
as the imposed colonial power sees them (Said, 1978). Indeed, as postcolonial scholars

have shown, the elite among the colonized are forced to contest their marginality in the

very language of the colonizers, and to engage the categories left behind by the colonial

mind (Spivak, 2000).

These theorizations of marginality shed new light on older conceptions of persons who

lived between two worlds, but did not or could not fully integrate into either. Focused

originally on migrant groups that lived, even for generations, in one location while main-

taining familial or even only ideological relations with another place, these older discus-

sions were cast in terms of assimilation. New theories emphasize the multiple perspectives,

and hence multiple identities, which the conditions of marginality require. The flexible idea

of marginality enables researchers to incorporate the lived experience of migrants – or now

transmigrants, that is, those who continually shuttle between centers of power – as they

rework their split identities (Manalansan, 2000).

Political organizers and activist scholars are likely to see these multiplicities of identity

not as psychically disabling, but rather as resources for creative political transformation.

Indeed, many now argue that these kinds of multiple identities and locations are charac-

teristic of the postmodern era, complexities to be celebrated and disentangled from their

‘‘marginalizing’’ effects, rather than overcome through incorporation into the ‘‘center.’’

Cindy Patton

See: COLONIALISM, MOVEMENTS, OTHER.

Market
Market was originally used to denote a place or location where people met to trade goods

(from L mercatus). Subsequent usages borrow from and expand upon this image, even

though a specific location may no longer be implied. The act of exchanging goods, services,

or promises for money remains the central and essential activity of markets, market

economies, and market societies. These terms define societies in which most econom-

ically valorized activity is co-ordinated by market exchange (rather than through mon-

opoly control and direction, or by private arrangement). Market societies are distinguished

from the ‘‘command economies’’ of the former communist bloc. But they are also distin-

guished from feudal and slave systems, where goods and services, including labor, are

controlled through personal or positional obligation. Markets are thus public settings in

which private interests meet.

The location element of markets was historically significant, since things and people had

to come to market in order that they might realize their price. Some places became

identified with trade in specific goods and are memorialized in street names (Haymarket

was where hay was traded, and so on). Markets in this spatialized meaning are the social

reference point for the economic meaning of markets as a means of co-ordinating economic
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activity and interest. This is the view articulated in classical political economy of the C18,

notably Adam Smith’s view of the ‘‘hidden hand of the market’’ (1977 [1776]) bringing

demand and supply together in a productive and profitable dynamic relationship. The

demand for a commodity (the capacity and willingness of buyers to purchase at a given

price) will, over time, determine the supply of a commodity (the capacity and willingness of

producers to provide the commodity at a given price). Although these dynamics of exchange

work over time, conventional, or neo-classical, economic theory treats these dynamics

as always tending to a point of market equilibrium, balancing purchaser and supplier

interests. In this way, the ‘‘hidden hand’’ of the market is made up of thousands or millions of

micro-transactions, rather than the outcome being directed by any one agent or agency.

Historically, the concept of the free market was a political challenge to various forms of

monopoly (for example, monopolies in the trade of specific commodities granted by royal

warrants). The challenge – articulating the aspirations of a rising capitalist class – aimed

to liberate trade from such feudal or traditional constraints. The ‘‘free market’’ has since

become a claim to refuse all constraints, interference, and regulation. Governmental

controls (of quality, standards, honesty, etc.), national borders (and ‘‘protectionist’’

support of national industries and services), public provision of services (welfare, health,

education etc.), and labor organizations (guilds, trade unions, co-operative movements)

have all been contested in its name. According to this laissez-faire view, the market

requires only the minimal support of the rule of law to function effectively, guaranteeing

property rights, and protecting property owners against the propensity of other human

beings to take short cuts (theft and cheating) in pursuit of their interests.

At the end of the C20, the ‘‘free market’’ re-emerged as a rallying cry associated

with the supposed triumph of capitalism over communism (following the fall of the Soviet

Union), and with the process of globalization. The market came to be seen as the only, the

necessary, and the preferred mechanism for co-ordinating human activity (Carrier, 1997).

It was naturalized as the elementary basis for social life – and its advocates insisted that

all social life should be subjected to it (Frank, 2001). Although critics pointed to forms of

market failure and social imperfections associated with it (the production and intensifica-

tion of inequalities, in particular), markets were constantly enlarged. This was so in a

geographical sense, as more of the world’s economic activities were ‘‘opened’’ up to a

global market network. It was also true for a range of services and activities that had stood

outside of, if not against, markets in various forms of public ownership or provision

(natural resources, welfare services, and so on). The drive toward ‘‘free trade’’ aimed to

create markets for all potentially profitable activity. Individuals were invited to understand

themselves as consumers, free to choose the commodities and services to meet their needs

(or wants) subject only to their financial capacity to buy them (with cash or credit). Credit

– or expanded debt – fueled the long consumer boom in the West at the end of the C20.

While financial markets led the process of global interconnectedness, the original

meanings of ‘‘market’’ persisted in the use of the word to identify places where people
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went to buy things, albeit with a variable sense of scale. Supermarkets (from the 1960s)

identified shops where a variety of goods could be purchased, while image and scale

inflation led to the creation of hypermarkets by the 1990s. These were generally located

in out-of-town settings and intensified automobile dependency in Western capitalist soci-

eties. In the USA (originally) ‘‘market’’ was often truncated to mart in the names of stores

and chains of stores (Walmart, K-mart).

Although naturalized as an invisible hand, not susceptible to direct human control,

markets are also paradoxically personified. They have states of mind (‘‘the markets are

nervous’’); they hold views (‘‘the markets will not like the government’s plan to . . . ’’); they

are prone to breakdown and failure; and their global interconnectedness makes them

vulnerable to epidemic infection (Black Monday, Black Tuesday, etc.). Indeed, so frail

are they that they need special care and attention if they are to survive and function

happily. As a consequence, a certain ambivalence persists toward markets. Perceived as

necessary, they are not to be trusted. Their impersonality seems to conceal biases,

rewarding the rich and powerful disproportionately. Their ruthless drive toward economic

efficiency drives out other social or human values that cannot be counted. This creates a

sense of refusal – the view that not everything can or should be commodified, captured in

the regular application to markets of Oscar Wilde’s definition of a cynic: a person who

‘‘knows the price of everything and the value of nothing.’’

John Clarke

See: CAPITALISM, COMMODITY, CONSUMPTION, GLOBALIZATION.

Mass
In the early Middle Ages, mass had only a liturgical sense. But as early as the C14, it took

on the sense, in such diverse fields as painting and the military and domestic economy, of

forming or gathering individual pieces together. By the C15, it had a certain ambiguity,

referring both to ‘‘an amorphous quantity of material’’ and to ‘‘a kind of matter capable of

being shaped.’’ In the C17, it referred to ‘‘the generality of mankind; the main body of a

race or nation’’ and, in the eC18, it was applied to human beings, particularly ‘‘a large

number. . . collected in a narrow space’’ or ‘‘a multitude of persons mentally viewed as

forming an aggregate in which their individuality is lost.’’ It was but a small step to identify

the mass, in the eC19, not with the entire population but with ‘‘the popular or lower

orders.’’

The term seems initially to be a simply descriptive one, referring to a substantial entity,

such as a large mass of material, or to a large number of persons collected together.

However, it also has a powerful evaluative dimension. Most usages centrally involve the

idea of the way that being part of a mass involves the loss of individuality. This concern has

deep historical roots. As early as the 1830s, there is anxiety that as ‘‘civilization’’
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