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ABSTRACT The objective of this paper to review the answers that have been given about rational behavior and
its value from economics and anthropology. The analysis of the main contributions made on this topic has shown
the necessity to examine the foundations of the economic rationality and to reflect on the use of the concept of
homus economicus. And which is not an easy task, due to the methodological and formal differences that prevent
the necessary cooperation with multidisciplines. In conclusion, the analysis of the main anthropological and
economic contributions show the need to re-examine the foundations of economic rationality and how these
sciences can cooperate to contribute different points of views, on the same social phenomenon.

INTRODUCTION

Practically ever since both sciences became
consolidated, there has been a certain incom-
patibility and mutual lack of knowledge between
anthropology and economics, which is possibly
due to the enormous methodological differenc-
es between them, that is the juxtaposition be-
tween qualitative and quantitative aspects, re-
ferred to by some researchers as the “Q?”. This
term was referred to by Bardhan and Ray, and
today they consider both disciplines to act “as
extremes along the social science continuum”
(2008). In fact, even though anthropology has
seen the emergence of a specific branch that
focuses on the analysis of “economic” problems-
economic anthropology; economics has ignored
or bypassed the contributions made by this
closely related specialty area. For example,
Knight, the founder of the Chicago School, came
face to face with Herskovits (1952), who had
coined the term “economic anthropology”. He
made relatively harsh statements and even ar-
gued that economics is the only social science
to employ a deductive hypothetical method.

At first there were no specific works on eco-
nomic anthropology. Nevertheless, the impor-
tance of the economic aspects was indeed un-
derscored in the most advanced classic ethnog-
raphies, thus allowing for a holistic understand-
ing of any given cultural system. A case in point
is Malinowski, followed by the works done by

Firth and Evans-Pritchard. In this respect, Pear-
son (2000) reviews this early interaction between
anthropology and economics. The development
of economic anthropology, starting from the con-
cepts introduced by Herskovits, starts the de-
bate between two opposing currents: the for-
malists, who assumed they could apply the prin-
ciples of neo-classical economics to any soci-
ety, and the substantivists, who rejected these
principles because they were difficult to apply in
the so-called “primitive societies”.

However, despite this relative isolation, in the
1960s new voices started gaining ground in the
field of economics, promoting interdisciplinary
perspectives by integrating other social scienc-
es contributions to economic phenomena. Con-
versely, Joy (1967) believed that anthropologi-
cal models cannot be applied in economics, and
vice-versa, without first having to recur to meth-
ods and variables from other disciplines, and
therefore suggested the need for cooperation
between both fields. Economists analyse a spe-
cific type of society, the market economy, while
initially anthropologists only analysed non-mar-
ket societies, and were therefore of the opinion
that economic theories should not be applied to
these cultural contexts. For instance, Dalton
(1961) believed that the “primitive economy” is
different from “market industrialism”, where “ev-
eryone derives his livelihood from selling some-
thing to the market”. Although some practices
and economic principles may be generalised (the
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principle of universality, defended by econo-
mists), each society’s prevailing organisational
and institutional structures must be taken into
account (the diversity and cultural variables, as
argued by anthropologists).

METHODOLOGY

This paper is a review of the answers that have
been given about rational behavior and the sense
of value derived from anthropology and econom-
ics. The analysis of the main contributions has
shown the necessity to examine the foundations
of the economic rationality and to reflect on the
use of the concept of homus economicus.

The paper analyzes a key for the understand-
ing of economic behavior in different societies
and culture aspects: economic rationality. In this
sense, a theoretical review of the concept is per-
formed, interrelating two social disciplines that
are essential for understanding the causes and
individual and social consequences of the eco-
nomic processes. This is, therefore, a compara-
tive analysis between social anthropology and
economics, their contributions, theoretical ap-
proaches, their convergences and divergences.
These two aspects imply the originality of the
topic analyzed and furthermore, the comparative
historical approach which enhances the rele-
vance of this work.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The debate on the difficult interaction be-
tween economics and anthropology has been
on-going until very recently. Economics has
been accused of certain imperialism over other
social sciences (Posner 1980; Buckley and Cas-
son 1993). Yet, over the last few years the re-
searchers have witnessed a rapprochement be-
tween these disciplines, and there are authors
who even firmly believe in a marriage between
them (Grossbard 1978), having observed certain
convergences in their methodologies. For exam-
ple, M. Douglas (1973) already suggested the
application of economic analysis to the anthro-
pological study of specific cultural institutions,
such as marriage. Dalton (1978) also chose to dem-
onstrate how economic anthropology could con-
tribute to economics. He promoted what he him-
self defined as “eco-anthro dialogue” (Bardhan
and Ray 2008). Moreover, there has been an at-
tempt to jointly analyse other important aspects
that had been dealt with by social anthropology

(such as family, kinship and marriage) from an eco-
nomic approach. Work from Neo-classical eco-
nomic pure theory works co-exist alongside works
that introduced hardly used variables in conven-
tional economics. Lipton (1992), rejected the be-
lief that differences in methodology lead to this
difficult interdisciplinary cooperation. The re-
searcher argued that these sciences are separat-
ed by their object because whilst ““economics is
mainly about outcomes; anthropology is mainly
about processes”. But this does not imply that
economists are not interested in causality, but rath-
er that the purpose is usually for simulation and
prediction.

More recently, interesting works have been
undertaken in order to merge ethnographic meth-
odology with experimental economics up to the
point that some anthropologists put forward this
branch of economics, as a method to compare
anthropological theories (Ensminger 2002). Stud-
ies performed by Henrich et al. (2004) are an ex-
ample of how to bring together methodologies,
in order to study specific cases of traditional
micro-societies in a transcultural comparison. In
the book “Culture and Public Action” (Rao and
Walton 2004), several relevant economists and
anthropologists analysed the advantages of in-
tegrating cultural notions in the design of eco-
nomic development policies. By that time, it had
become clear that one of the main contributions
made by anthropologists to the analysis of eco-
nomic phenomena was the understanding of
power relations in a society, in a market, in an
industrial brand, among common users of etc.
taking into account that these are established
by means of symbolic interpretations, rather than
merely material means.

Given the researchers conviction that there
really are theoretical and methodological links
between the approaches of economists and an-
thropologists, their goal is to provide a joint re-
view of the responses given by both disciplines
on one of the main problems in the praxis and
thought process of economics in our societies:
economic rationality.

This paper aims to show how both scientific
fields complement each other and how there is
the need for a multi-disciplinary analysis of this
subject.

Economic Rationality:
Selfishness versus Ethical Principles

The rationality of economic agents has tra-
ditionally been built on the vision of a selfish
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human being that maximises utilities and whose
sole purpose in dealing with other individuals is
to optimise his/her own level of well-being. The
principle of selfish rationality is usually attribut-
ed to Adam Smith (1904). But later other authors
radicalised the conception of economic rational-
ity, such as J.S. Mill (1967) who coined the term
homo ceconomico.

Conventional microeconomics sees agents as
subjects who make rational choices. These choic-
es arise through preferences (desires), restric-
tions and expectations (beliefs), the former hav-
ing been defined by each individual in amoment
in time, that is depending on the situation and
the circumstances. Although economics, as a
science, tries to explain human behaviour, it has
become clear that reducing the individual to the
concept of homo ceconomicus has generally pre-
vented a sufficiently in-depth analysis of the
causes behind the motivations and preferences
of an individual. The prevailing economic theo-
ries are based on the model of a human who has
needs, tastes, desires, and in addition, a perfect
knowledge of the level of satisfaction achieved
from any change in existing resources. Individu-
als are selfish and only pursue their own inter-
ests, without any consideration of the conse-
quences of their actions on other individuals,
and they are recognised for the economic ratio-
nality of maximising.

But this model of human being is not affect-
ed, for instance, by the influence of emulation,
marketing and advertising strategies, cultural
values and social categories. This individual does
not accept new ideas, has a fixed system of pref-
erences, is not passionate and emotional does
not learn or forget anything nor have ethical and
immaterial values. Furthermore, generated mon-
ey and expectations do not play a role in this
theoretical framework. In all, it is ultimately an
arbitrary construction and is set apart for ignor-
ing human attributes as well as social, institu-
tional and cultural determinants, based on a neg-
ative view of human beings (Sen 1977).

This interpretation of human beings has ev-
idently led to a rapid response from prominent
economists, such as Veblen, one of the founders
of “old institutional economics”. He strongly crit-
icised the neo-classical model of rational man,
based on the proposals put forward by anthro-
pologists such as L. H. Morgan, although he
does not quote him.

Morgan (1877) defined a three-age system in
the development of human societies; savages,
barbarians and civilisation. Veblen (1915), sur-
prisingly reached his conclusions after compar-
ing capitalist and primitive societies, to the point
of including societies from “preying barbarism”
in “pacific savagism”. He argued that human ac-
tion is determined by habits, hereditary traits and
past experience, within a context of traditions,
by inherited conventions and customs, deter-
mined by norms, in a world of interlinked and
mutually strengthening institutions. Whereas the
concept of homo oeconomicus and maximiser of
utilities, reduces the role of cultural and institu-
tional elements that set the scene in which the
determining action unfolds, without allowing for
research or analysis. Neo-classical rationality, a
term coined by Veblen (1898), does not view the
individual as a social actor, immersed in the fabric
of collective lives, but rather as an individual re-
duced to the condition of an isolated and selfish
atom, only slightly affected by social relations.
His interpretation, on the contrary, was based on
the concept of emulation, traditions and inherited
customs that determine habits, and yet it prevailed
in North American institutionalism.

Keynes (1936) also criticised the excessive
mechanic style of neo-classical economics, giv-
en the fact that it had little in common with man-
kind whose main feature is uncertainty, and thus
redesigned the model of economic man by inte-
grating expectations which are necessary in or-
der to explain the phenomenon of saving. A Key-
nesian individual has motivations that go be-
yond a mere automatic response, has doubts and
takes different decisions by assessing the fu-
ture, while maintaining a selfish streak and a
maximising behaviour. But it’s only aim in estab-
lishing relations with other economic agents is
still the optimisation of personal welfare. This
model of economic man may be more realistic,
yet it does not take into account ethical, cultural
and institutional factors leaving it up to other
sciences to explain the implicit behaviour in their
theories.

With the rise of the “rational choice theory”
(Arrow 1951), choice prevailed over desire in such
a way that the “economic man” was able to have
any type of motivation, as long as he chose ratio-
nally. The choice may be based on beliefs, desires
or preferences. Preferences refer to subjective
states, whereas the concept of choice fluctuates
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between subjective deliberation and subsequent
action. Preferences must be complete and transi-
tional, and choice is that the subject rational when
there is no other feasible option that subjects
may prefer to the chosen one. Each individual,
therefore, has a relationship of preferences - a
pre-order- known as priori, and the choice is de-
termined by the maximisation of this relationship
in each considered feasible subset. In this con-
text, and from the point of view of anthropology,
authors such as R. Firth or P. S. Cohen analysed
the process of rational choice based on the max-
imisation of utilities. They concluded that the
individuals’ abilities to “haggle” between two
people or the “power of negotiation” between
companies invalidate the analysis supported by
indifference curves, while admitting that the op-
timisation process is not affected by the exclu-
sion of ““the custom, moral restriction, or force”
(Cohen 1967). The development of the “revealed
preference theory” (Samuelson 1938) is also
based on the axiomatic principles that justify the
neoclassical consumer theory. The coherence of
individual choices can be reached through a rela-
tionship of revealed preferences based on choic-
es which are maximised and therefore define the
choices that the individual makes in each feasible
subset. Even if the individual behaves irrational-
ly, given the “noise” he/she is subjected to, it can
be demonstrated that the average expected be-
haviour satisfies the axioms of revealed prefer-
ence, and the representative agent acts as if he/
she were maximising a certain function of utility.
In this way, the “revealed preference theory” al-
lows for a research field that opens the door to
the inter-relationship of economic theory with oth-
er social sciences.

In 1977, Sen harshly rebuked the predomi-
nant economic academic current of thought, and
deemed the idea of reducing selfishness and util-
itarianism for the behaviour of economic agents
to be simplistic. He claimed that the reality in
which decisions are taken is much more complex
and proposed a middle ground between self-in-
terest and the interest of others. He did not com-
pletely break away from the traditional vision of
economic rationality, but enhanced it with fur-
ther content. His proposals aimed to combine
the legitimate pursuit of self-interest with a con-
ceptualisation of the individual who acts under
the influence of “feelings” and “commitments”.
In all, values, commitments rules and moral feel-
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ings play an important role in the individual’s
rational behaviour.

A different perspective is found in the works
of Simon (1955) who states that individuals are
only partially rational and decision taking is not
always based on optimisation. Although this
may be desired, given the limits that reality im-
poses on decisions due to a lack of information,
to the individual’s abilities, or to the amount of
time available to take the decision, leading to the
proposal of the “limited rationality” concept. The
optimisation of choices thus becomes unfeasi-
ble because the cost of necessary information
would make it impracticable. Rational action is
therefore defined by exogenous factors that arise
from the social environment (Simon 1985).

Smith (2003) distinguishes between two
types of rationality: the constructivist rationali-
ty and ecological rationality. The first stems from
the theories of Descartes, Bacon and Hobbes
and leads to utilitarianism, considering that so-
cial institutions are created by deductive pro-
cesses of human reason. The second one is the
result of evolutionary both cultural and biologi-
cal processes that lead to a cultural heritage that
is not the result of a deliberate human design.
Ostrom (2003) reached similar conclusions based
on his “game theory” experiments. He rejected
the idea that selfishness and opportunism are
the basis of mankind’s economic rationality, and
believes that this is simply one of the possible
rationalities, together with other options; such
as the expectations we have on the behaviour of
others (trust), social norms and life experience
(reciprocity), and the identity formed on actions
(reputation). Hence the “rational choice theory”
needed to be rebuilt by integrating those exoge-
nous and endogenous variables that influence
the behaviour of individuals in specific settings,
among these, it is the role of institutions that
limit or condition individual decision (North
1990). Institutional economics and anthropolo-
gy converge in their common interest in collec-
tive action, the role of technology and social
change. Economic anthropologists, except for the
most extreme formalists, share many aspects with
the neo-institutionalist economics (Burling 1962;
Leclair 1962). As stated by Esminger (1998), ““An-
thropology is the last of the social sciences to
take notice of the current interest in institution-
alism”. This is because anthropologist have more
to offer than any other group, by way of diverse
empirical case studies that are essential to the
theory of institutions. Through game theory
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experiments, Gintis (2000) makes a difference
between different types of individuals in relation
to economics; and homo economicus would be just
one of the possible categories. Thus, he explains
all the different alternatives of human action and
observable behaviour patterns. In fact, his inter-
pretation is based on the view that human beings
really act according to their intuition and previous
experience, and are defined by behaviour patterns
that would lead to collective cooperation and altru-
ism, that is to homo reciprocans.

Narrowing the Gap between Anthropology
and Economics

As we have seen, conventional economic
theory has avoided addressing the problem of
rationality by assigning patterns of behaviour
to the economic agents’ preferences and tastes.
The goal of which is to maximise a function of
utility, without considering the configuration of
these preferences that become the objects of
study of other social sciences (anthropology,
psychology, sociology, even philosophy). The
truth is that certain facts cannot be ignored, such
as socialisation, enculturation, the predominant
cultural models, customs, interpersonal imitation,
formal education and group linkage. This is be-
cause they determine individual preferences and
patterns of behaviour. As Polanyi stated: “He
does not act so as to safeguard his individual
interest in the possession of material goods; he
acts so as to safeguard his social standing, his
social claims, his social assets™ (1944).

Polanyi also differentiated between two types
of economy: the formal and the substantive econ-
omy. The formal economy is linked to the idea of
economic rationality and economising, which is
referring to the appropriate assignment of avail-
able means to an end. The substantive economy
is related to the interaction between man and his
social and natural environment, in order to satis-
fy needs that are not necessarily material. On the
other hand, as Joy (1967) recalled, Firth high-
lighted the difficulty in applying rational choice
models when studying social change and the
difference between what people think they
should be doing and what they had been hoping
to do and what they actually do in reality, as
observed.

In this classic ethnography on the Trobri-
and, Malinowski (1922) underlined the absence

of utility maximising patterns of behaviour in this
society where payments were made in kinds to
family members and by means of ceremonial do-
nations (Kula), and therefore concluded that the
behaviour of the economic man is conditioned
by culture and not by human nature. He thus
denied the possibility of drawing parallels or sim-
ilarities between the economic behaviour of in-
dividuals from “primitive societies” and those in
“western societies” while also rejecting the uni-
versality of the maximisation of utilities.

Ever since Mauss and Polanyi devised the
“theories of reciprocity” anthropologists there-
after based their analysis on these theories. They
made a distinction between social relations ver-
sus the contract, and goods versus merchan-
dise, marked by a vision of opposition between
“primitive” cultures and capitalist societies.

Vis-a-vis homo ceconomicus, in his “Essay
on the Gift”, Mauss shows how the commons,
corporate solidarity and reciprocal generosity are
priorities in traditional societies. Measures are
implemented (sometimes by means of rituals) for
the redistribution of goods before leading to an
individual’s accumulation. Additionally, Mauss
(1966) stated: “It is only our western societies
who have recently made man an ‘economic an-
imal’. But we are not yet all creatures of this
genus. Among the masses and the elites in our
society purely irrational expenditure is com-
monly practised. It is still characteristic of a
few of the fossilized remnants of our aristocra-
cy. Homo oeconomicus is not behind us, but lies
ahead”. On the other hand, Polanyi (1944) de-
fends the idea that the market economy is rela-
tively new, while the principle of reciprocity in
pre-state societies helps to ensure family pro-
duction and subsistence. This is even though
both reciprocity and redistribution became mar-
ket modulators when the state took up the cen-
tral role in the economy and in the protection of
the society.

As we know, economic anthropology has
been at the heart of an open debate between
formalists (Herskovits, Firth, Cohen) and sub-
stantivists (Polanyi, Dalton, Kaplan). The for-
malists declare themselves as supporters of the
applicability of neo-classical economic theory to
all societies, including the rational, selfish and
maximising behaviour. The substantivists where-
as claim that this economic theory is not of gener-
al but rather of particular and substantive appli-
cation, in such a way that economic institutions
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have to be studied on a case-by-case basis, and
therefore reject the separation of individual eco-
nomic behaviour from the historical, cultural and
institutional context. The formalists argue that
there are no specific economic means or purpos-
es. Only the process of assigning scarce resourc-
es to alternative ends is economic, thus strength-
ening the idea of maximisation. According to
substantivists, scarcity is not an essential con-
dition for man, but rather simply a condition of
market economies, while production and distri-
bution of goods in market-less societies is em-
bedded in non-economic institutions and social
relations (religion, kinship, moral values, politics,
etc.), and not in an independent or separate
sphere. Therefore, the individual choice is not
necessarily based on economic maximisation and
profit.

In dealing with the disagreement between
formalists and substantivists, Kaplan (1968)
points out that, while the formal theory is strictly
deductive, the substantivist method is markedly
inductive. The former excessively “economises”
society and holds an ethnocentric position, while
the latter excessively “socialises” the economy
and holds a relativist position. Cook (1966) harsh-
ly criticised the substantivist approach and
branded it as romantic for believing that “primi-
tives” are cooperative and altruist. Cancian (1966)
believed that the controversy stemmed from the
different interpretations of maximising behaviour,
and suggested that an analysis of how the term
maximisation is used would be needed for a wid-
er understanding. The main issue lies on how to
compare institutional models in different societ-
ies, taking into account cultural diversity which
would imply transcultural research. Cancian con-
cluded by criticising both formalism and sub-
stantivism, for he did not consider all the possi-
ble meanings of the term maximisation.

One of difficult areas that have been worked
on is in explaining individual economic behav-
iour, which is difficult with the common social
aim of supplying provisions, along with the con-
sequences that arise from interaction of individ-
ual versus social objectives. Bourdieu (1979) links
the idea of value with the social hierarchy, so
that individuals tend to consider those valuable
goods that incorporate social classes considered
high. This is incorporated related to the ideas of
taste and distinction that shapes a classificatory
system of values, lifestyles or habitus. For oth-
ers, as Mair (2015: 918), the neoliberalism is

founded on the economic rationality, and argued
that “the sphere of economic rationality should
be carefully constrained in order to preserve
moral life from its taint”. Also Barkin (2015) relat-
ed economic rationality and liberalism.

In short, the debate surrounds exchange cen-
tres on the opposition between “material sub-
stratum” (in Malinowski’s terms), and social re-
lations that is to say, between a culture’s materi-
al and immaterial aspects. Anthropology gives
priority to social questions, sometimes conflict-
ing with the vision of conventional economics.
Hence, Sahlins understood that ““a material
transaction is usually a momentary episode in
a continuous social relation (1972). However,
when an individual takes a rational decision, he/
she is conditioned by existing rules and struc-
tures. This by the institutionalisation of social
relations, the fact of belonging to a group, and
everything that is related to the social organisa-
tion of an economy in different cultural and his-
torical contexts. In this line of thought, some
economists suggested including these social
factors in their models; such as the fact of the
existence of formal or customary rules (Sethi and
Somanathan 1996), which links with the proposal
of Gintis (2000) on the homo parochius and with
work of Fehr and Gachter (1998) on the role of
reciprocity (homo reciprocans). McFarland (2016:
6) considers the reciprocity as a result of natural
selection, “These conditions are found in primi-
tive human societies, and reciprocal altruism has
played and important role in human evolution”.

Despite the attempts to narrow the gap with
other social disciplines, current economic
schools of thought have maintained this sim-
plistic vision of man, except for neo-institution-
alism perhaps, and for some authors who are ex-
cluded from the mainstream. It is thus appropri-
ate to show how different conclusions are
reached by economics and anthropology for the
same problems.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of the proposals made so far by
anthropology and economics suggests that, al-
though we may need to use generalisations as a
starting point in order to understand economic
behaviour, one single model is not enough. As
demonstrated, the concept of “economic rational-
ity” has changed over time. Meanings have been
changed according to the different theoretical
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currents of thought, and the increasing influence
between disciplines. Economists have widened
their perspectives towards other social scienc-
es, such as anthropology, and have gradually
left behind the selfish, calculating and antisocial
human being, while anthropologists have be-
come interested in economic behaviour patterns.
Despite the difficulties that interdisciplinary co-
operation entails (sometimes an excuse for curb-
ing scientific hegemony over certain areas, rath-
er than tackling insurmountable difficulties), the
researchers have found outstanding examples
of how the gap has narrowed, even in terms of
cooperation. This has challenged some of the
theoretical arguments that were forged on eco-
nomic rationality, and has gradually enriched
possible responses.

Economic anthropology provides economists
with a more microscopic and qualitative vision
on analysing economic behaviour, and a wider
overview thanks to the inclusion of non-capital-
ist societies and their cultural diversity. The as-
sumption that every individual acts merely in self-
interest may be a useful simplification which al-
lows for the construction of a model. Yet this
paper doubts the applicability and validity of this
model for all cases, since if is expected that the
reality of the model should be tried and illustrat-
ed. The influence and the marriage between so-
cial sciences calls into question the concept of a
selfish, utility-maximising homo ceconomicus,
who makes rational choices and interacts with
other individuals with the aim of optimising his
social welfare level. Firstly, due to the importance
granted to the institutionalisation of socio-eco-
nomic practices that is, the organisation of eco-
nomics in institutions - be they prescriptive or
customary - involved in establishing an order,
therefore different alternatives on which a sub-
ject is able to take decisions are put forward,
from a “rational choice” to observable “revealed
preferences”. Secondly, in opposition to ratio-
nality and the idea that an individual makes choic-
es based on his preferential desires, an ethical
approach develops, taking into account feelings,
commitments, exogenous factors (“limited ratio-
nality”) and interpersonal relations. Hedonist
rationality based on utilitarianism and self-inter-
est is left behind and replaced by a broader con-
cept that includes goals and very different ob-
jectives. Thirdly, individuals are placed in their
respective socio-cultural context in order to un-
derstand their respective economic behaviour,

and in those collective settings in which it is
possible to observe patterns of cooperation and
altruism and his clearly leads to an overlapping
of anthropology and economics. Therefore, the
researchers have gone from homo ceconomicus
to homo reciprocans. Neo-classical economic ra-
tionality is no longer the only possible rational-
ity, have touched on other factors such as the
commons, prestige, solidarity, justice and equi-
ty. There are other types of rationality that are
neither pragmatic nor instrumental because their
goals are inherent to action or because they fol-
low another reasoning, for example, a symbolic
reasoning that does not pursue optimisation or
maximisation but rather other objectives.

In anthropology, these conclusions had been
reached before economics. Reciprocity, based on
the ethnographic examples of “primitive societ-
ies”, underscores the diversity in economic pat-
terns of behaviour and also addresses cultural
diversity. But above all, reciprocity rejects the
universality of the notion of maximising utilities
and of economic rationality. Nonetheless, differ-
ences of opinion also arise among anthropolo-
gists, not only among economists or between
economists and anthropologists. The difference
of opinion between formalists and substantiv-
ists sheds light on the dichotomous parameters
that feed into the debate on economic behav-
iour: capitalism versus primitivism, individuals
versus collectives, maximisation versus reciproc-
ity, selfishness verses altruism, accumulation
versus distribution, inequality versus equality,
rationality versus arbitrariness, desires and feel-
ings. All in all, the researchers question the ex-
istence of a rational, utility and profit-maximis-
ing homo ceconomicus. Rather, the economic
nature of human beings is recreated, redefined,
in each time and place, in each sociocultural con-
text, in each setting because at the end of the
day each economic exercise is an enactment.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In the course of this research, the authors
identified various concepts where further re-
search was needed, or a more comprehensive
review of the documents and speciality bibliog-
raphy. Clarity and collaboration between both
disciplines, anthropology and economic is need-
ed, in order to obtain better results in the analysis
of economic and cultural processes and institu-
tions. The researchers present their findings
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with the hope that as you research further the
objectives will be achieved more appropriately
and to serve as a model for methodological and
substantive debates, on important scientific con-
tributions economic rationality.

REFERENCES

Arrow K 1951. Social Choice and Individual Values.
Nueva York: John Wiley and Sons.

Barkin S 2015. Constructivism, realism, and the vari-
ety of human natures. In: D Jacobi, A Freyberg-Inan
(Eds.): Human Beings in International Relations.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 156-171.

Bardhan P, Ray | 2008. Methodological approaches in
economics and anthropology. In: JB Davis, W Dofs-
ma (Eds.): The Elgar Companion to Social Econom-
ics. Cheltenham: Elgar Publishing Limited, pp. 427-
456.

Bourdieu P 1979. La distinction. Critique social du juge-
ment. Paris: Les éditions de Minuit.

Buckley PJ, Casson M 1993. Economics as an imperial
social sciences. Human Relations, 46(9): 1035-1052.

Burling R 1962. Maximization theories on the study of
Economic Anthropology. American Anthropologist,
64(4): 802-821.

Cancian F 1966. Maximization as Norm Strategy and
Theory: A comment on programmatic statements in
Economic Anthropology. American Anthropologist,
68(2): 465-470.

Cohen PS 1967. Economic analysis and economic man:
Some comments on a controversy. In: F Raymond
(Ed.): Themes in Economic Anthropology. London:
Routledge, pp. 91-118.

Cook S 1966. Obsolete “Anti-Market” mentality: A
critique of the substantive approach to Economic
Anthropology. American Anthropologist, 68(2): 323-
345.

Dalton G 1961. Economic Theory and primitive soci-
ety. American Anthropologist, 63(1): 1-25.

Dalton G 1978. Is Economics Anthropology of inter-
est to economists? American Economic Review,
68(2): 23-27.

Douglas M T 1973. The exclusion of economics. Times
Literary, 6: 781-782.

Esminger J 1998. Anthropology and the new institu-
tionalism. Journal of Institutional and Theoretical
Economics, 154(4): 774-789.

Fehr E, Géachter S 1998. Reciprocity and economics:
The economic implications of homo reciprocans.
European Economic Review, 42: 845-859.

Firth R 1929. Primitive Economics of the New Zealand
Maoris. London: Routledge.

Gintis H 2000. Game Theory: A Problem-centered In-
troduction to Modeling Strategic Interaction. New
Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Grosshard A 1978. Towards a marriage between econom-
ics and anthropology and a general theory of marrige.
American Economics Review, 68(2): 33-37.

Henrich J et al. 2004. Foundations of Human Sociali-
ty: Economic Experiments and Ethnographic Evi-
dence From Fifteen Small-scale Societies. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Herskovits MJ 1952. Economic Anthropology: A Study
in Comparative Economics. New York: Alfred A.
Knopf.

Joy L 1967. One economist’s view of the relationship
between Economics and Anthropology. In: F Ray-
mond (Ed.) : Themes in Economic Anthropology.
London: Routledge, pp. 29-46.

Kaplan D 1968. The formal-substantive controversy
in Economic Anthropology: Reflections on its wider
implications. Southwestern Journal of Anthropolo-
gy, 24(3): 228-251.

Keynes JM 1936. The General Theory of Employment
Interest and Money. London: Macmillan.

Knight FH 1941. Anthropology and Economics. Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 49: 247-268.

LeClair EE 1962. Economic Theory and Economic
Anthropology. American Anthropologist, 64(6):
1179-12083.

Lipton M 1992. Economics and Anthropology: Ground-
ing models in relationships. World Development,
20(10): 1541-1546.

Mair J 2015. The concept of neoliberalism as a moral
schema. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Insti-
tute, 21: 917-920.

Malinowski B 1922. Argonauts of the Western Pacific.
London: Routledge.

Mauss M 1966. The Gift: Forms and Functions of Ex-
change in Archaic Societies. London: Cohen and West
Ltd. (1% Edition 1950).

McFarland D 2016. The Biological Bases of Economic
Behaviour : A Concise Introduction. New York: Pal-
grave Macmillan.

Mill JS 1967. On the definition of Political Economy
and the method of investigation proper to it. In: JM
Robson (Ed.) : Collected Works of John Stuart Mill.
Vol. IV. Essays on Economics and Society 1824-1845.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, pp. 309-339
(1%t Edition 1836).

Morgan LH 1877. Ancient Society. New York: Henry
Holtand Co.

North DC 1990. Institutions Institutional Change and
Economic Performance. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Ostrom E 2003. Toward a Behavioral Theory linking
trust reciprocity and reputation. In: E Ostrom, J
Walker (Eds.): Trust and Reciprocity. Interdiscipli-
nary Lessons from Experimental Research. New York:
Ruge Sage Foundation, pp. 19-79.

Pearson H 2000. Homo Economicus goes native 1859-
1945: The rise and fall of primitive economics. His-
tory of Political Economy, 32(4): 933-989.

Polanyi K 1944. The Great Transformation: The Polit-
ical and Economic Origins of Our Time. Boston:
Beacon Press.

Posner RA 1980. Anthropology and Economics. Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 88(3): 608-616.

Rao V, Walton M (Eds.) 2004. Culture and Public Ac-
tion. California: Stanford University Press.

Sahlins MD 1972. Stone Age Economics. Chicago: Al-
dine-Atherton Inc.

Samuelson PA 1938. A note on the pure theory of con-
sumer’s behaviour. Economica, 5: 61-71.

Sen AK 1977. Rational fools: Critique of the Behavior-
al Foundations of Economic Theory. Philosophy and
Public Affairs, 6(4): 317-344.



530 CELESTE JIMENEZ DE MADARIAGA AND JUAN JOSE GARCIA DEL HOYO

Sethi R, Somanathan E 1996. The evolution of social
norms in common property resource use. American
Economic Review, 86(4): 766-788.

Simon HA 1955. A behavioral model of rational choice.
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 69(1): 99-118.
Simon HA 1985. Human nature in politics: The dia-
logue of Psychology with Political Science. Ameri-

can Political Science Review, 79(2): 293-304.

Smith A 1904. An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes
of the Wealth of Nations. Volume I. London: Meth-
uen and Co. (1 Edition 1776).

Smith VL 2003. Constructivist and ecological rational-
ity in economics. American Economic Review, 93(3):
465-508.

Veblen T 1898. Why is economics not an evolution-
ary science. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 12:
373-397.

Veblen T 1915. The Theory of Leisure Class: An Eco-
nomic Study of Institutions. New York: Macmillan
(1 Edition 1899).

Paper received for publication on March 2015
Paper accepted for publication on February 2016



