GENERAL INTRODUCTION.
REASON OF THIS WORK.

_ : SHALL try in this work to put in clear and systematic
. form the main prinéiples of political economy.

The place I would take is not that of a teacher, who

For tho’ the Giant Ages heave the hill 1 states what is to be believed, but rather that of a guide,

And break the shore, and evermore who points out what by looking is to be seen. So far from

Make and break, and work their will; 3 ‘ .
Tho’ world on world in myriad myriads roll asking the reader blindly to follow me, I would urge him

idle compliment to the reader, but because of the nature
and present condition of political economy.

Of all the sciences, political economy is that which to
civilized men of to-day is of most practical importance.
For it is the seience which treats of the nature of wealth
and the laws of its production and distribution ; that is to
say, of matters which absorb the larger part of the thought
) , and effort of the vast majority of us—the getting of a liv-
] ' ing. It includes in its domain the greater part of those
‘7 ; vexed questions which lie at the bottom of our politics and

legislation, of our social and governmental theories, and
: even, in larger measure than may at first be supposed, of
: . ’ our philosophies and religions. - It is the science to which
“" ' must belong the solving of problems that at the close of a

century of the greatest material and scientific development
‘ xxxi

Round us, each with different powers - - to accept no statement that he himself can doubt, and to
And other forms of life than ours, = adopt no conelusion untested by his own reason.

What know we greater than the soul? 7 This T say, not in unfelt deprecation of myself nor in
: — Tennyson. :
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the world has yet seen, are in all eivilized countries clonding
the horizon of the future—the only science that can enable
our civilization to escape already threatening catastrophe.

Yet, surpassing in its practical importance as political
economy is, he who to-day would form clear and sure ideas
of what it really teaches must form them for himself. For
there is no body of accepted truth, no consensus of recog-
nized authority, that he may without question accept. In
all other branches of knowledge properly called science the
inquirer may find certain fundamentals recognized by all
and disputed by none who profess it, which he may safely
take to embody the information and experience of his time.
But, despite its long cultivation and the multitude of its
professors, he cannot yet find this in political economy.
If he accepts the teaching of one writer or one school, it
will be to find it denied by other writers and other schools,
"This is not merely true of the more complex and delicate
questions, but of primary questions. Even on mattérs
such as in other sciences have long sinee been settled, he
who to-day looks for the guidance of general acceptance
in political economy will find a chaos of discordant opin-
ions. So farindeed are first principles from being agreed
on, that it is still a matter of hot dispute whether protec-
tion or free trade is most conducive to prosperity—a ques-
tion that in political economy ought to be capable of as
certain an answer as in hydrodynamies the question
whether a ship ought to be broader than she is long; or
longer than she is broad.

This is not for want of what passes for systematic study.
Not only are no subjects so widely and frequently discussed
as those that come within the provinee of political economy,
but every university and college has now its professor
of the science, whose special business it is to study and
to teach it.” But nowhere are inadequacy and confusion
more apparent than in the writings of these men; nor is
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anything so likely to give the impression that there is not
and cannot be a real science of political economy.

But while this discordance shows that he who would
really acquaint himself with political economy cannot rely
upon authority, there is in it nothing to discourage the
hope that he who will use his own reason in the honest
search for truth may attain firm and clear conclusions.

For in the supreme practical importance of political
economy we may see the reason that has kept and still
keeps it in dispute, and that has prevented the growth of
any body of accepted and assured opinion.

Under existing conditions in the civilized world, the
great struggle among men is for the possession of wealth.
Would it not then be irrational to expect that the science
which treats of the produetion and distribution of wealth
should be exempt from the influence of that struggle? -
Macaulay has well said that if any large pecuniary interest
were concerned in disputing the attraction of gravitation,
that most obvious of all facts would not yet be accepted.
‘What, then, can we look for in the teaching of a science
which - directly concerns the most powerful of “vested
rights”—which deals with rent and wages and interest,
with taxes and tariffs, with privileges and franchises and
subsidies, with currencies and land-tenures and public
debts, with the ideas on which trade-unions are based and
the pleas by which combinations of capitalists are de-
fended? Kconomic truth, under existing conditions, has

- not merely to overcome the inertia of indolence or habit;

it is in its very nature subject to suppressions and distor-
tions from the influence of the most powerful and vigilant
interests. It has not merely to make its way ; it must con- -
stantly stand on guard. It cannot safely be trusted to any
selected body of men, for the same reasons that, the power

" of making laws and administering public affairs cannot be

80 trusted.
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Tt is especially true to-day that all large political ques-
tions are at bottom economic questions. There is thus in-
iroduced into the study of political economy the same
disturbing element that setting men by the ears over the
study of theology has written in blood a long page in the
world’s history, and that at one time, at least, so affected
even the study of astronomy as to prevent the authori-
tative recognition of the earth’s movement around the
sun long after its demonstration. The organization of
political parties, the pride of place and power that they
arouse and the strong prejudices they kindle, are always
inimieal to the search for truth and to the acceptance of
truth.

And while colleges and universities and similar institu-
tions, though ostensibly organized for careful investigation
and the honest promulgation of truth, are not and cannot
be exempt from the influences that disturb the study of
political economy, they are especially precluded under
present conditions from faithful and adequate treatment
of that science. TFor in the present social conditions of
the civilized world nothing is clearer than that there is
some deep and wide-spread wrong in the distribution, if
not in the production, of wealth. This it is the office of
political economy to disclose, and a really faithful and
honest explication of the science must disclose it.

But no matter what that injustice may be, colleges and
universities, as at present constituted, are by the very law
of their being precluded from discovering or revealing it.
Tor no matter what be the nature of this injustice, the
wealthy class must, relatively at least, profit by it, and this
is the class whose views and wishes dominate in colleges
and universities. As, while slavery was yet strong, we
might have looked in vain to the colleges and universities
and accredited organs of education and opinion in our
Southern States, and indeed for that matter in the North,
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for any admission of its injustice, so under present condi-
tions must we look in vain to such sources for any faithful
treatment of political economy. Whoever accepts from
them a chair of political economy must do so under the
jmplied stipulation that he shall not really find what it is
s professional business to look for.*
In these extraneous difficulties, and not in any difficulty
inherent in political economy itself, lies the reason why,
-day, after all the effort that since Adam Smith wrote has
cen devoted to its investigation, or presumed investiga-
on, he who would really know what it teaches can find
o consistent body of undisputed doctrine that he may
afely accept; and can turn to the colleges and universities-
nly with the certainty that, wherever else he may find the
uth, he cannot find it there. ‘ »
Yet, if political economy be the one science that cannot
afely be left to specialists, the one seience of which it is
eedful for all to know something, it is also the seience
hich the ordinary man may most easily study. It re-
gires no tools, no apparatus, no special learning. The
henomena which it investigates need not be sought for
in laboratories or libraries ; they lie about us, and are con-
tantly thrust upon us. The principles on which it builds
are truths of which we all are conscious, and on which in
very-day matters we constantly base our reasoning and
ur actions. And its processes, which consist mainly in
analysis, require only care in distinguishing what is essen-
ial from what is merely accidental.

In proposing to my readers to go with me in an attempt
to work out the main prineiples of political economy, Iam
not asking them to think of matters they have never
thought of before, but merely to think of them in a careful

* On this subjeet, Adam Smith’s opinion of colleges and universi-
ties (Article IL., Part ITL., Chapter L., Book V., “ Wealth of Nations”)
may still be read with much advantage.
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and systematic way. For we all have some sort of political
economy. Men may honestly confess an ignorance of
astronomy, of chemistry, of geology, of philology, and
really feel their ignorance. But few men honestly confess
an ignorance of political economy. Though they may
admit or even proclaim ignorance, they do not really
feel it. There are many who say that they know nothing
of political economy—many indeed who do not know what
the term means. Yet these very men hold at the same
time and with the utmost confidence opinions upon matters
that belong to political economy, such as the causes which
affect wages and prices and profits, the effects of tariffs,
the influence of labor-saving machinery, the function and
proper substance of money, the reason of “hard times” or
« good times,” and so on. For men living in society, which
is the natural way for men to live, must have some gort of
politico-economic theories—good or bad, right or wrong.
The way to make sure that these theories are correct, or
if they are not correct, to supplant them by true theories,
is by such systematic and careful investigation as in this
work I propose.

But to such an investigation there is one thing so neces-
sary, one thing of such primary and constant importance,
that I cannot too soon and too strongly urge it upon the
reader. It is, that in attempting the study of political
economy we should first of all, and at every step, make
sure of the meaning of the words that we use as its terms,
<o that when we use them they shall always have for us
the same meaning.

Words are the signs or tokens by which in speech or
writing we communicate our thoughts to one another. It
is only as we attach a common meaning to words that we
can communicate with one another by speech. And to
anderstand one another with precision, it is necessary that
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each attach precisely the same meaning to the same word.
Thus, two men may look on the ocean from the same place,
and one honestly insist that there are three ships in sight,
while the other as honestly insists that there are only two,
if the one uses the word ship in its ‘general meaning of
navigable vessel, and the other uses it in its technical
‘meaning of a vessel carrying three square-rigged masts.
‘Such use of words in somewhat different senses is pecu-
arly dangerous in philosophic discussion.
. But words are more than the means by which we com-
municate our thoughts. They are also signs or tokens in
‘which we ourselves think—the labels of the thought-
rawers or pigeonholes in which we stow away the various
ideas that we often mentally deal with by label. Thus, we
-~ cannot think with precision unless in our own minds
we use words with precision. Failure to do this is a
reat cause of the generation and persistence of economie
allacies.
‘In all studies it is important that we should attach defi-
e meanings to the terms we use. But this is especially
~ important in political economy. For in other studies most
* of the words used as terms are peculiar to that study. The
terms used in chemistry, for instance, are used only in
chemistry. This makes the study of chemistry harder in
begi for the student has to familiarize himself with
new words. But it avoids subsequent difficulties, for these
words being used only in chemistry, their meaning is not
likely to be warped by other use from the one definite
sense they properly bear in chemistry. ‘
" Now the terms used in political economy are not words
reserved to it. They are words in every-day use, which
he necessities of daily life constantly require us to give to,
and accept for, a different than the economic meaning.
In studying political economy, in thinking out any of its
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problems, it is absolutely necessary to give to such terms
as wealth, value, capital, land, labor, rent, interest, wages,
money, and so on, a precise meaning; and to use them
only in this—a meaning which always differs, and in some
cases differs widely, from the common meaning. But not
only have we all been accustomed in the first place to use

these words in their common meanings ; but even after we -

have given them as politico-economic terms a definite
meaning, we must, in ordinary talk and reading continue
to use and accept them in their ordinary sense.

Hence arises in political economy a liability to confusion
in thought from lack of definiteness in the use of terms.
The careless as to terms cannot take a step without falling
into this confusion, and even the usually careful are liable
to fall into confusion if at any moment they relax their

vigilance. The most eminent writers on political economy .

have given examples of this, confusing themselves as well
as their readers by the vague use of a term. To guard
against this danger it is necessary to be careful in begin-
ning, and continuously to be careful. I shall therefore in
this work try to define each term as it arises, and there-
after, when using it as an economie term, try to use it in
that precise sense, and in no other.

To define a word is to mark off what it includes from
what it does not include—to make it in our minds, as it
were, clear and sharp on its edges—so that it will always
stand for the same thing or things, not at one time mean
more and at another time less.

Thus, beginning at the beginnings, let us consider the
nature and scope of political economy, that we may see its
origin and meaning, what it includes and what it does not
include. If in this I ask the reader to go with me deeper
than writers on political economy usually do, let him not
think me wandering from the subject. He who would
build a towering structure of brick and stone, that in stress
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* and strain will stand firm and plumb, digs for its founda-
- tion to solid rock. :

Should we grudge such pains in laying the foundations
of a great science, on which in its superstructure so much
must rest? ,

In nothing more than in philosophy is it wise that we
should be “like a man which built an house, and digged
deep, and laid the foundation on a roc 2




CHAPTER XIL

THE FUNDAMENTAL LAW OF POLITICAL
ECONOMY.

SHOWING THAT THE LAW FROM WHICH POLITICAL ECONOMY
PROCEEDS IS THAT MEN SEEE TO SATISFY THEIR DESIRES
WITH THE LEAST EXERTION.

Exertion followed by weariness—The fact that men seek to satisfy
their desires with the least exertion—Meaning and analogue—
Exemplified in trivial things—Is a law of nature and the funda-
mental law of political ceconomy—Substitntion of selfishness for
this prineiple—DBuckle quoted—-Political economy requires no
such assumption—The necessity of labor not a eurse.

HE only way man has of satisfying his desires is by
action,

Now action, if confinued long enough in one line fo

become really exertion, a conseious putting forth of effort,
produces in the consclousness a feeling of reluctance or
weariness. This comes from something deeper than the
exhaunstion of energy in what we call physieal labor; for
whoever has tried it knows that one may lie on his back
in the most comfortable position and by mere dint of sus-
tained thinking, without conseiously moving a musele, tire
himself as truly as by sawing wood; and that the mere
clash and confliet of involuntary or undirected thought or
feeling, or its continuance in one direction, will soon bring
extreme weariness.
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But whatever be its ultimate eanse, the faet is that labor,
the attempt of the conseious will to realize its material
desire, is always, when continued for a little while, in itself
hard and irksome. And whether from this fact alone, or
from this fact, conjoined with or based upon something
intuitive to our perceptions, the further fact, testified to

. both by observation of our own feelings and aetions and

by observation of the aects of others, is that men always
seek to gratify their desires with the least exertion.
This, of course, does not mean that they always succeed

§ o doing so, any more than the physical law that motion

tends to persist in a straight line means that moving
bodies always take that line. But it does mean the mental
analogue of the physical law that motion seeks the line of
least resistance—that in seeking to gratify their desires

© men will always seek the way whieh under existing physi-
" cal, social and personal conditions seems to them to involve
" the least expenditure of exertion.

‘Whoever would see this disposition of human na.ture
exemplified in trivial things has only to watch the passers-
by in a erowded street, or those who enter or depart from
a frequented house. He will be instructed and perhaps
not a little amused to note how slight the obstruction
or semblance of obstruction that will divert their steps;
and will see the principle observed by saint and sinner—
by “wicked man on evil errand bent,” and “ Good Samar-

L - itan intent on works of mercy.”

‘Whether it proeeed from experience of the irksomeness

of labor and the desire to avoid it, or further back than

that, have its souree in some innate prineiple of the human
constitution, this disposition of men to seek the satisfaetion
of their desires with the minimum of exertion is so uni-
versal and unfailing that it constitutes one of those in-
variable sequences that we denominate laws of nature, and
from which we may safely reason. It is this law of nature
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that is the fundamental law of politieal economy—the
central law from which its deductions and explanations
may with certainty be drawn, and, indeed, by which alone
they become posazible. It holds the same place in the
sphere of political economy that the law of gravitation
does in physics. 'Without it there could be no recognition
of order, and all would be chaos,

- Yet the failure clearly to apprehend this as the funda-
mental law of polifical economy has led to very serious
and wide-spread mistakes as to the nature of the science;
and has indeed, in spite of the vigorous assertions and
assumptions of its accredited professors, prevented it from
truly taking in popular esteem the place of a real science,
or from long holding in scholastic circles the credit it had
for a while gained. For the prineciple that men always
geek to satisfy their desires with the least exertion, there
has been substituted, from the time that political economy
began to claim the attention of thoughtful men, the prin-
eiple of human selfishness. And with the assumption that
political economy takes into its account only the selfish
feelings of human nature, there have been linked, as laws
of political economy, other assumptions as destitute of
validity.

To show how completely the idea has prevailed that the
foundation of political economy iz the assumption of
human selfishness, I shall not stop o gquote from the
accredited writers on the subject, nor yet from those who
~ have made of it a gronnd of their repugnance to the
political economy that has been with justice styled “the
dismal science ”—such as Carlyle, Dickens or Ruskin. I
take for that purpose a writer who, while he fully accepted
‘what was at his time (1857-60) the orthodox political econ-
omy, deeming it “the only subject immediately eonnected
with the art of government that has yet been raised to a
science,” and was well conversant with its literature, was

r
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not concerned with it as a controversialist, but only as a
historian of the development of thought.

. Buckle’s understanding of political economy was that
it eliminated every other feeling than selfishness. In his
#Tnquiry into the Influence Exercised by Religion, Litera-
ture and Government” (Vol. 1., Chapter V., of his “ History
of Civilization in England 7}, he says that in the “ Wealth
of Nations,” which he regards as “probably the most
“dmportant book which has ever been written,” Smith
. peneralizes the laws of wealth, not from the phenomena
- of wealth, nor from statistical statements, but from the
phenomena of selfishness; thus making a deductive ap-
splication of one set of mental prineiples to the whole set
“of economical facts”

—. And in his “ Examination of the Scotch Intellect during
he Eighteenth Century ¥ {Vol. IL, Chapter V1.), he returns
" greater detail to the same subject. Adam Smith, he
ays, wrote two great books, with an interval of seventeen
ears between them. In both he employed the same
ethod, that form of deduetion “which proceeds by an
artificial separation of facts in themselves inseparable”
TIn the first of these, the “Theory of Moral Sentiments,”
‘he “so narrowed the field of inquiry as to exclude from it
all consideration of selfishness ag a primary prineiple, and
nly to admit its great antagonist, sympathy.” In tho
econd, the “ Wealth of Nalions” which Buckle regards as
correlative part of Smith’s one great scheme, though still
eater than its predecessor, Smith, on the contrary, “as-
umes that selfighnese iz the main regulator of human
ffairs, just as in his previous work he had assumed sym-
athy to be 0. Or, as Buckle, later on, repeats:

He everywhere assumes that the great moving power of all men,
gli interests and all classes, in all ages and in all countries, is seifish-
eds. The opposite power of sympathy he entirely shuts out; and I
prdly remember an instance in which even the word occurs in the
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whole eourse of his work. Iis fundamental assumption is, that each
man exclusively follows his own interest, or what he deems to be his
own interest. . . . In this way Adam Smith completely changes the
premises he had sssumed in his earlier work. Here, he makes men
naturally selfish ; formerly, he had made them naturally sympathetic,
Here, he represents them pursuing wealth for sordid objeets, and for
the naxrowest personal pleasures; formerly, he represented them
‘a8 pursuing it out of regard to the rentiments of others, and for the
sake of obtaining their sympathy. In the “Wealth of Nations” we
hear no more of this coneciliatory and sympathetie spirit; such ami-
able maxims are altogether forgoiten, and the affairs of the world
are regulated by different prineiples. It now appears that benevo-
lence and affection have no influenee over our actions. Indeed,
Adam Bmith will hardly admit common humanity into his theory of
motives. If & people emancipate their slaves, it is a proof, not that
the people are acted on by high moral considerations, nor that their
gympathy is excited by the ernelty inflicted on these unhappy crea-
tures. Nothing of the sort. Bueh indnecements to conduct are
imaginary and exercise no real sway. All that the emancipation
proves, is, that the slaves were fow in number, and, therefore, small
in valne. Otherwise they would not have been emancipated.

8o, too, while in his former work he had aseribed the different
gystems of morals to the power of sympathy, ke, in this work, aseribes
them entirely to the power of selfishness.

This presumption, so well stated and defended by
Buckle, that political economy must eliminate everything
but the seliish feelings of mankind, has continued to
pervade the aeeredited political economy up to this time,
whatever may have been the effects upon the eommon
mind of the attacks made mpon it by those, who, not
putting their objections into logieal and coherent form,
could be spoken of as senfimentalists, but not politieal
economists. Yef, however generally the accepted writers
on political cconomy may have themselves supposed the
assumption of universal selfishness to be the fundamental
principle of politieal sconomy, or how much ground they
may have given for such a supposition on the part of their
readers, a true political economy requires no such assump-
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tion. The primary postulate on and from which its whole
_gtructure is built is not that all men arc governed only by
-gelflsh motives, or must for its purposes be considered as
 governed only by selfish motlives; it is that all men seek
to gratify their desires, whatever those desires may be,
‘with the least exertion. This fundamental law of political
p.economy is, like all other laws of nature, so far as we are
oncerned, supreme. It is no more affected by the selfish-
'ness or unselflshness of our desires than is the law of
ravitation. It is simply a fact.

The irksomeness or weariness that inevitably attends
Bl continned exertion cansed earlier men to look on the
ecesgity of labor to production as a penalty imposed upon
ur kind by an offended Deity. Butin thelight of modern
ivilization we may see that what they deemed & curse is
in reality the impulse that has led to the most enormous
‘extensions of man’s power of dealing with nature. So
drne is it that good and evil are not in external things or
in their laws of action, but in will or spirit.
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