore the spirit of capitalism in the Czech Republic
and therefore led the transition to capitalism. Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley
argued that contemporary Bastern Europe has “capitalism without capital-
ists” {1998: 1—2). While there is no capitalist class or economic bourgeoisie
{nor a political elite), a cultural bourgeoisie, an intelligentsia that formed
under socialism, is now developing capitalism. Thus, they argued that the
current market transilion was unlike the one analyzed by the classic authors,
Marx, Weber, and Smith, who suggested that capitalists had to exist before

capitalism.

Conclusions

Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley’s (1998: 16) call for a “neo-classical sociology™
suggested that the classic sociclogists, Weber, Marx, and Smith, analyzed a -
single, inevitable rise of capitalism {see comments by Béricz 2001; Burawoey
2001; Byal, Szelényi, and Townsley 2001; Kennedy 200y; D. Stark and Bruszt
200m). In contrast, neo-classical sociology would look at multiple transitions
to capitalisms. Thus, Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley (19¢8: 3) noted the need to
shift away (rom the questions of the classics, which is also characteristic of
third-wave research on historic transition debates like those reviewed above,
They also suggested the necd to develop further historical referents {pp. 47—
54) that analyze the historic rise of capitalism without asswming the bour-
geoisie’s role. Yet to a large extent, they focused on the differences between
the current market transition and historic transitions to capitalisms, thereby
reinforcing e idea that historic debates provide relatively little informa-
tion about contemporary ones. As Bérdcz (2001: 1165) noted, their neo-
classical socialogy explores relatively little historical tlesrain. Therefore, Tyal,
Szelényi, and Townsley follow, al least in large part, the second of the three
uses of historical referents I outlined at the beginning of this essay, which
emphasizes differences between past and present. While their calf 19 revive
topical interest in transitions to capitalism is important and timely, it could -
be more effective if the emphasis on first-wave work were supplemented
with more recent, third-wave worl on historic transition debates that js
already oriented toward multiple historic transitions to capitalisms,

This third-wave literature is reorienting the classic authors’ questions.
with new comparisons, new evidence, and new theories. In the recent wave .
of theorizing, the “transition to capitalism™ is rarely discussed as a singular,
inevitable event to be explained by a single theory. While historic transition
debates draw on standard social science perspectives derived from Smith,
Marx, and Weber, most recent work combines these perspectives in innova-
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tive ways or goes beyond them and uses a variety of comparisons (or draws
out the implications of cases discussed less frequently in the past), ollen
based on new archival evidence, Much effort is spent asking what capitalism

-5, analyzing il and where it arose, and explaining the conlingent nature of

transilions to capitalisms. It emphasizes the political and cultura} constitu-
tion of capitalisms. Furthermore, it employs, at leasl in large part, what | call
the third use of historical referents, which draws on comparisons using both
similarities and differences across time and space and between past and
present. Such a method rejects the first use of historical referents—that
history can be repeated in its entirety—but also rejects the second use—that
historical sequences are entirely unique, Third-wave uses af East/ West com-
parisons (e.g., Pomeranz 2000; Wong 1997) and comparisans within LEurope
of negative and positive cases (Emigh 2003; Mopcroft 1999; Lachmann zo00)
carefully look for regional and temporal similarities and differences without
assuming capitalism’s inevitability,

A better understanding of the contemporary market transition can be
developed through this third-wave research on historic transitions to cap-
italisms with this third use of historical referents. Much is certainly different
about the historic rise of capitalist economies and the current market transi-
tion, ingluding the degree of intentionality and planning, the level of tech-
nology, and global economic conditions. Nevertheless, as the preceding
review shows, much is also similar, In fact, the similarities between pést and
present provide the sharpest critique of the neo-classical economnic advice
olten implemented in Eastern and Central Burope and the cannnoen Ameri-
can cultural parlance that capitalism is the most efficient and rational eco-
nomic system.

Indeed, the literature on historic capitalist economic change strggests that
the contemporary markel transition is unlikely to be a sudden, purely eco-
nomic affair witly a certain and inevitable outcome, swept into place because
of a lew capitalist preconditions. Instead, it suggests that Lransitions Lo
capilalisims are higlily Jocal and gradual aftairs, with different outcomes in
different places, influenced by politics and culture. Pereliman and Lach-
mann's work suggests—and Burawoy; Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley; Gal and
Kligman; Kennedy; and Verdery all confirm-—that analyses should consider
in whose interest it is o make capitalism. Far from being a neutral or
efficient zllocation mechanism, the market is generally advanced by those
who find it (0'be in their short-term interest. Other work, such as that of
E. L. Jones and Kenneth Pomeranz, suggests thal sudden dramatic changes
are rare indeed. While there is no denying the changes that vccurred in
Lastern Europe in 1089, in hindsight, the continuities may be more dramatic
thau the changes, as Ména-Tas suggests. Ta know for sure, however, how
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much change is a lo, historical sociologists must redouble their efforts to-

study historic transilions empirically, for it is the historical rise of capital-

isms thal provides the referents for the understanding of current marlket -

transitions. It is to be hoped that such work will continue to be diverse
theoreticaily and empirically and to use multiple comparisons, moving away
from the specific questions and assumptions of the classic authors while
retaining their topical foens and ideas. By providing a better empirical un-
derstanding of what pre-moclern is, historical sociology can provide a better
understanding oi what modern and post-modern are.

MING-CHENG M. LO

The Professions: Prodigal Daughters of Modernity

The history of the sociology of professions can be told as a tale about the
contestation of modernily. Many scholurs have long regacded professions as
aform of *- - *itutionalized rationality and thus one of the designated carriers

.ot modernity. Other studies of professions, however, chalienge the assumed

equatign between rationality and modernity and question the role of profes-
sions in the social lormation of maodernity, The unsetled relationship be-
lween professions and modernity is not valy central 1o the question af what
professions are and how to theorize them in socislogical writings, but is also
symptomatic of certain centradictions in our discipline’s formulation of the
notion of modernity. This chapter is an attempt 1o deaw a conceptual map
for navigating through this unsetded relationship. '

A map is by necessity incomplete-—details are amitted, interesting back-
ground may be obscured, and important landmarks are nol always incorpo-
rated, not because Lhese things are deemmed unimportant by the map maker,
bul rather because a map can serve only particutar and limited purposes. My
purpose here is to provide a framework for understanding the development
of the sociology of professions in the past two decades by delineating the
underlying debate regarding the nature of modernity. In this vein, 1 will start
with a brief review of the frustrated conversations between the saciology of
professions and historical sociology. ¥ will then review the contributions ol
these writings to our understanding of the structural intersections of mod-
ern institutions. [ suggest that as the Neld developed, a shift occurred from a
focus on the professions’ links to other modern institutions to their embed-
dedness in a broader array of (sumetimes not so “modern™) categories of
identity. The recognition of the prolessions’ sacial embeddedness presented



