

        

            

                

            

        




    

    




    [image: The cover of the recommended book]


Wealth: A Brief Explanation of the Causes of Economic Wealth



Cannan, Edwin

9783849651527

308

Buy now and read (Advertising)

Edwin Cannan was not only a British economist and historian of economic thought, but also a professor at the London School of Economics. In this book he has managed to make room for some very fundamental matters which are often ignored in general treatises of moderate length. He refers especially to the hereditary character of inequalities of income, the inferiority of women's earnings, and the differences in the wealth of different "countries" or "nations."

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Atlantis, The Antediluvian World



Donnelly, Ignatius

9783849644345

309

Buy now and read (Advertising)

This book created somewhat of a sensation in the literary and scientific world. Mr. Donnelly argues that Plato's story was true; that all the ancient civilizations of Europe and America radiated from this ancient kingdom, and that this is the reason we find pyramids, obelisks, and buildings almost Identically alike in Egypt, Mexico and Peru. Donnelly's statements and ample evidence deliver ample evidence for the existence of the continent of Atlants. This book is a must have for all folklorists and people, who are interested in the possible history of a famous nation.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


The Principles of Masonic Law



Mackey, Albert G.

9783849631543

266

Buy now and read (Advertising)

This treatise on the Constitutional Laws, Usages and Landmarks of Freemasonry" is doubtless one of the most important and invaluable works in a Freemasonic library. Contents: Preface. Introduction. The Authorities for Masonic Law. Book First - The Law of Grand Lodges. Chapter I. Historical Sketch. Chapter II. Of the Mode of Organizing Grand Lodges. Chapter III. Of the Members of a Grand Lodge. Chapter IV. Of the Officers of a Grand Lodge. Chapter V. Of the Powers and Prerogatives of a Grand Lodge. Book Second - Laws of Subordinate Lodges. Chapter I. Of the Nature and Organization of Subordinate Lodges. Chapter II. Of Lodges under Dispensation. Chapter III. Of Lodges Working under a Warrant of Constitution. Chapter IV. Of the Officers of a Subordinate Lodge. Chapter V. Of Rules of Order. Book Third - The Law of Individuals. Chapter I. Of the Qualifications of Candidates. Chapter II. Of the Rights of Entered Apprentices. Chapter III. Of the Rights of Fellow Crafts. Chapter IV. Of the Rights of Master Masons. Chapter V. Of the Rights of Past Masters. Chapter VI. Of Affiliation. Chapter VII. Of Demitting. Chapter VIII. Of Unaffiliated Masons. Book Fourth - Of Masonic Crimes and Punishments. Chapter I. Of What Are Masonic Crimes. Chapter II. Of Masonic Punishments. Chapter III. Of Masonic Trials. Chapter IV. Of the Penal Jurisdiction of a Lodge. Chapter V. Of Appeals. Chapter VI. Of Restoration.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Aesop's Fables



Aesop,

9783849630447

456

Buy now and read (Advertising)

The habit of telling stories is one of the most primitive characteristics of the human race. The most ancient civilizations, the most barbarous savages, of whom we have any knowledge have yielded to investigators clear traces of the possession of this practise, The specimens of their narrative that have been gathered from all the ends of the earth and from the remotest times of which we have written record show traces of purpose, now religious and didactic, now patriotic and political; but behind or beside the purpose one can discern the permanent human delight in the story for its own sake. The Æsopic Fables are allegorical tales The form of the old animistic story is used without any belief in the identity of the personalities of men and animals, but with a conscious double meaning and for the purpose of teaching a lesson. The fable is a product not of the folk but of the learned; and though at times it has been handed down by word of mouth, it is really a literary form.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Egyptian Magic



Budge, E. A. Wallis

9783849641290

154

Buy now and read (Advertising)

A study of the remains of the native religious literature of ancient Egypt which have come down to us has revealed the fact that the belief in magic, that is to say, in the power of magical names, and spells, and enchantments, and formulæ, and pictures, and figures, and amulets, and in the performance of ceremonies accompanied by the utterance of words of power, to produce supernatural results.

Buy now and read (Advertising)









 




 




The Character and Logical

Method of Political Economy




 




JOHN ELLIOT CAIRNES




 




 




 













 




 




The Character and Logical Method of Political

Economy, J. E. Cairnes




Jazzybee Verlag Jürgen Beck




86450 Altenmünster, Loschberg 9




Deutschland




 




ISBN: 9783849651299




 




www.jazzybee-verlag.de




admin@jazzybee-verlag.de




 




 




 




 














CONTENTS:





 




Preface to the Second Edition. 1




Preface to the First Edition. 3




Lecture I: Introductory. 5




Lecture II: Of the Mental and

Physical Premisses of Political Economy, and of the Logical Character of the

Doctrines Thence Deduced. 17




Lecture III: Of the Logical  Method

of Political Economy. 32




Lecture IV: Of the Logical Method  of

Political Economy,—(Continued). 46




Lecture V: Of the Solution of an

Economic Problem, and of the Degree of Perfection of which It Is Susceptible. 54




Lecture VI: Of the Place and Purpose

of Definition in Political Economy. 64




Lecture VII: Of the Malthusian 

Doctrine of Population. 72




Lecture VIII: Of the Theory of Rent. 86




Appendix A.. 103




Appendix B.. 107




Appendix C.. 111




Footnotes: 113



















Preface to the Second Edition





In offering to the public a new

edition of some lectures delivered in Dublin more than seventeen years ago, a

few words of explanation are needed. As regards the substance of the opinions

advanced—the view taken of Political Economy and of its methods of proof and

development—the present work does not differ from its predecessor; but

extensive changes have been made in the form and treatment. Numerous passages

have been recast; increased prominence has been given to aspects of the case

only touched on in the former volume; and some entirely new topics have been

introduced. To one of these—'Definition'—an additional lecture has been

devoted. I would fain hope that in its new shape the work will be found

somewhat less unworthy than in its earlier form of such favour as it has met

with. No one, however, can be more conscious than the author how very far it

still falls short of what such a work ought to be.




In connection with logical

method, a good deal of discussion has of late taken place on a question that

had been but little heard of when the book first appeared—I mean the employment

of Mathematics in the development of economic doctrine. The position then taken

with reference to this point was that, having regard to the sources from which

Political Economy derives its premisses, the science does not admit of

mathematical treatment. Since that time, my friend Professor Jevons has published

an able work ('The Theory of Political Economy'), in which the opposite opinion

is maintained; and some few others, both here and on the Continent of Europe,

have followed in his track. Having weighed Professor Jevons's argument to the

best of my ability, and so far as this was possible for one unversed in

Mathematics, I still adhere to my original view. So far as I can see, economic

truths are not discoverable through the instrumentality of Mathematics. If this

view be unsound, there is at hand an easy means of refutation—the production of

an economic truth, not before known, which has been thus arrived at; but I am

not aware that up to the present any such evidence has been furnished of the

efficacy of the mathematical method. In taking this ground I have no desire to

deny that it may be possible to employ geometrical diagrams or mathematical

formulæ for the purpose of exhibiting economic doctrines reached by other

paths; and it may be that there are minds for which this mode of presenting the

subject has advantages. What I venture to deny is the doctrine which Professor

Jevons and others have advanced—that economic knowledge can be extended by such

means; that Mathematics can be applied to the development of economic truth, as

it has been applied to the development of mechanical and physical truth; and,

unless it can be shown, either that mental feelings admit of being expressed in

precise quantitative forms, or, on the other hand, that economic phenomena do

not depend upon mental feelings, I am unable to see how this conclusion can be

avoided. 'The laws of Political Economy,' says Mr. Jevons, 'must be

mathematical for the most part, because they deal with quantities and the

relations of quantities.' If I do not mistake, something more than this is needed

to sustain Mr. Jevons's position.




I have retained most of the

discussions in the original notes, although some of the questions discussed

have lost much of the practical interest they once had; what was formerly

speculation having in some instances become realised fact. They will not on

this account, however, serve less well the purpose of their first

introduction—that of illustrating the principles of economic method.




It falls to me once again to have

to express my deep obligations to my friend Professor Nesbitt, who, with his

usual kindness in correcting the proofs, has not a little lightened my present

labours.




J. E. CAIRNES.




Kidbrook Park Road, S.E. 




February 1875.


















 




Preface to the First Edition




One of the conditions attached to

the Whately Professorship of Political Economy requires that, at least, one

lecture in the year shall be published by the Professor. In the following pages

I have ventured considerably to exceed this requirement, the subject which I

selected as most appropriate for my opening course not being such as could be

conveniently compressed within a single lecture.




With respect to the views

advanced in this work, it may be well, in order to prevent misapprehension, to

disclaim at the outset all pretence to the enunciation of any new method of

conducting economic inquiries. My aim, on the contrary, has been to bring back

the discussions of Political Economy to those tests and standards which were

formerly considered the ultimate criteria of economic doctrine, but which have

been completely lost sight of in many modern publications. With a view to this,

I have endeavoured to ascertain and clearly to state the character of Political

Economy, as this science appears to have been conceived by that succession of

writers of which Smith, Malthus, Ricardo, and Mill are the most distinguished

names; and from the character thus ascertained to deduce the logical method

appropriate thereto; while I have sought further to fortify the conclusions to

which I have been led, by the analogy of the method which in the physical

sciences has been fruitful of such remarkable results.




It may, perhaps, be thought that

it would have conduced more to the advantage of economic science, if, instead

of pausing to investigate the logical principles involved in its doctrines, I

had turned those principles to practical account by directing investigation

into new regions. To this I can only reply, that the contrarieties of opinion

at present prevailing amongst writers on Political Economy are so numerous and

so fundamental, that, as it seems to me, no other escape is open to economists

from the confusion and the contradictions in which the science is involved,

than by a recurrence to those primary considerations by which the importance of

doctrines and the value of evidence are to be determined. To disregard this

conflict of opinion, and to proceed to develop principles the foundations of

which are constantly impugned, would be to prosecute inquiry to little purpose.




The discussion of economic method

with a view to this object has rendered it necessary for me to refer

principally to those questions on which opinion is at present divided; and, in

doing so, I have been led frequently to quote from recent writers for the

purpose simply of dissenting from their doctrines. This course, which I would

gladly have avoided had it been compatible with the end in view, has given to

portions of these lectures more of a controversial character than is, perhaps,

desirable.




I feel also that some apology is

due for the number and the length of the notes. As I have just stated, the

nature of the subject required frequent reference to disputed topics. To have

met the current objections to the principles which I assumed by stopping on

each occasion to discuss them in the test, would have inconveniently broken the

sequence of ideas, and hopelessly weakened the force of the general argument.

On the other hand, to have wholly passed them by without notice would, perhaps,

have been still more unsatisfactory to those who were disposed to adopt such

objections. I should thus have been guilty of the imprudence of a commander who

invades a country leaving numerous untaken fortresses in his rear. Under these

circumstances I have had recourse to the only other alternative—that of

transferring such discussions to the notes, or, where the argument is too long

for a note, to an appendix.




J. E. CAIRNES.


















 




Lecture I: Introductory.




§1. In commencing a course of

lectures on Political Economy, it is usual and natural to indulge in some

congratulatory remarks on the progress of the science in recent times, and more

particularly on the satisfactory results which have attended the extensive,

though as yet but partial, recognition of its principles in the commercial and

financial codes of the country. It is indeed not easy to exaggerate the

importance of these latter achievements; and it is certainly true that economic

doctrines have, in recent years, received some useful developments and

corrections; at the same time I think it must be admitted that, on the whole,

the present condition and prospects of the science are not such as a political

economist can contemplate with unmixed satisfaction.




It is now a quarter of a century

since Colonel Torrens wrote us follows:—"In the progress of the human

mind, a period of controversy amongst the cultivators of any branch of science

must necessarily precede the period of unanimity. With respect to Political

Economy, the period of controversy is passing away, and that of unanimity

rapidly approaching. Twenty years hence there will scarcely exist a doubt

respecting any of its fundamental principles."1 Five-and-thirty years have now passed

since this unlucky prophecy was uttered, and yet such questions as those

respecting the laws of population, of rent, of foreign trade, the effects of

different kinds of expenditure upon distribution, the theory of prices—all

fundamental in the science—are still unsettled, and must still be considered as

'open questions,' if that expression may be applied to propositions which are

still vehemently debated, not merely by sciolists and smatterers, who may

always be expected to wrangle, but by the professed cultivators and recognised

expounders of the science.2 So far from the period of

controversy having passed, it seems hardly yet to have begun—controversy, I

mean, not merely respecting propositions of secondary importance, or the

practical application of scientific doctrines (for such controversy is only an

evidence of the vitality of a science, and is a necessary condition of its

progress), but controversy respecting fundamental principles which lie at the

root of its reasonings, and which were regarded as settled when Colonel Torrens

wrote.




This state of instability and

uncertainty as to fundamental propositions is certainly not favourable to the

successful cultivation of Political Economy—it is not possible to raise a solid

or durable edifice upon shifting quicksands; besides, the danger is ever

imminent of reviving that scepticism respecting all economic speculation, which

at one time so much impeded its progress. It would, indeed, be vain to expect

that Political Economy should be as rapidly and steadily progressive as the

mathematical and physical sciences. Its close affinity to the moral sciences,

as has been often pointed out, brings it constantly into collision with moral

feelings and prepossessions which can scarcely fail to make themselves felt in

the discussion of its principles; while its conclusions, intimately connected

as they are with the art of government, have a direct and visible bearing upon

human conduct in some of the most exciting pursuits of life. Add to this, that

the technical terms of Political Economy are all taken from popular language,

and inevitably partake, in a greater or less degree, of the looseness of

colloquial usage. It is not, therefore, to be expected that economic

discussions should be carried on with the same singleness of purpose, or

severity of expression and argumentation,—consequently with the same

success,—as if they treated of the ideas of number and extension, or of the

properties of the material universe.




Such considerations will, no

doubt, account for much of the instability and vicissitude which have marked

the progress of economic inquiry; but I do not think they are sufficient to

explain the present vacillating and unsatisfactory condition of the science in

respect to fundamental principles. To understand this, I think we must advert

to circumstances of a more special character, and, more particularly, to the

effect which the practical successes achieved by Political Economy (as

exemplified in the rapid and progressive extension of the commerce of the

country since the adoption of free trade) have had on the method of treating

economic questions.




When Political Economy had

nothing to recommend it to public notice but its own proper and intrinsic

evidence, no man professed himself a political economist who had not

conscientiously studied and mastered its elementary principles; and no one who

acknowledged himself a political economist discussed an economic problem

without constant reference to the recognised axioms of the science. But when

the immense success of free trade gave experimental proof of the justice of

those principles on which economists relied, an observable change took place

both in the mode of conducting economic discussions, and in the class of

persons who attached themselves to the cause of Political Economy. Many now

enrolled themselves as political economists who had never taken the trouble to

study the elementary principles of the science; and some, perhaps, whose

capacities did not enable them to appreciate its evidence; while even those who

had mastered its doctrines, in their anxiety to propitiate a popular audience,

were too often led to abandon the true grounds of the science, in order to find

for it in the facts and results of free trade a more popular and striking

vindication.3 It was if mathematicians, in order

to attract new adherents to their ranks, had consented to abandon the method of

analysis, and to rest the truth of their formulas on the correspondence of the

almanacks with astronomical events. The severe and logical style which

characterized the cultivators of the science in the early part of the century

has thus been changed to suit the different character of the audience to whom

economists now address themselves. The discussions of Political Economy have

been constantly assuming more of a statistical character; results are now

appealed to instead of principles; the rules of arithmetic are superseding the

canons of inductive reasoning;4 till the true course of

investigation has been well nigh for forgotten, and Political Economy seems in

danger of realizing the fate of Atalanta,




"Declinat cursus, aurumque

volubile tollit."




It has been remarked by Mr. Mill

that "in whatever science there exist, amongst those who have attended to

the subject, what are commonly called differences of principle, as

distinguished from differences of matter of fact or detail,—the cause will be

found to be a difference in their conceptions of the philosophic method of the

science. The parties who differ are guided, either knowingly or unconsciously,

by different views concerning the nature of the evidence, appropriate to the

subject."5 Now this appears to me to be

strikingly the case with respect to those 'differences of principle' to which I

have adverted as at present existing amongst economists; and, therefore, I

think I cannot better carry out the views of the liberal founder of this chair,

than by availing myself of the opportunity which the opening of this course

affords of considering at some length the nature, object, and limits of

economic science, and the method of investigation proper to it as a subject of

scientific study.




In discussing the nature, limits,

and proper method of Political Economy, I shall at once pass over those numerous

prepossessions connected with the study of this science, some of a moral, some

of a religious, and some of a psychological nature, which so much impeded its

early advances. To enter at any length into such considerations would be to

occupy your time in travelling over ground which probably you have already

traversed, or which, at all events, it is in your power to traverse, in other

and more edifying company; and to waste my own in combating objections, which

either have ceased to exist, or, if they still exist, exist in spite of

repeated refutations—refutations the most complete and irrefragable, to which I

could hope to add nothing of point or weight, and which I should only weaken by

translating them into my own language.6




I shall therefore at starting

take it for granted that 'wealth,' the subject-matter of Political Economy, is

susceptible of scientific treatment; that there are laws of its production and

distribution; that mankind in their industrial operations are not governed by

mere caprice and accident, but by motives which act extensively and constantly,

which may therefore be discovered and classified, and made to serve as the

principles of subsequent deductions. I shall further take it for granted that a

knowledge of these laws of the production and distribution of wealth is a

desirable and useful acquisition, both as a part of a liberal education, and

for the practical purposes to which it may be applied; and, further, that this

knowledge is more likely to be obtained by careful and systematic inquiry than

by what is called the common sense of practical men—another name for the crude

guesses of unmethodized experience; and, lastly, I shall assume that the study

of those principles and motives of human conduct which are brought into play in

the pursuit of wealth is not incompatible with the sentiments and duties of

religion and morality.




§2. The question of the proper

definition of Political Economy will come more fitly under our consideration

after we have ascertained with some precision the character of the inquiry—that

is to say, its purpose and the conditions under which this is sought to be accomplished.

Even here, however, it may be well to refer to so much as may be fairly said to

be agreed upon in connection with the subject of definition—agreed upon not

indeed by all who discourse on economic questions (for on what are they

agreed?), but at least by the school of economists of whom Adam Smith may be

regarded as the founder, and J. S. Mill as the latest and most distinguished

expositor. So far as I know, all writers of this school, however they may

differ as to the primary assumptions of Political Economy, or the method by

which it ought to be cultivated, at least agree in describing it as the Science

of Wealth. Now this implies agreement upon other points of considerable

importance to which I desire to call your attention.




According to this view, then, you

will observe that wealth constitutes the proper and exclusive subject-matter of

Political Economy—that alone with which it is primarily and directly concerned.

The various objections of a popular kind which have been advanced against the

study upon the ground, as it has been phrased, of its 'exclusive devotion to

wealth,' it is not my intention to notice at any length, for reasons which have

been already assigned. I shall only remark that these objections almost all

resolve themselves into this—that there the matters of importance which are not

included within the range of Political Economy—an objection which seems to

proceed upon the assumption that Political Economy is intended as a general

curriculum of education, and not as a means of eliciting truths of a specific

kind.7 Thus a late writer in the North

British Review speaks slightingly of Political Economy as 'a fragmentary

science.' Now what is the value of this objection? Does the writer mean that

Political Economy is a fragment of universal knowledge? This may be granted,

and yet the point of the objection be still not very apparent, unless we suppose

that he designed to advocate some 'great and comprehensive science,' such as

that which Thales and his contemporaries had in view when they inquired—'What

is the origin of all things?' Indeed if the history of scientific progress

teaches any lesson more distinctly than another, it is, that human research has

generally been successful just in proportion as its objects have been strictly

limited and clearly defined; that is to say, in proportion as science has

become 'fragmentary.'




Passing by popular objections, it

cannot be denied that the limitation of Political Economy to the single subject

of wealth—or, to state the same idea in a different form, the constitution of a

distinct science for the exclusive investigation of the class of phenomena

called economic—has been objected to by writers of authority and reputation.

Perhaps the most distinguished of those who have taken view this* has been M. Comte. According to him all

the various phenomena presented by society—political, jural, religious,

educational, artistic, as well as economic—ought to be comprised within the

range of a single inquiry, of which no one branch or portion ought to be

studied except in constant connection with all the rest. I have elsewhere

discussed this doctrine of M. Comte's at considerable length, and need not

therefore do more than refer to it here.8 Other writers, however, of whom M.

Say is one, without adopting this extreme view, have desired to extend the

boundaries of economic investigation beyond the limits prescribed by the

ordinary definition, and would embrace in the same discussion with the

phenomena of wealth a large portion at least of the facts presented by man's

moral and social nature. But the objections to this course appear to me to he

fundamental and insuperable.




In the first place, the great

variety of interests and considerations included under the science as thus

conceived would seem to render the comprehension of them in one system of

doctrines difficult, if not impracticable. But the fundamental defect in this

mode of treatment—in the attempt to combine in the same discussion the laws of

wealth and the laws, or a portion of the laws, of the moral and social nature

of man—consists in this, that even where the subject-matter of the two

inquiries is identical, even where the facts which they consider are the same,

yet the relations and aspects under which these facts are viewed are

essentially different. The same things, the same persons, the same actions are

discussed with reference to a different object, and, therefore, require to be

classified on a different principle.




If our object, for example, were

to discover the laws of the production and distribution of wealth, those

instruments of production the productiveness of which depends on the same

conditions, and those persons whose share in the products of industry is

governed by the same principles, should, respectively, be placed in the same

categories; while, if our object were the larger one of social interests and

relations generally, we might require a very different arrangement. Thus

superior mental power, regarded with a view to the production of wealth, is an

instrument of production perfectly analogous to superior fertility of soil;

they are both monopolized natural agents; and the share which their owners

obtain in the wealth which they contribute to produce, is regulated by

precisely the same principles. Men of genius, therefore, and country gentlemen,

however little else they may have in common, yet being both proprietors of

monopolized natural agents, would in an inquiry into the laws of wealth be

properly placed in the same class. In the same way, the wages of a day labourer

and the salary of a minister of state depend on the same principle—the demand

for and supply of their services; and these persons, therefore, so widely

different in their social position and importance, would be included by the economist

in the same category. On the other hand, farmers and landlords, who, with a

view to social inquiries, would probably be ranked together as belonging to the

agricultural interest, would, if our object were the narrow one of the

discovery of the laws of wealth, be properly placed in different classes: the

income of the farmer depending on the laws which regulate the rate of profit,

while that of the landlord depends on the laws which regulate rent; those laws

being not only not the same, but generally varying in opposite directions.9 




As I have said, M. Say is one of

those writers who have treated Political Economy as having this larger scope,

and nowhere are the inconveniences of the method he pursues more distinctly

brought into view than in his valuable treatise: indeed it appears to me that

most of the errors into which, notwithstanding the general merits of his work,

he has fallen, are to be traced to this source. No one, I think, can peruse

much of his writings without perceiving (and the same remark may be made of not

a few French writers on Political Economy, and in particular of M. Bastiat)

that his reasoning on economic problems is throughout carried on with a side

glance at the prevalent socialistic doctrines. An inevitable consequence of

this is—his object being quite as much to defend society and property against

the attacks of their enemies as to elucidate the theory of wealth—that

questions respecting the distribution of wealth are constantly confounded with

the wholly different questions which the justification upon social grounds of

existing institutions involves; and thus problems purely economic, come, under

his treatment of them, to be complicated with considerations which are entirely

foreign to their solution.




Thus he tells us10 that rent, interest, and wages are

all perfectly analogous; each giving the measure of utility which the

productive agency (of which each respectively is the reward) subserves in

production. Rent, according to this theory, does not depend on the different

costs at which, owing to the physical qualities of the soil, agricultural

produce is raised, nor profit on the cost of labour, nor wages on demand and

supply,11 but each on the utility of the

functions which land, capital, and labour respectively perform in the creation

of the ultimate product. Thus the distinct economic laws which regulate the

distribution of wealth amongst the proprietors of those three productive

agencies are confounded, in order to introduce a moral argument in defence of

the existing structure of society, and to place the three classes of landlords,

capitalists, and labourers on the same footing of social convenience and

equity.




Dr. Whewell, in examining the

cause of the failure of physical philosophy in the hands of the ancient Greeks,

finds it in the circumstance that they introduced into their physical speculations

ideas inappropriate to the facts which they endeavoured to solve. It was not,

he tells us, as is commonly supposed, that they undervalued the importance of

facts: for it appears that Aristotle collected facts in abundance; nor yet that

there was any dearth of ideas by which to generalize the facts which they

accumulated; but that instead of steadily and exclusively fixing their

attention on the purely physical ideas of force and pressure, they sought to

account for external phenomena by resorting to moral considerations—to the

ideas of strange and common, natural and unnatural, sympathy, horror, and the

like—the result, of course, being that their inquiries led to nothing but

fanciful theorizing and verbal quibbling.12 




Now the introduction into

economic discussions of such considerations as those to which I have adverted

in the example given from M. Say, appears to me to be an error of precisely the

same kind as that which was committed by the ancient Greeks in their physical

speculations, and one to which the method adopted by M. Say, of embracing in

the same discussion the principles and ends of social union with the economic

laws of wealth, seems almost inevitably to lead. The writer who thus treats

Political Economy, labours under a constant temptation to wander from those

ideas which are strictly appropriate to his subject into considerations of

equity and expediency which are proper only to the more extensive subject of

society. Instead of addressing himself to the problem, according to what law

certain facts result from certain principles, he proceeds to explain how the

existence of the facts in question is consistent with social well-being and

natural equity; and generally succeeds in deluding himself with the idea that

he has solved an economic problem, when, in fact, he has only vindicated, or

persuaded himself he has vindicated, a social arrangement.




The objections, therefore, to

this method of treating Political Economy, resting as they do on the

incompatible nature of the investigations which it seeks to combine, are

fundamental. Even if it should be thought desirable to give the name of

Political Economy to the larger inquiry, it would still be necessary to reserve

for separate and distinct investigation the laws of the production and

distribution of wealth. 




§3. But, secondly, the ordinary

definition represents Political Economy as a science; and (as I have elsewhere

said) "for those who clearly apprehend what science, in the modern sense

of the term, means, this ought sufficiently to indicate at once its province,

and what it undertakes to do. Unfortunately, many who perfectly understand what

science means when the word is employed with reference to physical nature,

allow themselves to slide into a totally different sense of it; or rather into

acquiescence in an absence of all distinct meaning in its use, when they employ

it with reference to social science. In the minds of a large number of people

everything is Social Science which proposes to deal with social facts, either

in the way of remedying a grievance, or in promoting order and progress in

society: everything is Political Economy which is in any way connected with the

production, distribution, or consumption of wealth. Now I am anxious here to

insist upon this fundamental point: whatever takes the form of a plan aiming at

definite practical ends—it may be a measure for the diminution of pauperism,

for the reform of land-tenure, for the extension of co-operative industry, for

the regulation of the currency; or it may assume a more ambitious shape, and

aim at reorganising society under spiritual and temporal powers, represented by

a high priest of humanity and three bankers—it matters not what the proposal

be, whether wide or narrow in its scope, severely judicious or wildly

imprudent—if its object be to accomplish definite practical ends, then I say it

has none of the characteristics of a science, and has no just claim to the

name. Consider the case of any recognised physical science—Astronomy, Dynamics,

Chemistry, Physiology—does any of these aim at definite to practical ends? at

modifying in a definite manner, it matters not how, the arrangement of things

in the physical universe? Clearly not. In each case the object is, not to

attain tangible results, not to prove any definite thesis, not to advocate any

practical plan, but simply to give light, to reveal laws of nature, to tell us

what phenomena are to found together, what effects follow from what causes.

Does it result from this that the physical sciences are without bearing out the

practical concerns of mankind? I think I need not trouble myself to answer that

question. Well, then, Political Economy is a science in the same sense in which

Astronomy, Dynamics, Chemistry, Physiology, are sciences. Its subject-matter is

different; it deals with the phenomena of wealth, while, they deal with the

phenomena of the physical universe; but its methods, its aims, the character of

its conclusions, are the same as theirs. What Astronomy does for the phenomena

of the heavenly bodies; what Dynamics does for the phenomena of motion; what

Chemistry does for the phenomena of chemical combination; what Physiology does

for the phenomena of the functions of organic life; that Political Economy does

for the phenomena of wealth: it expounds the laws according to which those

phenomena co-exist with or succeed each other; that is to say, it expounds the

laws of the phenomena of wealth.




"Let me here briefly explain

what I mean by this expression. It is one in very frequent use; but, like many

other expressions in frequent use, it does not always perhaps carry to the mind

of the hearer a very definite idea. Of course I do not mean by the laws of the

phenomena of wealth, Acts of Parliament. I mean the natural laws of those

phenomena. Now what are the phenomena of wealth? Simply the facts of wealth;

such as production, exchange, price; or, again, the various forms which wealth

assumes in the process of distribution, such as wages, profits, rent, interest,

and so forth. These are the phenomena of wealth; and the natural laws of these

phenomena are certain constant relations in which they stand towards each other

and towards their causes. For example, capital grows from year to year in this

country at a certain rate of progress; in the United States the rate is

considerably more rapid; in China considerably slower. Now these facts are not

fortuitous, but the natural result of causes; of such causes as the external

physical circumstances of the countries in question, the intelligence and moral

character of the people inhabiting them, and their political and social

institutions; and so long as the causes remain the same, the results will

remain the same. Similarly, the prices of commodities, the rent of land, the

rates of wages, profits, and interest, differ in different countries; but here

again, not at random. The particular forms which these phenomena assume are no

more matters of chance than the temperature or the mineral productions of the

countries in which they occur are matters of chance; or than the fauna and

flora which flourish on the surface of those countries are matters of chance.

Alike in the case of the physical and of the economic world, the facts we find

existing are the results of causes, between which and them the connection is

constant and invariable. It is, then, the constant relations exhibited in

economic phenomena that we have in view, when we speak of the laws of the

phenomena no of wealth; and in the exposition of these laws consists the

science of Political Economy. If you ask me wherein lies the utility of such an

exposition of economic laws, I answer, in precisely the same circumstance which

constitutes the utility of all scientific knowledge. It teaches us the

conditions of our power in relation to the facts of economic existence, the

means by which, in the domain of material wellbeing, to attain our cards. It is

by such knowledge that man becomes the minister and interpreter of Nature, and

learns to control Nature by obeying her.




"And now I beg you to

observe what follows from this mode of conceiving our study. In the first

place, then, you will remark that, as thus conceived, Political Economy stands

apart from all particular systems of social or industrial existence. It has

nothing to do with laissez-faire any more than with communism; with freedom of

contract any more than with paternal government, or with systems of status. It

stands apart from all particular systems, and is, moreover, absolutely neutral

as between all. Not of course that the knowledge which it gives may not be

employed to recommend some and to discredit others. This is inevitable, and is

only the proper and legitimate use of economic knowledge. But this

notwithstanding, the science is neutral, as between social schemes, in this

important sense. It pronounces no judgment on the worthiness or desirableness

of the ends aimed at in such so systems. It tells us what their effects will be

as regards a specific class of facts, thus contributing data towards the

formation of a sound opinion respecting them. But here its function ends. The

data thus furnished may indeed go far to determine our judgment, but they do

not necessarily, and should not in practice always, do so. For there are few

practical problems which do not present other aspects than the purely

economical—political, moral, educational, artistic aspects—and these may

involve consequences so weighty as to turn the scale against purely economic

solutions. On the relative importance of such conflicting considerations,

Political Economy offers no opinion, pronounces no judgment, thus, as I said,

standing neutral between competing social schemes; neutral, as the science of

Mechanics stands neutral between competing plans of railway construction, in

which expense, for instance, as well as mechanical efficiency, is to be

considered; neutral, as Chemistry stands neutral between competing plans of

sanitary improvement; as Physiology stands neutral between opposing systems of

medicine. It supplies the means, or, more correctly, a portion of the means for

estimating all; it refuses to identify itself with any.




"Now I desire to call

particular attention to this characteristic of economic science, because I do

not think it is at all generally appreciated, and because some serious and

indeed lamentable consequences have arisen from overlooking it. For example, it

is sometimes supposed that because Political Economy comprises in its

expositions theories of wages, profits, and rent, the science is therefore

committed to the approval of our present mode of industrial life, under which

three distinct classes, labourers, capitalists, and landlords, receive

remuneration in those forms. Under this impression, some social reformers,

whose ideal of industrial life involves a modification of our existing system,

have thought themselves called upon to denounce and deride economic science, as

forsooth seeking to stereotype the existing forms of industrial life, and of

course therefore opposed to their views. But this is a complete mistake.

Economic science has no more connection with our present industrial system than

the science of mechanics has with our present system of railways. Our existing

railway lines have been laid down according to the best extant mechanical

knowledge; but we do not think it necessary on this account, as a preliminary

to improving our railways, to denounce mechanical science. If wages, profits,

and rent find a place in economic theories, this is simply because these are

the forms which the distribution of wealth assumes as society is now

constituted. They are phenomena which need to be explained. But it comes

equally within the province of the economist to exhibit the working of any

proposed modification of this system, and to set forth the operation of the

laws of production and distribution under such new conditions.




And, in connection with this

point, I may make this remark: that so far is it from being true, as some would

seem to suppose, that economic science has done its work, and thus become

obsolete for practical purposes, an object of mere historical curiosity, it

belongs, on the contrary, to a class of sciences whose work can never be

completed, never at least so long as human beings continue to progress; for the

most important portion of the data from which it reasons is human character and

human institutions, and everything consequently which affects that character or

those institutions must create new problems for economic science. Unlike the

physicist, who deals with phenomena incapable of development, always

essentially the same, the main facts of the economist's study—man as an

industrial being, man as organized in society—are ever undergoing change. The

economic conditions of patriarchal life, of Greek or Roman life, of feudal

life, are not the economic conditions of modern commercial life; and had

Political Economy been cultivated in those primitive, ancient, or mediæval

times, while it would doubtless have contained some expositions which we do not

now find in it, it must also have wanted many which it now contains. One has

only to turn to the discussions on currency and credit which have accompanied

the great development of our commerce during the last half-century to see how the

changing needs of an advancing society evolve new problems for the economist,

and call forth new growths of economic doctrine. At this moment one may see

that such an occasion is imminent. Since the economic doctrines now holding

their place in our text-books were thought out, a new mode of industrial

organization has established itself in this and other countries. Co-operation

is now a reality, and, if the signs are not all deceptive, bids fair to

transform much of our industry. Now the characteric feature of co-operation,

looked at from the economic point of view, is, that it combines in the same

person the two capacities of labourer and capitalist; whereas our present

theories of industrial remuneration presuppose a division of those capacities

between distinct persons. Obviously, our existing theories must fail to

elucidate a state of things different from that contemplated in their

elaboration. We have thus need of a new exposition of the law of industrial

remuneration—an exposition suited to a state of things in which the gains of

producers, instead of taking the form of wages, profits, and rent, are realized

in a single composite sum. I give this as an example of the new developments of

economic theory which the progress of society will constantly call for. Of

course it is an open question whether this is the direction in which industrial

society is moving; and there are those, I know, who hold that it is not towards

co-operation, but rather towards 'captains of industry' and organization of

workmen on the military plan, that the current is setting. It may be so, and in

this case the economic problem of the future will not be that which I have

suggested above; nevertheless, an economic problem there still will be. If

society were organized to-morrow on the principles of M. Comte, so long as

physical and human nature remain what they are, the phenomena of wealth would

exhibit constant relations, would still be governed by natural laws; and those

relations, those laws, it would still be important to know. The function of the

economist would be as needful as ever.




"A far more serious

consequence, however, of ignoring the neutral attitude of this study in

relation to questions of practical reform is the effect it has had in

alienating from it the minds of the working classes. Instead of appearing in

the neutral guise of an expositor of truth, the contributor of certain data

towards the solution of social problems—data which of themselves commit no man

to any course, and of which the practical cogency can only be determined after

all the other data implicated in the problem are known—instead of presenting

itself as Chemistry, Physiology, Mechanics present themselves, Political

Economy too often makes its appearance, especially in its approaches to the

working classes, in the guise of a dogmatic code of cut-and-dried rules, a

system promulgating decrees, 'sanctioning' one social arrangement, 'condeming'

another, requiring from men, not consideration, but obedience. Now when we take

into account the sort of decrees which are ordinarily given to the world in the

name of Political Economy—decrees which I think I may say in the main amount to

a handsome ratification of the existing form of society as approximately

perfect—I think we shall be able to understand the repugnance, and even violent

opposition, manifested towards it by people who have their own reasons for not

cherishing that unbounded admiration for our present industrial arrangements

which is felt by some popular expositors of so-called economic laws. When a working

man is told that Political Economy 'condemns' strikes, hesitates about

co-operation, looks askance at proposals for limiting the hours of labour, but

'approves' the accumulation of capital, ane 'sanctions' the market rate of

wages, it seems not an unnatural response that 'since Political Economy is

against the working man, it behoves the working man to be against Political

Economy.' It seems not unnatural that this new code should come to be regarded

with suspicion, as a system possibly contrived in the interest of employers,

which it is the workmen's wisdom simply to repudiate and disown. Economic

science is thus placed in an essentially false position, and the section of the

community which is most vitally interested in taking to heart its truths is

effectually prevented from even giving them a hearing. I think it, therefore, a

matter not merely of theoretic but of the utmost pratical importance, that the

strictly scientific character of this study should be insisted on. It is only

when so presented that its true position in relation to practical reforms, and

its really benevolent bearing towards all sorts and conditions of men, will be

understood, and that we can hope to overcome those deep-seated but perfectly

natural prejudices with which the most numerous class in the community

unfortunately regard it."13
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