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In the West, until the late nineteenth century a movement toward
full private ownership corresponded with the demise of feudalism,
the rise of capitalism, and industrialization. 3! But the movement has
reversed since. *? And industrialization in the Soviet Union has been
accomplished with quite a different property system.
The correlation of specific systems of property rights with the oth
elements of social organization3?—as well as with the environments
which societies find themselves—would be of obvious importanc
And perhaps some useful generalizations can be drawn. I cannot
it, however. Every attempt I have made is refuted by a counterexa
ple actually observed in the field. The data indicate that, althou
property rights exist everywhere, what is necessary about them is Ju
that some exist. It appears that many specific systems of ownership
are compatible with any set of environmental conditions and social

structures,

Territoriality, Acquisitiveness, and Egoism

The argument given above for the necessity of property rights (and
thus the explanation for their universality) was sociological, I want
to turn now to some issues in soc10b1010gy, ethology, and social
psychology.

If existing human beings are necessarily territorial, acquisitive, |
and egoistic (whether for reasons of genetics, psychology, or sociol-
ogy), then much seems to follow for the theory of property rights.
The liberty to pursue egoistic goals, and the liberty to acquire and
keep both territory and other valuables, will be seen as fundamental

“human needs. Such needs create a powerful presumption in favor of
the justifiability of social institutions (e.g., systems of private prop-
exty rights) that satisfy those needs.

Not all (proposed) human needs create such a presumption, of
course. If there are dispositions toward altruism, toward sharing,
toward cooperation, and toward the achievement of intimacy in so-
cial relationships, then the liberties to act out those dispositions will
also be fundamental needs—needs that may create presumptions in
favor of social institutions that conflict with private property.

Property theory in our century is remarkable for its avoidance of
these issues.?* But the avoidance is in part justifiable. The current
data on territoriality, egoism, altruism, individual distance, coopera-
tiveness, acquisitiveness, and the like seem to be of very little con-
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structive use. The data have significant destructive uses, of course.
Early attempts to prove the existence of an acquisitive instinct in hu-
mans {whether from the supposed existence of primitive communism
or the supposed prevalence of collecting behavior in children) have
been debunked % The Social Darwinists’ evolutionary argument for
the primacy of egoism and selfishness has been exploded.?¢ And in-
cautious interpretations of ethological material, to the effect that ter-
ritoriality, aggression, and dominance structures have a preponder-
ant role in human behavior have had to be revised.®

But constructive guidance for property theory, drawn from these
materials, is very thin. Part of this is due to their lack of specific ap-
plicability to property rights, and part of it is due to their equivocal
results. To explain:

The work on territoriality and individual distance is fascinating, 3
but its applicability to any specific form of property rights is highly
questionable. Territoriality, to the extent that it is a human species

- characteristic, is clearly as much a group phenomenon (whether of
. family, clan, tribe, or nation) as it is an individual one. And the “ter-
_ ritorial imperative” for individuals—which is what would be related
| to private property rights—is clearly satisfiable in so many ways as to
rovide little or no foundation for arument. If a fixed term, inalien-
ble, untransmissible lease on an apartment will satisfy it as well as
ull ownership of a house (and I know of no evidence to suggest the
ontrary), then the territorial imperative gives virtually no com-
ands to a property theorist. Similarly, the work on individual dis-
ance, although giving support to arguments for very minimal rights
: pnvacy and freedom from trespass of one’s personal boundaries,
Iso gives no guidance to property theorists. There is much cultaral
d individual variation in the distances demanded by people—
hether for intimate encounters, casual conversations, or living ar-
angements. It thus hardly seems possible to use such data in argu-
nts for or against specific forms of property.
The equivocal nature of these matetials with respect to property
rights issues is another problem. Humans demand private spaces and
set various sorts of interpersonal distances for carrying on social rela-
tionships, but they also seek the sort of conviviality and intimacy that
depends on ignoring (while not violating) personal boundaries.*® If
humans are instinctually aggressive and violent, they are also instinc-
tually loving. The ethological evidence is equally strong for each.*® If
egoism and selfishness are genotypic traits now—due to their evolu-
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tionary adaptiveness— then so are cooperation and altruism. Evolu-
tionary theory supports the existence of both sorts of traits, !

In short, the sociobiological materials on the sorts of species char-
acteristics of interests to property theorists are not (now) of much use.
The work in these fields should be watched, however, for the possibil
2ty of a significant contribution to property arguments is there, A
the contribution made, if it ever is, could push property theory eith
way: toward an extension of full Private ownership or toward t
Teverse,

Reciprocity

Of much more immediate use than the material from sociobiology,
is some sociological work in exchange theory—the attempt to give
general account of the social function of exchanges of goods an
services.
~ The obvious place (for modern westerner) to start in tiying to u
derstand exchange is with a narrow economic assumption: that ex
changes of goods and services are to be understood in terms of the
perceived self-maximization of economic value on the part of each -
participant. But this does not take one very far in explaining anthro-
pological data such as the potlatch®? and the Kula exchange.® In |
fact, exchange in very many primitive societies has an aspect that ini- '
tially puzzled Western observers: the requirement of reciprocity (and
the consequent lack of any significant economic profit for the
participants), _

Some elements of reciprocal exchanges could be undexstood along
standard economic lines, of course. Malinowski describes the ritu-
alized exchanges of fish for garden produce between coastal tribes
and inland tribes in the Trobriand Islands as an obvious economic
necessity.* Rates of exchange exist; money, too, in some primitive
societies. And examples of the profit motive, greed, sharp business
practice, and theft are plentiful. But the institution of the obligatory
exchange of gifts of equal value is widespread enough—and central
enough to the structure of those societies in which it has a prominent
place—that it struck some observers as an important thing to study.
And the topic has more than historic interest. Reciprocal exchanges
pervade modern societies as well. Some are ritual—for example, the
giving of Christmas gifts. Others are embedded in etiquette —for ex-
ample, returning dinner invitations. |
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There are two competing approaches to social exchange theory.*5
One, traceable to Durkheim, has a collectivist character. “Social
facts” are primary, and social exchange is seen primarily as a func-
tion of social structure. This approaches emphasizes what has been
called generalized exchange — transactions in which people do not
get reciprocity directly from the individual(s) to whom they give but
depend instead on complex social processes to produce the reciprocal
benefit. An example is what Peter Ekeh calls chain generalized ex-
change —a series of transactions in which A gives to B; B gives to C
.. . and Z gives to A.*% Such exchanges are taken to be expressions of
more fundamental social structures and processes. That is, it is sup-
posed that the social structures (kinship or whatever) come first, and
generalized exchange grows up as a way of preserving, enhancing,
and symbolizing them. 4’

The other approach to social exchange theory is more individu-
alistic. It begins with face-to-face transactions and axgues that social
structures are at least in part functions of such transactions. Peter
Blau’s work in exchange theory is an example of this approach, and
it deserves attention from property theorists for reasons I shall shortly
mention, 48 o
=: In outline, Blau's account is as follows: (1) Begin with What he calls

the forces of social attraction, defined as whatever may cause people
o seek contact with each othexr. In Maslovian terms, these forces may
e survival needs, security needs, or self-needs. (2) Action in accord
ith such forces stimulates reciprocal exchange transactions. To get
hat one wants from others (without force or fraud), one ordinarily
as to provide something of comparable value to those others. (3) As
ng as the exchange is reciprocal (i.e., of roughly equal valuables),
cial equilibrium is maintained. (4) But just as surely as the forces of
cial attraction stimulate exchange, so too exchange stimulates
atus and power differentiation. Some people will find themselves at
disadvantage in exchanges and will have to rely on force or fraud in
«-place of reciprocity, or they will have to reciprocate by substituting
deference or subservience for, say, material goods. (5) Those who
find themselves at a considerable advantage in exchanges, with the
resultant benefits of power and status, will try to institutionalize and
legitimate those advantages. (6) Those who are at a disadvantage will
resist the institutionalization and legitimation of status and power
differentials, (7) The resultant dialectic between the advantaged and
disadvantaged explains a good deal, Blau thinks, about afl social in-
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stitutions, however simple or complex, however central or peripheral
to the social order. And it all rests on the notion of reciprocity.

This is not the place to discuss the details and scope of Blaw’s views
or to assess the opposing “collectivist” accounts of social exchange. It
is enough for present purposes to point out that, however incomple
this account may be, the processes it describes are indisputably pe
vasive in, and central to, human life as we know it. The relevance of
this material to the moral arguments for and against property shoul
be clear. To the extent that a specific system of property rights tent
to produce and perpetuate inequalities of power and status th:
make reciprocity among members of a social order difficult or impo,
sible, and to the degree that such lack of ability to reciprocate is u
justifiable (whether for reasons of fairness or reasons of utility), the
one will have powerful support for the antiproperty arguments fro
inequality and disutility.

‘The Labor Principle

I turn back, now, from sociological theory to anthropologlcal
data—specifically, to data relating to laborers’ entitlements to prop-
erty. The practice of assigning to some laborers at least some of the |
- rights of ownership in the things they produce appears to be a univer-
sal one.** I shall call the basis of this practice the labor principle —to
distinguish it from the moral argument for property which I have
called the labor “theory.”

The labor principle, however, if it is to characterize a universal so-
cial practice, must be stated in a highly qualified way. For example,
one must state it so as to take account of the fact that in many cul-
tures whole groups of people (e.g., children, women, slaves) are sys-
tematically excluded from holding some sorts of property. Their
labor is thus not always recognized with property rights, even in a so-
ciety that grants others nearly full ownership over the things they
produce. Further, it is often the case (in primitive societies and thor-
oughly socialistic ones as well) that laborers obtain only very limited
sets of ownership rights for their efforts, for example, the right to dis-
tribute the meat from a kill, perhaps reserving the hide, sinews, and
choicest portions of meat for oneself, but otherwise taking a share
equal to that of people who did not make the kill themselves.5® It is
only a very restricted form of the labor principle, then, that can be

said to be universal.
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Even so, the universality is impressive. If one looks only at personal
articles {clothing, personal adornments, household implements, toys)

~ and at rather simple productive goods (e.g., spears, hoes, axes), and

if one then looks at actual practices rather than whatever formal le-
gal or moral code may exist, the labor principle can be stated in a
much less qualified way. It seems that all recorded societies (for which
we have such data) recognize in practice laborers’ entitlements to

- purely personal articles and simple productive goods the laborers

have produced.

The reason(s) for the universality of the labor principle have not
been systematically explored by modern social science. 5! People make
remarks indicating that they think the reasons are obvious®2 and then
mention the sense of “psychological appropriation” of a thing that

- accompanies producing it.*® The thing becomes “identified” with its

- maker, not only in the maker’s mind, but in the minds of those who
have seen it made. But remarks, however intuitively clear, are one
thing; sound social psychology is another. It would be illuminating
for property theorists to have the benefit of a defensible psychological
theory explicity relating the labor principle to something like Mas-
low’s hierarchy of needs. If it were then possible to relate forms and
levels of need satisfaction to social development, one might have
uite a powerful basis for moral argument at the levels of specific
d particular justification.

In any case, for whatever reasons, the labor principle describes a
cial practice that is a fixture of human society. Its scope is oftén
rited by the systematic exclusion of some groups from full citizen-
p in the social order. The entitlements it gives are often limited to
'y restricted forms of ownership—or to ownership over a very re-
icted range of things, But for the purposes of moral arguinent, it
'ms fair to conclude that the burden of proof is on those who would
trict or limit it, not on those who would act in accord with it.

-Property and the Right to Use

A rather different, and striking finding in the anthropological and
historical data on property rights concerns the extent to which
owners’ use rights are typically restricted. In some primitive societies,
for example, the people who own major means of production like ca-
noes have an obligation to keep them in use.’ An owner may refuse
to take the canoe out himself, but he must allow others to do so on
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demand. Similarly in some agricultural societies: fallow land can be
used for gardening by anyone, even without getting the owner’s per-
mission.5* In Europe, as late as Grotius, one finds references to an
analogous principle of “innocent use” with respect to land. ¢ (The or-
igin and scope of the principle is somewhat obscure, but it seems t
have come down from archaic law and to have prohibited ownet
from taking legal action against trespassers as long as they were in n
way interfering with the owners’ use of the land.) Of course in ou
own case one of the thorniest conceptual and political-qgestiori
about property concerns the extent to which the government ca
compromise an owner’s use rights (e.g., by zoning regulations) with
out running afoul of the constitutional prohibition of the taking o
property without compensation.

In short, it is safe to say that use rights are everywhere among tk:
most restricted of the rights that make up the notion of full owner
ship. Indeed, even in Honoré’s /st of the elements of full ownership
(see above, pages 190-91), one such general restriction is included
the prohibition of harmful use. As Honoré points out, although in*
some legal systems “no harmful use” may mean no more than “no ac-
tive use of a thing to do physical injury to people,” in other legal sys-
tems it includes a prohibition of economic and/or aesthetic injury,
and in still others shades into a requirement for productive use.’”
What is true in this regard of developed legal systems (Honorés
frame of reference) seems clearly true of societies in general, devel- |
oped or not. _

It is not possible, however, to correlate restrictions on use rights in
any stmple way with things like scarcity, or political, social, and eco-
nomic development. One might think, for example, that the more
urgent the social need for something that is privately owned, neces-
sarily the more severely would the owner’s use rights be restricted.
Some societies provide evidence of this. *® But other societies—even
some exhibiting a considerable degree of cooperativeness— have in
fact dealt with scarcity by making owners’ use rights more exclusive
rather than less exclusive. 5

Similarly for social, political, and economic development. One
might think that as social, political, or economic roles and structures
become more specialized, and the members of society more complexly
interdependent, use rights would necessarily be compromised. But the
growth of Anglo-American property law since feudal times defies a
straightforward analysis of this type. A movement toward full ownez-
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ship coincided with increasing complexity until the late nineteenth
century. ¢

Even if no “simple” correlations can be found, however, there is
one striking observation of some importance for property theory. Be-
ginning with the “static” fact of the typically restricted character of
use rights, and then looking for “dynamic” correlations with chang-
ing social structures, convinces one that #n practice, use rights have
always been vulnerable to significant and more or less continuous re-
definition. Their vulnerability appears nearly as great, in fact, as
that of the right to income (which is nearly always subject to taxa-
tion). Our current problems with land-use policy and environmental
law are not aberrations in this regard. The fragility of use rights (rel-
ative to most other property rights) is the rule, not the exception.

Property and Rights to Transfer

If use rights are often heavily restricted, rights to transfer property
are sometimes altogether absent. In many primitive societies, as well
as feudal societies in the Western tradition, property in land passed
only by fixed rules of inberitance; owners could not transmit it by
will 61 Further, in feudal societies inter vivos transfers of land at first
equired permission of the lord. In some primitive societies, such
ransfers were forbidden altogether. In short, free alienability of
property, and the power to dispose of one’s holdings through a will,
are rather recent accretions to the notion of ownership—neither nat-
ural nor necessary to human society per se.
. This point can be made more intelligible by a brief excursion into
“omparative economics, specifically into the work of Karl Polanyi -
ind his followers. %2 Polanyi maintained that modern economic the-
5ty is an inadequate tool for understanding the economics of primi-
ive and archaic societies; indeed, inadequate for handling very much
anything that existed prior to the seventeenth century. This is so,
beld, because modern economic theory, whether socialist or capi-
alist, is essentially the theory of market exchange, and market econ-
omies are an aberration in human history. It is not that markets were
unknown in primitive, archaic, and feudal societies, but simply that
it is inaccurate to characterize their economic systems as market econ-
omies (and thus inappropriate to analyze their systems solely in terms
of the theory of market exchange as developed bymodern economists).

Polanyi identified three fundamental forms of economic ex-
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change % One is reciprocaty, in which an individual, household, or
tribe exchanges goods with others out of mutual social obligations
based on friendship, kinship, or some status hierarchy. These ex-
changes in fact create and maintain a stable supply of goods and ser-
vices, but they are embedded in underlying social institutions (e.g.
kinship structures) that have much broadexr functions. They a
characterized by the absence of profit (hence the name “reciprocit
and lack the familar supply-and-demand dynamics. Modern ec
nomic theory is largely inapplicable to such transactions. ‘

A second fundamental form of economic transaction, according;
Polanyi, is redsstrzbution, in which producers turn over their goo
and/or labor power to some central authority where it is pooled wi
others and then redistributed. Here the exchange from producer
authority is a product of political or religious obligations, and the 1
distribution is based on anything from recognized moral, political,
religious principles to the whim of the authority. Again, Polanyi i
plies, the analytical tools of modern economic theory are largely be:
side the point, :

The third form of economic transaction is market exchange. It is |
this form of exchange— in which individuals or groups offer goods or |
services to anyone willing and able to pay an acceptable price—with
which modern economic theory is designed to deal. | |

Polanyi acknowledges that all three fundamental forms of eco-
nomic exchange have existed in all societies of record. But he argues -
that economic systems as a whole must be classified by reference to -
which form of exchange is the dominant one, how it dominates the
others, and how it is supplemented with the other two types. Helen
Codere, ® following Polanyi, thus characterizes systems in which re-
ciprocity predominates as social economies (because exchanges come
predominantly out of the task of fulfilling broader social obliga-
tions). Systems in which redistribution predominates are called
political economies—to bring out the fact that exchanges occur pri-
marily in fulfillment of political obligations. Systems in which mar-
ket exchange predominates are market economies.

Polanyi’s contestable historical and normative claims (e.g., that -
market economies are a recent and rather deplorable aberration in
human history) need not concein us here. What is important for
present purposes is, first, the fact that his analytical framework fits
the available data on primitive, archaic, and modern economies.
There are at least these three fundamental forms of economic ex-
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change, and recorded economic systems do tend to be dominated by
one sort or another, with the remaining ones in subsidiary roles. %

The second thing of importance here is the light Polanyi’s analysis
sheds on the “naturalness” of different forms of ownership-—specifi-
cally, but by no means exclusively, on the very restricted rights found
in many primitive and archaic societies. In this light it is clear, for
one thing, that a general argument for the utility of free alienability
and transmissibility can be sound only if one assumes the existence of
a market economy—or at any rate, only insofar as one assumes a
movement toward market exchange of the relevant goods. Social and:
pohtlcal economies may require very different arrangements.

It is thus quite unlikely that any general theory of property will in-
clude unrestricted rights to transfexr, for it has long been admitted
that the labor theory does not support them, % and I see no way to
make the argument from political liberty carry the whole burden of
justification (at least in the fact of opposition from the utility argu-
ment and nonsupport from the labor theory). The justification, of
rights to transfer must therefore take place at the level of specific jus-
tification, and the central, general truth about such justifications is -
that they will be controlled by what sort of economy one is faced with.

Some Other Areas of Research

The considerations I have advanced are by no means exhaustive of
he moral basis of property, of course, They are intended to reopen
n old field, not to enclose it. But some tentative conclusions for
roperty theory can be drawn from them. Before doing that, how-
ver, I want to make a few remarks about some areas of research I
ave not yet mentioned, areas whose results I suspect will one day be
ery important parts of the moral basis of property rights.

Pexsonality Theoxy
t has sometimes been remarked that property is necessary for the
full development of personality. I say “remarked” rather than “ar-
gued” because aside from Beaglehole’s criticism of the notion,®” X
have not been able to find a significant and sustained argument on
the subject. What one can find is a scattering of remarks, such as Arx-
istotle’s contention that property is connected to the development of
“the virtue of generosity, ® and Hegel’s suggestion that property acqui-
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sition is something natural to the exercise of human freedom and
will.® Some work in modern personality theory seems tantalizingly
close to such concerns (e.g., on territoriality and “spacing” behav-
ior), but I know of no serious attempt to relate it to property theory.

The result is that when one turns to what is perhaps the most obvious,
source of data for the moral basis of property—that is; personality
theory — one finds very little help. Putting aside Freudian speculati
about anal retentiveness and its relations to miserliness, kleptomam
and collecting behavior, it is hard to find material of more than si
ply suggestive value, '

Part of this is no doubt due to the constraints of experimental sc
ence. Ways of testing territoriality and spacing behavior virtua
suggest themselves. Property rights, however, are evidently much
more difficult to deal with.

Even so, one would think that personality theorists could make 2
dlrect and significant contribution to property theory. The study of

“agency” surely has relevance to the normative problems of libert
And the development of personality may in fact involve the psych
logical appropriation of things. I hope that we will see some work of
this sort in personality theory soon.

The Theory of Political Development

‘The results of work in comparative politics— particularly systems
and functional analysis—may one day have an important impact on
property theory. At present, the results seem too general to be of
much use, but I shall indicate briefly where I think the future impor-
tance may lie.

Some theorists’® have proposed the thesis that the development of
political systems from traditional forms (e.g., patriarchy, patrimony,
feudalism) through historical bureaucratic empires to modern demo-
cratic and authoritarian forms is characterized most fundamentally
by ever increasing role and structure specialization, substructure au-
tonomy, and “secularization” of the political culture. If this is so, and
if the future direction of development can be predicted, then it may be
possible to argue for the functional necessity of certain forms of
property.

It is of course possible to make functional arguments concerning
the current situation, but in the absence of defensible judgments
about the probable course of development, they are rather weak. They
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are vulnerable to the standard normative challenges to preserving the
status quo. If other sorts of systems have worked, and are morally
better, then why preserve this one? |

So the interesting material will come, I think, from the theory of
political development. But as I say, the results so far seem to be too
general to be of much use for property theory.

Obligations to Future Generations

One final remark before I turn to some conclusions. Work from
economics, psychology, ecology, and other sources that bears on the
questions of saving and/or providing for future generations will
clearly have an important impact on the spec1f1c justification of prop-
erty rights. I refer here not to work that is in itself normative (i.e.,
that constitutes an argument for or against obligations to future gen-
erations), but rather to work that is part of the basis for such norma-
tive arguments. What constitutes an economically efficient savings
principle, for example? What, if any, foundation does personality
theory supply for various versions of the right to transmit? These and
other questions, which need answers for other reasons as well, also
-nieed answers for the purposes of property theory.

Economic Theory

‘This is, of couzse, already addressing the problems of specific justi-
-ation directly. Arguments about the impact of various property sys-
ms on production, or on the economy as a whole, are numerous and
minating. Hypotheses about the connections between property ar-
ngements and economic development—or socioeconomic institu-
Ans—have also been advanced. No philosophical account of the
bral basis of propetty can be complete without taking these matters
consideration.”

CONCILUSIONS
Perhaps enough has been said, for present purposes, about the
substance of what I have called the moral basis of property—enough -
to indicate its importance to property theory. I want to conclude by
drawing some tentative conclusions from the material just presented,
conclusions that illustrate the sort of contribution such considera-
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tions can make to the general theory of property rights.

Most of the conclusions to follow are in the forms of rebuttable
presumptions. Considerations drawn from the moral basis of prop-
erty do not establish normative judgments either directly or conclu-
sively. Rather, they help to establish principles upon which it is 1€a-
sonable to act in the absence of countervailing evidence. (I shall ma
no comment here on what would count as countervailing evidenc

on the likelihood of its being found.)

The Necessity of Property
The leading conclusion from this survey of the moral basis of pr
erty is undoubtedly a presumption in favor of the conclusion that
extensive system of private ownexship is a necessary feature of hum
societies. This conclusion is drawn directly from reflection on the fa
that ownership has many varieties, and that, once the wide variet
torms of ownership is recognized, extensive systems of private pr opef'
appear to be universal. The burden of proof is thus surely on anyone
who holds that a propertyless society—whatever that might mean—
is a possibility. 72 |
The significance of this presumption is questionable, however. It
gives no guidance on the issue of what sort of things (beyond the con- :
sumables necessary for survival) should be privately owned and
in what way. Further, the varieties of ownership cover such a wide -
range —from the mere right to use to full ownership — that it is ques-
tionable whether the bare presumption in favor of some extensive sys- :
tem of ownership advances moral argument at all, '

The Possibility of Plurality

Combined with some other conclusions, however, the presumption
in favor of the necessity of property begins to look stronger. For one
thing, it is clear from the anthxopologmal and historical evidence
that there must be a presumption in favor of the “naturalness” and
functional adequacy of a wide range of sorts of property systems— -
even given very similar social and environmental circumstances. Ar-
guments for the functional necessity of a specific sort of property sys- -
tem, no matter how severe the environment or well defined the social
conditions, are thus highly unlikely to succeed. One is likely to be
able to find examples of similar societies, in similar circumstances,
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that managed very well with quite a different system of pxoperty
rights.

The Presumption Against Full, Exclusive Ownership
However, this general rule, is subject to exceptions. A presumption
‘against full, exclusive ownership of anything other than items pro-
duced or purchased solely with one’s labor is derivable from the (ap-
‘parent) absence of such a practice in human history. Private owner-
iship of things other than the products of purely pesonal labor seems
‘always to be either less than full or less than exclusive.

The Vulnerability of Use Rights
Further, use rights are properly vulnerable to continuous redefini-

promise—a guarantee that mere utility for an individual or for the
social order as a whole will not justify interference with the right
holders’ liberties, justify a change in their powers and immunities, or

c re to us the right to our income is subject to the condition that taxes
may be levied, so too the promise of the right to use must usually be
u Herstood as subject to conditions. One such condition (always pres-
€ t though defined in widely divergent ways) is the prohibition of
gmful use. But the virtual ubiquity with which use rights are subject
other conditions (e.g., the possibility of rezoning) shifts the burden
proof to those who wish to establish a stonger sort of use right.

The Labor Principle

A strong presumption in favor of securing to laborers some fairly
nsive property rights over the fruits of their labor is clear. This
is a universal practice that puts the onus of proof on its opponents.

The Possibility of Reciprocity
In potential conflict with the labor principle, however, is support
from exchange theory for the contention that the antiproperty argu-
ments from inequality and disutility must be weighted very heavily in

tion. The recognition of rights by a social order has the character of a ™

justify a change in the duties of others. But promises can be condi-
tional. Just as we all understand that the government’s promise to se- 1

o,
M’““*"wﬂ-m/"
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specific justification. The functional importance of maintaining t}
capacity for reciprocal exchanges among all members of a societ
and the role property rights obviously can play in this task, enhanc
the importance of those antiproperty arguments.

The Nature of Property Theory

Undoubtedly other conclusions could be drawn from the ma
here presented, but I shall content myself with one final remark!
problems of specific justification reveal themselves here as doubly
ordinate. They are, of course, subordinate to the results of ge
justification through what I have called the compatibility req
ment—that is, the requirement that specific forms of property
be compatible with the requirements placed on all ownership b
general justifications of property rights. But the evidence from
theory of economic systems suggests that specific justification is sub
ordinate in yet another way—subordinate to prior normative deci
sions about the fundamental nature of the economic system. Th
type of economic system one wants to maintain (whether a social, po
litical, or market economy, for example), will obviously be a decisiv
factor in many aspects of specific justification, (Free alienability, fo|
instance, is required by market exchange). The possibility of g'cz:ttin{i
a prior justification of specific forms of property which would ther
determine decisions about the fundamental nature of the economi
system seems so remote as to be negligible. I have elsewhere’® care
fully considered the inventory of arguments for property rights, and |
tind no glimmering of an argument that could be that powerful a
the level of specific justification. It seems more than likely, then, thai
progress with specific justification will be helped not simply by the
considerations I have labeled the moral basis of property; it will de:
pend on such considerations— particularly those drawn from com.
parative economics and politics.

NOTES

1. A remark on my use of the term “moral.” By a moral argument I
mean an “all-things-considered” argument— one not limited to con-
siderations of prudence alone or duty alone or utility alone, but one
that includes all such considerations (as well as any others that are rel-
evant). Secondarily, of course, a subsidiary argument, taken as ¢ part
of such an “all-things-considered” approach will often be referred to
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as 2 moral argument. Whether the concept of morality implicit in this
usage is a defensible one in terms of ordinary and/or philosophical
language does not concern me here. (I have argued elsewhere that it
is. See “The Finality of Moral Judgments,” Philosophical Review 82
[1978]. pp. 864-71.) All-things-considered arguments, at any rate,
are what moral philosophy must ultimately concern itself with. The
moral basis of property, then, consists of all those facts about the hu-
man condition that are relevant to an all-things-considered argument
for or against property rights.

2. By “traditional theorists” I mean those writers on property who lived
and wrote before the emergence of modern social anthropology in the
first decades of the twentieth century.

8. Einest Beaglehole, Property: A Study in Social Psychology (London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1931). 7

4. E.g., the scarcity of goods; the limited generosity and altruism of

" humans; and their relative equality. See Thomas Hobbes, Lewvathan,
chaps XIV and XV; and the elegant sumamary by H.L.A. Hart in The
Concept of Law (Oxford: Clarendon, 1961), pp. 189ff.

5. Epicurus, Principal Doctrinés XXIX. His remark there concerns
desires, not property.

6. I have covered these matters in more detail in chapter 2 of Property
Rights: Philosophic Foundations (London and Boston: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1977). In some respects 1 think the brief treatment here
is superior to the one in the book. Here, for example, I have improved
the list of elements.
' A.M. Honoré, “Ownership,” in A.G. Guest, ed., Oxford Essays tn
. Jurisprudence, Fitst Series (Oxford: Clarendon, 1961), pp. 107-47.
Throughout this paper I shall use “modern society” to refer to
postmedieval societies of a large scale, whether industrialized or not.
“Archaic societies” refers to those of ancient Greece Rome, Egypt, the
large-scale ancient societies of the Near and Far East, and compaz-
able societies in the Americas (e.g., the Incas) and Africa (e.g., Daho-
mey). “Primitive” is a term of convenience, and one that has had an
ugly history. But the alternatives anthropologists have proposed (e.g.,
preliterate, nonliterate, peasant, small scale, and so on) are all equal-
ly misleading as attempts to refer to that group of small-scale, nonin-
dustrialized, mostly nonliterate, mostly non-money-economy societies
to which I want to refer. I trust the imprecision and (unintended) de-
rogatory connotations of “primitive” will be offset by the usefulness it
has by reason of familiarity.

I shall use the Hohfeldian categories of 1ights, somewhat renamed.

“Claim rights” entail the existence, for specifiable others, of definable

duties with respect to the right holder. “Liberty rights” entail only the

absence of claim rights against the right holder. “Power rights” corre-
late with liabilities in others; “immunity 1ights” correlate with disabil-
ities. For W.N. Hobhfeld’s presentation of the distinctions, see his Fun-
damental Legal Conceptions (New Haven: Yale University Press,

1919).
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10...

. under the heading, “the 1ight to the capital.” In Property Rights, 1
... followed his usage, but I have since come to believe that it is advanta-

11:

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.
17,

18.

19.
20.

21.

22. .

23.

24, .

‘The substance of this section is a summary of chapts. 3 through
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This right (consumption and/or destruction) plus the next two.
(modification-and ahenatxon) are all grouped together by Honoré

geous to split up the category. One has read, for example, of a tribe in
which certain timbess for the building of huts may not be modified by
the owner even though they (apparently) may be alienated.

I have here retained Honoré’s title for the element but have cha
the exposition. See his in “Ownership,” op. cit., pp. 126-28.
There are 28— 1 (i.e., 255; combinations of the first 8 elements.
of these may either stand alone with the right to security or be ¢
bined with any subset of the remaining 4 elements. There are th
(i.e., 16) variations possible on each of the 255 combinations (1
255 = 4,080). This number should not be taken too seriously
course. There is some arbitrariness in dividing ownership into 13
11, 9, or 15) elements. And each element may be defined in var
ways as well. The important point is simply that there are very m
varieties of ownership no matter how the concept is cut up.

my Property Rights.
Rawls says, for example, that he claims priority for liberty only in t}
case of modern industrial societies. See 4 Theory of Justice (Cam-
bridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1971). pp. 541-48.

The general theory of property includes, but is not limited to, the |
general justification of property rights. The general theory also in- |
cludes work on the coordination problem, the compatibility require-
ment, and whatever can be said “in general” about specific and par-
ticular justification. . :
See my attempt in chap. 9 of Property Rights. _

I have argued at length for the general applicability of this method of °
justification to the problems of moral skepticism in On Justifying
Moral Judgments (London and New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul
and Humanities Press, 1973). j
See, for example, the relevant discussion in Ch. Letourneau,
Property: Its Onigin and Development (New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1896). '
See ibid for a combination of the two. ‘
For an attempt to rebut the modern anthropologists’ interpretation of
the evidence, see William Seagle, The Quest for Law (New York:
Knopf, 1941), chap. 5, pp 50-57.

W.H.R. Rivers The Todas (London: Macmillan, 1906).

Bronislaw Malinowski, Crime and Custom in Savage Society (New -
York: Harcourt, Brace, 1926).

Particularly the work of Raymond Firth and Melville Herskovits.

For a fairly late legal account that is conceptually unsophisticated in
comparison with the anthropologists working at the same time, see
A.S. Diamond, Primitive Law (London: Longmans, Green, 1935),

Chap. 24, pp. 260-76.
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25 Both Seagle, The Quest for Law, and Diamond, Primitive Law,
perpetuate this mistake.

26. See the excellent summary of the data in Melville J. Herskovits,
Economic Anthropology (New York: Knopf, 1952), with the “univer-
sality conclusion” on pp. 326-29. Herskovits's theses about the eco-
nomic functions of property are highly contestable. He does not, for
example, take account of Karl Polanyi’s work (see references, n. 62,
below). But his summary of the raw data is admirable.

27. A. Irving Hallowell, “The Nature and Function of Property as a
Social Institution,” Journal of Legal and Political Sociology I: 115-38
(1948), and reprinted as chap. 12 of his Culture and Experience (Phil-
adelphia: Univ. of Pennsylvania Press, 1955), pp. 286—49. The quota-
tion here is from PP 246-47 of the reprint.

28. Herskovits, op. cit., chaps. 15 and 16.

29. See Raymond Firth, Social Change in Tikopia (London: George Allen
& Unwin, 1959), p.159.

30 Herskovits, op. cit., reference to the Eskimos on p. 372.

81. For an excellent summary of these matters, beginning with English

" feudal law, see Thomas F. Bexrgin and Paul G. Haskell, Preface to Es-
tates in Land and Future Interests (Brooklyn: Foundation, 1966).

32. Witness the growth of land use and planning law, the income > tax,
antitrust law, inheritance taxes, and so forth.

83. “Other elements of social organization” here include kinship and

marriage structures, legislative and judicial processes, and the like.

What counts as 2 necessary element of social organization is a2 matter

of some debate. But it is enough for my puxposes to take just those

that are universal (as far as we know) in societies that have survived for
several generations.

By “property theory” I mean attempts to justify or disjustify property

rights—whether at the general, specific or particular level. I do not

include attempts to explain or describe the existence of various prop-
erty rights. Some of the descriptive and explanatory material does in-
volve itself with these issues. See Ernest Beaglehole, op. cit.

See Beaglehole, op. cit., parts IT and III.

In the latter part of the mneteenth century, in fact. See P. Kropotkin,

Mutual Aid, A Factor of Evolution (New York: Knopf, 1922). Origi-

nally published in the 1890s as a series of articles.

See Edward O. Wilson, Seciobiology (Cambridge: Harvard Univ.

Press, 1975), chaps. 11 and 12.

See ibid., chap. 12, for 2 summary of the animal data; and Edward

Hall, The Hidden Dimension (New Yoik: Anchor Books, 1969), for

- the material on individual distance as applied to humans.

. See Abraham Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New Yo:k

Harper, 1954).

. See Irenius Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Love and Hate: The Natural History of_'

Behavior Patterns (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1971).

. See Robert L. Trivers, “The Evolution of Reciprocal Altruism,”

Quarterly Review of Biology 46, no. 4 (1971), pp. 37-57; and the
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42,

43.

44.
45,

46.

47.

48.

49,
50.
b1,
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summary in Wilson, op. cit., chap. 5.
“Potlatch” is the name given to a practice—common among some
tribes of American Indians in the Pacific Northwest— of large-scale
ceremonial distribution of goods. The recipients were obligated to
take gifts and give something even greater in return at a potlatch of
their own. See Philip Drucker, “The Potlatch,” in George Dalton;
ed., Tribal and Peasant Economies: Readings in Economic Ant
pology (Garden City, N.Y.: Natural History Press, 1967), pp. 481-
This article is reprinted from Drucker’s Cultures of the North Paé
Coast (Chandler, 1965), pp. 55-66.

The Kula exchange, an intircate, obligatory passing of gifts am
the Trobriand Islanders, is described by Malinowski in “Kula:
Circulating Exchange of Valuables in the Archipelagoes of East
New Guinea,” first published in Ma=, no. 51 (1920), pp. 97-105,
reprinted in Dalton, ed., Tribal and Peasant Economies,
171-184. '

Ibid.
Here I am relying on Peter Ekeh, Social Exchange Theory: The T

Traditions (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1974). For an argu
ment to the effect that reciprocity (the basis of Blau's theory of ex
change as summarized below) is a universal moral demand, see Alvin:
W. Gouldner, “The Norm of Reciprocity: A Preliminary Statement,”
American Sociological Review 25 (1960), pp. 161-78, :
The Kula exchange is like this. Other types of generalized exchange
identified by Ekeh are two forms of what he calls “net” (as in network)
generalized exchange. One is focused on individuals: in a sexies of
transactions, ABCD give to E; ABCE give to D; ABDE give to C;
ACDE give to B; and BCDE give to A. Think of farmexs helping each -
other in turn at harvest time. The other form of net generalized ex-
change is focused on groups. Again in a series of transactions, A gives
to BCD; B gives to ACD; C gives to ABD; and D gives to ABC. (Think
of each member of a bridge club entertaining the whole group.) In
each case, just as in chain generalized exchange and in “restricted” or
“mutual” exchange between two parties, reciprocity can be achieved.
See Ekeh, op, cit., pp. 51-54.

Although “collectivist” exchange theory is not as clear to me as I
would like, and consequently I feel uneasy about commenting on it
further, its proponents do not appear to deny that what they call
“restricted” exchange-that is, mutual exchange between two parties,
whether groups or individuals—does function in the way described by
“individualist” theorists (below). _ .
See Peter M. Blau, Exchange and Power in Social Life (New York;

John Wiley, 1967).

Herskovits, op, cit., pp. 372ff.

See Herskovits, op. cit., chap. 17.

I can find no specific references to such work, for example, in the past
forty-five years of The International Index of Social Science Periodi-

cals,
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52. E.g., Herkovits, op. cit., p. 380.
5%. Beaglehole, op. cit., p. 300.
54, See Malinowski, Argonauts of the Western Pacific (London: George
Routledge and Sons, 1922).
55. Firth, op. cit., p. 159.
56. Hugo Grotius, De jure belli ac paci, translation of the 1646 edition by
F. 'W. Kelsey and others (Oxford: Clarendon, 1926), II, 1I, X1.
57. One should not suppose that it is only rights to the means of
production that are typically limited in this way. Nuisance law in de-
veloped societies, and less formal prohibitions in primitive societies,
show that use rights over even the most personal sorts of property are
restricted.
58. Herskovits, op. cit., references to the Eskimos.
59.  Firth, op. cit., p. 159. :
60. See, for illustrative material, Bergin and Haskell, op. cit,
61. For a review of the practices-of primitive societies, see Beaglehole, op.
cit., pp. 244-47. Bergin and Haskell, op. cit, contains material on
English feudal law.
62. The most convenient source for the material presented here is Geoige
Dalton, ed., Primitive, Archaic and Modern Economies: Essays of

- Karl Palanyz (New York: Anchor Books, 1968). Dalton prov:des a lu-
cid introduction and bibliography. For some of the empirical support
for Polanyi’s analytical framework — as well as much of the theoretical
material itself —see Karl Polanyi, Conrad M. Arensberg, and Henry
W. Pearson, eds., Trade and Market in the Early Emgpires (New York:
The Free Press, 1957)
Economic exchange means the exchange of material goods (or money)
and productive services. It should not be confused with social ex-
change, which is sometimes treated as all exchange other than eco-
nomic, but which in my view is better regarded simply as exchange
per se —of which economic exchange is a part. The reason I favor the
latter course is that otherwise economic exchange tends to be identi-
fied too closely with market exchange, much to the confusion of all.
Helen Codere, “Exchange and Display,” International Encyclopedia
of the Soctal Sciences (1968).

For one who reads extensively in economic anthropology first, as I
did, Polanyi’s analysis is both revelatory and utterly convincing. The

~work of Durkheim, Rivers, Malinowski, Mauss, Firth, Hexskovits, and
others is beauufully synthesized by it. The general outline of Polanyi’s
position is perfectly consistent with their data (though not always with
their speculations about their significance), and makes sense of them
in a way that the anthropologists themselves do not. The same is true
of the criticism of Polanyi (and followers) which I have read: it does
not challenge the usefulness of the analytlcal framework, It challenges
the polemical character of the presentation and the claim that mod-
ern market analysis is largely inapplicable to primitive and archaic so-
cieties. See, for example, Edward E. LeClan, “Economic Theory and




220

66.
67.
68.
69.

70.

71.

72,

73.

LAWRENCE C. BECKER

Economic Anthropology,” dmerican Anthropologist 64 (1962), PP-
1179, 1208. ' _

See Beckex, Property Rights, chap. 4.

Beaglehole, op. cit., part IiI.

Auxistotle, Politics at 1263b.

G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans. T. M. Knox (Oxfi
Clarendon, 1942), pp, 87-41. -. 7
Specifically, Gabriel A Almond and G. Bingham Powell,
Comparative Politics: A Developmental Approach (Boston: Li
Brown, 1966). _ ‘

For a useful overview of some of these matters, see Frederic L. P
Property and Industrial Organization in Communist and Capit
Nations (Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press, 1973), chap. 9, p
336-74.

It might be wondered whether this method of argument— from
existence of a universal practice to a normative presumption in fa
of it—has embarrassing results with respect to male supremacy
does not. If it can be shown that the social position of women
everywhere, in every society of record, been inferior to that of men
then there is indeed a rebuttable presumption in favor of such pra¢
tices. But I take it as settled that any such presumption has long since::
been destroyed (e.g., by reference to existing and historic social cir-
cumstances that make the subordination of wormen dysfunctional, |
and by reference to the injustices done to individuals by such prac-
tices). And of course it is far from clear that male supremacy #s a uni- |
versal practice. As has been pointed out even by one who is basically
unsympathetic to modern feminism, the data on the position of
women in primitive and historic cultures are largely unreliable. See E. -
E. Evans-Pritchard, Tke Position of Women in Primitive Societies
and Other Essays in Social Anthropology (New York: The Free Press,
1965), pp. 87-58, at pp. 38-43. :

Becker, Property Rights. . S




