[bookmark: _Hlk131711324][bookmark: _Hlk133511813]Susana Narotzky (New Directions in Economic Anthropology) defines four main aspects of economic activity: production; distribution and exchange; consumption; social reproduction. In recent years, there has been an increasing amount of attention given in academia to the last of these. Why is this, in your view? Is this new level of attention valid, or not? 
In the realm of economic anthropology, there are various ideas of what economic activity is and what it entails. Some anthropologists like Karl Polanyi (1886-1964) defined economics into two categories; the substantive and the formal (Isaac, 2012, p.15). The substantive is the transaction between humans and their cultural and social environment (Isaac, 2012, p.15). The formal is the logical economic relationship that occurs through insufficiency of means (Isaac, 2012, p.15). Maurice Godelier (1934-) takes the view that every action with purpose is economic (Godelier, 2013, p.13) Essentially all human activity whether it is done consciously or unconsciously is economic activity. Susan Narotzky (1958-) thinks that economics is intrinsically linked to social relationships that are part of material life through humans and nature (Narotzky, 1997, p.7).
When exploring why social reproduction has had an increased amount of attention given in academia, certain issues and contentions need to be considered. Many aspects of the social parts of the economy are overlooked. Traditionally, those social aspects are ones that rely heavily on women’s involvement. Historical discussions of economics have been guilty of male bias and the economy has been seen as workplace activity seen as the male domain and not connected to the household, largely seen as the province of women. The subject of economics itself has been male oriented for centuries. There has been little crossover between traditional academic disciplines which might have questioned the role of economics in society, at a social and cultural level. Narotzky’s economic thought delves into this area.
Social reproduction has been a focus in the academic community in recent years for two main reasons; the rise of capitalism and feminist theory. This new level of attention is valid because the issues that arise from the capitalist structure can be lessened if social reproduction is implemented correctly. 
This paper explores why social reproduction, as defined by Susana Narotzky, has been given an increase of attention in academia recently. It evaluates whether this new of attention is valid or not. 
Since the nineteenth century, capitalism has arisen as an economic concept. In the twenty-first century, it is the main economic force in the world. This is part of the reason why social reproduction has been noticeable in scholarship in the last couple of years. All aspects of society have had to change and adapt due to capitalism becoming the overarching umbrella that forms the context under which all economic activity occurs (Hansen, 2013). This is crucial to Narotzky’s concept of social reproduction. She argues that we must not view economy and society as two separate entities but understand that they are intertwined as one process (Narotzky, 1997, p.222). This is because Narotzky sees society and culture linked to material production (Narotzky, 1997, p.222). She explains that people’s place in society is affected by distribution of resources (Narotzky, 1997, p.161). This implies that means of production and employment are set by the relations of production   (Narotzky, 1997, p.161). Also, the social element needs to be seen as part of the distribution of goods process which often occurs in social relationships that are not seen as economical (Narotzky, 1997, p.161). For instance, socialisation between work colleagues, friends, family and fellow citizens. This is why she sees social reproduction as being a vital part of the network of goods allocation. This reinforces the idea that the implementation of capitalism into society has altered the relationship between means of production and occupation. Picchio details, 
Capitalism like every other social system, imposes a specific relationship between the process of production of goods and services and the process of social reproduction. The capitalist system is defined by the use of waged labour to produce commodities (Picchio, 1992, p.1). 
This highlights that in a capitalist society, the main focus it to make goods at the lowest possible price so that paid labour is cheaper. From this, it emphasises that means of production is the key factor that determines the relationship between production of materials and process of social reproduction. Typically, this is something classical economists have neglected to factor into the equation (Picchio, 1992, p.1). This has meant social reproduction has been seen as an addition to economic analysis, not a framework in which to analyse the economy (Picchio, 1992, p.1). Perhaps if economists had viewed social reproduction as an analytical structure sooner, capitalism would not have had such a negative impact on the economy, environment and world. Maybe this is the reason Narotzky’s work has been used to advocate for a wider focus to be given to social reproduction in recent years. Furthermore, this indicates that the new level of attention on social reproduction as a concept is valid. 
Social reproduction has been more of an economic focus because feminist theory has emerged more prominently as a perspective. At the time of Narotzky’s work, third wave feminism had just emerged (Butler, 2011, Collins, 2022). Since then, the #MeToo movement has become prominent and the strive to ensure women’s rights and freedoms are protected have become a focal point (Hillstrom, 2018). Perhaps this re-emergence of feminism on an international level is part of the reason why academia has given an increasing amount of attention to social reproduction. Maybe feminist thought has encouraged people to look at economic processes as being inherently patriarchal which the system of capitalism has not helped. This could be why Bakker argues that social reproduction must be viewed from a historical perspective (Bakker, 2007, p.552). A historical lens provides the numerous consequences of capitalism to be seen via the present structural systems of society (Bakker, 2007, p.552). Maybe social reproduction is one of the main ways to challenge capitalism. One of the main effects of capitalism, is that its ideals have encompassed all institutions and social relations in society (Bakker, 2007, p.553). For instance, the core value of productivity. In reality, these new societal norms have been imposed on women and responsibility for the systemic issues arisen from capitalism has fallen on women's unpaid labour (Bakker, 2007, p.553). This is because women's unpaid labour is seen as an extra, not part of the  full functioning economy (Bakker, 2007, p.553). Narotzky adds to feminist social reproduction thought, by drawing on Mies’s definition of ‘housewifisation.’ Three key ideas are central to this concept. The first is, women are the optimum worker force because the phrase, housewife, allows women to be defined not as workers but as “income-generating activity”(Narotzky, 1997, p.158). This means that women’s labour can be priced lower than males, hence widening the gap of sexual division in the workforce (Narotzky, 1997, p.158). The second is, women collectively being categorised as housewives, means that political and ideological control can be gained by others (Narotzky, 1997, p.158). Narotzky makes the point that this limits women to the household and family (Narotzky, 1997, p.158). The third is women are unfree labourers that are disregarded and ‘housewifised’ (Narotzky, 1997, p.159). Essentially women are the backbone of field of production but their work is regarded as invisible in both the formal and informal economy. Feminist critique, challenges this through the want to discuss “the inclusion of the reproduction of the labour force (waged and non-waged workers) in the structure of production”  (Narotzky, 1997, p.160). In response, to the distinct boundaries set by the capitalist distribution of labour, Narotzky agrees with feminist theorists such as Edholm et al. (1977) that, for women to fully engage in the concept of reproduction, reproduction has to be separated and defined into three categories; social reproduction, reproduction of the labour force and biological reproduction (Narotzky, 1997, p.161). Perhaps the distinction between the three classifications of reproduction, brings to the forefront the idea that without feminist critique, social reproduction under a capitalist system, enforces the continual patriarchal mechanisms of economics. Thus, this denotes that the heightened focus on social reproduction is valid. 
Narotzky identifies the social/cultural relationship between means of production and livelihood. Picchio’s research into the capitalist social system highlights how capitalism has altered the system of distribution of resources. This suggests that social reproduction must be used as a framework of economic analysis. Bakker criticises social reproduction under capitalism and thinks that women’s informal labour is not accounted for in the economy. Narotzky refers to Mei’s thought of ‘housewifisation’ and the distinction of the three terms of reproduction as examples of feminist theory challenging the norms set by the capitalist structure. 
The research from the selection of scholars shows that the increase in amount of attention given to social reproduction in the academic sphere is because of two main reasons. The first being, the influence of capitalism in society has enabled scholarship to directly challenge the issues that arise from capitalism via the last stage of economic activity; social reproduction. The second reason, is that feminist theory has allowed for societal norms that have been imposed on women to be confronted through social reproduction. The new level attention on social reproduction is valid because as a conceptual idea it has the possibility to generate real change to the world in the twenty-first century. 
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