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  Preface

  Some time ago, I was talking with a nutritionist friend about how expensive and time–consuming it is to be poor. You have to chase low–wage jobs, live in poor–quality housing and endure the daily stress of trying to afford the essentials. Government, which used to provide a social safety net, doesn’t help much. Warming to the topic, I added, “They don’t even provide spaces for community gardens.”

  My friend replied, “Why should poor people have to grow their own food?”

  I had never considered this before. When you’re poor, time and energy aren’t the only things to go: the first is dignity, as you’re forced to scrape by on less. Is there anything noble in adding yet another burden of work? Yet dozens of boosters claim the exact opposite: growing, making and doing it yourself is supposed to be liberating. This book groups all of them together under the label of localism, because they have a common thread: the belief that small, ethical alternatives can build quality communities, outcompete big corporations and maybe even transform capitalism.

  Some of this is left–wing, but the Right shares that vision as well. For example, the UK’s Department of Community and Local Government homepage invokes “Localism, localism, localism” and has created a localism bill that devolves power to communities, claiming that a “radical localist vision is turning Whitehall on its head by decentralizing central government and giving power to the people.” When anarchists and Tories both claim local spaces for their own, we need to clarify exactly what localism is.

  Localism begins with the principle that when things grow too big, communities and collective values suffer. Concentrating economic and political power creates inequality. Owners of big factories who live far away don’t care about workers and the environment. In response, localism says we can change how we act within capitalism. If consumers don’t like a commodity, they can demonstrate their commitment to a better one: for example, choosing to buy a Fair Trade cup of coffee. Support ethical, small–scale businesses and little by little the excesses of economic growth will disappear. More radical localists say that power and size are integral to capitalism and the system needs to change; to do so, we can work together to make and distribute ethical products outside the market. Community gardening, farmers’ markets and biofuel movements will change the entrenched power of agribusiness. Foodies and locavores unite: you have nothing to lose but your fast food chains.

  However, while small–scale alternatives can survive and occasionally flourish, they won’t build a new, equitable society. Their prospects are severely limited by the power of capital. The problem with localism is not its anti–corporate politics, but that those politics don’t go far enough. It sees the effects of unbridled competition but not its cause.

  This is not a book about the successes and challenges of a particular community garden or biodiesel scheme. That research is important, but it’s already been done: there are plenty of detailed empirical surveys of local projects and their participants. They usually end with the hope that people will take the example and try it elsewhere, implying that local projects can be spread throughout the economy. But if localists had a greater understanding of how capitalism works, they might not be localists. That’s why No Local is largely a theoretical book. Although it examines plenty of localist projects, its purpose is to provide what they lack: a critical understanding of the internal drives of capitalism and how they limit the potential for small–scale alternatives.

  Karl Marx showed how capitalists must do everything possible to sell their commodities at the lowest price. That means lowering wages and not paying for environmental costs. Firms do so not because they’re evil but because they have to grow. If they don’t, they’ll be forced into bankruptcy.

  OK, some might say, localism might not change everything. But at least it’s doing something. And in fact, the whole point of being a locavore is that it’s not trying to bring down global systems (and who’s ever done that?) Localism makes small, incremental changes within our reach. If the net result is that the world is fairer and greener, so much the better; if it’s not, no one gets hurt, and maybe we get a few good crops of tomatoes out of it. In that sense, localism is a kind of pluralism: you build your big social movements over there, we’ll set up our farmers’ market over here, and sooner or later the two will add up. We don’t have to choose between the two.

  If you want to create healthy food for yourself or trade crafts, that’s great. Making something yourself, whether it’s a painting, a bicycle or a carrot, is a way to feel you’ve left a mark in a world where everything’s bought and sold. If growing your own vegetables makes you feel better and helps you meet your neighbors, then you should do it. Moreover, participating in a local DIY project can provide the strength and tools for community activism. Inspiration and political imagination are highly personal and subjective things, and no one can predict what inspires a critical understanding of society and how to change it.

  But if the goal is stop ecological degradation and runaway growth, then the stakes are higher, and localists need to ask whether small projects will create long–term change. In practice, building those alternatives takes a lot of time and energy; projects can become self–justifying, not the means to build broad movements for social change. That’s why this book argues that hidden beneath localism’s DIY attitude is a deep pessimism: it assumes we can’t make large–scale, collective social change. Those with the correct ideas can carve a niche outside the system, but for most people, the machinery of capitalism will continue to be oiled with the blood of its workers.

  Political economy deals with big, abstract laws, which can imply there’s nothing for us to do but lie down before the steam-roller of economics. Given this logic, it’s tempting to focus on how people are making a better world right now. The problem is that even if we ignore capitalism, it won’t ignore us. If we understand how the capitalist system grows and lurches from crisis to crisis, we can understand our own possibilities for action.

  If small–scale, local changes won’t change the system, what can we do? Lots: if we understand how capitalism works, we can act to transform it. This is the project of No Local: to sketch the outline of capitalism and apply it to localist plans for change. Chapter One shows how Marx anticipated localism, debating the political economists of his day about how economies work. Classical economists said capital was a collection of tradeable objects. Everyone comes to market to sell products, either commodities or their own labor. The market is neutral, there’s no power involved, and it follows that entire economies can be re–organized according to our personal preferences. Marx, on the other hand, defined capital as the power to exploit. Capitalists own factories, fields and offices, collectively called the means of production. The owners have to grow their firms or die. Workers, on the other hand, own nothing but their capacity to work, which they sell on the labor market. They have to work or die. Capital tries to make the cheapest possible commodities, while workers try to stretch their wages by buying cheaper goods. Smaller firms are squeezed between both forces.

  Chapter Two looks at how localists have applied these ideas, in both pro–and anti–market ways. Pro–market localists believe small business is always more ethical and environmentally friendly, keeping local money in the community. But this isn’t always true: due to their size, small businesses often cut corners and don’t treat their workers better. Anti–market localists don’t share these illusions, but they still believe building small projects can transform capitalism, creating decentralized economies with simple technologies and alternative currencies. In both cases, capital places strict limits on the ability of small businesses or ethical, social alternatives to change it. To overcome these limits, localists look to ethical consumers to pay more for local products; however, consumers don’t have the power to change capitalism.

  Chapter Three examines food politics, which raise important questions about the quality of food and the sustainability of large–scale agriculture. Localism suggests urban agriculture (UA) can overcome malnutrition and promote ethical production. However, capital’s drive to expand appears on the land too, in the form of rent, which means UA must generate higher profits than any other potential land use. Pro–market UA can sometimes find market niches; anti–market UA faces an uphill battle. In both cases, existing high rents in cities mean it’s far more likely that land will be put to more profitable uses than community gardens.

  Chapter Four suggests that localism’s values of morality, community and voluntary effort appeal to the class of professionals and managers who make up the middle strata of society. Full of nostalgia for a bygone era, these people create visions of community based on small–scale entrepreneurship, or try to transcend capitalism by appealing to utopias. When small, incremental changes don’t add up, localists can end up blaming consumers who buy the wrong things. By creating a sense of elitism based on consumer choice, localism pushes out other, more collective kinds of politics with more potential to change society.

  Chapter Five suggests political alternatives to localism. Neoliberalism, the ideology of market deregulation, has used localism to transfer social costs onto the working class. Without understanding capitalist laws of motion, localism can become a tool to implement pro–market reforms. This even appears in anti–market theories like postcapitalism which, in an effort to avoid capitalism, ends up reconciling with it. We don’t need to live the future society today; rather, Marxism provides a way to build counter–power within capitalism, creating social movements to transform it.

  Since the bank bailouts of 2008, governments have said that we have to pay for the crisis. The $20 trillion given to financial institutions worldwide has been matched by the scale of cutbacks to social services. In this context, trying to make small–scale change to a system intent on stealing from as many people as possible makes even less sense. The corporate class is acting globally; so should we. The 2011 uprisings in the Middle East have not only given voice to the democratic ideals of entire peoples: they’ve put mass struggle back on the agenda. We have concrete evidence that collective resistance can topple dictators. If you agree that capitalism degrades our communities and the earth, what comes next? This book argues that if we understand how capitalism works, we can do more than tinker around the edges: we can build anti–capitalist movements to create a world where human need, and not growth, is the goal of development.

  No writing project is individual, no matter how it may feel at the time, and this book comes out of conversations with and the support of many people. There are too many to list, but in particular I’d like to thank David McNally, who provided invaluable critical feedback for this project. Greg Albo introduced me to classical political economy and clarified the circuit of capital. Alan Sears and Jamie Gough contributed much–needed feedback on the initial chapters. The friendship and support of Alexi, Andrew, Anya, Chris, David, Keith, Lesley, Rashmee, Sabine, Shirley, Veronique and many others have helped me immensely. My successes are in large measure due to these people; all errors and obfuscations are, of course, my responsibility.


  Chapter One

  Twenty First Century Capitalism, Nineteenth Century Economics

  What is the local?

  No one’s entirely sure. In the Hundred Mile Diet, Alisa Smith and James MacKinnon define it as the local watershed, but all watersheds can’t grow the same kind of crops or provide the same raw materials. Likewise, every localist praises local community, but is a community an entire town or just a neighborhood? What if the owner of the local business lives in another community? Some localists say that you should try to purchase locally–made goods when possible. But commodities don’t come into the world fully formed: they have to be made, processed, distributed and sold, in a process involves commodities and labor from across the globe. If these goods are local because of who’s selling them, but use globally–assembled vehicles, roads, fuel, packaging and credit systems for distribution, how does this make a local economy?

  The point of raising all these questions is not to answer them but to point out that they are largely unanswerable. The local, by definition, is a space distinct from regional, national and international spaces. The closer one looks, the more complex and varied local spaces become. Capitalism, which brings local spaces into the global market, complicates the situation still further. Local spaces are no longer just sites where people live or work, but relational: capital and workers flow through localities on their way to other localities or become fixed points of globe–straddling production and finance networks. For the purposes of this book, the local is simply one node of those vast networks, as Marx pointed out in The Communist Manifesto: “In place of the old local and national seclusion and self–sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal interdependence of nations.” Not everyone is pleased with this state of affairs.

  What is localism?

  Localism begins with a criticism of size: factories, governments or bureaucracies have grown too big, and that causes human misery and environmental catastrophe.1 There is plenty of evidence for that destruction. Finite supplies of oil and water are being depleted: for example, 85 percent of California water is used for agriculture, draining entire rivers, while fossil fuels are used for fertilizers and transportation. Food production and transport uses up 20 percent of all US fuel. As production grows, so does ownership: four companies control 81 percent of US beef production; another four control over 70 percent of fluid milk sales in US, while four more control 85 percent of global coffee roasting. Five companies control 75 percent of the global seed market in vegetables.

  For localism, the effect of all this growth goes beyond the economy: it kills our souls as well. Intelligence, happiness and peace disappear in the quest for wealth. Personal alienation comes from the depressing monocultures of urbanization, industrialism, globalization, science and technology. The richer a society gets the more unsustainable and miserable it becomes.

  This concept has roots in classical economics. Adam Smith, Thomas Malthus, David Ricardo and others thought economies would exhaust their natural resources. Surplus production would be used up paying for basic needs and rent, creating steady–state economies with no profit or growth. The modern environmental movement turned this into a goal: in his seminal 1973 book Small is Beautiful, Eric Schumacher denounced mainstream or neoclassical economics for promoting growth for growth’s sake. He and other localists recognized that economies of scale transform industry. Schumacher saw the quest for low prices, low wages and lax safety standards as a consequence of how mainstream economics favors more, rather than better goods, equating corporate with social good and ignoring how private greed threatens the whole planet. The 1987 UN report Our Common Future summarized the perspective best, when it said production should prioritize people’s needs and the ecosystem instead of technology and unlimited development, calling for wealth redistribution, slower population growth and restricted resource use. Arne Naess, the founder of deep ecology, called for socialists and environmentalists to unite for equality and against hierarchy and market excesses.

  For the past 20 years, neoliberal ideologues have proclaimed the end of history. Neoliberalism is a set of ideas that promotes market rule: get big government out of the way, and the free play of competitive market forces will make everyone rich. Anyone who dares to suggest society should be organized to meet human need is ridiculed or ignored. Localism deserves praise for refusing to abandon a humanist vision of the future, and for suggesting we’re not completely powerless against neoliberalism. But localism remains confused about what the capitalist economy is, and this hampers its ability to pose alternatives. To understand what makes capitalism unique, and why individual consumers and small business owners count for very little, we have to understand where market power comes from.

  Localism and value

  Although localists themselves may not know it, their ideas were widely held in the nineteenth century when economists debated how to respond to the vast changes taking place in newly industrializing, capitalist society. If they could define the source of wealth, they could tell governments how to make their economies grow.2 Previously, Adam Smith was the first major economist to create a labor theory of value: the value of goods came from the labor put into them. But some goods take more work than others, and Smith couldn’t figure out how to decide how much that labor was worth. Moreover, capital and land also appeared to be sources of wealth. In the end he decided value came from labor, capital and rent from the land.

  David Ricardo dealt with both objections. First, he said the value of goods could be counted in units of unskilled labor. Add them up, and you could figure out the price of skilled labor and any commodity made from it. Second, he thought capital and rent were products of past labor. For example, the value of stockings included far more than assembling the final product. It included growing the cotton, transporting it to the mill, making tools and so on. At each point, it was workers’ labor that added wealth to the process.

  The implications were radical: labor created all wealth, and capitalists exercised despotic control over production. However, Ricardo was a stalwart defender of the capitalist order. He maintained that capital was a thing, equating it with capital goods, tools and machinery that smart entrepreneurs could accumulate, driving economic growth. This was capitalism perfected: human history led up to it and then stopped.

  Marx took up where Ricardo left off.3 He found that goods have two sides. First, they have a use–value: what an object is worth according to its concrete, material qualities. The use–value of a computer is that it lets you write and correct documents, for example. But objects made for sale have a very different, second quality: their exchange–value, what an object is worth according to the market. If the customers are too poor, they can’t afford to purchase them, the capitalist doesn’t get her exchange–value and the computer remains useless. This is why Marx said exchange–value colonizes use–value: an object might start off with a set of physical, material uses, but the need to make a profit will blot them out.

  Labor itself is a commodity, and under capitalism it takes the form of wage work. It’s the only commodity that creates more value than it takes to make it. If a worker works eight hours a day, she gets paid the equivalent of four. In other words, she generates more wealth than she earns. The gap between her wages and that extra wealth is surplus value. Her wages pay for her maintenance: the capitalist pockets the rest.

  Note that Marx wasn’t complaining about low or unfair wages, but about the wage relationship as a whole. Even if workers received the full value of what they produced, they’d still be paid in capital taken from other workers. This undercuts the entire concept of fair capitalism. For example, usury, buying low and selling high, doesn’t create any new wealth, it just redistributes existing value to the retailer who’s overcharging. The theft of value comes before the market. As Marx put it, “the whole thing still remains the age–old activity of the conqueror, who buys commodities from the conquered with the money he has stolen from them.” It’s hidden: by contracting for a wage, the worker gets paid exactly what the capitalist says that time is worth.

  Put differently, capital is a social relation, not a gold bar or a piece of equipment. It’s the ability to capture and use the labor power of others. The only way capitalists get it is by denying ownership to everyone else. Marx saw it first in the enclosures of seventeenth century England, where lords and large farmers took over common land, dispossessed the peasants of their common property and created the working class: people who have nothing to sell but their ability to work. For Marx, capitalism isn’t a market place full of opportunities, it’s generalized theft. The power to control factories and offices is what gives capital control over the labor of workers.

  Proudhon versus Marx

  Marx developed his understanding of capitalism by debating Pierre Joseph Proudhon, a contemporary anarchist philosopher.4 For Proudhon the problem was not exploitation but how the market was run. In his ideal system, workers had a right to own their own land and tools but nothing more. This was the source of Proudhon’s famous maxim “property is theft.” The very existence of large–scale property meant it was stolen: the property–owners had gotten hold of someone else’s labor. From there, the large owners could gain a monopoly and undersell smaller competitors.

  But merchant greed could be regulated through controlling supply and demand. Proudhon created another maxim to express this fine balance: “suppress property while maintaining possession.” Once the large producers were reigned in, small ones would prosper; freed of the desire to grow large, they wouldn’t overcharge. Each person would possess enough to trade but not to oppress others. This would lead to a fair marketplace, where prices would represent workers’ and merchants’ costs. Knowledge and freedom, “the liberty of the contracting parties and the equivalence of the products exchanged” ensured equal exchange. This would “revolutionize law, government, economy, and institutions… (and) drive evil from the face of the earth.”

  The concept of equal exchange rests on a labor theory of value. This assumes that the work that goes into making commodities can be measured directly, and therefore workers can be paid equal wages. Schumacher criticized Marx for making a “devastating error when he formulated the so–called ‘labor theory of value’”: by believing wealth only comes from people’s activity, Marx succumbed to human–centric arrogance. However, Marx was saying the opposite: capital is anti–human precisely because it only values people for the products they make. He also pointed out a more fundamental problem with the theory: it was inconsistent. Smith, Ricardo and Proudhon couldn’t measure labor. If all commodities were measured by the value of their labor, how much was labor itself worth? It couldn’t cost itself. The logic was circular; there had to be something else involved.

  Marx identified two different types of work: first, concrete labor produces objects with particular uses, such as bread or a computer. This gives an object its use–value: its concrete, sensuous, material qualities. However, there’s a near–infinite variety of goods, production times and techniques. A baker’s work has to be made equal to a programmer’s, otherwise supply and demand breaks down. In other words, for a capitalist market to function, qualitatively different use–values have to be able to exchange.

  But how to determine what those use–values are worth? If people get paid for how many hours they put into a job, then the longer they take to finish, the more they earn. Obviously the labor market doesn’t work like that. Marx coined the concept Socially Necessary Abstract Labor Time (SNALT): the average amount of time it takes to make a commodity, given the particular social and economic conditions of the workers involved. Capitalists aren’t actually buying labor; they’re buying labor power i.e. the time of the workers themselves. As Marx puts it, “one man during an hour is worth just as much as another man during an hour. Time is everything, man is nothing; he is, at the most, time’s carcase (sic). Quality no longer matters. Quantity alone decides everything.” Units of workers’ time are valuable; the actual units i.e. humans aren’t.

  Every capitalist tries to lower the time it takes to produce: if a commodity embodies less value but sells at the same market price, more surplus value can go into profits rather than production. This makes SNALT a form of violence inflicted on workers’ ability to create. However, humans aren’t machines, and the most important part of SNALT is what’s socially necessary: the ideas, history and culture that shape what it costs for workers to sustain and reproduce themselves. What makes Marx a humanist is his insistence that people, and not machines or technically–defined portions of labor, create value.

  The premises of equal exchange are wrong, because Proudhon and the classical economists weren’t considering the social basis of the market. The market doesn’t exchange concrete use–values, only abstract ones: real values fluctuate above and below market prices. There’s no correct “proportional relation” of labor hours in a commodity, there’s only a movement of prices based on the battle over SNALT. In fact, the competitive market is essential for prices to reflect SNALT in capitalism and can’t be ignored. Artisans who try to trade directly, bypassing market signals, having trouble finding buyers; those who ignore SNALT and produce higher–cost goods will be undersold. “What is left of this ‘proportional relation’ (of fair price)?” Marx asks. “Nothing but the pious wish of an honest man who would like commodities to be produced in proportions… (to allow) their being sold at an honest price.”

  An extremely short history of capitalism

  A fair wage and price, market access, ethical small businesses… these should sound familiar. The trade union, Fair Trade and localist movements all owe something to Proudhon. But he didn’t invent the ideal market economy; the concept extends back to antiquity. Aristotle’s ideal economy was based on the exchange of useful goods, and he too condemned usury and money lending. In the Middle Ages Aquinas named a just price for goods and attacked merchant greed. These weren’t coincidences; rather, their ideas reflected the pre-capitalist economies both men lived in, where the concentration of wealth came from usury or brute force.

  But well before Proudhon or Marx, the conditions for an honest price were fast disappearing as capitalism grew. There’s a long, complex debate on what caused capitalism: was it the growth of wage–labor, commodity production or the rise of money? In fact it‘s all of these things, but more importantly, it’s the domination of these forms, as they expand and destroy what came beforehand. It’s that systemization that turns capital into capitalism.

  With the advent of widespread European colonization, trade arose for the exclusive pursuit of profit. Economics reflected this: mercantilist economics modeled capitalism as a system for trading commodities, not use–values. Quesnay and the Physiocrats thought the perfect economy was an agricultural one that produced for profit. Local production for use–values was already becoming obsolete in seventeenth century Europe; it disappeared as a major economic force in the nineteenth century, when large–scale industry began to both meet and create demand. Dispossessed from the land, workers had to sell their labor power to survive. Great cities, factories and new firms arose. Capitalists grew large to undersell other capitalists. Equal exchange was swept aside by the oligopolies that dominate today’s global market. This was reflected in the ideas of classical political economy. As capitalism came to organize production, Smith and Ricardo made the market into a natural, eternal economy. It’s easy to see why: for them, the competitive forces capitalism unleashed inspired the best workers to save their money and become owners. Therefore those at the top deserved to be there.

  It’s also easy to see why Proudhon, as an anarchist, opposed this development, but Marx took him to task for not understanding capitalist history and espousing what Marx called feudal socialism. Proudhon was hostile to modern–day working class social movements. He felt that if workers won higher wages they would provoke inflation. This would frighten the ruling class, whose job was to implement his carefully planned equal exchange schemes. It followed that he opposed trade unions and thought the eight–hour workday imposed unfair limits on contract rights. By abolishing monopoly and create truly free trade, Proudhon felt that the working class could overcome capital and the state, but it wasn’t allowed to take power for itself. His future society was a series of voluntary contracts based on free commodity exchange, but there was no one left to make and trade those commodities. People couldn’t go back to making and trading their own products, because capital controlled the markets and the means of production. It had dispossessed most people from the land, creating the working class and undermining the basis for small–scale, equal exchange economies.

  Marx didn’t just describe how capitalism destroyed earlier economies; he predicted how it would grow. Once it became dominant, capital began to concentrate and centralize. Early on, capitalists invested their profits to generate more capital, concentrating wealth into bigger, individual firms. Later those firms combined in fewer, bigger ones to conquer national and, eventually, international markets. The centralized firms bought machines, raised productivity and generated ever–bigger funds of capital. Small firms continued to exist, of course, but the dominance of centralized capital was firmly established.

  Capital remained largely in national boundaries at first, not because of ethical capitalists or capital controls, but because firms lacked safe venues for international investments. To open up those venues, the political maps of Europe and the poor countries of the world, broadly defined as the Global South, were redrawn. The establishment of white settler colonies allowed new direct investments outside Europe and repatriated huge profits. States and the firms they supported took over firms in other countries, or companies merged directly. The number of firms shrank in the face of growing monopolies. Colonial campaigns and two world wars arose as different powers jockeyed for international influence and markets. These pressures only increased after World War II. Capital continued to centralize across borders: new technologies needed such large initial investments that they also required international markets to generate profits. Large–scale production managed to make goods so cheaply that national industries withered and the multinational corporation (MNC) rose to prominence. This fed international capital flows and intra–firm trade within corporations.

  Today, MNCs introduce new products at massive volumes to maintain sales and justify capital expenses. This creates further pressure for centralization. Everything’s internationalized: production, sales, work and ownership. But this doesn’t make states irrelevant; on the contrary, they have a big role to play. Corporations can only grow by ruthlessly cutting costs, and a good way to do that is to shift them onto the public sector: profits remain private, while the state assumes the costs of infrastructure and social welfare. When profit falls, state subsidies to business can offset those potential crises. Localists often see subsidies as policy mistakes by bad politicians, but this suggests business and the state are separate, neutral entities. In fact, they’re different arms of capital. When one gets into trouble, the other will step in to maintain growth. As the 2008 bank bailouts demonstrate, no one throws $20 trillion away on a whim: the point is to protect the integrity of the system as a whole and get it growing again.

  This growth isn’t linear or stable. When a particular sector of the economy becomes profitable, capitalists scramble to enter it. If they don’t, they’ll be swallowed up by other capitalists who will. This dynamic forces capitalists to expand to undercut their competitors, whether there’s a need for their products or not. A crisis occurs again, not because there’s no use for all the new goods, but because they can’t be sold profitably. Smaller capitalists go under, and large capitalists force down production costs to stay solvent.

  This short account just scratches the surface of the last few hundred years of capitalist growth. But it destroys the idea that it’s possible to recreate small–scale development in today’s advanced capitalist economy. Small business has a role to play, as we’ll see, but it’s not dominant and never will be, not because politicians are biased against them but because capitalism has to grow or die. Once workers have been dispossessed from the means of production, and a global market in commodities established, value gets determined according to abstract labor or SNALT. That persistent drive to lower costs, and not ethics or the desire for a just price, limits what can be achieved locally.

  Contrast this analysis to the localist ethical economy. Capital is a thing: knowledge, infrastructure and equipment, as Schumacher describes it. As localist author Lyle Estill says, “trade is based on ‘things’, not money,” and ultimately on the trust we have for one another. The capital of the natural world is simply a bigger version of what humans make. Ethics replaces social science; once freed of the wrong, profit–hungry impulses, planning and freedom can find their proper balance. The economy achieves a happy equilibrium based on what Schumacher calls a “middle way that reconciles the opposites without degrading them both.” Ecological economists Herman Daly and Joshua Farley have a program to limit distribution and growth, but they call for social justice to be imposed on the market, which is supposed to meekly accept and adjust its prices accordingly.
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