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PREFACE

THE endeavour in this book to trace and to express the
relations between economic and human values, wealth and
Life, follows several lines of enquiry.. One is concerned with
studying the part which processes ‘of production and con-
‘sumption play in the determination of human welfare. An-
other deals with the changing attitudes adopted by economic
science towards the demand that it shall také account of
ethical considerations in its structure and method. A third
treats the distinctively social aspect of the problem, the
tenidency of organised society to exercise a control of eco-
nHmic processes in the interests of equity, humanity, and
/social order. :

The threads of these enquiries sometimes run separately,
sometimes they are intertwined. In order to minimise con-
fusion, I have made certain rather arbitrary divisions. Part
I is chiefly given to an attempt to wrest from social philos-
ophy an intelligible and consistent meaning for human value
and welfare. Part IT sketches the emergence of an economic
science and its formal relations to ethics. Part ITT discusses
the ethical significance of certain basic factors in the modern
economic system, especially property and the processes of a
market. = Part IV deals with the crucial issues of industrial
‘peace and progress in the light of modern humanism, with
especial regard to the new problems emerging in a world
becoming conscious of its widening unity.

The brief Bibliography given in the Appendix is, of course,
wholly inadequate as an indication of the vast literature upon
which readers might draw in profitable pursuit of the topics
discussed here. I thought it well, however, to give prom-
inence to a few works which I have found partlcularly ser-
¥yiceable in preparing the several chapters.
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INTRODUCTORY

To perform with scientific precision the task of translat-
ing economic values into ethical or human values is mani-

. festly impossible. For economic values in their first intent

are quantities of money, while ethical or human values are
qualities of life. Yet money and the economic operations
for which money stands, and which money controls, play so
important a part in human life as to compel students of hu-
manity to attempt some orderly adjustment between the two
sorts of value, some appreciation of economic valuations in
terms of the humanly desirable. In any such attempt it is
well at the outset to realise the nature of the difficulties to be
overcome, and the limits within which we must work in any
humanist evaluation of economic processes. To pass from
monetary to vital values involves several distinguishable
movements. Money values must first be translated into

‘the concrete saleable things, the goods and services, which

prices, or any sort of payment or income, express. These

‘goods must then be resolved into their net costs of productmn
‘and their net utilities of consumptlon By costs we signify,
- of course, not money costs, for that would be retracing our

steps, but the W?gr’and tear and disagreeable exertions in-
curred in the productive processes. Some of this costly wear

and tear is that of human beings, some falls directly upon
" nature and non-human instruments. But, since the task of

repla.cmg the non-human wear and tear falls mainly upon

~ man, we may speak of ‘costs’ as human costs. T use the term
‘net’ costs, because in many human productive processes
there are elements of enjoyment, or utility, as well as of cost,
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which should be taken into due account. So likewise with
the ‘utility’ or enjoyment of consumption, there is often a
debit account from the pains or injuries of ‘illth’, misuse, and
excess.

This expression of economic values in ‘subjective’ costs
and utilities does not, however, earry them on to the plane
of ethical or human evaluation. For these costs or utilities
register actual gains or losses as they operate in the economic
system on a valuation based on current desires and estimates,
which may not be reliable indices of the desirable. Thus
some further adjustment is needed to assess the desired in
terms of the desirable. Nor is the process yet complete.
Even when we have got so far as thus to resolve monetary
wealth into its equivalent in human value, we have not fin-
ished our task. For in following our economic path we
have ignored the interactions that everywhere and always
take place between economic and non-economic functions
and activities in the human organism.

Ultimately the goods which are the concrete expression of
money values must be evaluated by the total effects which
by the terms of their production and consumption they exert
upon human personalities and communities regarded as or-
ganic wholes.

All these steps are necessary to pass from economic wealth,
as rendered by money, to human welfare — the ethical test
and goal. And all these early steps, as we shall see, are
slippery. Magnificent plungers like Ruskin may impose
arbitrary meanings upon ‘wealth’ and ‘illtd and bring whole
civilisations to a grand assize. But those who rely upon
calmer reasoning will have to test each step and make good
the footing. It may, indeed, turn out that some of our diffi~
culties are in a strict sense insuperable. One or more of
these steps may be impassable. The strictly subjective ele-
ment in personality may baffle all computation of concrete
wealth in human welfare. The relations between economic
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and non-economic factors of welfare may evade observation
. and record.
To certain of these difficulties inherent in the material of
‘our enquiry I will return a little later. But some character-
istics of such an enquiry are attributable to the mentality of
the enquirer and his approach towards his subject-matter.
A disinterested attitude of mind and a ‘dry light’ are often
claimed as indispensable conditions for scientific study.
‘Now a good deal of misunderstanding will be avoided if, at
the outset, we recognise the limits-to the attainability of
these conditions in such an enquiry as we are here entering.
Even the most rigorous of behaviourists finds it difficult to
observe and plot out human actions in a perfectly dry light
of objectivity. No individual or social psychologist can
hope to handle the psyche for his subject-matter, without im-
porting into his handling some of the prepossessions or emo-
tional valuations which have entered his personal experience
and helped to mould a mind which is not & merely reasoning
apparatus but is suffused with feeling. = There are, no doubt,
large fields in history or sociology where the ordering and in-
terpretation of facts may be conducted with a high measure
of strict objectivity. But when we are concerned with the
ethical evaluation of any sphere of current conduct, whether
in the field of private morals, in art or literature, in business -
or in politics, strict disinterestedness becomes impossible,
and its claim a foolish pretence. In particular the field for
our investigation hére is thickly sown with emotional dis-
turbers, reflecfing the particular interests, leanings, valua-
tions, and attachments that have come, for the most part un-
consciously, to mould the valuatmns with which the investi~
gator must approach his task. At first sight this may seem
a counsel of despau' If every observer sees his subject in
the light of his unique private interests and prepossessions,
we may get as many different social philosophies as there
are members of society. But. the fallacy of thls Ju&gment is
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obvious. It ignores the uniformity of human nature, the
solid fact that all men, in their constitution of body and mind, ,
and in their natural and spiritual heritage and environment,
are much more alike than unlike, though the unlike element,
is so much more interesting as sometimes to obscure the like.
So the subjective character of our investigation will be in the
main the common character and not the particular bias of a
personal character and expression. This is the valid as-
sumption for the possibility of any social science. But it-
would be idle to ignore the fact that, in the observation and
interpretation of the modern life of man in any interesting
field, it is essential to make due allowance for the miliey in
which the mentality of the observer and interpreter has been
formed and by which it must be sensibly affected.  For only
in this way can allowances and discounts be applied, so as to
enable ‘disinterested’ students to get the greatest common
measure of objective truth from the sources of their study.
Though, naturally, no man can clearly appreciate his own
personal biases of opinion or interest, he can sometimes, by
memory and reflection, recognise the moulding influences to
which his mind has been subjected, and realise the ways in
which they must have influenced his approaches to the prob-
‘lems of his time. : ‘
These general reflections have, I think, a special bearing
upon the task here undertaken. For the period roughly de-
scribed as the Eighties, in the last century, was of particular
significance in moulding the thinking ofﬁtiggse who now form
the older generation of sociologists and econcinists in Great
Britain. Many movements and events conspired about that
time to break up the complacency of the mid-Victorian ers,
of peace and prosperity. The collapse of English agriculture
had begun, and the flocking of populations into town life was
helping to force into prominence the ‘slum’ problem. Though
real wages were still rising for the great majority of regular
workers, the plight of the unskilled and casual labourers was
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beginning to get upon the nerves of the nation. Up to the
Eighties, the fiercer indictments of the capitalist and machine

" system of industry, whether from the pen of litterateurs and
preachers, such as Dickens, Carlyle, Ruskin, Kingsley, and
F. D. Maurice, or as echoes of continental socialism, had no
strong influence upon the mind, either of the educated classes,
or of the newly organised workers. An authoritative science
of Political Economy was believed to have established a body
.of laws which governed industrial life, producing and dis-
tributing wealth by necessary processes which could not be
disturbed without disaster, and which were not amenable to
ethical criticism. The friction in their working, the indi-
vidual poverty and misery, gave opportunity for duly or-
ganised charity. Though the penetrating eloquence of
“Unto this Last” and “Munera Pulveris” was making its
influence upon many sensitive minds, the ‘common sense’ of
our successful classes rejected all such ethical and emotional
appeals as purely ‘sentimental’. The educated workers and
their leaders were too much absorbed in bettering their local
trade conditions by collective bargaining to pay serious heed
to socialistic theories or revolutionary policies.

Though we were conscious that the poor were always with
us, the recognition of poverty as a social disease, demanding
social treatment and capable of remedy, came upon the
wider mind of England as a discovery of the Eighties. The
revelation of poverty in our metropolis then first forced it-
self upon the imagj¥ation and sympathy of the well-to-do.
The social work 6r the newly formed Salvation Army, the
“Bitter cry of outcast London”, the foundation of Toynbee
Hall, the first Social Settlement, followed closely by the great
survey of London, organised by Charles Booth under the,
title, ‘Labour and Life of the People’, marked the stirrings
of this new spirit of compunction and social responsibility.
Slum investigation and schemes for what was called in hu-
morous pomposity, ‘the amelioration of the condition of the
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working classes’, became the order of the day among ‘public-
spirited citizens’. . In 1885 an Industrial Reconciliation Con-
ference, with Sir Charles Dilke as President, two Cabinet
Ministers as Vice-Presidents, and an attendance of men emi-
nent in economics and business life, with delegates from trade
unions, codperative societies, and other working-class or-
ganisations, met to discuss an issue, thus stated by the leader
of English positivists, Mr. Frederic Harrison, himself an
ardent reformer.

“What are the best means, consistent with equity and
justice, for bringing about a more equal division of the ac-
cumulated wealth of this country, and a more equal divi-
sion of the daily products of industry between Capital and
Labour, so that it may become possible for all to enjoy a fair
share of material comfort and intellectual culture, possible
for all to live a dignified life, and less difficult for all to lead
a good life?” Among the speakers at this conference the
names of Mr. Arthur Balfour, Sir Thomas Brassey, Pro-
fessor A. Marshall, Dr. A. R. Wallace, Professor F. W. New-
man, Mr. Benjamin Jones, and Mr. John Burns stand as
representing a wide variety of outlooks. The last of these

~ gentlemen appeared as delegate of an organisation with the
- new and significant title, ‘Social Democratic Federation’, at
that time the most energetic of several groups of avowed
‘socialists’, the products of the early Eighties, who arose to
press their gospels upon the opening minds of sensitive in-
tellectuals and class-conscious workers.™ Of the several dis-
tinguishable schools of English socialists; th#s S.D.F., with
Hyndman, Burns, and Champion for their spokesmen, de-
rived directly from the continental fount of Marxism, though
Marx, beit remembered, lived in England and based his work
upon studies of English eapitalism. The shortlived ‘Social-
istic League’, with William Morris for prophet, Belford Bax
for philosopher, appropriately represented the anarchistic
strain which closer study of state-socialism always evokes.
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Christian Socialism once more raised its head under the Guild
Jof St. Matthew, while last, not least, the year 1884 marked
the birth of the ‘Fabian Society’, followed a little later by the
publication of ‘Fabian Essays in Socialism’, to which George
Bernard Shaw, Sidney Webb, Graham Wallas, Sydney Oliv-
ier, and Annie Besant were leading contributors. Henry
George’s ‘Progress and Poverty’, published in England first in
1881, supplemented the attacks on capitalism by an attack on
landlordism which became an economics, a politics, an ethies,
and a religion for many simple-minded enthusiasts, especially
in our large cities, with their swelling ground-rents and
abounding slums. The great strike in the London docks in
1889 dramatised the situation of the underworld of East
London and the demands of ‘unskilled’ labour.

As yet the attitude of these schools of social reform and
criticism towards government and Parliament was vague and
hesitant. The notion of capturing the political machine,
though present to Fabian tactics, had as yet scarcely pre-
sented itself as practicable to trade unionists or revolution-
ary socialists. - The Scottish Labour Party, however, took
shape in 1888, followed five years later by the foundation of
an ‘Independent Labour Party’ in England, avowedly S0-

- ciglistic in 1ts economic policy.

The spirit of moral revolt, the appeal to Jus’nme and hu~
manity, whmh took such various forms in the activities of
this era, was by no Ineans without its influence upon the
academic econommg@f the time. The breakaway of Jevons
from the cost Theory of value, in favour of an analysis of

demand which made the utility or satisfaction of the con-
sumer the standard and determinant of economic values, was
a marked advance towards the humanisation of economw
science. But though Jevons’s claim “to treat Economy as a
Calculus of Pleasure and Pain” (imperfectly applied in the
actual development of his theory), digs below the harder
concrete wealth of the classical economists, its too separatist



xiv INTRODUCTORY

treatment of human motives and desires, and its failure to
give an equal recognition to ‘costs’ in his utilitarian calculus,,
were serious limitations in his work, regarded from the stand-
point of ethics. More significant was the claim of Marshall,
the great Cambridge economist of this period, in the preface
to his Principles of Economics ! which was to be the leading
text-book of English economic teaching for a generation, that
~ “ethical forces are among those of which the economist has
 to take account.”2 And throughout his work and those of
 most of his associates and followers, there is found a recog-
. nition, sometimes even a parade, of ethical considerations.
They enter in two ways. First, as motives in modification
of the crude greed and selfishness imputed to ‘the economic
man’. Altruistic motives, so far as they are operative in
economic conduct, must evidently be taken into due ac-
count, as economic factors. But another ethical considera-
tion is a wavering recognition that the operations of the
economic system, as expounded by its science, do not con-
form adequately to the dictates of reason, justice, and hu-
manity in the apportionment of labour and the fruits of
labour. I speak of it as ‘wavering’, in that such recognition
of unfairness appears to have been held consistent with the
view that the laws of economic distribution are inevitable in
their working, and are in their normal operation sound as
tending to reward every producer according to ‘his worth’.
In other words, what condemnations of the hardships and in-
justices of current industrialism appes?ﬁfin the authoritative
economics of this period were not incorp%raféd in the struc-
ture of the economic theory, but were of the nature of obiter
dicta or qualifying reflections.

This brief account of the ferment of the Eighties in action,
thought, and sentiment, may help to explain the temper and
attitude of mind with which a young thinker of that time,
unconscious of any parti pris or closer class or intellectual

. 1 First published 1891. 2 Principles, p. X.
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bias, might naturally approach the economic institutions of

. his time as a subject-matter for understanding and for human
valuation. With such independence of judgment as he
could command, and applying such powers of criticism as
the study of economic processes evoked, he might reasonably
be expected to make two approaches to a fresh criticism of
the social-economie system. These approaches may be thus
expressed as propositions of distinctively ethical import.
“The first is that the payment made to any contributor to the
productive processes, either as a worker with hand or brain,
or as owner of any other factor of production, is not deter-
mined to any appreciable extent by the nature of the particu-
lar contribution he himself makes, but by an operation of the
market in which the contributions of innumerable other per-
sons and processes are taken into account. This may be
called the doctrine of the social determination of values.
Put simply, it signifies that what anybody gets for what he
does depends to a very small degree upon his own effort, skill,
or other personal merit, and almost wholly upon the actions
of other people who either make what he is making, or make
other things wherewith to buy what he is making. Though
economists had long ago recognised this interplay of supply
and demand in fixing prices, they had failed adequately to
realise its moral implication, continuing to treat the indi-
vidual producer as if he held his economic fate chiefly in his
own hands.

A second pro_posi%n follows from the social determination
of value and of price, viz., that the distribution of wealth and
income thus brought about is inequitable and economically
wasteful. This truth emerges from any close examination of
the various processes of bargaining between buyers and
sellers. The unfairness and the waste do not represent ‘fric-
tion’ or any minor defect in an operation that is normally or
generally sound, but are rooted in the nature of the bargain-
ing process v\which apportions the gain of the bargain, not ac-
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-eording to the merits or needs of the parties, but according to

the economic strength of their position. Since the actual,
distribution of the product of industry was implemented by

contracts, sales, or other acts of bargaining, the unfairness
and the waste emerging in the several processes of bargaining

passed into the general process of distribution. On enquir-

ing into the conditions of buyers and sellers in the various

markets, not only for the sale of goods but of services, the

~sale of labour-power in all its grades and kinds; but also the-
sale of the productive power of capital and the natural re-
sources of the soil, startling examples of the normal inequal-

ity of bargaining came to light.

The question one put to oneself at this stage of the enquiry
was, ‘How can it have come about that to ordinary business
men, and to economists, this normal and general defect of the
distributive process escaped recognition?” The answer, it
seemed, was to be found partly in the selective and defective
nature of the charges brought against the operation of the
economic system by hostile critics, partly in overrating the
policy of competition. The socialist analysis, which concen-
trated upon the power of the employer to purchase labour on
terms enabling him to appropriate ‘the surplus value’, as the
sole source of economie injustice, without diseriminating be-
tween interest and profit, without allowing for any collective
resistance on the part of labour, and without allowing for the
effect of competition among employers in reducing prices and
handing over to ‘consumers’ their initial 3dvantage in buying
labour cheap, rightly failed to carry conviction to those fa-
miliar with the actual operations of the business world.
Wholesale assaults upon profiteering in industry could not

~ command assent among those who knew how narrow was the
normal margin of profit in most businesses, and how many
were the failures. Still less convincing was the attack upon
the private ownership of land, with its power to rack-rent the
entire industrial community as the fons et origo malorum.
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It was easy for Mr. F. A. Walker and other economists to
. prove, by naive reliance on the logic of competition, that
capitalists, employers, and in-some instances even land-
owners, could not hold the gains they seemed to make in bar-
gaining with wage-earners or tenants, but must hand them
over to the residuary legatee, the consumer.
Now the notion that the gains of industrial progress do and
must by an inevitable process, in spite of friction, and the
-exaction of monopolists and landlords, pass to the consumer,
is still the prevailing creed of the business man, so far as he
entertains any central economic creed, and the economists
still give it their general adhesion. But not until we realise
that the consumer, as such, has no claim to figure at all in the
problem of distribution of income, can we clear our minds for
a right statement of the issue. Income is divided among the
producers of wealth, i.e. among those who, by their personal
efforts, or the services of the natural resources or the capital
goods they own, contribute towards its production, and the
problem of distribution is exclusively confined to the terms
of apportionment of the income between the various con-
tributors. Whether the recipients, workers, capitalists, em-
ployers, landlords, etc., consume, or save, or waste, the goods
which thus pass into their possession, is a different problem,
and should not be confused with that of the distribution of
wealth or income. For, until this irrelevancy is cleared
away, our mind is npt free to concentrate upon the nature
and conditions of tI/»e bargaining process as distinet from the
partlcular cases of that process. Only by recognising that
economic force, whether rooted in natural or contrived scare-
ity, in fortuitous circumstances, or in power of ‘holding out’,
is normally operative in all markets for the sale of goods or
services, as a determinant of the distribution of the gains of
buying and selling, can we approach an ethical estimate of
the working of the economic system. For only thus can we
get into our minds the clear distinction between those ele-
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ments of income which are distributed equitably, rationally,
economically, and those which represent inequity, unreason,.
. and waste. This vital distinction between the payments
" necessary for the maintenance and efficient functioning of the
factors of production, and any surplus over and above these
personal incomes, is seen to be essential for any reasonable
- policy of social-economic progress. The highly composite
- structure of this surplus flowing, as it does, from so many
different sources, while. releasing it from the simpler diag-
noses of profiteering or rack-renting, makes it difficult of sure
detection or precise measurement in an economic system
where exactitude and publicity of costing and accountancy
still leave so much to be desired. The post-classical econo-
mists in England, America, and elsewhere, were, of course, by
no means blind to this distinction between costs and sur-
pluses. Marshall, in particular, evolved a doctrine of quasi-
rents to cover the gains from temporary scarcities of supply
in markets. But, apart from the fact that there was in most
instances no ‘quasi’ in these scarcities, which yielded rents
as real as land, and often as lasting, there arose the defence
that these temporary gains were necessarily stimuli in the
utilization of productive resources, or in other words, that
they performed a useful social service.

- By such reasoning the dawning ethical distinction between
costs and surplus was blurred, and the distinction between
the incomes which represented payments necessary to evoke
and maintain personal efficiency in productive services and
the social surplus needed to maintain and enrich the com-

! munity, was lost. But not wholly lost. Recent evolution
rof taxation in most modern states is based half-avowedly
; upon & recognition that there are funds of excessive or ‘un-
'g earned’ gains, passing into individual incomes, which can be
d1verted into public revenue without injurious reactions
upon personal efficiency and productive effort. Modern ex-
" periments in progressive taxation of incomes and in heavy
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inheritance duties, though usually defended on general

* grounds of ‘ability to pay’, are based in the last resort upon
the fact that large amounts of wealth normally pass into the
possession of persons who do not require or use them as sup-
ports for productive services.

But the full ethical significance of this radical distinction
between personal costs and social surplus has been very slow
to win recognition, though it is the true starting point for
‘any ethical advance in the interpretation of economic values.

While, however, such an analysis of the processes of bar-
gaining is a necessary revelation of the fundamental unfair-
ness which underlies the apportionment of this world’s goods,
it does not carry us very far towards the completion of our
task of human valuation. The further steps indicated in our
opening pages still remain to be traversed. The stress laid
here, as elsewhere, upon the processes which distribute the
goods and services that constitute the real income, insensibly
subordinates the costs and utilities of production to those of
consumption, whereas the organic structure of man and of so-
ciety demands that both should count equally and in mutual
interaction. This truth, obvious in a ‘Crusoe economy’, is
apt to be lost sight of under a division of labour where the
mind of each man is directed more to what he is to get than
‘to what he is to give. Yet it is quite evident that a disinter-
ested valuation of economic processes must, in estimating in-
comes, devise some way of setting the net human costs of
earning the incomq;‘"'égainst the net human utilities of spend-
ing it, and in doing so, must recognise that the ways in which
it is earned and spent mutually interact and affect the or-
ganic welfare of the man.

The term ‘Organic welfare’ should, I think, readily win
acceptance as the criterion of economic values even among
those disposed to distinguish ethical from biological values.
For, in the first place, most economic activities are definitely
directed to the survival and development of the physical or-
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ganism of man. In the second place, the adjective ‘or-
ganic’ has a wider acceptance than the substantive ‘organ- .
ism’. For most of those who jib at a ‘social organism’ will
admit that a society is ‘organic’, by virtue of its ‘organisa-
tion’. What is essential is the recognition that the elements
in human welfare are organic in their relationship. The
failure of most economists to give proper recognition to this
truth explains the curious aloofness of the place occupied by
economics among the social sciences, as well as the mistrust -
which ordinary men and ‘women feel for the policies and
practical advice that issue from the authoritative economists.
The utilitarianism is too crude, the logic too absolute.
The organic treatment of economic values finds its field
of operations in the arts of production and consumption.
From the organic standpoint the subdivision of labour, by
which each man in a society devotes the whole of his eco-
nomie activity to some single process, appears to stand self-
condemned. For man as an organism was manifestly
evolved for and by the integrated use of all his organs in a
large variety of activities conducive to personal and specific
survival and growth. An exclusively economic analysis of
production shows us “shredded man”. The heaviest human
indictment of our current economic system rests upon this
charge.  That man is not utterly destroyed by this economic
" assault upon his human nature is due to certain resistances,
alleviations, and compensations, that lie outside the strict
- sphere of economic production. LargerNeisure with its op-
portunities for gardening, ca,rpentering,‘ and other ‘relief
works’, for the organic satisfactions of games and sport
(pleasurable imitations or adaptations of primitive activi-
~ ties no longer needed) and for the inclusion of other active
~ operations upon what is deemed the spending or consuming
side of life, are more or less effective offsets to the dehuman-
ising effect of ‘specialised production. So far as our valua-
tion finds it convenient to retain the distinction between pro-

"
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duction and consumption, its human computation of produc-

tion must evidently include many organic activities that lie
outside the income-earning class and are in a sense self-
chosen to satisfy thwarted or neglected organic needs.

But if human welfare on its productive side thus requires
the importation of strictly non-economic activities for its
organic interpretation, so likewise with the art or activities
of consumption. The organic view of consumption puts its
emphasis upon standards or harmonies. The crude analysis
of separate articles of diet, clothing, etc., with separate utili- |
ties that diminish with each added unit of supply, loses its
significance in view of the interaction of the diverse ingredi-
ents of welfare involved in the organic composition. More-
over, as on the productive, so on the consumptive side, dis-~
tinctively economic consumption is merged with, and af-
fected by, other non-economic factors, the conception of a
standard of living being replaced by that of a standard of
life. Again, the interactions between the productive and :
consumptive activities will become more intricate in propor-
tion as life is realised as a fine art. For a fine art differs
from other activities in fusing the processes of production
and consumption, effort and enjoyment. Thus a human or
organic valuation of economic processes will be continually
traversing the distinetion of production and consumption,
substituting more and more the distinction between the nega-
tive value of human ‘costs’ and the positive value of human
utilities or satisfactions. It will thus approach closer to a
biological conceptich of human economy, without necessarily
admitting the supremacy or sufficiency of the biological
standpoint. For all serviceable organic activities consume
tissue and expend energy, the biological costs of the services
they render. Though this economy may not correspond in
close quantitative fashion to a pleasure and pain economy or
to any other conscious valuation, it must be taken as a
groundwork for that conscious valuation. For most eco-
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nomic purposes we are well advised to prefer the organic test

to any other test of welfare, bearing in mind that many or-.

ganic costs do not register themselves easily or adequately
in terms of conscious pain or disutility, while organic gains
also are not always interpretable in conscious enjoyment.
Even, therefore, for those who insist that all human values
must ultimately be expressed in terms of individual con-
sciousness, it is better to aceept the organic criterion as pro-

visionally serviceable. For there is this supreme advantage

in this acceptance that, so far as the organic welfare is
adopted, it minimises, though it cannot eliminate, the per-
sonal bias in the valuer. For the longer we can put off try-
ing to value states of consciousness, confining ourselves to
behaviour, so much the better. If, as I hold, it is impossible
to rest on a purely behaviourist basis of interpretation, it is
none the less good to proceed along that basis as far as it is
practicable. This course enables us to enter and explore
without final committal another of the great social problems
that have a peculiar interest for economics, the structure and
function of the community. For, postponing for the time
being the heated question whether there exists a group-mind,
and if so, in what sense, we may consider the community, not
- as a mere aggregate of individuals, but as an organic struc-
ture with a life ‘of its own’ both on the producing and con-
suming side, and a harmony of practical activities supple-
mentary to the individual economic hagmony. The relation
between this communal and this md1v1dua1 economy will be
one of our most fruitful fields of eproratlon, involving, as it
does, the critical issue, how far community and its institu-
tions exist for, and are to be valued exclusively by, their con-
tributions to the human welfare of the individual, or how far
they have a life strictly communal with costs and utilities not
thus resolvable. From the economic standpoint the im-
portance of this issue lies in the consideration how far dis-
tinctively social activities are productive of wealth, either
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indirectly in sustaining the economic order and heritage, or
directly, in organised public services, and how far these pub-
lic services can undertake to supply certain human needs
which cannot safely or properly be entrusted to private
profitable enterprise.

In our provisional acceptance of an organic test or stand-
ard of value there may, however, lurk some misunderstand-
ings due to the too closely materialistic and biological asso-
ciations of the term. For example, in estimating economic
costs and utilities by their contribution to the organic wel-
fare of individuals and communities, we are confronted by
the question how far the actual economic conduct, with its
accompanying desires and gratifications, can be taken as a
safe index of the desirable or organic welfare in its true
sense. In dealing with the life of ants and bees, we seem
able to eliminate the fact or possibility of error by the com-
pleteness of the organic integration that appears in all their
actions. But when conscious choice and the beginnings of
reason take direction of behaviour, as in the higher primates,
the correspondence between the desired and the desirable is
no longer accurately assured. Error is possible. Itmay, in-
deed, be claimed that error is not really eliminated by the
specific instinets of automata; that, on the contrary, this
lack of adaptability to environmental changes exposes them
to perils of extinction, with which the conscious central
guidance of the braip enables the higher animals to cope.
But this diffusion of error in the conduct of the higher ani-
mals, man in partidular, does not relieve us of our difficulty.
On the contrary it increases it. For, whereas errors in the
life of instinet are few and fatal, in the life of the reasonable
animal, man, they are many and often not evident. Apply-
ing this general truth to our special theme, the human valua-
tion of economic processes, we cannot assume a full identity
of the income of an individual or a community, expressed in
terms of current satisfactions, with that income expressed in
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terms of human welfare. Nor is the difference to be ac-
counted for only by consideration of the distribution of the
toil of production on the one hand, of the satisfaction of con-
sumption on the other. The total process of consumption-
production may contain large elements of human waste or
error, in that the tastes, desires, and satisfactions which ac-
tively stimulate this wealth-creation may not conform to the
standard of the desirable. Here lies the supreme problem of
humanity, at once ethical, intellectual, aesthetic, how to inte-
grate the capacities of man, as a social animal, so as to en-
able him to make the most of a life that consists in the pro-
gressively complex control of an environment which, by the
very expression of this control, is calling forth and educating
new codperations of inborn capacities. This actively chang-
ing human nature, with its changing activities, cannot be re-
garded as completely expressing in its actual desires and
conduct the human welfare that may be accounted as the
pattern to which it would conform, if it were more moral,
more intellectual, more aesthetic than itis. Nor are we war-
ranted in taking a static view of the desirable, or of the hier-
archy of values that expresses it. Regarding evolution
alike in its material and spiritual aspects as motived by di-
rective urges that constitute a general purpose, and unable
to accept T. H. Huxley’s divergence between biological and
ethical process, I am bound to regard the actual normal con-
duet and desires of man, whether he be considered as animal
or as homo sapiens, to be in general conformity with the
ethically or humanly desirable. His ‘sapience’ thus will be
directed, partly, to correcting the errors due to his incom-
pletely integrated ‘nature’, partly, to those changes in the
standard of the humanly desirable welfare, due to a clearer
vision of a wider, longer, and more complex life for man.
There are those to whom this vision of a higher life signifies
an evident subordination and depreciation of the simpler
animal desires and the activities that gratify them, in favour

SO




INTRODUCTORY XXV

of the cultivation of intellectual and spiritual goods, re-
garded as ‘disinterested’ in the sense of being devoid of bio-
logical utility.

The hierarchy of values for which these votaries of the
higher life contend will be defended on the not unreasonable
ground that, whereas the body is with us all and always, and
its claims cannot be shirked, the life of the mind in its higher
levels is only known to the enlightened few. Groundlings
and sensualists cannot be entrusted with a comparative esti-
mate of values, of most of which they have had no experience.
The aristocracy of culture are thus self-designated for the
delicate task of translating what is roughly termed ‘human
welfare’ into a changing hierarchy of values, in which things
of the body and the mind take their appropriate places.
But this is less convincing than appears at first sight. For
how if the pride of the intellect and spirit, the excesses of the
mental life, induce a disparagement of the normal sensual
life, from the manual labours and the attendant physical en-
joyments of which they are so largely removed? Common-
sense has always distrusted, perhaps with instinctive wisdom,
the withdrawn life of the ascetic and the scholar, partly, no
doubt, because they do nothing he calls work, partly, be-
cause their positive ways of life are to him mysterious and

~ crazy, taking them out of all social sympathy. When it is

added that many such lives in these days require a physical
equipment that is ecopomically costly, the charge of para-
sitism is added to the general suspicion. Such mistrust can-
not rightly be dismidsed as mere ignorance and superstition.
The common sense which it expresses may in this, as in other
matters, have survival value. For the exclusive possessors

of intellectual values must be accredited with a disposition
to overrate them and to underrate the material and popular

values in forming their conception of a desirable life.

It is precisely this unsound division, between the with-

drawn and over-cerebral life of the cultured few and the
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materialised extrovert life of the labouring many, that makes
the problem of social progress so baffling. For until the
commonsense of the many has shed its crude suspicions and
is in some measure intellectualised, while the dangers of ex-
cessive introversion are better recognised by our intellectuals,
there cannot be any well-accepted valuation of the humanly
desirable life. Indeed, there lurks under the whole process
of such valuation an initial problem, that of giving a value to
life per se. This is far from being a mere academic ques-
tion. It is the very essence of that Population Question
which in its various forms of birth control, racial selection,
immigration, everywhere presses for an answer. Apart from
the divergent views of optimists and pessimists, and the
changing estimation which all of us would register at differ-
ent ages and states of health, there is the problem as it pre-
sents itself to economists, of a scale of comparison between
quantity and quality of life, imposed by a so-called Law of
Diminishing Returns. Who shall say whether one Darwin
or Mozart is worth as much as a hundred million happy
Negroes? Who shall give their respective valuations in hu-
man worth to Nordics and Mediterraneans, to the many dif-
ferent types generalised as Indians or Chinese, when the
question is one of immigration? Everywhere the alterna-
tive is set between How many lives? and What sort of lives?

With the new significance given to internationalism and
world policies in our age this problem of vital valuation
bulks even bigger. The security of civilisation demands, if
not a solution, then some generally ackriowlédged method of
adjustment. For force, the enemy of reason, is still en-
trenched in an exclusive nationalism which rejects any wider
standard of human values, each nation framing its own hier-
archy with itself as supreme head and arbiter. The cos-
mopolis, which economic mutuality of interests has been
building with so much elaboration of commerce and finance
and such intricacy of dependent processes, has shown itself
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too international, in the sense that nations as political and
racial organs have set themselves to regulate the economic
intercourse of the world by methods and for purposes not
dictated by considerations of the general welfare of the world
community, but by short-range calculations of separate na-
tional advantage. It is just here that the supreme peril of
our age is found, an over-conscious nationalism inflamed
with war-pride and passion, and turning in peace-time to
rivalry in economic policies as expressions and instruments
of national power. Economic internationalism, moulded by
such national and imperial urges, inclines to new balances of '
power in which the welfare of weaker peoples is subjected to -
the selfish ends of the stronger, either by a continuance of
imperialist rivalry for the control and exploitation of back-
ward countries, or by some development of inter-imperialism
designed to allay the class-struggle within the civilised na-
tions by a new alignment of the economic forces in the world,
based upon a federation of western peoples controlling the
peoples and resources of the rest of the world. The recent
experiments in international organisation of capitalist in-
terests in important industries and sources of supply are
making in this direction, and the economie organs of a League
of Nations, constructed by and for the great Western Powers,
may lend valuable aid to a project which will easily present
itself as the most reasonable method of securing the develop-
ment of world-resources for the benefit of all the peoples.
There are, however, those who deny the feasibility of such
a project, finding anlinherent contradiction in the operation
of this economic inter-imperialism. The contacts between
the advanced .and backward peoples, involved in this pro-
jected exploitation of the latter, the organisation of their
labour for efficient production, the unavoidable penetration
of Western political ideas and movements, the general fruits
of education, improved intercourse, the establishment of
little master communities with all the equipment of Western
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civilisation, the deliberate education of new native wants for
the benefit of exporting manufacturers at home — these
various influences are found to unsettle raw minds, produce
unrest, suspicion of white rule, nationalist movements for
political and economic self-government, the familiar troubles
in India and China to-day.?!

In such a brief survey it is impossible to do more than state
in barest shape the distinctive ethical nature of this widest
movement of our time. For behind the tangle of business
and politics in which international relations are involved,
lies the moral-intellectual issue which Mr. Zimmern sets out
with so much insight and knowledge in his essay on “Learn-
ing and Leadership”, 2 viz., the possibility of “adjusting the
available resources of good-will, expert knowledge and in-
tellectual and moral leadership to the needs of the post-war

-world.” The main obstacles are quite apparent; they are
the nationalism compact of pride and fear, and the intra-
national group economic interests bent on utilising rival
nationalisms for their private gain. The initiative commonly

* is taken by the latter, that is to say, active national and im-
perial policies are usually made and directed by business men
who know better what they want and how to get it than do
politicians. If this view be correct, it signifies that “the
race between civilisation and catastrophe” can only be won
for the former by the assertion of moral and intellectual su-
premacy in the business world. This high-sounding gen-
erality signifies, however, a good deal more than ‘common
service’ and ‘common honesty’. It sifnifi€s on the intel-
lectual side, a knowledgable understanding of the elaborate
and ever changing play of facts and forces throughout the
economic system, recorded by reliable methods and with full
and quick publicity, and the best facilities for codperation

1For an expansion of this thesis cf. N. Pfeffer’s The White Man’s
Dilemma.
2 Oxford University Press, 1928,

-
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in the search for improved technique and organisation and
for the communication of such improvements, irrespective of
‘political boundaries. On the moral side it signifies a soften-
ing of heart, an extension of honesty into generosity, through
a cultivated sympathetic understanding of the needs and
rights of others, irrespective of the barriers which enclose the
areas of our directly personal experience.

Nationalists sometimes have contended that there can be
no general will, or communal spirit, outside the limits of the
country in which we live, move, and have our being. And for
mere groundlings and materialists there is force in this con-
tention. But it is the function of education, the cultivation
of the intellectual life, to supplement our own directly per-
sonal experiences by the experiences of others communicated
by records and interpreted by imaginative sympathy. Fa-
cility of travel and accessibility to diverse sources of foreign
knowledge, and the creative achievements of many minds in
distant times and places nourish a morale, a humanism far
wider, more refined, and more intense, than was possible even
for the best natured man in former times. But opportunity
isnot enough; the desire and will to use opportunity are essen-
tial. This is where education comes in — to make the world
so interesting, upon its human side, history so rich, the cur-
rent interplay of human motives and activities throughout
the world so intelligible and so appealing, that even national-
ism shall get its finest flavour from the sense of its peculiar
contribution to the wiler life of humanity. ,

- Whether or kow far such an education, directing human
processes of valuation, may be possible, depends on the de-
gree to which the subordination of the economic processes to
other conditions of a desirable life can be effected. For
those who rightly present ‘the economic system as one in
which individuals codperate for their common good are apt
to overstate the moral case. So far as ‘the common good’

emerges, it is mostly resolved in consciousness into a number
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of individual goods. What each is after is his own good.
Mitigated as this sense is by some realisation of community,
it continues to be the chief obstacle to that wider, stronges
sympathy necessary that civilisation on its modern plane
may work. In almost all economic processes there are too
many opportunities and temptations to greed, suspicion,
fear, and other separatist feelings. While more equitable
conditions for apportionment of work and wealth may help
to replace this cruder egoism by some sense of codperative
purpose, the application of ethical standards of value to eco-
nomie life will require a constant reduction in the part played
by distinctively economic processes in the consciousness of
man. This signifies, on the one hand, a standardisation,
or reduction to low-conscious routine, of the ordinary proc-

esses of production and consumption; on the other hand,

an organisation of industry based as far as possible upon
the principle ‘from each according to his powers, to each
according to his capacity to use’, so economising the indus-
trial resources of the community as to liberate more and
more of the time, energy, and conscious interest of its mem-
bers for occupations, both individual and social, that lie out-
side the distinctively economic field. As for the finer pro-
ductive arts which carry a surplus of pleasurable interest in
their activities, while their organisation and the marketing
of their products bring them strictly within the economic
scope, the humanity of their appeal places them outside the
venue of the sterner economic laws. The further the stand-
ardisation and reduction of costs in the imdustries which
supply the common needs, the larger will be the leisure and
the opportunities for the conscious cultivation of the arts
that contribute to personal values.

This introductory survey exposes a field so vast and so
richly varied in its contents that no limitations of treatment
‘however severely imposed can enable us to render an intel-
lectually satisfactory account. The writer can, indeed,

A
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make no pretence to more than a superficial acquaintance
with many of the subjects he is bound to recognise as coming
within the proper scope of his enquiry. To many of the is-
sues opened up scientific rigour is manifestly inapplicable.
Indeed, it is doubtful how far the term scientific can be
claimed for the central purpose of this treatise. There may
be a science of monetary values, and therefore of economic
processes so far as reducible to monetary values. But in
human valuation we have no such quantitative standard of
reference. Itisnot merely a question of divergent apprecia-
tions, the quot homines tot sententiae. The subject-matter
to be valued is economic activities and products, not as they
are in themselves, but as they are when transmuted into the
psycho-physical organic processes of individual men and
communities of men. Now the study of this effect of eco-
nomic processes upon human life, however closely pursued
with instruments of measurement, can never yield what a |
science means by definite results. Properly speaking, the
human valuation of economics means the incorporation of |
‘economic activities in life as an organic whole, pursued, so
far as it is capable of conscious direction, in the spirit of a
fine art, the largest and finest in that it contains all that is in-
cluded under art. But as every art is fed by science, or or-
dered knowledge, so this art of living draws sustenance from
all the sciences. Hence one of the intentions of this work is
to consider how far economic science is properly organised *
and directed to the understandmg of economic processes from
the standpoint bf ths human art, and how far these processes
themselves are conducted so as to make their best contribu-
tive to that art. This is a task of criticism in its right mean-
ing of discriminative judgment. But such judgments would
be barren did they not contain at least the germs of construe-
tive policy for the better assimilation of eeonmp}g'conduct to |
the art of human welfare, so far as this art embodies, as it '
does, an agreement upon the basic essentials to a good life.






PART 1
STANDARDS OF WELFARE
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CHAPTER 1
THE HUMANIST APPROACH TO ECONOMIC LIFE

§ 1. The conception of an economic system bringing inte
orderly relations the activities of large populations, or even
of humanity as a whole, is entirely modern. Though many
special problems of an economic nature troubled the minds
of thinkers from the early times of Egyptian, Babylonian,
and Chinese civilisation, effective social contacts for any pur-
pose were in general so narrowly localised, and economic so
implicated with other motives and activities, as to render im-
practicable any clear abstraction of industry or business from
the complex of interests and activities that make up human
life. When under ancient despotisms labour was sometimes
organised upon a large scale for the construction of public
buildings, temples, palaces, roads, fortresses, or for the pri-
vate households of the great, the conditions of such services,
as well as their technique and uses, rendered them intract-
able to any distinctively economic analysis. As for the
ordinary life of the people in any country, while most of their
active energies were undoubtedly engaged in occupations
readily recognisable as economice, in the sense that they were
directed to sectire tle material requisites of life, they were so
intricately interwoven with other interests and activities of
the home and the family, so insusceptible of any measured
valuation of cost or utility, as to preclude them from separate
consideration in group behaviour. Not until barter became
a regular and considerable practice, involving specialisation
for a market, did the beginnings of an economic system arise.
But so long as the cultivation of some patch of earth for a

' 3
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livelihood remained the lot of the vast majority of the popu-
lation of every country, the primitive communism of the.
family as a mainly self-contained system, satisfying most of
its requirements by the voluntary or customary services of
its members, gave a very limited importance to the market
as a connective tissue of an economic organism. The rudi-
mentary commerce of a society where nearly all the popula-
tion grew virtually all their food, made nearly all their
clothes, most of their housing, furniture, and tools within the
circle of the family, renders all our modern economic con-
cepts and laws inapplicable. Even when town life with its
organised trades and markets put considerable sections of
the population upon a closer basis of inter-dependence by di-
vision of labour, while regular employment on monetary
terms extended the area of economic order, the family, never
a distinctively economic unit, retained within its commu-
nistic circle many of the productive activities which later
fell under the economie system, as we now know it. Not un-
til, first in Great Britain, then in other Western countries,
the transformation of means of transport and communica-
tion under steam-power had expanded, quickened, and
. cheapened the movement of goods, persons, and information,
while the new machinery, utilising the same power increased
enormously the output of manufactured goods, did the mod-
ern economic system take clear shape as a distinguishable ob-
jective being, and as an intellectual 2mage in the mind of
man. No more impressive evidence of this modernity can
be obtained than that presented in Adam Smith’s Wealth of
Nations, where we confront a singularly powerful and wide-
ranging mind in the act of assembling intellectually the
hitherto detached pieces of economic observation and reflec-
tion, and welding them into some unity that stood out as an
economic system. Even then modern economists recognised
how imperfectly those analyses, principles, laws, which figure
in their theory as distinctively economie, had been able to
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separate themselves from the entanglements of custom, law,
politics, and morals, which still hampered the play of the
business activities of the age, limiting mobility of labor,
growth of joint stock enterprise, and freedom of commerce.

§ 2. Not until the nineteenth century was well advanced,
was the widespread reticulation of rapid, regular, reliable
markets for commerce and finance extended through the
civilised world sufficiently to bring the majority of its popula-

tion within the compass of a single regulative economic sys-
tem. That is, before the Industrial Revolution, economic

were not sufficiently differentiated from other interests and |
activities to form the subject matter for a separate science.

The rapid transformation of material and social conditions
both of work and life produced by the new machine and
power economy, with its great increase in the productivity
of labour, had two important influences upon the thought of
the age. On the one hand, it gave substance and sustenance
alike to the ardent rationalism of the Utilitarians who, under
the leadership of Bentham and James Mill, sought to regi-
mentalise all departments of private and publie life by doc-
trines of enlightened self-interest for the achievement of

“the greatest happiness of the greatest number”, and to the .

more exuberant schemes and visions of Robert Owen and a
considerable band of enthusiasts for socialism and “a new

moral world.” The most distinctive fruit of this utilitarian- |

ism in the realm of theught was the rapid rise of an authori-

tative science Qf Political Economy, which subjected the new
industrial order to 4 rigorous analysis and professed to dis~

cover a body of laws and principles regulating the production,
distribution, and consumption of wealth, as natural, neces-
sary, and immutable, in their operation, as the laws of chem-
istry and physics. Although, as will appear from the fuller
treatment of the rise of this Political Economy given in later
chapters, these early economists commonly, and doubtless
with sincerity, disclaimed the intention of furnishing a de-
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fence or approval of the system which they expounded, their
ranking of economic laws with the laws of physical science,
in an age which prided itself upon the belief in the progress,
or even the perfectibility, of human institutions, did actually
serve to give a moral support to the new industrialism, its
commerce and finance.

Thus it came about that the stream of criticism and de-
nunciation, which poured forth during the nineteenth cen-
tury, alike from the ranks of humanism and culture, and
from the thinkers and agitators of the working classes, was
directed equally against the wrongs and miseries of the new
industrialism itself, and the science which seemed to be its
intellectual champion. Although in more recent times
economists have, as we shall see, been more careful to guard
themselves against the imputation of favouring the proe-
esses they describe, or approving the laws they discover, we

. shall show reason for holding it true that the authoritative

t economic science of our day continues in the main to give in-

! tellectual support to the dominant economic practices, and
to the system in which they are incorporated.

§ 3. If this be so, it follows that our task has a double

; aspect. On the one hand, it essays to study the relations of

! industry to life; on the other the relations of Economics to
Ethlcs, regarded as the science and art of human welfare.
As we proceed, it will transpire that these are not really
separate or separable issues. For in every inquiry into ac-
tual operations of industry, commerce, ar'xd finance, we neces-

“sarily encounter the theories, hypotheses, and laws which
economists have formulated, either from facts or figures, or
from @ priori reasoning. If, therefore, we seek to assess any
‘order of economic activity in the light of a wider human
valuation, we bring the operation of some economic law to
the test of ethics.

In the controversies of the nineteenth century waged
around the new economic system the two issues were virtually

-
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fused. The diatribes of Carlyle, Ruskin, William Morris,
Kingsley, Maurice, as in the next generation of Tolstoy and
Edward Carpenter, were equally directed against the bar-
barities of the capitalist machine and factory economy, and
the intellectual ‘imposture’ which in the name of science fur-

" nished support to this economy. The intellectual assault

upon Capitalism, led by Marx, Engels, Lassalle, and other
‘socialist’ assailants, largely with weapons selected from the
‘classical’ armoury, was equally directed against the system
and the science, the latter being regarded as a creed expressly
invented in order to safeguard and promote the interests of
the ‘capitalists’.

§ 4. Seeing that this controversy in its more modern and
developed shape must largely occupy us in this work, it may
be convenient here to set out, as simply as possible, the
counts of the indictment which nineteenth century human-
ists and socialists brought against the ‘capitalist system’ as
they saw it.

(1) The distribution of wealth, and of the opportunities of
acquiring it, such as education, choice of work, access to land
and capital, was unequal and unfair. Each nation was vis-
ibly divided into two classes, rich and poor, toilers and idlers,
masters and serfs. The bargains and contracts by which
goods and services were bought and sold were loaded with in-
equality.

(2) Selfishness was.not merely the dominant practice but
the accepted prmclple for all economic conduct. Each was
to devote his mind 4nd body to the attainment of his per-

sonal gain, in pursuit of which he was to get a8 much and

give as little as possible.
(3) Industrialism built upon an ever finer subdmsmn of
labour meant the degradation of the man. “It is not the

labour that is divided — but the man — divided into mere |

segments of man, broken into small fragments and crumbs -

of life.” “It is a sad account of a man to give of himself
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that he has spent his life in opening a valve and never made

anything but the eighteenth part of a pin.” TFree men were

converted into servants of the machine.

(4) Competition was condemned as a wasteful and irra-
tional process. No clear conscious order existed outside the
limit of the separate business. The relations of businesses
competing in a single trade or market, the relations of dif-
ferent trades in drawing on the general supply of capital and
labour, were determined by blind fumblings, involving con-
tinual errors of over and under production. Where ‘free’
competition was obstructed, as by tariffs or combinations,
the impediments were equally irrational and wasteful.

(5) Not only was man degraded in his work by the me-
chanical division of labour. Factory towns, mean, ugly, and
unhealthy, poisoning the air and the water with the fumes
_ of their chimneys and the refuse of their mills, were destroy-
~ ing the beauties of nature and removing the bulk of our

people from wholesome contact with uncontaminated nature.
§ 5. For the most part industrialists went their way in
complete indifference to these criticisms from literary men,
moralists, aesthetes, and philanthropists. They were ‘not in
trade for their health’, ‘Business is not philanthropy’, ‘Busi-
ness is business’. But defenders of Capitalist industrialism
were not lacking. Though industry was best operated by in-
telligent self-interest, it was none the less the servant of the
community. Its increase of wealth was not held by a small
greedy capitalist class, but enriched the whole community.
The cooperative spirit was implicit ir: the whole process.
. Capitalist production brought a constant enlargement of ef-
fective community, binding distant peoples in friendly ad-
vantageous intercourse. It was a liberal education in in-
dustry, responsibility, honesty, and thrift. = Breaking up the
remnants of feudal serfdom, it enlarged the liberty of man,
gave him increased mobility and choice of work. The will-
‘ing flow of labour into the factory towns proved that the

I
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mechanic and the mill hand were better off and freer than
the farm-worker. Machinery even found its aesthetic ad-
vocates. It wasnot base or ugly; as an expression of human
skill and ingenuity, it was often beautiful and interesting in
its appeal. Waste no doubt was found in the operations of
the business system. But the new business organisation re-
duced waste. Nature, and human work conducted in more

‘natural’ conditions, were far more wasteful.

- These were the chief heads of a controversy so multiform
and so entangled in its issues that no settlement has yet been
reached. It has indeed shifted its character with the more
recent developments of the technique and organisation of in-
dustry. The size of the business unit is continually growing
in the main branches of production and commerce: combina-
tion is everywhere displacing or qualifying competition; em-
ployers and employed are organised for negotiation or hos-
tility: class-consciousness among the workers is accom-
panied and mitigated by a new consideration of what is
termed the Human Factor in Industry, and by sporadic at-
tempts to harmonise the interests of capital and labour: the
intervention of the State, or municipality, either as entre-
preneur, or as controller of the conditions of industry, is in
every country a potent factor in industrial life. But in its
essential character modern capitalism is not changed. The
government and conduct of business remains for the most
part in the hands of fhe owners of accumulated wealth or
their appointed representatives, who acquire the premises,
plant, and mat@rial appropriate to a manufacturing or other
business, and hire for wages the labour necessary to utilise
this ‘capital’ in order to produce profit. While then the eco-
nomic system comprises many types of business and many
sorts of activity which lie outside this definition of capital- ,
ism, the latter still remains so dominant as to make it the }
central feature in any attempt to assess economic activities *
and values in terms of human welfare.




CHAPTER II

THE MEANING OF WELFARE

§ 1. The gravest preliminary difficulty that confronts us
in this task of relating economic activities and thought to
ethical arises from a failure to get a sufficiently clear agree-
ment as to the meaning of the term, human welfare. Alike
by professional economists and by enlightened business men
much has recently been said and written about the steps
needed to bring the aims, methods, and results of human en-
terprise into closer accord with some ideals of human service,
and the term ‘welfare’ has been freely used as the criterion of
a sound economy.

But welfare may mean anything, from the most elevated
conception of human character and destiny to the baths, re-
fectories, and recreation grounds that figure so prominently
in what is known as “welfare work”. Now although all
large terms in common use defy exact definition, it is none
the less desirable to fasten some agreed and consistent con-
notation upon the key word to our enquiry.? We sometimes
gain a little ground at the start by shifting from one term on
to another that has acquired some conventional connexion

~

1 Dr. Pigou, in the opening of his Econontics of Welfare, informs
his readers that “There is no need here to enter upon a general dis-
cussion of its (i.e. welfare’s) contents.” “It will be sufficient to lay
down more or less dogmatically two propositions; first, that welfare
includes states of consciousness only, and not material things; sec-
ondly, that welfare can be brought under the category of more or
less.” (Economics of Welfare, 1920, p. 10.) Both propositions are,
as we shall see, disputable, while the refusal of a general discussion of
the contents of welfare gives a needless measure of uncertainty to
every one of the practical applications in Dr. Pigou’s treatise.
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with it. In any discussion of welfare a term that is bound
to come up soon is value. And this term is evidently useful,
even essential, to our purpose, because of the central place it
occupies both in Economics and in Ethics. Our subject, in-
deed, may appropriately be expressed as that of the relations
between economic and ethical, or human, values. And we
may start upon our enquiry by premising that welfare con-
sists of ordered, organised values. This, it may be com-
‘plained, does not carry us far, for value seems an even vaguer
and more attenuated concept than welfare. Yet we cannot
clarify our conception of human welfare without some classi-
fication and assessment of those distinguishable elements to
which the word ‘value’ is commonly applied. Indeed, it is
not possible to avoid this path in attempting to relate ethics
to economics. For Ethics is the science and art of human
values, as Economics is of economic values.

This statement no doubt requires defence. For in the
minds of many, perhaps of most, ethics is attached to a spe-
cial class of values, designated moral, related to rights and
obligations. “The distinctive character of Ethics,” writes
Maciver, “is that it is concerned with the question of ought,
the question of right and wrong, good and evil.”* But this
Hebraic note, this limitation of ‘ought’ and ‘right’, has never
been accepted fully by the ordinary man. ‘You ought to
have done the sum this way’, “You ought to keep your body
still in playing the stroke’, “You ought not to wear this hat
with that blouse’. Not only popular parlance, but popular
thought and fexling,, have always broken down the barrier
between ‘moral’ and other criteria of conduct. Indeed, ordi-
dinary speech, even in its origins, attests a preference for
sesthetics rather than morals as the principal criterion of
value. ‘Right’itself is of strictly ®sthetic origin. ‘Straight’
and ‘crooked’ conduct have a stronger purchase on most
minds than ‘good’ or ‘bad’. No higher ‘moral’ approval is

1 Community, p. 56.
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conveyed than by the term ‘a white man’ — whiteness having
here a fuller connotation than mere innocence. Beauty of
character, the schone Seele, is more than goodness. Greek
thinking, especially as given in its master, Plato, saw the
good life in terms of beauty, harmony, and grace. As mod-
ern thought turns more away from the distinctively Hebraic
conception of goodness, the same preference is discernible.
Characteristic expression is given to this tendency in a re-
cent essay of Professor J. S. Mackenzie who, discussing the
conception of “intrinsic value” in the ethical scheme, says,
“further reflection has convinced me that, if any single term
is to be used to characterise it, Beauty (at least in the sense
in which the Greeks used the term 76 kaNév) is less inade-
quate than any other.” 2

But in point of fact neither Beauty, Truth nor Goodness
can claim a suzerainty over values. For, in the first place,
they are distinguishable more as stresses than as objects, and,
secondly, they do not among them exhaust the categories of
human values. ‘Good’ admittedly has other than a ‘moral’

1“Let our artists rather be those who are gifted to discern the true
nature of beauty and grace; then will our youth dwell in the land of
health, amid fair sights and sounds; and beauty, the effluence of fair
works, will visit the eye and ear, like a healthful breeze from a pure
region, and insensibly draw the soul even in childhood into harmony
with the beauty of reason.”

““There can be no nobler training than that,” he replied.”

“¢And, therefore,” I said, ‘Glancon, music training is a more potent
instrument than any other, because rhythr(p and harmony find their
way into the secret places of the soul, on which they mightily fasten,
imparting grace, and making the soul graceful of hjm who is rightly
educated, or ungraceful of him who is ill-edufated; and also because
he who has received this true education of the inner being will most
shrewdly perceive omissions or faults in art and nature, and with a true
taste, while he praises and rejoices over and receives into his soul the
good, and becomes noble and good, he will justly blame and hate the
bad, now in the days of his youth, even before he is able to know the
reason why; and when reason comes in he will recognise and salute
her as a friend with whom his education has made him long familiar.’ ]

(Republic, Book III, Jowett’s translation.)
2 Contemporary British Philosophy, p. 243,
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significance, as when it is applied to health, luck, a hypothe-
qs, or a portrait.  Nor is ‘“True’ of purely mtellectual import,
as it is applied to an eye, a measure, or a friend. ‘Beautiful’
may be predicated of a character, the solution of a problem,
or a surgical operation. Nor can we accept the statement of
F. H. Bradley that “goodness, beauty and truth are all there
is which in the end is real”, or Windelband’s declaration that
“Logical, ethical, and aesthetic values make up the entire
range of the human value-activity which can lay claim to
general recognition and the necessity of actual unconditional-
ness. 'There can be, as regards content, no further universal
values beyond these three, because in these the entire prov-
ince of psychical activity is exhausted.” ?

Such terms as ‘real’, ‘universal’, ‘unconditional’ only
darken counsel, when we seek a clear significance for human
values, as elements of Welfare. Nor can we assume without
discussion that all values are purely ‘psychical’ in the sense
of figuring in consciousness. A good digestion is one that
never obtrudes into the consciousness of its owner. Nor
does a good conscierice. - But shall we say that these are not
values, but only conditions for the attainment of satisfac-
tions which do emerge as conscious values?

§ 2. It is pretty evident that, at any rate for our purpose,
it will be better to begin our search for values not in the high
abstractions of philosophic thought but in the lower levels of
human nature — the instincts, appetites, and behaviour of
the animal man. This method recommends itself the more
in that most ecdnomig ‘goods’, which we shall seek to corre-

late with human good or value, are devoted to the satlsfactxon

of the physical needs of man.

- We may begin lower down than man in the scale of organic -
life, and ask what are the simple ‘values’ or serviceable
properties which Nature confers upon an organism. If we
ask, ‘What is an organism for?’ there are those who will ob-

‘1 Quoted by Inge in Contemporary Philosophy, p. 195.
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jeet that we have no right to assume a purpose. We will,
therefore, content ourselves with saying that many organ-
isms behave as if their activities were directed mainly to the
maintenance of the species. In vegetable and animal econ-
omy on its lower levels the subordination of the ‘interests’ of
the individual to those of the species is everywhere in evi-
dence. Even in the more highly developed life of the ant or
bee, where some considerable measure of consciousness may
accompany the elaborate behaviour, the whole economy of
the heap or hive is adjusted to the safeguarding of the com-
munity in the future, and instinctive sacrifices of the most
rigorous order are performed by the individual members. It
may even be questioned whether the survival of any single
species can be regarded as a separable ‘end’, or ‘interest’, or
‘value’. The elaborate inter-dependence of different species,
genera, or orders of organic life in the economy of Nature —
their competition, codperation, or parasitic relations — may
seem, indeed, to place value and purpose, if anywhere, in the
total harmony of nature as a whole. Such speculations,
however, would carry us too far afield. Here they may
serve mainly as a warning of the difficulties which beset the
search for value in its most general meaning.

A new line of value seems to open up when the members of
a species not merely survive but develop, in the sense of
gaining more complexity in structure and function for the
task of dealing with their environment. How far the ap-
pearance of favourable variations, which are the germs of
such development, proceeds from some disective activity
driving matter to arrange itself in ever higher ‘wholes’, as
General Smuts, with the support of a new school of evolu-
tionary creationists, contends,® we need not here decide.
Any statement upon this subject is better deferred until we
consider more closely the composition of values in a per-
sonality and a community. Here we may best confine our-

1 Holism and Bvolution, Macmillan.
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selves to the broad survey of an evolutionary process which
presents a continually increasing surplus of organic energy
over and above the requirements for specific survival. That
surplus is increasingly available for the enrichment of the
life of the individual organism. In the life of lower animals
it is due either to variations enabling the animal to make a
better use of its environment, by means of personal or group
activities, or else to some favouring change in the environ-
. ment itself, some climatic change, or the elimination of some
‘enemy’. )

§ 3. But the economy of human progress presents a new
character, viz., the progressive conquest and adaptation of
environment by arts capable of transmission and enabling
man to utilise a growing surplus of energy and opportunity
over and above the requirements for racial survival. With
civilisation the individual becomes more complex in his ac-
tivities and more conscious in their exercise. He comes more
and more to have ‘a mind of his own’, interests and satisfac-
tions which are the ingredients of what we call a ‘personal-
ity’. But though, as man becomes more civilised, this mind .
of his asserts a paramountey, the body does not allow its inter- |
ests to be forgotten, and constantly reminds the most intel- i
lectual and spiritual amongst us that in the first and last re-
sort we are animal organisms, and that the raw stuff from |
which all the human values— the elements of welfare —
proceed — élan vital, libido, nisus, hormé, whatever name be
given — is, in its make and conditions, more akin to the body
than to the higher functions of the mind. Professor Mac-
Dougall gives adequate expression to this truth when he says,
“The evolution of the animal world may properly be con-
ceived as primarily and essentially the differentiation of in-
stinctive tendencies from some primordial capacity to
strive.” 1 :

‘But’, it may be asked, ‘does value attach to a capacity to

1 Quilines of Psychology, p. 113.
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strive, to the instinctive tendencies that differentiate them-
selves therefrom, or does it only emerge when intelligence
supervenes upon and in part displaces instinct, and when con-
sciously purposive behaviour builds up personality and plans
the ‘good’ of humanity? ‘Or’, in other words, ‘does value be-
long not to human activity, as such, but to the conscious
satisfactions that accompany it, human happiness?’

§ 4. This brings us nearer to our crucial issue. How far
does human value attach to activities as such, how far to
the satisfactions that atcompany activities? Personally I am
inclined to identify Welfare and its values with conscious
satlsfactlons, so rescuing Ethics from vague conceptions of
seIf-reahsa’mon in order to make of it a New Utilitarianism
in which physical, intellectual, and moral satisfactions will
rank in their due places. Activities, efforts, achievements,
would in this economy be ‘valued’ purely in terms of the con-
tribution which they made to the aggregate of conscious
satisfaction, or human happiness. Not, however, necessa-
rily the greatest happiness of the greatest number, for quality
must also count in satisfactions. As J. 8. Mill discovered,
Utilitarianism must be so conceived and stated as to admit
qualities of happiness. But this implies a standard of these
values. What can that standard be? Each man’s various
and changing preferences? That subjectiveness spells in-
tellectual chaos. We shall perhaps do better to seek our
standard in the conception of man ag a psycho-physical or-
ganism with various related satisfactions of its functions.
Organic unity, the good life as a whole, pérsonality in its
wide sense, may best serve our purpose. But in thus stress-
ing the organism as a standard of values, there is danger of
over-individualisation. Welfare, it may be said, is thus
made a merely individual concept, and ‘social welfare’ is
denied any real significance. But though the question of the
possible extension of organism to a society or community
cannot be evaded, and the ‘organic’ or ‘organised’ relations

&
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between the members of a society must have some real bear~
ing upon welfare, this does not debar us from beginning our
attempt to build up a standard of values upon the basis of a
psycho-physical organism. In all organic life there is a
limited amount of transmitted activity, or urge, capacity to
strive, directed to secure the survival and growth of the in-
dividual and species. It belongs to the economy of this
struggle that some direction of the several instinctive urges
and desires in the interest of the organic whole should be
exercised. This directive control, so far as it is conscious, is
some thin form of ‘reason’, and it involves some conscious or
intuitive valuation of the claims of the several instinets
upon the organic resources. It is staff work, and in man be-
comes more and more specialised in the brain. Man thus
becomes the reasonable animal, and instead of leaving the
urge of life to the wild and arbitrary claims of the several
primary instincts or to the demands of specific survival, he
disposes of as much of the ‘urge’ as he can control along lines
of conduct directed by a conscious regard for his general
career and character. This control of the codrdinating rea-
son is always very incomplete, and some turbulent passion is
liable to seize the reins of government. But, normally, rea-
son; in its humbler guise of commonsense, manages to set
limits upon the separatist desires. When Hobbes declared
that “Reason is and always must be the servant of the pas-
sions”, he was posingesas a moral anarchist. For though
modern psychology everywhere displays the craft with which
the passions ‘rationsalise’ their cravings, it is none the less
true that the whole development of the orderly institutions
and practices of civilised societies attests the normal su-
premacy of reason.

Indeed, the instinctive coGperation of the organs of the
physical organism for the protection and well-being of the
whole is the first in a series of experiments in the art of fed-
eral government, the reconcilement of the interests of the one
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and the many. The codperation of the instinctive urges and
activities, involving the arts of repression, stimulation, and
sublimation, is the whole substance of the life of man.

Here we may pause to ask, how far this distinctively bio-
logical conception of human life and its welfare is fundamen-
tally affected by the development of self-consciousness and
the reasonable mind. There is a conflict on this point be-
tween psychologists. MeDougall holds?® “The instinctive
impulses determine the end of all activities, and supply the
driving power by which all mental activities are maintained:
and all the complex intellectual apparatus of the most highly
developed mind is but a means to this end, is but the instru-
ment by which these impulses seek their satisfactions, while
pleasure and pain do but serve to guide them in their choice
of the means.”

To this Messrs. Graham Wallas and Hobhouse take ex-
ception. The former ? insists that, “We are born with a
tendency, under appropriate circumstances, to think, which
is as original and independent as our tendency, under ap-
propriate eircumstances, to run away.”

MecDougall himself admits ‘curiosity’ in his list of instinets.
But is he right? Each instinct seems to have a ‘cunning’ of
its own which implies ‘curiosity’ and some power of learning
by ftrial and error. Is there a disinterested tendency or dis-
position to think? Is it original, or does it emerge later in
“play of the mind’? The sportsman develops a ‘disinter-
ested’ desire to hunt and kill, utilising a primitive biological
utility as a source of pleasure. o 7

The ‘original tendency to think’ was possibly no more than
the dim consciousness which impelled the various organs to
cooperate for purposes of survival, together with the ‘curios-
ity’ which accompanied the operations of each instinct in
handling its opportunities and obstacles. But when, as in
man, the conduct of the conscious common policy of the or-

1 Social Psychology, p, 44. 2 The Great Society, p, 42.
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ganism became specialised in the brain, this organ may have
utilized a portion of the energy placed at its disposal for
‘play’, i.e., for immediately disinterested use. Curiosity and
the reasoning process may, therefore, be conceived primarily
as working in the interests of individual and specific survival
and development. But their ‘play’ though, like all sound
physical sports or exercises, endowed with biological utility,
came more and more to be valued on its own account as ‘dis-

.- interested culture’, and to pride itself upon its non-utility.

This appearance, however, must not deceive us. The brain
remains an organ and servant of the human organism, and
all its functions subserve the organic interest or ‘purpose’.
Our intellectual play, therefore, in its highest reaches, where
it is least concerned for the promotion of any end but truth,
as in mathematics or philosophy, contributes indirectly to
biological utility by making the mind a more efficient instru-
ment for all its practical work. All play, physical, intel-
lectual, emotional, is evolved for this biological utility. But
not being directly and immediately linked to utility, it is
misconceived as being free and an end in itself. A wide
measure of liberty is, indeed, accorded to all forms of play,
and the development of personality is largely a product of
this freedom of intellectual and emotional experiment. But
this development of ‘personality’, in which the individual
comes to play a larger and larger part in the specific life, is
itself contained in the process (or purpose) of organic evolu-
tion. These various plays have satisfactions of their own,
values which may b2 kept distinet from those appertaining
to the organic ends they serve. These pleasures, or satisfac-~
tions, may, indeed, stimulate exercise in the play processes, a
prodigality of expenditure of time and ‘surplus’ energy dam-
aging to the economy of life. This is readily recognised in
the sportsman who exploits for his pleasure activities of pur-
suit, conflict, and adventure, once needed to furnish food and
protection to primitive man, and endowed with pleasure in
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order to sustain their useful efforts. A man who can get
others to do his useful work may devote himself to sport.
Or he may devote himself to mental games, to scientific re-
search, or to literary pursuits of a wholly unproductive order,
playing with his mind just as the sportsman plays with his
body, and reaping the pleasures of the mental exercise.

In a society economically constituted as ours is, there is
nothing to prevent, and much to encourage, a waste or mis-

direction of ‘surplus energy’ in forms of physical and intel- ..

lectual play which make no real contribution to a soundly
developed personality or to the welfare of mankind. For
such play exhibits in the most dramatic way the self-assertive
- urge which is the greatest enemy of social discipline and or-
der. To be able to devote all one’s time to ‘play’ (useless
activity) signifies the confident ability to force others to feed,
clothe, and otherwise keep us. This dependence upon others
is often explained by a strange inversion as the possession of
an ‘independent’ income. The full waste, however, from an
excessive liberation of play processes in our cultural life, in
the development of perverted forms of intellectualism, and
art, is seldom if ever appreciated, though Mr. Veblen has ap-
plied revealing analyses to some of the forms it takes in cases
of conspicuous leisure.

As individuality and a personal life come to play a richer
role in the economy of evolution, activities and satisfactions
closely related to the mind will figure more prominently as
values or sources of value. Happiness will be raised to a
higher plane. But though prepared td express all human
values, and therefore all welfare, in terms of desirable con-
sciousness, we need not go so far as some psychologists in dis-
tinguishing mind from body and in elevating the former to a
seat of separate supreme authority.

Professor Hobhouse goes, I think, too far in his insistence
that mind is “the emotional principle in reality” ! and has an

1 Contemporary British Philosophy, p. 180.
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interest of its own, apart from the interest of the psycho-
physical organism as a whole, and the specific life of which
it is part. While admitting that “conation directed to stock
preservation has of course high survival value and so far the
development of mind presents neither less nor more difficulty
than that of a useful limit”, he cites certain mind develop-
ment to which he denies ‘survival value”. But the cases he
cites, in particular “eesthetic tastes” and the “cognitive in-
terest”, hardly sustain his contention. For, though they may
not have much survival value for the individual, they cer-
tainly have for the stock or race, and it is “stock preserva-
tion” which he has taken for his test. I should, however,
urge that even for individual survival the cognitive interest,
though involving risks, has clear value, and that the same
holds of “the social feeling” which he says is “of dubious value
biologically to the individual”.

§ 5. In working out the basic theory of Welfare in Human
Values, I incline to adhere closely to the conception of man
as a psycho-physical organism, Welfare emerging in an or-
ganic harmonious cobperation of interrelated physical and
mental activities. This organic harmony takes three dis-
tinguishable shapes in the individual economy.

(1) The healthy functioning of the body, mainly by sub-
conscious or low-conscious actions. To this belong the due
adjustments of diet, exercise, and skilled operations of the
body. This physical <fficiency is the basis of personal wel-
fare. :

(2) The education and practice of mental activities, the
acquisition of knowledge, thought, imagination, the cultiva-
tion of the emotions under the guidance of a reasonable will.
This mental development is designated culture.

(8) The close linkage of body and mind in every depart~
ment of the intellectual and emotional life is enforced by
modern biology and psychology. Perhaps the most remark-
able recent testimony is the discovery of the part played in
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our emotional economy by the ductless glands and the dis-
charges of their hormones. Human nature thus presents it~
self as an ordered equipment of organs and cells, stirred to
activities that are contributory to the survival and develop-
ment of the individual and the species, with a physical at-

tachment of desires and conscious satisfactions, under the .

more or less effective control of a central directive sense or in-
telligence exercising some orderly government over the in-
stinctive urges by codrdination, suppression, repression, sub-
limation, in the interests of the organism as a whole.

While then the welfare attaching to this psycho-physical
organism in its activities may be held to consist in states of
desirable consciousness, with values assessable by some
standard yet to be determined, this implies no disparagement
of the non-conscious or distinctively physical factors,
whether in the human body or in its external environment,
that are the necessary conditions and sources of this con-
scious welfare.
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CHAPTER III
WELFARE THROUGH COMMTUNITY

. §1. Our enquiry into Welfare has so far, proceeding
along the biological path of organic evolution, been confined
to individual economy, though this individual economy eon-
tains instinetive provisions for the survival and evolution of
the species. But we shall rightly be reminded that, body and
mind, the individual is a social being. He could not come
into existence or survive apart from the social heritage and
environment in which he lives and moves and has his being.
No study of man’s welfare and its values can, therefore, go far
without becoming entangled in that web of associations and
organisations which expresses the social disposition and ac-
tivities of man.

Psychologists usually see the origin and meaning of social
organisation, partly in the instinctive desires or ‘dispositions’
of the individual man, the sex instinct and the ensuant ‘ten-
der feeling’ for the young, needed to secure their protection, -
with the more disputable instinet of gregariousness; partly,
in the intelligent recognition of each that his personal inter-
ests are subserved by cobperation with his fellows. Thus '
the family, in tits crudest form a device for racial survival,
becomes a community with various codperative functions
for the provision of food, shelter, defence, dances and other
rites, while local groups of families related by blood and com-
mon interests coperate for the performance of certain other
economie, political, and religious functions. Further exten-
sions of group areas for social, political, economie, and other
purposes give us tribal, provincial, national, and interna-

23
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tional community, while within each wider sphere of activity
special interests weave for themselves innumerable webs of
association.

While, on the one hand, these modes of coGperative activ-
ity enrich the individual life and personality by giving man
a better control of his environment and so rendering material
progress possible, on the other hand, they evoke something
that is called ‘a common consciousness’. Here we are con-
fronted with a problem we cannot shirk. If persons codper-
ate, whether for some common good in which they all partiei-
pate, as in public worship or national defence, or in order
better to achieve some purely personal end, as in the form of
coOperation termed commerce, the practice of such associa-
tion engenders social feeling, sympathy. Admittedly there
is a change wrought in the thinking and feeling of men who
are brought into these associations. They become more so-
cial in their consciousness. Their values and their welfare
become more social by reason of the extension of their person-
ality through sympathetic contacts with others.

But is this all?  Or can we attribute to group life and its
associations some value other than what is contained in the
consciousness of the several members of the group or society?
This is the issue raised by ‘esprit de corps’, ‘public opinion’,
patriotism, party spirit, ‘the communion of saints’. Are
these collective terms anything more than expressions of cer-
tain changes of feeling and view common to all the members
of the association and produced by the associative process?

A church, a university, a political party, may, it is said, be
in itself valuable, have a significance or spiritual use, even a
sort of ‘life’, binding together, as it does, in some common
service notonly the existing members of such association, but
past, present, and future generations. But is this corporate
life anything other than the thoughts, feelings, emotions, ac-
tivities of its members? :

There have been sociologists prepared to treat the State,
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the economic system, the church, and other ‘societies’ as or-
anisms, and to aseribe to them a life and consciousness
similar to those ascribed to the animal organism. Schiffle,
Spencer, and others have pressed the analogy far. There are
obvious difficulties to its acceptance. Are these social or-
ganisms psycho-physical like the human organisms? If so,
the same bodies must enter into many diverse social organ-
isms. The body of Jones, as well as his psyche, must be a
‘cell’ in some national organism, in some party, church, club,
and many other associations. If so, the Jones cell can only
function in one of these social organisms at a time, and this
seems to negate all continuity of life for such societies. This
is for me a graver difficulty than the alleged absence of a
sensorium, for the government or committee of a society may
claim in their real presence and control to function as a sen-
sorium. Nor is the absence in a social organism of an integu-
ment containing the constituent cells and organs so fatal an
objection as it sometimes seems. Biologists recognise many
compound or colonial animals which, though their parts are
physically specialised for the performance of certain func-
tions within the group-economy of the animal, are capable
of living separated from the mass.® Tt is difficult to deny to
societies of ants, whose divisions of function are expressed by
definite structural differentiations among the individual or-
ganisms, the existence of a social organic structure, and,
so far as consciousnesg is required for the conduct of such
organic life, it will be at any rate in part a group-conscious-
ness. ° o ‘
It would, however, be foolish to suggest that any human
society or association displays any such order or organic
structure on its physical side, or that there is any such sol-

idarity ‘of social purpose as appears to be exhibited in the in~

stinctive and self-sacrificing coSperation of the hive or ant-
hill. '

1 Cf. Espinas, Les Societes animales.
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§ 2. Thereal issue, so far as it affects our treatment of hu-
man values, turns upon the question of the recognition or
meaning of a group-mind, or a social mind. Most sociolo-

. gists repudiate the existence of any social mind. Though

Professor Hobhouse admits for discussion “what we may call
the social mind”, he understands by that term “the order
formed by operation of mind on mind, incorporated with so-
cial tradition handed on by language and by social institu-
tions of many kinds, and shaping the ideas and the practice
of each new generation that grows up under its shadow.”!
There is for him no social consciousness. Mr. Maciver is
equally explicit in his repudiation. “There are no individ-
uals who are not social individuals, and there is no social
mind which is not individual mind.”2 Professor Perry ex-
presses himself with even fuller emphasis, declaring that,
“Although a society is a whole, system and individual, com-
posed of interested, willing, thinking, self-conscious, free,
responsible, and happy men, a society does not have or take
an interest of its own, does not will or think, is not self-con-
scious, free or responsible, and does not enjoy happiness.” 3
Yet Professor Perry does not reject all use of the term “social
mind”, but accepts from Professor Davis the view that, the
‘social mind’ in this sense is “common mental contact, com-
mon mental qualities and characteristics, which are realised
by these individual members to be common, and which when
so realised operate as “dynamic social agents upon individ-
uals during childhood and maturity”.* We may here ap-
pend the statement of Professor Davis thaf “the dynamic
agent of the psycho-social unity is the social mind, a mass
of common beliefs, sentiments, and determinations, pursued
by the individuals of a group with the added consciousness

1 Development and Purpose, p. 12.
2 Community, p. 62.

3 General Theory of Value, p. 460.
4 General Theory of Value, p. 508.
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that the other members simultaneously cherish them.”! Dr.
Barker, however, holds that there is a social mind which is
“something that exists in and along with the separate minds
of its members, and over and above any sum of those minds
created by mere addition.”2

It will, T think, be admitted by all these thinkers that or-
ganised coGperation, the voluntary participation of individ-
uals in some common activity, can produce a valuable effect,
spiritual or even material, different both in quantity and in

* character from that which the unorganised activities of the

individual participants could compass. An orchestra, team-
work of any kind, economic cobperation by division of labour
or exchange of goods, achieves a result which can not properly
be resolved into the separate contributions of the codperants
without losing its essential character. The symphony, the
church service, the cricket match, even the working of a
steamer or a factory are not mere additions of the separate
contributions of those who take part. The unity of the plan
or purpose, the harmony which they express, is the essential
character of the joint activity and carries a corresponding
unity of consentient feeling in the participants. If I am told
that after all this feeling is only existent in the particular
participants, I shall not demur, but shall merely stress the

" fact that the participation produces and communicates feel-

ings that could not be experienced otherwise than by this
common organised actiyity. This is indeed true of all or-
ganic life: the feelings, thoughts, emotions, will, which I ex-

. perience are only implemented by the cotperation of the in-

dividual cells in my brain and nervous system. But this does
not preclude the judgment that I think and feel and will.
Though the community, represented in an orchestra or a
church service, is a briefer unity and affects its participants

more partially, the product, alike as an objective entity and

1 Davis’, Psychological Interpretations of Society, p. 68.
2 Quoted Ginsberg, Psychology of Society, p. 63.
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as a desirable consciousness, appears in principle so single
and unique in character as to lose in meaning if assigned to
the separate activities and feelings of its individual codper-
ants.?!

§3. In any consideration of the relation of economic to
human welfare, community bulks so big as to compel us to a
somewhat closer exploration of the community sense and
sentiment,.

"Two predispositions incline most ‘intellectuals’ either to
reject or to disparage the existence or worth of community
sentiment and to regard the feelings, tastes, conscience of in-
dividuals as the sole source and arbiter of value. One is the
dread of a ‘herd-mind’ identified with mob rule, disorder, and
ochlocracy. ‘Intellectuals’ are essentially introverts, culti-
vating their separate minds, jealous of spiritual autonomy,
and hostile to such codperation as will expose their minds to
mass-suggestion or to any sort of surrender of the control of
their separate consciousness. The other is the apprehension
of a God-state or church, under which either dominant per-
sonalities or dogmas exercise a devastating discipline over

1Dr, W. Y. Elliott, in denying “mind” and “conscious unity” to
group association, seems to me to strain differences of degree into dif-

+ ferences of kind. “Mind”, he holds, “is organic; the group-thinking of

associated individuals is co-organic.” (The Pragmatic Revolt in Poli-
tics, p. 386.) Elsewhere (p. 382) he claims for “the individual mind”
that it is a system of a peculiar order in that “it forms not inter-mental
relationships, but mental relationships within a single self-conscious-
ness.”  Now the “unity” as “singleness” of individual personality dif-
fers widely in degree even in the same,individual at different
times under different conditions, quite irrespective of abnormal cases
of dissociated personality. On the other hand, there is more single-
ness in the mental activities of certain groups, under certain condi-
tions, than Dr. Elliott seems to admit. It cannot be admitted of
group life that “its will is dependent upon the ideas of two associated
individuals” without adding that their wills are dependent upon it.
But it may, for all that, be convenient to have some separate term to
distinguish the federal unity of a group from the closer normal unity
of the individual mind, and if the term “co-organic” advances that
end, it may be well provisionally to adopt it.
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the private mind. Everywhere and always in history, the
free life and mind of the individual have been so crushed, en-
slaved, and moulded by tyrannies of State, Church, master-
class, or parental authority, with customs, taboos, laws, and
sanctions of their making, as to make suspect among free
minds any other values, or ‘loyalties’, than those of con-
scious personal choice. Among thinkers there is always fear
of the ruder, more emotional urge of community life. Phi-
losophers and saints are apt to ‘keep themselves to them-

" selves’, and perhaps to pride themselves upon so doing.

These feelings, I think, colour the view taken by many sci-
entific men about the nature of community.

Even those who take the narrowest view of the limits of
political government will regard peace and security of life
and property either as values or as conditions of personal
values. Associations of various kinds, for common benefits,
ecclesiastical, political, economie, social, educational, recre-
ative, may, of course, be treated not as things valuable per se
but as instruments or apparatus by the use of which person-
ality may be enriched — i.e., individual values emerge. But
to deny all human value to the collective life of these associa-
tions, and to put them on a par with a jointstock company
which exists to earn dividends for its individual share-
holders, is surely to take a narrow view of the vital functions
of community work. ,

Whether with Maciver (and others) we treat community
and its network of associations as purely spiritual entities,
expressing “relations gf wills” ! or, as I would prefer, corpora-
tions with all the concreteness of their material apparatus,
the physical city as well as the civie will, the market place as
well as the will to buy and sell, there is surely some virtue or
value in the unity of the whole which is not expressible in the
constituent elements.

Are we to say that community in all its associations is

1 Community, pp. 128-31.
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merely the opportunity for individual conscious values to
arise? Peace and order and the primary functions of social
government may possibly be treated as mere conditions.
But shall we say the same of the more positive and concrete
benefits which political and other social organs provide? Is
there no value, no virtue, no spiritual riches in the traditions
and history of the great city? Is Athens in the fifth century
B.C. computable only in the added worth of its separate
citizens? Is it mere rhetoric to speak of ‘the glory that was

Creece, the grandeur that was Rome’? Isee a beauty, a value

in family life, not merely as ‘a relation of wills’, but as a
happy codperative activity in a home. So with a city —
a country — and its people.

It is not merely that persons living or acting together can
do things — and so get values —- which they could not do
apart, nor merely that they are different persons though
living and acting together, but that there is a general
spirit, will, and achievement that have value, and that this
spirit is embodied in physical forms and activities which con-
tribute to the ‘value’.

§4. That a good society gives opportunities to individuals
is not a sufficient account of a good society. It also exists to
pursue a worthy life of its own — and this life is not purely
physical but has its spiritual expression or counterpart.
This has a special application to economic society, as Dr.
Marshall recognised.

“Perhaps the earlier English economlsts confined their at-
tentions too much to the motives of individtial action. But
in fact economists, like all other students of social science,
are concerned with individuals chiefly as members of the so-
cial organism. As a cathedral is something more than the
stones of which it is made, as a person is something more than
a series of thoughts and feelings, so the life of a society is
something more than the sums of its individual members.” !

1 Principles, p. 57.

1
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If this be so, it is difficult to refuse value to associations,
or to deny that such values contribute to human welfare.
But if we are agreed that welfare is ultimately reducible to
desirable consciousness, we seem to be driven to admit that
some collective consciousness and urge or purpose inhere in
these associations as well as in the individuals who associate.
But the expression “as well as” perhaps carries us further
than we are prepared to go. For it is certain that the asso-
ciation is ‘composed of’ and functions through the individual

members, that whatever collective consciousness there may

be is ‘in a sense’ their consciousness. But in what sense?
Be it granted that all feeling and thinking emanate from
individual centres of consciousness. But when individuals
think or feel in association, the fact of association alters the
nature of their thinking and feeling.

It is not merely what Professor Giddings terms a “plural-
istic response to a common stimulation”,* a self-stimulation
made more intense by the recognition that others are under-
going emotional excitement. There is a psycho-physical
intercourse which not only strengthens but alters the feelings
and behaviour of the participants. It produces, as indeed
Professor Giddings admits, an associated behaviour, or co-
operation, in which different parts are undertaken by the in-
dividual coGperants. Even a mob, if held together by a com-
mon excitement, will develop traits of leadership and follow-
ing, the rudiments of an organization. It is, therefore, not
enough to say that “the material of society is a plural num-
ber of like-minded persons.” In a society, or even to a less
degree in a herd of animals, there must be some elements of
unlike-mindedness, essential to a coSperation which is not
the performance of identical acts by a number of individuals, -

kbut 3 harmony of diverse activities.

1 Studies in the Theory of Human Society, chap. IX. :
Cf. Ethical Love, by E. W. Hirst, chap VI, dealing with “The
Significance of the Herd Instinct.” :
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Stated otherwise, associated thought and feeling are a spe-
cial sort of consciousness, and carry values of their own.
How far this signifies that minds interpenetrate, and in some
degree combine or fuse, may well remain an open question.
Perhaps the following citation from Dr. Ernest Barker will
illustrate the perplexities that envelop this topic.

“The unity of a nation — is not that of a person which
transcends the persons of which the nation is composed; and

there is no separate national mind or will or personality apart )

from the minds and wills and personalities of its members.
National unity is not that of a mind, but that of a mental
substance., It consists in a common structure or content of
ideas — ideas made electric by feeling and therefore issuing
in will and effort and action — which are resident in the
minds of the members of a nation, and, except in so far as they
are apprehended by the minds of members of other nations,
are resident only in them.” !

If this leaves us in a logical quandary, it is only one of
many such quandaries that confront us in our attempt to
give precision to the relations of ‘the one’ and ‘the many’
wherever persons or things come together into ‘wholes’. An
organised unity, or whole, cannot be explained adequately by
any analysis of its constituent parts: its wholeness is a new
product, with attributes not ascertainable in its parts, though
In a sense derived from them. In this sense an association
may have feelings, even thoughts, that are not found as such
in the individual. Quakers find this in ‘the sense of the
meeting’. It is found also in one of-the Significations of
‘common sense’, not merely that sense which exists the same
in each person, but a genuine ‘sensus communis’ which ani-
mates and forms a flow of thought and feeling where people
put their minds into the common stock and ‘get together’ in a
spiritual way.

Even those who reject common consciousness of any sort

1 National Character, p. 135.
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admit that one mind is affected by another both in feeling and
in thinking, that in this sense there is sympathy and synoesis
from association. That human personality is enlarged and
enriched by association will not be questioned. It is also
important for the comprehension of social values to realise
how association is enriched by personality. Prima facie
there exists a disposition to regard ‘society’ in all its forms as
a unifying, levelling influence, imposing upon persons of dif-

. ferent dispositions uniform codes of conduct, thus producing

a mind of willing conformity. Some such levelling and re-
pressive tendencies belong to all associations and organisa-
tions. Members must obey rules which do not always fit
their case. But they make these apparent sacrifices for two
reasons. First, because they desire to participate in com-
munal activities and experiences which demand this con-
formity. Secondly, because they realise that both the give
and the take of social life enlarge personal liberty and enrich
personal life.

§ 5. This is the paradox of association — of civilisation —
that a man becomes at once more like and more unlike his
fellows. The paradox is in reality easily resolved. For in
the larger and more complex life which men get by associa-
tion there can emerge at the same time more points of like-
ness and more of difference. Though accepted rules, con-
ventions, codes of behaviour impose a single standard, this
is an economy of personality which leaves more energy, time,
and opportunity for private individual enterprise and self-
expression. Bul it iz not only by thus enlarging the scope
for non-associated activities that association helps person-
ality. It does so more directly by evoking and utilising per-
sonality in associative activities. The formal structure of
an association is often deceptive. In most clubs, societies,
political associations, there exists a formal equality of mem-
bership that suggests an identity of function which does not
actually exist, and which, were it operative, would be fatal
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to the well-working of the association. For in these diverse
associations personality finds expression and achievement.
The formal identity of object and equality of status does not
mean that each member gets and gives the same. As club
members all may pay the same subscription and have the
same voting rights, the same right to be elected to the com-
mittee, but some get more out of the club than others and
contribute more to its functions and amenities. Associa-

tions are fields for the play of personality — new personal .

values are there produced. But if we stress this significance
of associations as affording opportunities to individuals to
express and enrich themselves through organised contacts
with others, shall we deny that such contacts, and even the
organisations which furnish them, have value?

The relation of individuals towards associations will differ.
Some men evidently join a society, or take part in public
work, for what they can get out of it — a calculated or more
often a ‘natural’ selfishness. Others sacrifice ease, means,
and ‘natural’ inclination to public spirit and philanthropy.
They want to give rather than to get. There are thus two
sorts and sources of value in associations, what you give to
the association and what you personally get from it. Or per-
haps three sorts of value, first, what you get directly in per-
sonal benefit from the object of the association — the enjoy-
ment of golf or some knowledge of botany or history; sec-
ondly, the satisfaction from assoctating with others in a
common cause or interest — breeding an attachment or ‘loy-
alty to the institution. Thirdly, there is the ‘value’ attach-
ing to the association which is an object of regard and loyalty
and is psychically represented in the community of wills and
activities of its members, past, present, and future. Such is
the conception of the Catholic Church, the Liberal or Con-
servative Party, the House of Commons.

Test the issue in the simplest, smallest, and strongest asso-
ciation, the family. You cannot explain the family without
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recognising in it these three sources and modes of value, that
which each gets in physical and moral satisfaction and use
from the common life in the home — operating differently on
the persons as they are differently related to one another,
father, mother, brothers, sisters, of various ages and disposi-
tions. Then comes the sense in each of a common attach-
ment, love, perhaps pride in the family name, character, and
tradition. Lastly, there is the value of the family per se as
a sound, well living, serviceable, prosperous stock. I cling

" to this third value and will not have it dissipated into the

several personal values of the particular members of this
family, past, present, and to come.

The attribution of values to institutions or associations, as
such, no doubt carries risks, which to some thinkers bulk so
large that they are led to repudiation of all values not di-
rectly translatable into personal ends. Mr. Maciver is
haunted by this fear.

“The history of progressive peoples constantly reveals the
danger which arises when institutional forms become ossified,
the danger that they may pervert instead of furthering the
spirit, traditions, way of life out of which they arose. This
is preéminently true when the institution is invested with
sanctity, as in the case of ecclesiastical institutions.” “It
has been well pointed out that the continuity and permanence
of institutions, as contrasted with the short-lived race they
serve, gives them often, to our eyes a false character, as if
they existed for themselves, or for some supra-personal
end.”? ° :

The exaltation of officialism and its divorce from the sense
of service, intense conservatism, are natural defects of in-
stitutions which acquire prestige and worship on their own
account. But bureaucracy and conservatism are not in-
herent in associations: they are due to failures of the living
members to utilise the freedom of the associative processes.

1 Community, pp. 162-3.
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If institutions fall too much into the hands of their perma-
nent officials, it is because the spirit of association burps
dimly in their membership. But this is not a reason for deny-
ing value to an organisation and to the associative activities
that comprise its ‘life’.

I do not contest the principle that all human values are
expressible in human happiness or desirable consciousness.
But I object to the assumption that this welfare can always

be carved up into the separate welfares of individual persons.

There is a genuinely collective enjoyment of “joys that are
in widest communalty spread”. !

§ 6. In modern life everyone is contained in a network of
associations, to each of which he must contribute something
in work or influence, and from which he must receive some-
thing. Some are general. Everyone lives in a series of
concentric circles of association which affect him in general
as a human being. Such are the home, the neighbourhood
(village or town), his class, his country, the world. These
general contacts are of differing proximity, force, and inter-
est. Each carries its influence, its loyalty — and conflicts of
loyalty arise. In primitive life family and tribe were limits
of association and loyalty. Civilisation has expanded areas
and weakened narrower loyalties. But the weakening of the
narrower primal associations has mainly been achieved by
specialisation. The craft or profession, severing itself from
the early household economy, has itself become a highly dif-

- ferentiated process in a wider colperative enterprise. Re-
ligion, education, morality, the arts and sciences, the social
amenities and recreations, have passed away from the condi-
tion of loose activities within the family or neighbourhood,

1The insistence upon the individuality of all values not merely
weakens the conscious significance of associations, it impairs, if it does
not destroy, the concept of a biological urge for the life of the species.
Although the procreative urge comes into direct conscious expression
in the individual parent, some value must surely be attributed to the
wider biological urge or ‘purpose’ of the species.
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and have woven for themselves highly specialised societies,
with growing areas of operation and elaborated governments.
Politics itself is a conspicuous example of this joint expansion
of area and specialisation of function.

§ 7. All this is commonplace enough. But consider its
bearing on values and welfare. I have represented these
processes of association and community as enlargements and
enrichments of personality — carrying greater liberty, ful-
ness, and variety of life. The general benefits of codperative

" action for many purposes are so great and obvious as to

blind us to certain dangers and drawbacks.

The tests are liberty in associative processes and efficiency
of personality. It is said that associations become ‘ma-
chinery’, that they so ‘mechanise’ their members that they
become not free instruments by which the personality of
these members may find expression, but forces wielded by
‘officials’ and ‘specialists’ for power and control over others,
imposing rules upon life which the ordinary members must
accept without any personally free consent. Thus, it is
argued, civilisation means standardisation in personal hab-
its, in food, dress, dwelling, and all the material side of life,
equally in culture, religion, politics, literature, art, and
amusements.

Associations, especially in politics and industry, have, it
is maintained, escaped the effective control of their members,
and so dominate and direct their wills, sentiments, and ac-
tivities, as to cheapen and degrade human personality ; they
retard progress'by stifling private criticism and experiment,
thus impairing the values of free personality and the survival
and emergence of ‘genius’. This is no new charge. As we
are aware, it is part of the indictment of capitalism and ma-
chine economy. But its wider formulation concerns us here,
as affecting the conception of human welfare.

The general case for associations as value-makers rests on
the assumption that members are ‘free’ to enter them, that,
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having entered, they can find in the activities of the associa-
tion free scope for any personal contributions they can make,
and that they will take their share of gain from the free per-
sonal contributions which others make to the general fund of
health, knowledge, goodness, beauty, fun, which the associa-
tion exists to supply. But if it be true that members are
virtually compelled to enter certain political, economie, or
religious associations, and that they find these bodies so
strongly controlled by caucuses and officials that their par-
ticular will, interests, or services can exercise no influence on
the work of the association, while the functions of the asso-
ciation, thus controlled, either are diverted from the good of
the members to the ease, profit, or power of the administra-
tion, or are engaged in enforcing orthodox and conventional
types and patterns of conduct, behaviour, consumption,
opinions, sentiments, upon their members — such associa-
tions may be found to be turning out negative values. Inthis
process industry with mass production, of course, plays a
leading part. But industry is mostly concerned with bodily
wants and utilities in which individual divergences are
smaller and fewer. There are certain ‘goods’ that are good
for all, or for most, and their standardisation is a large net
economy. This applies likewise to things of the mind.
Thus, there are certain common routines in education that
are right and necessary, because minds, as well as bodies, are
up to a certain level alike. Were it mot so, society would be
impossible.

But well-ordered associations will not only furnish similar
goods and services to similar persons, but will enable dis-
similar persons to satisfy their dissimilar wants. This is a
hard saying. It may be urged that persons can only asso-
ciate by virtue of their similarity: they come together be-
cause their common nature, or situation, demands common
satisfaction which can better be got by codperative than by
solitary activity. An association cannot deal with the un-
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common, abnormal, unique, the strictly personal. All hu-
man beings are alike: no two of them are alike!

The danger of associations is in compelling or induc-
ing the unlike into conformity. Here is the tyranny of the
machine, the committee, Main Street, the multitude. Even
here some qualification is needed. Certain conventions and
codes of conduct, ways of living, are so necessary or con-
venient that recalcitrants must either conform or get out.

. The ‘Idiotes’ — who claims in all matters to be a law to him-

self — cannot be tolerated in any society. If he eannot be
expelled from the political society of which he is a nominal
member, he is shut up. But there is always danger in carry-
ing too far this insistence on conformity. The ‘Idiot’ may
be a genius, the recusant a saint. The defect of intolerance
is inherent in organisation. Every power tends to exceed its
rightful limits.  Oppression and repression insensibly creep
in to all associations. Heresy-hunting in an active sense is
not the heaviest injury: more damaging is the constant,
secret, unconscious pressure to submit, not to criticise, to con-
form, not to rebel. So the seeds of novelty, the variations
which yield new values, are starved.

The modern State is in the centre of this controversy. Its
laws and institutions are designed to secure certain standards
of conduct and well-being, certain conformities held to be
essential to public order, public health, public morals. Its
new claims are innume»able, penetrating all departments of
life, everywhere imposing standards of food, housing, sani-
tation and hygiene, education, industrial conditions, extend-
ing its control over transport and communications, moulding
or curbing public opinion and morals by censorship and pro-
hibitions. These restraints and provisions, it is argued,
make for larger liberty and the emergence of new values in
personality. Essentially the problem is one of the place of
the expert in the economy of personal life. No one can know
everything and do everything for himself. = By association
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and organisation he can ‘hand over’ to experts not only the
provision of most material needs, but health, education, re-
ligion, art, science, literature, and other elements in personal
welfare. So, by getting tested and accredited goods and
services to satisfy his common human nature, he secures
greater liberty and opportunity for the private pursuit and
satisfaction of his strietly personal interests.

But organised expertise has notorious dangers. The ex-

pert is at once conservative and aggressive. Defence of the

speciality that he has made his property causes him to be
conservative. The tendency to magnify his office and ex-
tend his rule makes him aggressive. This latter tendency
is humorously illustrated in the fields of medical specialisa-
tion. Dentist, aurist, oculist, throat specialist, tend to
find their several centres of interest and income to be the
fount and origin of every ill. In political officialism we find
the same double trend, conservatism in the ritual of bureau-
“cracy, with a tendency to usurp powers of leglsla.tlon and
administration.

It is not enough that associations and organisations, gen-
eral and special, shall not invade the regions that should be
sacred to personality. They must fulfill another requirement.
They must preserve in themselves the seeds of reform and
growth by encouraging, instead of repressing, research and

_criticism. New blood, new ideas, the zeal for reform and
f growth, are requisites of a vigorous association. This healthy
| life of associations thus depends upon the maintenance of
! genuine personal freedom in association. It is everywhere
the problem of good government. Unless there is genuine
participation by the members in the government and work
of the association, they do not get its full value, even if it be
conducted by zealous and honest experts. The absolute
abandonment of personal discretion and judgment to rulers,
lawyers, doctors, schoolmasters, stockbrokers, plumbers, or
specialists in any field of knowledge or skill is doubly
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wrong. It places in the hands of experts a dangerous power.
It weakens personality by an automatic acceptance of the
judgment of another person in matters of importance to our-
selves.

§ 8. The alleged failure of democracy furnishes a test
case. If popular self-government is to function effectively
under the conditions of a modern civilised state, delicate
adjustments of functions must exist between electors, repre-
sentatives, ministers, administrators. In the discussion of
' the possibility of a real democracy much misunderstand-
ing is due to the mistaken equalitarianism supposed to be
involved. If all men were ‘equal’ in capacities, desires,
and needs, they should play an equal part in all determinant
processes of government, and receive from the political as-
sociation equal benefits. But no such natural equality
exists. It has become obvious that all citizens cannot
and will not exercise an equally intelligent vote in choosing
representatives and instructing them, that elected repre-
sentatives will not be equally competent, zealous, and hon-
est in exercising their powers, either for the making of laws
or for the control of the executive.

This is no place to discuss in detail reforms in political
institutions, such as the initiative or veto, which shall en-
gage the general body of an electorate in some responsible
acts of will, or schemes of political education that may arouse
a more intelligent and gontinuous interest in major issues
of domestic and foreign policy. But human welfare, per-
haps the very existence of Western civilisation, quite evi-
dently depends upon the possibility of genuine popular self-
government. - The notion that self-appointed dictators of
oligarchies can be trusted to defend the fortresses of liberty
and personality is chimerical. = The safeguard of demoeraeyg
is ‘ common sense,” the existence of a defensive intelligence !
founded partly on definite experience, partly perhaps on an |
inherited ‘herd’ instinet of protection. It is not a clear in- ¢
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tellectual apprehension and logical application of large prin-
ciples of government, but an aptitude for dealing with situa-
tions and issues when they arise with some measure of con-
sistency and wisdom. Democracy depends more upon get-
ting conditions for the easy play of a somewhat more in-
structed common sense than upon any other condition. That
sense may not be equally distributed, but it is apt to emerge
from discussion as the  general sense of the meeting’ and
to express some common consent.

But in considering the human values from associations, °

political or other, the idea that all persons should or must
share equally in the advantages of association is just as false
as the idea that they should contribute equally towards di-
recting the association. ‘Equality of opportunity’ is often
accepted as an obvious equity of government. Now such
equality may be a sound working principle — but only be-
cause there is so much likeness in the make-up and environ-
ment of most individuals that their differences may safely
be ignored for certain purposes. Nor can it be pressed far.
» Economy of social income or other resources requires that

opportunities should be distributed according to capacity to

use or enjoy them. To give equal attention to the education

of the bright and the dull is wasteful, whether the result

of education be reckoned in personal values or in social well-

being. The whole principle of Equal Rights, indeed, is a

survival of the belief that rights werg innate and individual,
. instead of being socially made and conferred. As a practi-
~cal rule it may be justified so far as that, when individual
~ capacities and needs cannot safely be estimated, it is best
- to treat all alike. This is the true defence for equality of
- political franchise. If it signified that the same amount of
political power issued from the will of every citizen, wise and
foolish, good and bad alike, the policy would be disastrous.
In the State, as in other associations, each member gives
and receives a contribution corresponding to his eapacity for
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giving and receiving. The formal status of equality never
represents an equality of influence or gain. !

"§9. This bare analysis of the ‘articles of association’ may
serve two related purposes. First, its testimony to the
part played by community in moulding the character and
life of its members is needed to refute the stubborn individ-
ualism which the separatist pride of personality dignifies
under the title of spiritual autonomy. Body and soul, man
is made and sustained by association, and the process of
" civilisation is nothing else than the progress of the arts of
association. In any estimate of human welfare it is, there-
fore, necessary to take our stand firmly on the principle of
the social determination of values, even though we may hold
that these values always fructify in the desirable conscious-
ness, or happiness, of individual men and women.

Secondly, it is important to realise that associations and
organisations are not always a natural growth, a free expres-
sion of common interests. They may be the artificial con-
trivances of man, with special private interests to serve, im-
posed upon the wider community. There may even be a
tendency for associations, originally simple in their form, to
amplify their scope, and complicate their structure, by virtue
of some internal and almost automatic propulsion. At any
rate, it would appear that in modern times the rapid growth,
increased complexity, and expanding areas of organisations
threaten to outstrip the capacity of men and women to de-
velop a community sense adequate to the new demands. The
reasoning powers, the judgment, the morale, the nervous
system, of members of modern communities, it is contended,
fail to adjust themselves to the new requirements. Some
such trouble seems to lie at the roots of nearly all our politi-
cal and social problems. Human animals living from pre-

1Tn his excellent treatise of social ethics, entitled Ethical Love
(Allen & Unwin), Mr. E. W. Hirst urges the substitution of the term
‘equity of opportunity’ for ‘equality of opportunity’ (p. 247).
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historic times in little simple local groups, virtually self-
sufficing for the requirements of their narrow lives, have
within a few generations been called upon to revolutionise
all their ways of living, thinking, and feeling, all their tra-
ditional modes of work, dissolving the narrow bonds of
locality for national and world codperation. No wonder they
are bewildered and distracted in their fumbling attempts to
use with safety and success the apparatus of modern institu-

tions that gives concrete expression to this widening of

horizons in polities, industry, science, and every other art of
conduct.

Y
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CHAPTER IV
STANDARDS OF WELFARE

§ 1. We have pursued our enquiry into human values and

. welfare so far along two routes. First, we have taken into

our consideration the innate equipment of the human ani-
mal, his instinetive urges and satisfactions. Secondly, we
have briefly sketched the evolution of associations and or-
ganisations, partly under pressure of social instincts, in a
community sense, partly as products of intelligent self-
interest seeking the private individual benefits of codpera-
tive and corporate activity.

We have also given brief acknowledgment to the operation
of some central directive agency, adjusting the conflicting
claims of the several urges, bringing other urges into fruit-
ful cobperation, and aiming at some total economy or har-
mony which shall give due satisfaction to all the demands
of human nature in accordance with the rules of this cen-
tral directive agency. In speaking of this directive agency
we have sometimes used the term reason, sometimes intelli-
gence, sometimes commonsense. Others would claim that
these words confined The processes of control too much
within the human mind, and would assign either to provi-
dence, ‘ manifest destiny,’ or other creative urge, the cosmic
economy, the larger determination of human activities and
satisfactions.

Again, in the physical economy of the human body most
important adjustments are due to reflexes or other instine-
tive operations that take place below the threshold of con-
sciousness. From both these sources important contribu-

45




46 STANDARDS OF WELFARE

tions to human welfare may be made in furnishing the moral
or material conditions for the emergence of values in the
shape of desirable consciousness, or happiness.

But our task here is directed to the part which man can
take, as a person or a society, in the conscious guidance of
his life for the furtherance of his welfare. The concept of
welfare, as we have already recognised, involves adjustment,
cobperation, harmony, of different satisfactions, or values

within their several kinds, or groupings, and also of these

kinds or groupings as contributory to a worthy and complete
personality and society.

Even the most careless or reckless of men practises some
regulation of wants and satisfactions. The selfish hedonist
will vary and limit his pleasures, in order to get the maxi-
mum enjoyment. He must not give free rein to each appe-
tite, must avoid discordant or conflicting activities, must
shun satiety, in a word, must order and harmonise the only
values that he recognises. If he becomes too lax in his
economy, he loses and is lost. A careful policy is that of
the athlete in the training of his body, or the intellectualist
in the training of his mind, the gymnastics and music of the
Athenian education. So too with the Pharisee, Puritan, or
self-centred moralist, handling spiritual values and appear-
ances for saintly prestige or the saving of his soul. All
practise the art of adjusting diverse values within some
special personal economy, followirg some conventional or
thought out scheme, or else some inner light for guidance.
The art, as practised by the hedonist, or even ¢ the average
sensual man’, in adjusting the claims of distinguishable
physical urges, is properly an act of msthetics. But when
we enter the wider field of the adjustment of the respective
claims and urges of physical, intellectual, and moral values,
we enter ethics in its broader significance as the science and
art of valuation.

This brings us closer to the problem of standards and the
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criteria behind them. Standards of welfare which take into
account all the varying interests, urges, and satisfactions of
life, will stand out, for individuals and societies, in different
degrees of definite consciousness. In origin and nature they
cannot be regarded as purely rational or even conscious
products. For, in the first place, our close adherence to the
unity of body and mind obliges us to give due importance to
the nervous system and the glandular activities that imple-

. ment the emotional and thinking processes. Considering

that all healthy and efficient functioning of mind and mor-
als are linked so vitally to health and efficiency of the bod-
ily organism, we must shun the tendency of some intellectu-
alists and moralists to treat the body as a merely passive in-
strument, or conditioning environment, of the active and
creative mind. The organic conception of mens sana in
corpore sano still stands as the first principle of human wel-
fare. The ‘standard of living' in its ordinary acceptation
is a distinctively material standard. It finds its justification !
in the truth so strongly enforced by Aristotle that we must
first have a livelihood and then practise virtue.

But there is a second ground for not insisting upon too
rational an account of standards of welfare. Life is a fine
art and in none of the fine arts does the true artist work al-
ways along a closely preconceived plan.  He must not know
beforehand too clearly what he is after. Some idea, or if
you like some working todel, he must have in his mind, but

he must retain freedom to play with his material, to try

what he can do with it: there must remain room for experi-
ment upon the one hand, inspiration on the other. Indeed,
he cannot know exactly what he intends to do, unless he is

a copyist and not an artist. For the artist is always crea-
tive, and creation implies a novelty of material, situation,
aspiration, that carries hazard and adventure, scope for a

_creative urge that must not be forced into clear conscious-

ness. But the creative urge is in time and quantity but a
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small part of the work of every artist: study, preparatory
processes, hard routine along intelligible prescribed lines,
occupy most of his energies. So it is with life in general,
more or less close routine and habit keep a man at a low level
of consciousness in most of his doings. And yet one day
does not exactly repeat another, even the routine of each
day contains innumerable little variations that call for
conscious reckoning and adjustment. Some careers abound

in novel situations that call for skilled handling: all men are

fairly frequently brought up against the need for sudden
decisions and choices where reason gives no plain rule. Wel-
fare, in a word, is not for any man a quite clear concep-
tion or complete standard. He knows more or less what he
wants, and seeks with more or less consistency of purpose
to get it. Indeed, as regards what he wants, there is a high
degree of fixity in what may be termed the lower levels.
And it is here that we may best approach the study of stand-
ards of welfare. In the main the values that normally rank
lowest in clear consciousness (though highest if they fail)
are those contained in, or served by, the things and pro-
cesses that satisfy our ordinary daily needs, the routine of
the life in the home, the street, the office, not only our mate-
rial requirements but the ordinary intercourse in the family
or office circle. If our life is to run satisfactorily, a large
part of it must be reduced, for most of us, to low-conscious
routine. Few of us want to live adwenturously, as regards
the advent of our meals and most other supplies of prime
physical needs. For primitive man adventure, experiment,
the conscious zest of life, must have been mainly concerned
with just those matters which civilisation has reduced to
fixed routines. Indeed, the whole economy of civilisation
has been addressed to enlarging the standard of routine, so
as to liberate a larger and larger amount of human energy
for higher forms of free activity and satisfaction in the
creative art of living. These higher values are not neces-
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sarily less physical in their activities and satisfactions. For
the great majority of men in civilised communities, security
of the prime essentials of physical life by routine organisa-
tion does little more than liberate energy which they bestow
on sport, travel, physical luxury, and adventure. But the
point is that these activities, though largely impregnated
with imitation and fashion, give scope for personal distine-
tion, achievement, and skill or risk, that figure in intense
consciousness as elements of value. It is needless to labour
" the issue. It is self-evident that a perfectly standardised
life would be destitute of interest, and that the rational
economy of life consists in an harmonious adjustment of
routine elements on lower planes of living, so that individuals
and groups may consciously enjoy themselves in free un-
standardised activities. This, of course, applies not only to
physical activities and enjoyments. The term ‘standardisa-
tion of the mind’ is sometimes hurled as a reproach against
forms of education, opinions, and valuations, imposed whole-
sale upon, or accepted by, large numbers of persons who can-
not be accredited with identity of innate mental make-up.
But as on the material plane, so here on the mental there is
quite evidently a right place for standardisation. There is a
similarity, even an identity, of mental as of physical equip-
ment in all specimens of homo sapiens. There will be quar-
rels about the right constituents and proportions of the men-
tal, as about the physigal, diet of the normal child, but the
same economy of welfare will enjoin the acceptance of com-
mon standards®on a reasonable supposition of identity of
needs and methods of supply. Minor idiosyncrasies are
rightly ignored, their sacrifice is justified by the liberty
they purchase for the free play of larger personal divergences
on higher levels.

§ 2. A word may here be desirable about the use of the
terms ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ values. ‘Higher’ values, as we
have been using the term, do not necessarily imply values
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that are intrinsically ‘more valuable’ and as such to be pre-
ferred. Our use has been governed by two considerations.
First, as the directive activity in variation and selection
makes the human organism more complex and brings into
play new powers of mind, both for practical work and re-
flective, new desires, wants, interests, emerge upon the con-
scious plane. The values attaching to these later, more re-
fined phenomena are by general use designated higher. Sec-
ondly, there is an ‘ethical’ sense in which they claim to be

higher. The prime physical urges are either purely selfish, *

ie., directed to the safety and satisfaction of the separate
animal organism, or at most to the immediate interests of
family or herd.* The subtler feelings and thoughts of civi-
lised men are more largely and continuously social in the
wider sense, being more intertwined with the interests of
their fellow-men. Even the most selfish man in a modern
community is compelled constantly to consider the feelings
and views of others outside his immediate circle. This, in-
deed, does not apply to all the ‘higher’ values, in their im-
mediate implications. For the direct object of the economy
of standardisation, as we saw, was to make a larger propor-
tion of energy available for those activities in which one per-
son differed from another, i.e., to the enlargement of individ-
ual life. But as civilisation advances, so also in this ‘higher’
work, where personality is most conspicuous, the need of as-
sociation and coGperation also grows. The relation of the
most individual of artists, literary men, scientists, to fellow
workers, and to an intelligent recipient ahd appreciative
public, is of literally vital import. Individual and society,
here as in every field, coGperate alike in the strengthening
of individuality and of society. The higher the personality
and the society, the larger the amount of common life, or

1 This statement, however, needs qualification in respect of the pro-
creative instinet which, though ‘selfish’ in its conscious urge and satis-
faction, serves the wider and more distant interests of racial continuity.
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standardisation, it can and does absorb. This considera-
tion will again intrude with urgency when we reach the
analysis of distinctively economic processes. For the pres-
ent search into the meaning and nature of general human
welfare it must suffice to recognise that for most men, per-
haps for all, the great bulk of activities are conducted at a
low level of conscious interest, so as to furnish time, energy,
and opportunity for the physical, intellectual, or moral
. claims of personality. We must not, however, be carried
away by this useful distinction of higher and lower values
into asserting that the higher are more important or ‘worth
more’ in themselves. This is the snare of the intellectualist,
as pedant or ‘high-brow,” of the moralist, as prig or Pharisee.

Hitherto we have treated values and welfare in general
terms as matters of agreement, rooted in the natural needs,
desires, and interests of man, and cobrdinated and harmo-
nised by reason, intelligence, common sense, or some subcon-
scious cobperation. We have spoken of ethics as a science
and art of valuation. But we have not found the assessor
of values, the valuer, who lays down the criteria, makes the
comparisons, adjusts the claims. Popular thinking is apt to
brush aside these questions with the remark that values are
matters of individual taste, and quot homines tot sententiae.
But this is untrue. We know that there exists a substantial
body of agreement as to the main constituents of welfare,

and even as to the order of their valuation. Either people

are made alike in their desires and interests, or they accept
some common authority, law, tradition, fashion. No doubt
the individual often plays a distinctive part, and there are
those who perversely cultivate a personal pride in dlﬁ'ermg‘
from the valuations of their neighbours. ;
An intelligently ordered community will be one that so or-
ders opportunities as to allow for eccentricities of personal
valuations outside the general agreements and conventions.
There is a sense in which private judgment remains supreme,
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and in which it is true that “the final guide in morals, when
there is dispute, must be the conscience of each, the sense
that each man has of right and wrong, of values.” * The same
applies to wsthetic values. But if it be taken to mean that
every man’s moral or msthetic valuation is as good or as
valid as any other man’s, not merely is it untrue, but it
does not express the real mind of the individual valuer,
who will often defer to the judgment of others whom he rec-
ognises as better qualified than he to judge. Then granting
that this deference itself is an aet of private judgment, the
point is that there are generally accepted canons of value,
expressing in the plainest manner that men are alike in their
physical and psychical make-up and environment and, there-
fore, in their needs, desires, and interests. The reason why
diversity seems to bulk so big is that the minor elements of
unlikeness, of individuality in taste and aims and valuations,
are more interesting and provoke more attention. The ex-
ception is more interesting than the rule, and the rarer the
exception the greater the interest. Here is the truth under-
lying the oft-challenged Jeffersonian doctrine that “all men
are born equal.” Taking the whole elaborate system of man,
bodily and mental structure and functions, the individual
differences are trivial. The differences in body, mind, char-
acter, acquire interest, importance, value, because they are
different. Probably it remains true that all men are equal
in the sight of their Maker, the little divergences on which
- they pride themselves shrinking into insignificance.

§ 3. In this real equality of men we find the basis of a
valuation and a standard of welfare. But, in order to gain
acceptance of the validity of such a standard, we have to face
the question how far the actual desires of man can be taken
as a right index of the desirable, i.e., that which he ought to
desire and would, if he were fully alive to his real interests.
The desired may not be identical with the desirable.

1 ‘Maciver, op. cit., p. 318,
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Here the question of the reliability and stability of per-
sonality is raised. The judgment, tastes, desires of a man
vary with age, physical condition, material and social en-
vironment. Some personalities are steadier and tougher
than others, less fluctuating in their valuations. But all of
us know how the same objects or situations expand and
shrink in our estimate. Night valuations differ from day
valuations. Our attitude towards the future — our discount
. rate-—is continually shifting. So is the strength of our re-
gard for others, the social motive. How then, it may be
asked, can we get any standard of current values for the
individual? The answer is that these variations in the in-
dividual are of limited extent and vary round a norm, just
as does his temperature as registered by a clinical thermome-
ter. Put our man into a normal state of quiescence, as a
sane reasonable being, with “all his wits about him”, and he
will register a fairly sane, stable standard of values. There
will, of course, be different standards in accordance with
differences of race, stock, physical environment and climate,
town or country, economic and cultural status. It is clear
that account must be taken of these divergences in any
estimate of general welfare. But at their full surface signifi-
cance? Not necessarily. For if it be admitted that within
the capricious, fluctuating, temperamental Jones there is a
normal Jones who registers ‘true’, so in any estimate of
basic group-welfare we may let these minor divergences can-
cel out. This does not, however, mean that differences of
stock are to be left out of account in considering the claim
of eugenics to promote welfare, or that an identical standard
of living is prescribed for townsman and countryman, men-
tal and manual worker. But it signifies that, taking any so-
cial group, we shall expect to find a general body of agree-
ment upon the basic values, and a conception of social wel-
fare in which these values form the chief factors. This will
be consistent with a good deal of adaptation and compromise

«
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in adjustment to the needs of particular occupations and en-
vironments within the group-area.

§4. But even when we have eliminated from our standard
those variations and eccentricities which do not express the
normal character of the personality or group, are we yet in
a position to assume such congruity between the ‘desired’
and the ‘desirable’ as will enable us to erect a valid standard
of welfare? It may be urged that the actual standard of
values operative normally in individuals’ lives often differs
appreciably from their ‘ideals’. “Video meliora probogue,
deteriora sequor.” Their ‘real will’ may incorporate a higher,
more spiritual, more unselfish standard than their operative
will. We may, indeed, agree that under normal circum-
stances human beings, like other animals, are rightly guided
and impelled by instinctive urges, or by reasonable choice, to
follow their true interests, and that since their bodies and
minds are closely similar in structure, this following of de-
sires will, up to a certain level, testify to a general standard
of human welfare. For physical survival of the individual
and the species a high measure of correspondence between
the current desires and ‘the desirable’ is maintained. The
instinctive urges are directed to this end. They provide, as
we have recognised, conditions not merely of survival but of
evolution of higher structures. How far this natural equip-
ment may carry towards social structure and conduct, is
thus illustrated in a remarkable commentary upon ant-
morality by Lafcadio Hearn.t

Only in a vague way can we conceive the character of ant-society
and the nature of ant-morality ; and to do even this we must try
to imagine some yet impossible state of human society and human
morals. Let us, then, imagine a world full of people incessantly
and furiously working — all of whom seem to be women. No one
of these women could be persuaded or deluded into taking a single
atom of food more than is needful to maintain her strength; and

1 Quoted by Carver, The Economy of Human Energy, p. 82.

.
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no one of them ever sleeps a second longer than is necessary to keep
her nervous system in good working-order. And all of them are so
péculiarly constituted that the least unnecessary indulgence would
result in some derangement of function. . . .

Most of us have been brought up in the belief that without some
kind of religious creed — some hope of future reward or fear of future
punishment — no civilisation could exist. We have been taught to
think that in the absence of laws based upon moral ideas, and in
the absence of an effective police to enforee such laws, nearly every
body would seek only his or her personal advantage, to the disad-
. vantage of everybody else. The strong would then destroy the
weak ; pity and sympathy would disappear; and the whole social
fabric would fall to pieces. .

These teachings confess the existing imperfections of human
nature; and they contain obvious truth. But those who first pro-
claimed that truth, thousands and thousands of years ago, never
imagined a form of social existence in which selfishness would be
naturally impossible. It remained for irreligious Nature to furnish
us with proof positive that there can exist a society in which the
pleasure of active beneficence makes needless the sense of duty —
a society in which instinctive morality can dispense with ethical
codes of every kind — a society in which every member is born so
absolutely unselfish, and so energetically good that moral training
would signify, even for its youngest, neither more nor less than
waste of precious time. To the evolutionist such facts necessarily
suggest that the value of our moral idealism is but temporary;
and that something better than virtue, better than kindness, better
than self-denial —in the present human meaning of those terms —
might under certain conditions eventually displace them.

Whether Hearn is right in positing for human society, as
interpreted by evolutionists, the same ideal of complete sub-
jection of the individual to the race as is achieved in the ant
society, is highly disputable. Free progressive individua- |
tion, if not the whole ‘purpose’ of human evolution, is as-
suredly an integral element, and few would accept as the
ideal of a human society that absolute self-sacrifice at-
tributed to the ants. But that nature has implanted and
evolved in man also a substantial correspondence between
his personal welfare, as expressed in his desires and aims,
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and the welfare of his society, present and future, may well
be admitted. This correspondence is not, however, confined
to a set of accurate instinctive urges, as with the ants. The
adjustments requiring to be made between the claims of in-
dividual ‘good’ and social ‘good’, in continually changing
circumstances, bring up for man situations called ‘moral
problems’ which are absent from the absolute dominion of
society in the ant-economy. Absolute instinctive subjec-

tion to a complete social régime eliminates all problems.

For man there are conflicts, not merely between the individ-
ual and society, or the race, but between the urge of im-
mediate separate desires and that of his more reasonable self,
seeking an economy of action which shall be at once better
for him and better for society.

§ 5. For primitive man living upon a low physmal level of
subsistence, nature must have imposed rules of conduct for
the survival of the family or local group almost as absolute
and automatic for the individual man as in the more highly
developed ant-society. But when man got so far the better
of his environment as to accumulate a growing surplus of
time and energy beyond the expenditure for mere survival,
and in so doing became a reasonable animal, there arose a
crop of moral problems relating to the disposal of this sur-
plus. Actuated by immediate urges of desire, he might
squander in idleness or active dissipation the whole surplus.
Or, with more intelligent economy, ke might lay out a longer
and fuller course of selfish enjoyment. Or, yielding to the
social feelings, or to some half-conscious racial urge, he
might get his own 'satisfaction largely by doing good to
others and furthering the general welfare.

The legend of the Fall of Man dramatised that new level
in the evolutionary process when man broke away from the
inexorable grip of Nature and insisted upon running an in-
dividual career of his own. Still remaining a member of a
race, for the maintenance of which he must make provision,

&
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and to whose service he owed allegiance, he claimed outside
the requirements of this service the rights of a free man to
create a personality for himself. The struggle between these
two claims forms the material of unceasing conflict. Temp-
tation, in its definitely moral meaning, is just the urge of
the individual self to seize some immediate personal pleas-
ure, or to lay out some purely selfish policy, to the depriva-
tion or detriment of the fuller personal or group life to which
_ we owe allegiance.

Evil and error thrust themselves so foreibly upon our at-
tention, make such urgent calls upon our practical energies,
that we are liable to forget that they are exceptions to the
general course of human history. Truth is far commoner
than falsehood, honesty than dishonesty, or society could
not possibly survive. There is a normal, fundamental sanity
and race integrity in man which keep him loyal on the whole
to his own best interests and to those of society. When, as
sometimes happens, the actual urges and desires of men fail
to keep correspondence with the requirements of a sound so-
cial life, the race dies out. This has happened in quite mod-
ern times, when white dominion suddenly thrust upon back-
ward peoples has either introduced new destructive tastes
and diseases, or has produced a sort of extreme passive re-
© sistance, a taedium vitae, that has led to a refusal of repro-
duction.

§ 6. But in the normabcourse of history we are justified in
affirming of the basic activities of man that there is a high
measure of congruity between his actual conduct and that
conduct which is socially desirable, between his operative
sense of his welfare and the general welfare. How far in-
stinetive dispositions, how far some ‘common sense’, how
far reason, respectively, are instrumental in this harmony
is a question that need not here further concern us. If we
prefer, we may say that Nature, working through these
channels, provides for human welfare. As for what we call
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the ‘lower values’, derived from those activities of body
and mind which are common to all men, this harmony carries
us a long way towards an accepted standard of welfare. As
regards the ‘higher values’, more individual, more ‘conscious’,
more interesting — though perhaps less intrinsically im-~-
portant — the unique values of personality —how far can
we bring them under a single concept of welfare? Is liberty,
the provision of free access and opportunity for self-develop-

ment and self-realisation, the last and only word? Do phi-

losophy, religion, science, art, furnish no objective valua-
tion — no practical ideals capable of acceptance by individ-
uals with divergent tastes, limiting the waywardness of per-
sonal tastes and desires, by imposing more or less authori-
tative canons of the good, the true, the beautiful?

In a time of widespread revolt, like this, when all author-
ity and tradition are in question, it is important to face this
problem of the objectivity of values. A considerable amount
of agreement exists among hygienists, educationalists, mor-
alists, on matters of physical, intellectual, and moral values.
Though hygienists may differ on certain food values, they
will generally agree upon certain rules, e.g., that a generous
use of fruits and green vegetables is good, that for a sed-
entary life little animal food is needed, that the regular or
considerable use of alcohol is bad: they will agree upon the
virtues of fresh air and exercise, and on many other points
of physical regimen. Though there: will remain many sub-
jects of debate and conflict among moralists even within
the diocese of the decalogue, the broad principles of private
morality will be common doctrine, not only among thinkers
and teachers, but among the body of the peoples in civilised
countries, at any rate so far as prohibitions are concerned.

Or take the education test. As education becomes a finer
art, there is at once a larger body of agreement and of dis-
agreement among its skilled practitioners. But the growing
agreement is on fundamentals, both as regards subjects and

3
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treatment, and it is based upon a closer study of the normal
needs and capabilities of children. Indeed, it is in the sphere
of education that we best discover the composite character
of a standard of welfare. For the education of any boy or
girl follows three distinguishable aims. First comes the
general culture, the body of knowledge and mental discipline
commonly accepted as the equipment of every ‘educated’
person, irrespective of special tastes or faculties. Next
comes the knowledge and training for the special function
* or profession which the child may be expected to undertake.
And, thirdly, due attention should be given to the strictly
individual character, the training needed for the satisfaction
of particular tastes and the moulding of the unique elements
in personality. For education, as for the intellectual life at
large, there will, of course, be dissenters even from the more
fundamental values, and some of this dissent may carry the
seeds of salutary reforms to be incorporated in new and
better standards of the future. But at any given time there
exist rules and standards of intellectual and moral, as of
physical, well-being that express the general criteria of the
best qualified judges.

Just here we encounter and must qualify the provisionally
accepted statement that the conscience of each person must
be the ultimate judge of good and evil. When we are choos-
ing for ourselves, this is the case. But in an ever increasing
number of matters, we dgp not choose for ourselves. We defer
to the judgment of others whom we recognise as better quali-
fied than we aré. It may, no doubt, be said that this defer-
ence is itself in some measure an act of choice. But the

~point is that in most of the arts and practices that make up
-the conscious conduct of life, authority outside ourselves
does intervene, and by persuasion, or even by coercion, shapes
our conduct differently from what it would have been if left
‘to our own private desire or judgment. In every organised
society people are choosing not only for themselves how
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they will act, but for others, and often for others whom they
seek to influence ‘for their good’ against their immediate in-
clinations. Those in charge of children and other depend-
ents, philanthropists, reformers, public administrators, ex-
ercise the right to overrule the current desires and tastes of
their charges in favour of some higher standards.

Human nature in its actual manifestations may tend to
vices or excesses in drink, gambling, dissipation of various
sorts. In a sense,these may be accounted real values backed

by strong natural urges; but social government condemns

and curbs them, not merely as injurious to the welfare of oth-
ers, but as errors of valuation in those who entertain these
values. Authority declares for better sanitation than the
people want, better instruction, better manners, less drink
and drugs, better films, less gambling, and so forth.

This can only be justified by assuming that the ‘best quali-
fied’ people have the right to impose standards of welfare,
and that they can do so by virtue of some sort of consent or
assent of the ‘government’. All sound government rests upon
these two assumptions, first, that some persons are better
qualified than others to determine values, secondly, that
some recognition of this fact is generally acceded.

There is this testimony to the validity of higher standards,
that they have some appeal for those who cannot be said to
understand or to desire them in any fully conscious way.
The People will accept better standards than their own. All
progress comes by assertion of initiative and leadership.
Outstanding persons, or groups, thus imposg a welfare that
outstrips the current desires and approaches the desirable.
This sublimation of gregariousness, working by admiration,
imitation, and suggestion, is discoverable not merely among
the unthinking masses thus brought up to a higher common
level of life, but among the educated classes whose ‘tastes’
and ‘morals’ are thus welded into some serviceable measure
of conformity.

~p °
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But there are limits to this aceeptance of higher standards.
By mankind at large the claims made for the exponents of
‘the higher life’, the prophets of truth, beauty, and goodness
on their loftiest levels, have never been admitted. The
scholar, the scientist, and the philosopher; the poet and the
artist; the saint and the preacher have always been objects
of suspicion, distaste, or ridicule, not merely among the ig-
norant populace, but among ‘average sensual men’, who in
the Anglo-Saxon world, at any rate, are men of affairs, fam-
ily men, sportsmen, materialists with streaks of sentimental-
ism and smatterings of purely conventional culture — the
Philistines of Matthew Arnold’s shrewd analysis. It is easy
for a cultured minority to take on superior airs and to return
contempt for contempt. But it is more profitable before
we give a final verdict to consider whether the Philistine
may not have some real ground for his distrust of ‘high-
brows’, artists, uplifters, and abstract thinkers. The reason-
able claim for high culture, as arbiter of values, rests upon
the wider survey of life as a whole which they possess, the
larger range of actual experience. Whereas the uncultured
man has no knowledge of the higher values, the votaries
of these higher values remain in some contact with the lower
levels of life. Philosophers and saints have got to dine, how-
ever frugally: they cannot shed their animal natures. Thus
they claim to be the only persons qualified by experience to
compare the higher with the lower values, and to frame valid
standards of human welfare. What is the Philistine’s
counter-claim? Cultivators of the ‘higher values’, it is
urged, are few, and the consciousness of rarity inflates their
sense of their values. The secret urge of self-importance
leads everybody to over-value any monopoly of knowledge

or ability which he possesses. So the oligarchs of culture

over-value their goods and disparage the lower life. Take,

~ for instance, the statement of Professor Perry. “A fruitful

theory of value will accept those stable and well marked uni-
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ties in which the values of life are already grouped. The
great foci of interest are science, conscience, art, industry,
state and church.”1 What, it may be asked, about love, the
family, friendship, health, sports, and amusements? Are
not these “great foci of interest”? This eriticism is coupled
with another, which at first sight seems inconsistent with the
first, viz., the allegation that the ‘higher values’ give way to
the ‘lower values’ when they are put to a close test. The
philosopher is more frightened and more incompetent in a
‘real’ emergency than the ordinary man: in family life he
is more irritable and exhibits less self-control than other
men, is just as particular about his food and other ‘creature
comforts’. This character is ascribed to all sorts of ‘intel-
lectualists’, as well as to most artists and professional moral-
ists. They do not carry their higher standards into daily
life. Such behaviour, it is urged, betrays a sense of unreal-
ity, a want of confidence in the higher life. Moreover, the
pathetic admiration which many intellectualists display for
success in the practical fields of politics or business enter-
prise, the marked deference of the professor to the practi-
tioner, seems to attest a protest of the baulked instincts that
is of deep significance.

§ 7. A further consideration may be put. We have seen
that, as man rises from a primitive animal life, his conquests
over environment have placed at his disposal an increasing
surplus of energy above that needed for survival and mainte-
nance of the species. As reason displaces instinet, this sur-
plus is utilised more and more for individual nzeds. Civilisa-
tion is conceived in terms of increasing individuation. May
there not be a risk to the race in carrying this too far? It has
sometimes been urged that high cerebration is physically
detrimental to propagation. Whether this be true or not,
history affords ample testimony to the failure of persons of
reflective intelligence and sensitive nature to reproduce their

1 General Theory of Value, p. 694.
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kind. The seclusion of monastic life, sex fastidiousness post-
poning or inhibiting marriage, and in later days the deliber-
ate limitation of the family most widely prevalent among
the highly educated classes, have brought to extinction
many of the most gifted strains. Eugenists deplore this
fact, but seldom recognise that it may be nature’s protest in
the interest of the species against excessive cultivation of the
mind. May there not then be some racial protective value in
the extrovert or Philistine distrust of high intellectual cul-
ture and supersensitive morality ?

These reflections, however, need not, indeed cannot, lead
us to reject the claim of educated persons to be better arbiters
of value and better exponents of human welfare than those
with little intellectual or spiritual cultivation. In spite of
the popular resentment at intellectual and moral ‘swank’,
there is a growing acknowledgment alike by populace and
Philistine of levels of thought and conduct somewhat higher
than those in which they live. Most uneducated parents
want some education for their children. As for moral stand-
ards, most people want to do ‘right’ most of the time, and
accept and even profess ideals a little beyond their under-
standing and practice.

How far does this movement make for a common standard
of humanity? Likeness in interests and values is increas-
ing over wider areas of populations with the spread of the
technical arts of civilisation. Our machine age not only
assimilates mankind in external ways of living. It as-
similates the minds of men. As Count Keyserling points out,
“the old cultures perish in that in the new psychological dis-
position of the human race, the transferable dominates the
untransferable”,* that is to say, the generally ‘intelligible’,
accepting a common objective standard of appeal, displaces

‘the traditional, a-logical, the older national and group cul-

tures, religious, ethical, ssthetic, imposing a common ecivili-
1 The World in the Making, p. 142.
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sation of which “the chauffeur intelligence” is the typical
exponent. .
§ 8. Common humanity is visible in machinery, in politi-
cal and economic government, ever more intricate and over
wider areas, in hygiene, the substitution of universalism for
nationalism in the arts and sciences, and a growing rational-
ism in morals and institutional religion. All this is a natu-
ral result of the rapid transferability of thought and know-
ledge which marks our era. Human nature was always much
the same in its fundamental structure and operation. World
‘civilisation is engaged in undoing the racial and local diver-
sities of living, and therefore of thought and feeling, due to
particular environments. This standardisation, inevitable
- as 1t appears, strikes despair in the hearts of our more sensi-
tive intellectuals. It seems to them the destruction of per-
sonality. ! But is this necessarily the case? For if the basic
interests and needs of human nature are much the same,
while the diversities, due to different material environ-
ments, are shrinking with the standardisation of those en-
vironments, there is a natural enlargement of what may
rightly be termed the domain of common humanity. The ex-
tension of this domain is not merely not hostile to personal-
ity, it is a positive condition of growing personality upon the

1“We must not imagine that thoughtful Americans are unaware of
the peril which is threatening mankind, but it is too much to expect
them to sacrifice their mankind: for they gfve production priority over
everything else. Having refused to save the individuality of the fac-
tory worker, they shift their defence to other groivmds. During the
day the worker may be only a cog in the machine, they say: but in the
evening he becomes a man once more. His leisure, his money, the
very things which mass production puts at his disposal, these will re~
store to him the manhood and intellectual independence of which his
highly organised work has deprived him. This change in the centre
of gravity of the individual marks an absolute revolution in the ideas
on which society in Western Europe has been built up. Can it be pos-
sible that the personality of the individual can recover itself in con-
sumption after becoming so crippled and weakened in production?” —
Siegfried, America Comes of Age, p. 349.
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higher levels. When we come closer to the discussion of the -
specifically economic character and effects of standardisa-
tion, we shall recognise that even in the economic sphere it
need not curtail and should expand the place of individual .
taste and activity in production and consumption.* Herein |
discussing the broader significance of the problem, the effect
upon the general economy of values conceived as “desirable
consciousness’ or welfare, we can detect no real hostility be-
tween expanding uniformity and expanding diversity, where
it is manifest that the former is a prime condition of the
latter. If mankind in general is ever to share on reasonable
terms of equality the opportunities of free personality in its
higher reaches hitherto confined to the few, this is only at-
tainable by putting an increasing portion of life in its lower
levels upon a basis of secure uniformity. The athlete does
not lose the zest of achievement but gains by reducing the
elementary processes of his activity to a strict routine. So it
is with every skilled and interesting function: by converting
interested skill at the bottom to automatism, we gain on the
higher levels. Only in this way can personality be enlarged
and raised to finer expressions.

§ 9. So, accepting the general standards of the society in
which we live, we may ‘lay out’ for ourselves personal stand-
ards of life in terms of career or character, according as we
are extroverts or introverts. Or we may not ‘lay out’ at all,
but ‘take life as it comes’, in the spirit of opportunists. - Most
civilised men blend these attitudes towards life, laying out
plans, but not too precise or too far ahead, with some con-
cern for character and conduct but little for their ‘souls’,
and not setting themselves closely to any ‘standards’, be~
cause they perceive or feel that ‘standards’ do not really
stand, but require continual readjustment. ; .

What is sometimes condemned as opportunism or lack of
principle is really a not quite intelligent but none the less a

1 Cf, Part IV, chap. 5. .
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sound grasp of the art of life. It is the business of science to
erect standards, of art to use them for departure platforms.
For the artist of life, life is an adventure, but not a blind
adventure. In one respect his art differs from other fine arts.
The material they handle is stable, however refractory.
Their adventure is the discovery of what they want to do
with it when they are doing, when the creative urge is actu-
ally at work. The more they know of the materials and con-
ditions of their work, the science with its standards in the
background of their mind, the better for their art. They
may use their science consciously in planning out their
work, but in the execution, it necessarily stands aside. For
science cannot directly obtrude upon creation. Now the art-
ist in life, whether a personality dealing with the circum-
stances of his career, a politician handling some problem of
state, a group or nation groping after some new way of life,
is also struggling to express the creative impulse, the direc-
tive activity within, by moulding the situation in which he
finds himself. Moreover, most of his material is closer to
him than the material handled by other artists. For the
situation which he handles is in large measure himself, his
own nature, his passions and desires, his own aptitudes and
capabilities, the very make-up of his personality. The social
and physical environment which enters into the situation he
handles is not more to be regarded as the material of his
artistry than are these factors of his personal make-up.
Such situations are never static, they are chgnging all the
time. Not all the ordered knowledge of his environment, or
the records of his own and others experience, can give him
full confidence in handling any of his human problems. For
history never repeats itself exactly, nor is human nature an
entirely static stuff. We must, therefore, beware of claiming
more for the finest and most disinterested social science than
the changing conditions of life permit. In other words, social
science, in setting its serviceable but provisional standards

&
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for the conduct of individuals or societies, is compelled to
frame its ‘laws’ upon two assumptions neither of which is al-
together true. The first is that the ‘novel’ in event, situa-
tion, and character may be ignored: the second is that human
nature is uniform. It isnot, of course, that scientists dispute
the existence of novelty and diversity, but that, as scientists,
they are incapable of dealing with these elements. It is the
artist who handles the novel and the particular. For the
scientist as such the creative urge and process do not exist.
But the artist cannot dispense with science if, as his func-
tion implies, he is to enter as an active agent into the crea-
tive process. In order to mould the future, you must under-
stand the past; in order to handle the particular case, you
must know how far it conforms to and diverges from the
general. Moreover, as we have recognised, though the novel
and the exceptional play a striking part in the human drama,
the stable and the normal are larger and more fundamental
factors. While, therefore, human life and institutions are
continually changing in their higher levels, and new activi-
ties, interests, and values emerging, the deep-rooted urges
and satisfactions based on organic structure remain virtu-
ally unchanged. Civilisation may and does repress some of
the cruder expressions of these urges, or ‘sublimates’ them,
and many of the dangers and defects of civilisation are due
to lack of scientific guidance and of artistic skill in making
these adjustments.  * : o
Concerned, therefore, as we are with standards of human
welfare, we shall not be deterred by those who would insist
that individual welfare cannot be brought under standards.
Rather shall we insist upon the similarity, solidity, and con-
tinuity of the factors that constitute welfare, whether of the
individual or the group. The finest flowers of personality |

‘grow from a common soil and in a common climate. Stand-

ardised associations, economic, political, spiritual, ‘social’, |
and others, need not repress personality but can furnish the®

*
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liberty and opportunity for the evocation and nourishment

- of individual genius and efficiency. Civilisation, indeed, is

‘r engaged in a two-fold and at first sight contradictory work.

On the one hand, it is engaged in eliminating risks, providing
physical and moral security, and evolving safe standards.
On the other hand, it is engaged in launching mankind on
higher levels of adventure and in wider fields. The limits
both of security and of adventure are constantly shifting,
but to some extent in planned and caleulable ways. The ob-
ject always is to reconcile and in a degree to harmonise se-
curity and progress. The reconciliation and the harmony
can never be complete. Even absolute physical security is
not to be desired. The search for it breeds hypochondria.
So with intellectual and moral security, the straining after
a complete system of thought or an absolute rule of life pro-
| duces spiritual hypochondria. Human welfare, therefore,
! will involve a continuous process of changing the standards.
As in all arts, the ‘purpose’ or ‘objective’ is not a clearly pre-
conceived one, but is disclosed and even formed in the ‘do-
ing’. New standards are thus discovered, though there is
reason (thoughtful informed economy) in the process of dis-
covery.
The distinction drawn here between those elements of wel-
fare which are common to mankind and those which are
strietly personal will be found of importance as we proceed

to develop the relations of economic*to human values. For -

the organised economic society is mainly congerned with the
common elements of welfare and only indireetly, though not
unimportantly, with strictly personal values.

In estimating the actual conduct of a person from the
standpoint of the desirable, we discover three types of error,
the seizure of the reins of conduct by some single dominant
desire in defiance of the organic harmony of the whole na-
ture, the taking of short-range estimates of what is worth
while, and the preference of the selfish to the social urges in
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the play of conduct. These errors are often fused when some
strong animal passion stampedes the personality into uncon-
sidered action. But the distinctions are worth bearing in
mind, for they have application in the sphere of group or
community life. History is rife with instances where fear,
hubris, or hate, rushes nations into wasteful or destructive
ways. So likewise the narrow selfishness of small group-life
everywhere cramps the progress of humanity, the preference
of our city to our country, our empire to the world, in mat-
ters where the wider is the truer economy. Still more damag-
ing is the pressure of present group interests and desires to
the detriment of posterity, in the utilisation of the material
and moral resources at their disposal.

The art of human welfare in its full relation to the popula-
tion of the earth and the civilisation of the future is only
beginning to dawn upon the modern mind as the chief duty
of man.




CHAPTER V
THE HIERARCHY OF VALUES

§ 1. I have spoken of higher and lower values, higher and

lower levels of values. But values are not wholly inde-

pendent things; the interests they express or the desirable
consciousness of which they consist are more or less har-
monious groups. Some values will enter into more than one
grouping. - Take the desirable life, or welfare, of the athlete,
the business man, and the scholar. Bodily vigour will and
should figure in all three, but as a conscious aim it will usu-
ally bulk bigger in the athlete. ‘Knowledge of the world’ and
tact in handling men are more important elements in the
stanidard of the business man than in that of the athlete or
scholar. The scholar’s welfare will contain far more of the
strictly intellectual goods.

This signifies that a value, or the interest it serves, does
not stand alone and cannot be rated as a separate entity. As
value, it affects and is affected by the other values in its
group or standard. The attempt to separate values from
their companions in a group involves nothing less than a
breaking up of the unity of personality. Human activities,
their interests and values, are indeed grouped on two dis-
tinguishable principles. The first is the strictly organic har-
mony by which body and mind as wholes, and as a whole,
work together. Here are the groupings of values which at-
tend the activities of the mens sana in corpore sano. These
groupings are ‘natural’ in the sense that they are rooted in
the organic structure or make-up of man, apart from his
personal choice and direction. The second principle of value

70
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grouping comes from human purpose, the way of life chosen
by, or put upon, a person which leads him to arrangements
of activities in which the strictly organic groupings figure
as conditions to which his planned conduct must more
or less conform. Reason and will operate in this second
harmony or grouping towards some modification of the or-
ganic life as such. In any attempt, therefore, to assess
values, we must approach them as operative complexes.

It is an undue pressure of the scientific claim, of the ana-

| lytic method, that induces social students to the view that

two values can be taken out of their composite and compared
with one another. This error is illustrated in Mr. Maciver’s
treatment.

“Every interest is in the end a practical interest, deter-
mined, that is, by a sense of value. Further, all values are
in practice comparable. No abstract measuring rod can be
found, but no person can act at all unless he can choose; the
necessities of life and character are necessities of choice.
When community differentiates, when social claims are no
longer simple but manifold, the necessity of choice is deep-
ened. The widened claim of sociality is an intenser demand
on individuality. But the whole social situation implies that
values are comparable, that is, are forms of a single value.” *

Now I have two quarrels with this statement. Undoubt-
edly choice implies comparison. But the comparison, as I
see it, is between one organic group of values and another.
In a later chapter I shall illustrate this claim by dealing
with economic standards of comfort. But every choice in
life is a choice of life, of one life as against another, one or-
ganic complex of values as against another. Secondly, these
complexes of values are not to be regarded as forms of a
single value, i.e., to be estimated as purely quantitative dif-
ferences. One way of living, i.e., one group of values, is pre-
ferred to another as better, not bigger. Preference is for a

1 Community, p. 313.

AT
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difference in kind, not in quantity. There is not a single
value but various value-groupings. Civilisation in a peo-
ple, culture in an individual, consists in substituting higher
for lower standards of values. The same elements (values)
may appear in a higher as in a lower grouping, but their
different proportions will make a different combination, the
higher combination showing novel qualities. This, of course,
is the now familiar doctrine of creative or emergent evolu-

tion, more plainly discernible in human life than in any )

other part of Nature, because in human life the directive ac-
tivity that is creative shows itself more and more in conscious
nisus. The higher unities, or wholes, which appear in the in-
organic world as more complex chemical structures with new
properties, or, in the merely organic world, as higher struc-
tures with new functions, appear in human history as new
and more complex organisations of activities, interests,
values. '

If we are, then, to envisage welfare in a hierarchy of
values, standing not separately but in organic compositions,
how far can we treat this hierarchy as objectively valid for
all sorts of men or of societies?

It is easy to obtain assent to the proposition that the in-
tellectual and the spiritual life are ‘higher’ than the life
of sensations, in the double sense that in these higher lives
the physical will play a subordinate part, and that the
‘higher’ complex will be more delicate in structure and subtler
in the consciousness it carries. The ‘higher’ life, whether of
intellect or ‘spirit’, is an enlargement or enrichment of ‘self’
involving the whole personality. Of the lower life, of the
‘materialist’, the ‘sportsman’, the extrovert in general, we
say that he is not living fully, because there are whole tracts
of life unknown to him. Moreover, the ‘self’ he cultivates is
a narrower self. Such sociality as he enjoys consists of
merely superficial contacts and codperations. The life of in-
tellect, or spirit, takes us outside of ourselves. It brings us

&
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into intimate relations with the inner life of others, engages
us in a communion of searchers after knowledge, scholars,
artists, saints. We have seen how difficult it is to decide be-
tween the claims of the Good, the True, and the Beautiful,
in the composition of welfare, or the desirable life, and that
language attests a common character in this appeal. Har-
mony, sympathy, consistency, ideals of the several interests,
differ little in their significance. We need them all for a de-
sirable life. But it may be urged that the force of their ap-
peal, the human interest they evoke, must in all cases appear
in some height or intensity of emotion. Sympathy with an-
other’s joy or sorrow, the glow of feeling for a ‘noble’ deed,
the rapture which great music can give, the enchantment
that accompanies some new large vision in the world of
thought — how can we appraise these peaks of conscious-
ness, except in terms of emotional value. But even so some
will rate one of these emotions higher than another. We still
have the preference of the cultured @sthete, the philosopher,
the saint, to reckon with. No agreed decision is, perhaps,
possible as to the hierarchy of values. But I shall hazard a
criterion which is ultimately based upon the ‘racial’ or ‘spe-
cific’ trend of organic evolution. If Nature makes so much
nisus (directive activity) towards the preservation and

. growth of a species, and if social codperation plays the dis-

tinctive part it seems to do in human survival, then it may be
argued that the highest value attaches to the conduct and the
emotions which sustain society in the elaborate structure it

has attained, and assist it to further useful modes of codpera-

tion. This will seem to furnish a criterion for Human Wel-

fare in its higher reaches by stressing the feelings, beliefs, in-

terests, activities, and institutions, which bring men into
closer, conscious, willing codperation for as many different
sorts of work as possible, or, put otherwise, which enrich the
human personality through the largest measure of sociality.

This conclusion should, I think, satisfy most of those who

R
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seek to regulate the economic life of a society by the applica-
~ tion of the concept of functional society. For, rightly or-
. dered, such a society would be one whose service would be
- perfect freedom, the will of the members coGperant towards
. the well-working of the whole. Whether this well-working
finds its ‘value’ in any state of happiness or consciously de-
sirable state, or simply in well-working on its own account,
will be a matter of personal preference among philosophers
in defining the ‘purpose’ or ‘end’ of human activities.




PART II

ETHICS IN THE EVOLUTION OF
ECONOMIC SCIENCE







CHAPTER T

THE PLACE OF INDUSTRY IN
THE LIFE PROCESS

§ 1. Endeavouring to get as clear a meaning as we can for
human values and the welfare they constitute, we have come
to associate them with the two related concepts, Personality
and Community. Whether the sole end or purpose of the
social activities and institutions that form Community is the
growth and enrichment of Personality, or whether Commu-
nity may also be regarded as a collective conscious being with
values of its own, is a question to which we are not here
bound to give an answer. For whether all welfare is ulti-
mately reducible to desirable individual consciousness or
not, it is certain that the enlargement of such individual
welfare is dependent upon, and in chief part derived from,
the development of Community. When, therefore, we enter
upon our task of relating economic values to human values,
as part to whole, we are immediately confronted with the
necessity of giving an account of the place which economic
activities and institutions occupy in the all-embracing sphere
of community. For, whatever meaning be given to economic
values and welfare, society and its institutions enter in as
determinants and agents. Man as a completely isolated
economic being is not conceivable. Crusoe was not such a
being. He was the inheritor of countless generations of so-
cial economic culture. How far primitive man was gregari-
ous in all environments is an interesting theme of contro-
versy among anthropologists. But there can be no reason-
able ground for denying to the human family the name of

: 7
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social institution, and it certainly contained the nucleus of
an economic organisation.
I do not propose to discuss at any length the doctrine of

‘the economic determination of all social institutions, as pro-

fessed by strict adherents of the Marxian school and by some

economists outside that school. For what plausibility at-

taches to that doctrine rests upon an extension of the mean-
. ing of the term economic to cover the whole field of biologi-

cal activities. If you premise that all forms of the physical
and psychical activities of man consume energy that must
be replaced by food, since food-getting is an economic pro-
cess you may claim positive proof of the economic deter-
mination of history. But all you have really proved is that
food is a necessity to human life, and that all other activities
and institutions must be consistent with the activities and
institutions of food-getting. You do not prove, either that
food-getting is the only necessary activity, or that its ur-
gency is such as to mould all other activities to its need.
For biological survival and growth there are other activities
related to sex, care of offspring, the acquisition and exercise
of skill and knowledge, group protection, ete., which lie out-
side any accepted meaning of the term economic. Food,
shelter, and other products of ‘economic’ activities are neces-
sary adjuncts to those other activities, but these latter have
their separate origins in the inherited structure and character
of man. Thus only by stretching ‘economic’ so as to make
it coterminous with biological can an appearance of validity
be given to ‘the economic determination of history’. Even

! so this school of determinists would have to reckon with

sociologists, like Professor Hobhouse and many others, who
do not admit the exclusive claims of biological factors in the

determination of human values, but find an evolution of
- mind which in its higher levels is liberated from the sur-
. vival economy.

But this rejection of the extreme claims of economic de--
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terminism by no means leads us to refuse recognition to the
large, often predominant part played by distinctively eco-
nomic motives and activities in shaping all other human
activities, even those that seem at first sight most remote
from economie influences. The famous formula of Le Play
— Place, Work, Family (or Folk) — derived from prolonged
study of actual situations, furnishes a far more serviceable
introduction to our enquiry. That men, as individuals and
as families, are affected in their ways of living and of think-

’ ing by the kind of work they have to do, and that the kind

of work is, at any rate in primitive society, determined
mainly by the soil, climate, flora, and fauna of the country
where they live, are undeniable propositions.

Le Play’s formula, with the modern developments it has
received from the works of Professor Geddes and Mr. Bran-
ford, goes a long way towards establishing the claims of eco-
nomic activity as the key to the natural history of human
society. For if it be maintained that the Le Play formula
places on a basis of equality the geographical, biological,
and economic factors, it is the third of these, the work, that
stands out as the active force. This appears quite clearly if
for this simple triad we substitute the more formidable terms
Environment, Function, Organism. It is the activity of the
organism in the given environment that counts for history.
True the mode of activity may be said to be determined by
the relation of organismrto environment, and, pursuing the
matter further, the structure of the organism may be con-
sidered in large measure the product of the environment
through ratural selection. But though, thus regarded, the
three may be treated as equal inter-agents, Place making
Folk and in turn modified by Work, Folk made by Work and
making Work to meet its wants, Work moulding character
and ways of life, it is the latter process that must claim
preéminence in the history of man. Place and Family (or
Folk) rank more as conditions, not inert but determinant
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conditions, of the active element, the Work which expresses
whatever purpose or direction is found in history. * )
The sociological studies of man in his actual environment
and occupation give a just prominence, or even predominance,
to the economic function as determinant of domestic and
group habits and institutions. For, though other urges, or
instinctive dispositions, operate upon conduct sometimes in-
dependent of, sometimes hostile to, the economic drive, the

latter will always make its steady pressure felt upon what

originate as non-economic activities, often, as in politics,
subjugating them to its own ends. This interaction of the
three factors is not, however, a complete account of life in
its prime constituents, if ‘work’ be taken merely as ‘the eco-
nomic factor’. For man influences his environment by the
whole of his physical activities, not by ‘work’ alone, and
the extent and variety of this influence is not adequately
represented by any mere adaptation of the Le Play formula.
“Each kind of organic creature selects and uses in different
degrees the different elements and situations of the com-
mon world of them all and thus makes an environment for
itself. For environment is not simply the external world,
but the external world as it is related to life.”2 All the ac-
tivities of life are thus represented in the moulding of what
Le Play terms ‘place’ to the purposes of an organic environ-
ment. The wider environment thus made by man is itself
unity in diversity. “Each life is environed at once as an or-
ganic body, by an outer physical medium of the organism,
by other lives likewise incarnated, and by the social order
which together they create.”3 In most primitive societies,

1This truth is obsecured by the setting sometimes made by the
modern Le Play school. For example, Geddes and Branford write,
“The observer maps the facts of these sequences— Grass-Sheep-
Shepherd; Forest-Game-Hunter; Arable-Corn-Peasant; and so on
for each of the occupational types.”— The Coming Polity, p. 183.
But ‘Work’ is not properly represented by Sheep, Game, Corn, but by
‘Shepherding,” ‘Hunting,” ‘Tilling.’

2 Maciver, op cit., p. 376. 3 Maciver, op cit., p. 376.
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though economic work often occupies a smaller part of a

; man’s time and energy than in civilised societies, its mould

! 2 and influence upon his ways of life, thought, and feeling is
- most clearly discernible. It is reflected, not only in family
and class structure and the rudimentary polities, but in the

, blends of art, magic, and religion, the rituals and the tabus
y through which the dawning imagination and the sense of
wonder find expression. It is not among primitive men
alone that religion is directed towards conciliating the un-
* seen Powers which rule the weather and the generative pro-
‘ cesses. All through history to the present day those who

il live and work in close direct contact with Nature are simi-
larly affected in their mentality: their work is the direct
and dominant element in moulding family, class, or politi-
cal group, and in determining the rudimentary conceptions
and practices of art, science, morals, and religion. No longer
living in close, local isolation, their customary ways of life
and thought are affected by outside influences, but remain
aw fond the naive expressions of biological and mainly eco-
nomic needs. Though the occupations in the quest of food
under primitive conditions offer the simplest examples of the
L influence of definitely economic work upon the general life
b of man and community, a similar analysis can be made of
the dominance of economic activities and motives upon the
structure and working of social institutions in more de-
;'f‘;:;r veloped and strictly civilised conditions. To this analysis
“ !t Mr. Veblen hag directed some of his keenest and most il-
i luminating thought. For economic determination is trace-
' ~ able not only in particular instances where some economic
motive or idea is woven advantageously into a strand of
policy or a religious propaganda. He finds in the tensions
of thought and feeling, natural or inherent in the prevail-
ing mode of work, the keynote to the whole mentality of
the society. Among rural communities Mr. Veblen dis-
tinguishes the more settled agricultural peoples from the

-
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more predatory pastoral peoples. In the former he finds
“little coercive authority, few and slight class distinections
involving superiority and inferiority; property rights are
few, slight, and unstable; relationship is apt to be counted
in the female line. In such a culture the cosmological lore
is likely to offer explanations of the scheme of things in
terms of generation or gemination and growth. The laws
of nature bear the character of an habitual behaviour of
things, rather than that of an authoritative code of ordi-
nances imposed by an overruling providence. The theology
is likely to be polytheistic in an extreme degree and in an
extremely loose sense of the term, embodying relatively little
of the suzerainty of God.” “The matters of interest dealt
with in the cosmological theories are chiefly matters of the
livelihood of the people, the growth and care of the crops,
and the promotion of industrial ways and means.”! The
predatory pastoral peoples on the other hand “will adopt
male deities in the main, and will impute to them a coercive,
imperious, arbitrary animus and a degree of princely dig-
nity. They will also tend strongly to a monotheistic, pa-
triarchal scheme of divine government; to explain things in
terms of creative fiat; and to a belief in the control of the
- natural universe by rulers imposed by divine ordinances.
The matters of prime consequence in this theology are
- matters of the servile relation of man to God, rather than
the details of a quest for livelihood.”" 2

Not less distinctive are the impressions made upon the
general body of thought and institutions by the growth of
town life and of the handicrafts attached thereto. The pri-
‘macy in processes of production thus passes frewn the genera-
tive and germinating activities of Nature to the personal skill
and industry of individual man in handling inert material.

“The technological range of habituation progressively

1 The Place of Science in Modern Civilisation, p. 47.
2 Idem, p. 48.
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counts for more in the cultural complex, and the discrepancy
hetween the technological discipline and the discipline of
law and order under the institutions then in force grows
progressively less. The institutions of law and order take
on a more impersonal, less coercive character. Differential
dignity and invidious discriminations between classes gradu-
ally lose force.” *

As trade, or a more regular and extensive trade, marched

. with this technique of town industry, habits of appraisal and

bargaining went to develop initiative and cunning, and
liberty of contract became a dominant conception. Both on
the technological and on the commercial sides there is a
break-up of the old moulds of custom, and novelty and enter-
prise give a new dignity and interest to the economic life.
But agriculture continued to be the chief occupation and
the era of handicrafts was an era of small local markets. It
remained for the age of machinery and power, the Industrial
Revolution, to make a rapid and a nearly world-wide trans-
formation in popular thought, feelings, and institutions. Re-
garded from the economic starting point, it was the imper-
sonality of the machine industry that counted most, to-
gether with the immense impulse to all the physical sciences
that could bring grist to the mill. The initiative and inter-
est of work in machine industry and its attendant trades
were concentrated in the head and hands of a few great
entrepreneurs and man#gers, and accuracy of quantitative
measurements ,took over the former functions of manual
skill. Organisation and standardisation for large markets
have become more and more the mots d’ordre, involving for
the ordinary man a thinking in terms of regular process
rather than of workmanlike efficiency. His life, as worker,
is narrowed to a routine; as consumer, his formal freedom is
greatly enlarged in the number and variety of goods avail-
able for his purchase, but the levelling influence pf mass con-

1 Idem, p. 49.
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tiguity, itself the concomitant of mass production, stamps
upon him the equality of taste and the common standard ef
living so clearly discernible in great city life.

§2. Thus in various ways the new technology is trans-

- forming thought, feeling, and valuations. Though the num-
ber of those closely and consciously addicted to scientific
thinking and research is comparatively few, the sense of
regularity of process and of fixed causation, a new deter-

minism, has spread widely among the common people, se- .

cretly undermining the ideas and sentiments of chance and
Providence, and claiming for the whole of life a mechanical
intelligibility. There are, of course, counter-currents and
by~currents, signs of a new freedom of thought turning upon
the mechanisation of the mind with a challenge, and develop-

ing a science of psychology to aid the cause of liberty. But,
" in general, the economic forces during the past century have
manifested a quite undeniable influence on human mentality

as applied to politics, art, literature, morals, religion, and

science itself. Of religion it has been well said that “it is
only those whose livelihood depends on that which is inex-
plicable to them — the weather, for instance, in the case of
sailors and peasants — who hold fast to a traditional faith,
~while factory masses increasingly fall away from it.” 1

§ 3. But before developing this theme it is necessary to lay
down as clearly as circumstances admit the meaning we pro-
pose to give to ‘economic’, as applied on the one hand to ac-
tivities and institutions, on the other to the grganised body
of thought dealing with this subject matter. This is no
eagy task. For if we take for our guide the terms ‘economy’
and ‘value’ in their broadest signification, bringing into our
purview all human efforts and satisfactions, we identify
economics with the whole field of the social arts and sciences.
If, on the other hand, we adopt the ordinary ‘business’ stand-
point, accepted by many economists, of confining economic

1 Keyserling, The World in the Making, p. 131.

P
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processes and products to the making, carrying, selling, of
material goods in markets, we get into other difficulties. No
small part of our trouble is attributable to the fact that
only in quite recent times did economic activities separate
themselves sufficiently from other human activities as to
present themselves as a subject for special consideration.
The processes which we now regard as definitely economic,
the production and disposal of food, clothing, shelter, furni-
ture, tools, and other material objects of desire embodying
human work, were mostly performed within the ‘commu-
nism’ of the family, or sometimes of the larger local group,
and might be regarded indifferently as belonging to the
‘polity’ or the ‘economy’ of the group, or perhaps better as
an integral part of the biological struggle for individual
and group survival. Even when town life with its early
division and specialisation of labour, its markets and other
mechanism of commerce, came into being, these trades were
closely linked up with the broader polity of the city or the
state. Not only were they subject to political controls, but
as branches of moral conduct they fell under the even closer
supervision of ecclesiastical authority. These controls, ex-
ercised in most countries up to comparatively recent times,
prevented what we now regard as an economic system, re-
quiring for its understanding and guidance a specific science
and art, from coming into separate existence. The thinking
done by statesmen and®other students of public affairs in-
cluded ‘economjcs’ in their wider survey.
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CHAPTER II

THE EMERGENCE OF ECONOMICS
AS A SCIENCE

I

§ 1. A striking testimony to the early merging of eco-
nomics with the general activities of men and communities
is afforded by the current terminology of economic science.
A number of its most important terms present a shrinkage
from an earlier, wider connotation. The term ‘wealth’ had
a larger human significance in the sixteenth century in
the Prayer for the King in the Prayer-book containing the
words, “Grant him in health and wealth long to live”.
‘Goods’ is a materialistic narrowing of a distinctively ethical
word, still surviving in ‘good life’, and more broadly human
in ‘a good time’. Though property still retains a larger
philosophical significance, juristic economics has firmly
stamped it with its modern characteristic meaning. But
most significant of all is the economic seizure and possession
of the pivotal term ‘value’. “The word value,” writes J. S.
Mill, “when used without adjunct, always means in Politi-
cal Economy, value in exchange.” Such shrinkages of mean-
ing are associated with the severance of economic activities
from the general complex of activities in the Family, the
Guild, the Commune, the City. It is natural that this spe-
cialisation of language should accompany the process of
gathering and assembling a number of partial fragmentary
studies into an economic science.

It is of especial importance for our study to realise the
early subordination of what we now term economic to
wider considerations. Though fragments of economic

86
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thought and teaching are embodied in Babylonian, Assyrian,
Egyptian, Chinese, and other revelations of primitive wis-
dom, the earliest body of economic doctrine is attributable to
Greek thinkers and grew out of their moral and political
philosophy.? The conscious subordination of economics
to ethics is indeed a presupposition of Plato and Aristotle.
In the Laws, Plato names three things that are of concern
for man, Mind, Body, and Estate, placed in this order of
importance, and the last covered all that then belonged to
organised economic life. This subordination of the eco-
nomic was further emphasized in the ethical doetrine of
Virtue as a Means.  For with Plato, ‘wealth’ in the sense
of large possessions and ‘intemperance’ seem to consort with
one another. The ‘simple life’ accords with wisdom. A
man’s external ‘wealth’ should be “such as to be in harmony
with his inward wealth”.2 Aristotle, on the other hand,
recognises advantages for ‘wealth’; property is always rated
by him as a means to ‘a good life’. Leisure and liberality
require a reasonable amount of this world’s goods. To both
thinkers money-making by trade or usury (banking or in-
vestment) was an utterly contemptible practice. From this
attitude of oligarchical philosophers, the later, and, in some
respects, more liberal schools of great thought made no
considerable departure. Epicurean and Stoic alike ap-
praised property and economic activities according to some
higher principle of life, whether it was the joy of living,
or the more austere conception of a life ‘according to Nature’.

§2. In the medieval order, when religious and political
authority, sometimes accordant, sometimes discordant;
claimed to regulate every department of social and private
life, economic activities naturally fell under a hierarchy of
values. Emphasising the spiritual power as the distinctive
organising influence in medieval life; Mr. R. H. Tawney

1 James Bonar, Philosophy and Political Economy, p. 5.
2 [dem, p.14.. ;
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writes: “The most fundamental difference between medieval
and modern economic thought consists in the fact that,
whereas the latter normally refers to economic expediency,
however it may be interpreted, for the justification of any
particular action, policy or system of organisation, the
former starts from the position that there is a moral author-
ity to which considerations of economic expediency must be
referred.” ! Up to the time of the Reformation the Roman
Church with its Canon Law and Decrees claimed to exer-
cise this moral authority. Nor did it disappear with the
Reformation. For at least a century and a half after the
Reformation the leaders of the principal Protestant churches
continued to exercise this regulative power over business
operations. “In the sixteenth century religious teachers of
all shades of opinion still searched the Bible, the Fathers,
and the Corpus Juris Canonici for light on practical ques-
tions of social morality, and as far as the first generation
of reformers was concerned, there was no intention among
either Lutherans, or Calvinists, or Anglicans, of relaxing the
rules of good conscience, which were supposed to control
economic transactions and social relations. If anything, in-
deed, their tendency was to interpret them with a more
rigorous severity, as a protest against the moral laxity of the
Renaissance, and, in particular, against the avarice which
was thought to be peculiarly the sin of Rome.” 2

One of the most interesting and entertaining chapters in
the history of modern thought ig that dealing with the pro-
cess by which the ethical doctrine of the Protestant Churches
shed the safeguarding of social conduct and the conception
of a spiritual community which possessed the medieval
Church, and converted their ethics into an almost servile
instrument of utilitarian individualism. Puritan morality
prepared the way. “In their emphasis on the moral duty of

1 Relzgion and the Rise of Capitalism, p. 39.
2 Op. cit., p. 85.
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untiring activity, on work as an end in itself, on the evils
of luxury and extravagance, on foresight and thrift, on mod-
eration and self-discipline and rational calculation, they
had created an ideal of Christian conduct, which canonised
as an ethical principle the efficiency which economic theorists
were preaching as a specific for social disorders.” !

§ 3. It was far more than a mere coincidence that the rapid
external evolution from primitive agriculture, small town in-
dustries, and local commerce into modern capitalism, with
its factory and power production, its elaborate finance and its
world commerce, should synchronise with the decay of
the spiritual authority of the Churches and the transvalua-
tion of moral values which accompanied it. Without ac-
cepting the cruder Marxian explanation of this moulding
of moral doctrines and institutions to meet the requirements
of the dominant economic class, it is unquestionably true
that the rising bourgeoisie, the new business classes, aspiring
to wealth, social importance, and political power, did utilise
half-consciously but quite effectively the moral aids which
organised religion was willing to offer, so as to clothe the
new industrial, commercial, and financial methods with a
garb of spiritual reputability. In the increasing ferment of
interested and disinterested thought, stimulated by rapidly-
expanded knowledge of the world, and of human powers to
utilise this knowledge for a fuller material and intellectual
life, the conflict of news ideas and valuations led to the
survival of those best accommodated to the interests and as-

pirations of the classes possessing the will-to-power.

Though there was no formal abandonment by the Prot-
estant Churches of their spiritual authority over the con-
duct of business — a religious man must still carry his re-
ligion into his daily life — there was a tacit withdrawal from
the enforcement of principles which conflicted with the prae-
tices of rising capitalism. For example, the central principle

10p. cit., p. 248.
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of the economic ethics of medievalism was equality of bar-
gaining; a contract was fair when both parties made an equal
gain. Usury was denounced by St. Thomas and his school,
not merely as the extortion of interest for loans made by
the wealthy to the needy, but as covering every sort of bar-
gain when the stronger party used his strength to the disad-
vantage of the weaker. Such an cthics was accommodated
to an age when custom and community prevailed and most
business relations lay among neighbours, when ways of work
and of living shifted very slowly and ‘chaffering’ was con-
fined to a small part of the economic field. Every man
was supposed to have his ‘status’ in the community and to
give and get what belonged to that status. Now the Indus-
trial Revolution, breaking the moulds of custom, and, by its
new industrial methods and its attendant mobility and con-
centration of labour, destroying the old bonds of neighbour-
hood and community, made the older ethics seem impracti-
cable.

¢ The shifting of the spiritual centre of gravity from the
- Chureh to the individual responsible for the saving of his
* soul was accompanied by an insensible shifting of all spirit-
© ual obligations to the individual, including those which bore
. on business life. Industry, thrift, keen bargaining, and com-
petition, became the essential conditions of a good life in
the new order, and preaching must conform to practice.
The Smilesian ethics with its central thesis, that God helps
those who help themselves, soon became an accepted teach-
ing, and among more thoughtful Christians developed into
the doctrine of “the unseen hand” whose guidance harmo-
nised the selfish aims and efforts of individuals with the good
of the community. The significance of this movement lay
in the gradual segregation of the economic activities and
their claim to a sort of moral autonomy. It was not until
the nineteenth century that the casting off of political, cus-
tomary, and religious controls had gone so far as to enable
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the successful entrepreneur to make his Declaration of In-
dependence, couched most conveniently in the phrase, “Busi-
néss is Business”, i.e., is not answerable to politics, or religion,
or morals. It may have political approaches and service-
able contacts, it should treat the workers well, and should
practise legality and integrity as rules of the business life.
But it is distinctively an autonomous system, making its own
terms with politics, religion, ethies. The political controls
and the ethics of medievalism were obviously unfitted for
thisnew order. The processes of producing, exchanging, and
distributing wealth could not operate effectively except by
their own self-made rules and regulations. So there came
into existence a distinctive section of human behaviour
suitable for separate scientific study, the ordered application
of mental and manual labour to the production and market-
ing of goods and services for monetary gain.

§ 4. But this is not a sufficient account of the way in
which an economic science arose. It ignores the adjective
‘Political’ appended to Economy in common usage. It has
often been remarked that Political Economy arose with
the modern nation state. And it is true that the require-
ments of revenue by the modern state, and its controls in
connection with revenue, were the beginnings of an orderly
attempt to envisage the economic resources and activities of

- a nation as a whole. Taxation, coinage, and currency were

the chief internal subjectg of political solicitude. But it was
foreign trade, considered chiefly in its bearing upon the
King’s Revenué, that first gave significance to the term
‘Political Economy’ in its wider meaning. Even in Adam
Smith we find that the department of public finance bulks as
big in importance as private production and personal wealth.
“Political Economy,” he says, “proposes two distinct ob-
jects: first, to provide a plentiful revenue or subsistence for
the people, or more properly, to enable them to provide a

revenue or subsistence for themselves; and secondly, to

i i
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supply a revenue sufficient for the public services. It pro-
poses to enrich hoth the people and the sovereign.” 1
- But though revenue policy led to the broader surveys of
economic resources and conduct, it kept Economies in strict
bondage to Politics, and checked any disinterested approach
to a science of wealth. Hobbes was a typical thinker of this
order. Though his Leviathan ? contains general ideas upon
economics, derived from the organic conception of society,
and an investigation of the determination of price and value

that deserve the attention of the historian of economic the- °

ory, his study was kept in close subservience to his polities.
It is to Petty and Locke we must look for the first serious

attempts to lay the foundations of a definite economic sci-

‘ence. Petty’s statement, “Labour is the father and active

. principle of wealth, as Lands are the mother,” 3 may be con-

i sidered the actual seedling from which economic science has
grown. Add to this Locke’s saying that “It is labour that
puts the difference of value upon everything”, ¢ and we have
a first approach to a disinterested economics.

But it was long before an economic science or art could
shake off the trammels of politics. The wide prevalence of
the mercantile theory was secured at the outset by the single
purpose of making the state strong by means of ‘treasure’,
and was mainly concerned with trade balances as means of
acquiring this treasure. A broader, more independent out-
look is, indeed, displayed in a British writer of this school,
Sir James Stewart. The subtitle of his book (published
1767) is of special interest as attesting the scope of the new
science. ‘“An Inquiry into the Principles of Political Econ-
omy, being an essay in the science of Domestic Policy in
Free Nations, in which are particularly considered Popula-

1 Wealth of Nations, Book IV, Introduction.
2 Leviathan, Part II, chap. 27.
8 Economic Writings, Vol. I, p. 181.

.4 Civil Government, p. 184.
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tion, Agriculture, Trade, Industry, Money, Coin, Interest,
Circulation, Banks, Exchange, Public Credit, and Taxes.”

"But subservience to the state remains throughout the key-
note to the mercantilist economies, and though its later
treatment included most of the subject-matter of a disinter-
ested science, this definitely political aim marked it as a de-
partment of the art of statecraft.

§ 5. In order that an independent science of Economics
might arise, it was necessary for economic practice, business

* life, to throw off all close subordination to the state. So

long as the state, either in the supposed interests of public
order, or to furnish itself with revenue, maintained laws of
settlement which impeded the economically advantageous
movement of workers, gave monopolies of certain trades
and occupations to Guilds or Companies, denied legal facili-
ties to joint-stock enterprise, placed prohibitions or obstruc-
tions upon internal and foreign trade, it was impossible to
disentangle economic from political considerations for the
purposes of a separate systematic study.

Hence it was the great Protestant Liberal movement in
religion and politics, the rise of a new powerful commerecial
class bringing into the new industrial arts and the widening
ways of commerce the tough mentality of Puritanism, that
brought about that liberation of economic processes from
state control which made a separate economic science pos-
sible. Laissez faire, laigsez aller, meant “hands off” to State
and Church, with a free run for the business instincts and
processes. *

It is, of course, true that no complete autonomy for an
economic system was attainable, nor, indeed, desired. The
power of the state, with enforceable rules for the protection
and transfer of property, for fulfilment of contract, for the
issue of legal currency, and for many other matters touching
business life, was almost universally upheld, as indeed it is
to-day, by the extreme school of individualists. Moreover,
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in Britain, as in other countries entering the modern era of
machine-industry, the liberation from many obsolete politi-
cal restraints was accompanied by a new development of
public regulations in the shape of Factory and Workshops
legislation, Companies Acts, Insurance and Employers’ Lia-
bility Acts, many of them interfering with that absolute free-
dom of contract which is the most fundamental principle
of laissez faire economy. Lastly, the business classes in
every country, while desiderating complete freedom in run-

ning their businesses, have always shown willingness to avail ~

- themselves of assistance in the way of subsidies, tariff pro-
tection, commercial treaties, and other concessions and fa-
cilities, while the whole trend of the foreign policy of every
state has been notoriously directed by the requirements of the
commercial and investing classes. But this political and
legal encompassment does not impugn the general truth
of the statement that within the last few generations eco-
nomie processes, the business life, have become an essentially
autonomous system of human activity, with more and more
complex relations, operated by rules worked out by business
men for business purposes, and embodying a commercial
ethics which differs sensibly from the private ethics of the
family or other forms of the community. The price system,
the market, is the central function of this economie life. All
goods and services that come under its operation are wealth,
have ‘value’, and are the products of,economic activity.

§ 6. The late emergence of an economic science is, how-
ever, attributable in large part to the reluctance of even
‘educated’ men and women to give a clear acceptance to the
idea that any branch of human conduct is subject to laws,
other than those with a moral or political sanction. The
notion of any mental or social science was difficult to recon-
cile with prevailing ideas of Providence upon the one hand,
and with common experience of the ‘chances and changes
of this mortal life’ upon the other.

\i‘}
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Even now most ‘educated’ persons, who fully accept the

reign of law in the physical sciences, give no full or genuine

% acceptance to law in the social sciences. It is not merely

that ethies, politics, economics, sociology, are backward in

the discovery and formulation of their laws: the laws are

not ‘there’ to be discovered, in the sense in which they are
‘there’ in physics and chemistry.

Partly, no doubt, this attitude arises from the intractabil-

ity of the subject matter of these studies, the difficulty of the

— " demarcation of the several sciences, the narrow limits of ex-
;, perimentalism, the emotional biases that beset the student.
4 But there is also a feeling of doubt, or of disbelief, in the ac-

tual operation of laws in the same sense in which they oper-

ate in the physical sciences, or, put otherwise, a belief in

some inherent incapacity of social phenomena to conform

closely to any regulations inductively derived from past

experiences. There is, as we have already acknowledged, a

reasonable ground for this scepticism, in that social experi-

¥ ence is continually presenting ‘novelties’ not wholly explica-

ble by any laws derived from earlier experience in the same

field. These novelties are the growing points in human his-

tory, and of necessity they baffle law and prediction. But the

interest attaching to them has unduly delayed the recogni-

tion of the fact that human nature is after all only a branch

of nature, and is amenable to laws as regular in their nor-

mal operation over the human field of enquiry as is the

case in other fields. Emergent creation does not negate law,
it only limits it.

) : But undoubtedly the feeling for and belief in free will

o and chance have impaired the acceptance of social laws, and

unnecessary harm has been done by reluctance to admit that

“for purposes of prevision and human action laws are of more

limited applicability when their subject matter is less static

e in its nature and less amenable to experiment under scien-

tific conditions. The refusal to recognise the difference be-




96 ECONOMICS AS A SCIENCE

tween inorganic and organic, and between organic and psy-
chic, between psychic and self-conscious, in forming the con-
ception and scope of ‘natural laws’ has been a source of
great confusion in the social sciences. Positivism has some
responsibility for this confusion. “If sociological laws,”
wrote Comte, “are positively established as certainly as the
laws of gravitation, no room is left for opinion; the proper
function of every member of society admits of no question:
therefore the claim to liberty is perverse and irrational.” !

But the belief that industry was a department of nature,
subject to laws as binding in their force and as immutable
as the laws of physics, was, indeed, the underlying assump-
tion of the first conceivers of an economic system, the Physio-
crats. Their title was indicative of an organised attempt
to extend the conception of a natural order into the field of
human arrangements. Their ‘natural order’ had, indeed,
a double significance. In general the Physiocrats were fol-
lowers of Rousseau in the sense of believing in an ideal order,
a primitive nature which was identified with Right. But
their more distinctive contribution to thought lay in their
insistence that the production and distribution of goods
conformed to laws of nature as absolute and stable as those
which regulate inanimate nature, though operative through
the apparently ‘free’ acts of men.

It is important to realise that the first conception of an
economic system was that of a natural harmony of individ-
ual interests and wills. “The Physiocrats believed that the
individual knew his interests best, or, in other words, would
act more in accordance with the law of nature than would
government. Hence their well-known maxim, laissez faire,
laissez aller, that is, let things alone, let them take their
course. The only function of government according to this
doctrine is to protect life, liberty and property.” 2

1 Quoted Bury, The Idea of Progress, p. 301.
2 Haney, History of Economic T'hought, p. 140.
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It is not necessary for our purpose to set out the substance
of this economic system. It suffices to say that, like other
systems, it takes its shape and complexion from the cur-
rent economic interest of its time and country. Here in
eighteenth century France the fons et origo of production
and of wealth was the work upon the land, the sole source
of a material surplus. This idea led Quesnay, the chief de-
veloper of the theory, into his three-fold classification:

(1) the productive class, mainly agriculturists.

(2) the proprietors, or landowners, productive in so far
as they were active administrators of their estate.

(3) the non-productive or sterile class, which included
merchants, artizans, and professional men.® The distribu-
tion, or circulation, of the annual net product of the extrac-
tive industries, the material source of gain, was the chief
subject of the economic enquiry. Among some exponents
of this ‘science’ a dominant interest was the sense of the
misery of the great peasant population forming the prepon-
derant part of the nation. These appeared as the sole pro-
ducers, all other sections of the people as manipulators, car-
riers, or parasitic consumers. But to Quesnay, and some oth-
ers, Physiocracy was a glorification of the landlord capitalist
who supplied what later economists would have termed the
fixed and circulating capital needed to work the farms, ac-
quiring it from what source and by what method of extrac-
tion neither Quesnay ner any other Physiocrat thought fit
to disclose.

§ 7. When this rationalist doctrine of an economic system
operated by natural laws crossed the English Channel it suf-
fered a sea-change. For, though agriculture was still the
largest occupation, Britain’s growing economic interests
manifestly lay in her manufactures, her commerce, and ship-

1'This did not signify that the third class was useless, only t':hat. they
did not contribute to the net product, or material surplus, which is got
by work out of nature.
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ping, and these activities chiefly engaged the minds of prac-
tical economists. The natural harmony of economic activi-
ties, which Adam Smith displayed in his Wealth of Nations
(1776), took therefore a different pattern from Quesnay’s
Tableaw Economique (1758).

Smith’s contribution towards an economic science was of
a three-fold character. (1) With the Physiocrats he achieved
an almost complete severance of Political Economy from its
earlier association with Moral Philosophy, and put it on a
positive footing of its own, a line of conduct remarkable in
one whose chair at Glasgow was that of Moral Philosophy
and whose political economy was first conceived as an inte-
gral part of that philosophy. (2) He assembled from many
special studies an immense body of relevant knowledge, both
of fact and theory, making thus a more complete com-
pendium of the materials needed for an economic science
than had as yet been made. (3) He endowed this loose eco-
nomic body with an operative spirit in the harmonious inter-
play of individual self-interests which led the members of
an economic group to apply their several abilities and op-
portunities so as best to contribute to the common wealth.

To the validity of this ‘harmony’ I return later. Here I
cite it as one of the central theses which enabled the idea of
a separate economic theory, or science, to present itself as
intelligible.

To the modern economist the Wealth of Nations is a curi-
ously unsatisfactory basis for a science. Loose-jointed and
discursive, it sandwiches passages of deductive reasoning be-
tween long historical disquisitions, and exhibits no attempt
to draw together any general body of doctrine upon such
vital topies as value or the theory of distribution. Much of
it is controversy bearing on the vices of the existing economic
order and is inspired by a reforming spirit. In judging it,
however, it is important to remember that it was written be-
fore the Industrial Revolution had exhibited its size and
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strength, when the free flow of capital and labour was only
beginning to transform industrial England, and when the
immediately urgent task was to liberate the minds of the
ruling classes from the surviving fetters of an obsolete me-
dieval economy. The full significance of the modern capital-
ist system came later, and its coming visibly affected the
uses to which the Wealth of Nations was put by the early
nineteenth century economists.

The makers and masters of the new capitalism — the

strong, successful cotton manufacturers, ironmasters, bank-

ers, and financiers — needed, for their own intellectual guid-
ance, for securing the political reforms called for by the new
economy, and, lastly, for the education of a public opinion
favourable to progressive business methods, a body of doc-
trine, simple, dogmatic, and carrying the authority of inevi-
table law. This was furnished by Ricardo, James Mill, Me~
Culloch, and other members of the hard-headed group of

_rationalists and utilitarians who were devoting themselves
to this, the most practical of the social sciences. For the

most part devout followers of Bentham and imbued with his
spirit of humanity, they were none the less impelled to work
out their economic science on lines which severed economic
conduct too sharply from the general conduct of life, and
imputed to it a too closely specialised set of economic
motives.

The implications of asnatural harmony of self-interests in |
Smith’s teaching were tightened up, many of his human

qualifications were squeezed out, the central control was al-

lotted to the capitalist entrepreneur, and the system was de-
voted exclusively to material production.

§ 8. Before taking up the question of the relation of thls
economie theory, in its later classical development, to the
ethical, humanitarian criticism with which it was confronted,
it is convenient to pause here in order to get an understand-
ing of the scope and method of the new science. In reading
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the works of the economists from Adam Smith to J. 8. Mill,
and even later, it is rare to find any clear, intelligible, or cop-
sistent definition of their subject-matter.

If ‘wealth’ be the subject-matter, as Adam Smith’s title
suggests, what is meant by wealth? Smith is exceedingly ob-
scure. He tells? us that wealth is “power of purchasing; a
certain command over all labour or over all the produce
of labour which there is in the market”. He waits until

Chapter V to tell us this. But this identification of wealth

with purchasing power will not do. We are later told that
the wealth of a nation is its “annual produce”, or, “the neces-
saries or conveniences of life which it annually consumes”.
But still less will this do. A progressive nation does not
consume the whole of its “annual produce”. Or does Smith
exclude all capital goods from ‘“annual produce”? Among
earlier economists there was a reluctance to admit wealth as
the subject matter. Ricardo has nothing to say about
wealth. He starts with value and the conditions that deter-
mine it. If you ask value of what, his answer is “commodi-
ties”, and James Mill opens with the production of commodi-
ties, and does not speak of wealth. Malthus defines wealth
as “the material objects, necessary, useful, or agreeable to
man which are voluntarily appropriated by individuals or
nations.” 2 For Whateley wealth is “things contemplated as
exchangeable’® — a definition which excludes goods in the
hands of consumers. Senior includes under wealth “all those
things and those things only which are transferable, are
limited in supply, and are directly productive of pleasure or
provocative of pain”,* excluding all capital goods! Francis
Walker, opening his Political Economy with a search of a def-
inition of wealth, finds so much confusion in the treatment by
economists that he virtually abandons the attempt, falling

1Book I, p. 33.
2 Polstical Economy, p. 33.
3 Idem, p. 5. 4 Idem, p. 6.

o

%

o
N



ECONOMICS AS A SCIENCE 101

back upon the “almost general agreement” of the man in the
street.! He endorses J. 8. Mill’s statement that “Everyone
has a notion sufficiently correct for common purposes of
what is meant by wealth.” TUnfortunately “common pur-
poses” hardly satisfy the requirements of scientific study, as
Mill himself shortly recognises when he indicates as wealth
“all useful or agreeable things which possess exchangeable
value”? but a little later ® narrows the scope of Political
Economy to “material wealth”. Jevons follows James Mill

" in preferring “commodities” to “wealth”. But though he

says (Theory, p. 1) that “The science of Political Economy
rests upon a few notions of an apparently simple character;
utility, wealth, value, commodity, labour, capital, are the
elements of the subject” and proposes to devote “the follow-
ing pages to an investigation of the conditions and rela-
tions of the above-named notions”, we find no discussion
of “wealth”. Marshall in his Principles (p. 1) identifies

wealth with “the material requisites of well-living”, a far too |

1
b

#

comprehensive account, for many of these requisites cannot
by the most liberal interpretation rank as economic “wealth”.

In his Economics of Industry there is worse confusion. For
there under the wealth of a man we find two classes of
goods.

“In the first class are those material goods to which he has
(by law and custom) private right of property, and which
are therefore transferable and exchangeable. In the second
clags are those of his immaterial goods which are external
to him and serve directly as the means of enabling him to ac-
quire material goods, such, for instance, as the good will of
his business or professional practice.” * He adds in a foot-
note, “It is perhaps hardly necessary to say that services and

1 Idem, p. 6.

2 Idem, p. 6.

3 Idem, p. 30.

¢ Economics of Indusiry, p. 52.
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other goods, which pass out of existence in the same instant
that they come into it, do not contribute to the stock of
wealth and may therefore be left out of our account.” This
will never do. A medical practice is wealth, but the particu-
lar bits of practice are not! Why are services of brief dura-
tion to be excluded? Why the statical condition of belonging
to a “stock of wealth”? All wealth is momentary, if it be
resolved, as it may, into the ‘utility’ of the units of which
it is constituted.

The general tenden"cy among economists right up to the

present day has been to include only material goods in
wealth. So Taussig: “Wealth has been described as con-
sisting of those goods which are not free. The term refers
primarily to things that are tangible and material.” * Cannan
writes, “It is quite convenient to have a separate depart-
ment, of science, called economics, to deal with the causes
of the material welfare or wealth of human beings, consid-
ered both as a whole and as individuals, and also in groups.” 2
The term “material welfare” introduces a fresh confusion.
‘Material wealth’ and ‘physical welfare’, if you like, but
surely not “material welfare”. Pigou in his important trea-
tise, Economics of Welfare (1920), regards ‘economic welfare’
“that part of social welfare that can be brought directly or
indirectly into relation with the measuring rod of money”
as the subject-matter of economic science. For him there is
no ‘material welfare’, for “welfare includes states of con-
sciousness only and not material things.” %

II

Speaking generally, we may say that, from Ricardo to
J. 8. Mill’s Principles, economic science hardened towards
materialism in its view of wealth and income as its subject-
matter, and that from J. S. Mill onward there has been a

1 Principles, p. 15.
2 Wealth, p. 18. 3P. 10.

far
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growing disposition towards a broader utilitarianism trans-
lating wealth into subjective welfare. There has also been
a marked tendency to put income in the place once occupied
by wealth in a working theory of economics. An advan-
tageous effect of this change has been to include all pur-
chasable services, professional and others, in the subject-
matter of economic science, goods and services ranking on an
equal footing in the price system. This is made clear by

Pigou’s identification of economic welfare as “that which
" can be brought directly into relation with the measuring rod
of money.”

Economies thus approaches the position of being a caleulus
of pleasures and pains, satisfactions and dissatisfactions, |
costs and utilities, in relation to all marketable goods and |
services. Jevons was the first among prominent English
economists to conceive his science in this subjective way.!
His analysis of utility as the basis of value, had it been ac-
companied by a corresponding analysis of disutility, would
have transformed the science by resolving the concrete prod-
uct and income of the community into terms of human
satisfaction. Unfortunately neither Jevons nor his succes-
sors recognised the logical necessity of applying to the proc-
esses of producing the national income or dividend the same
subjective analysis which they applied to the utilisation of
that income in the processes of consumption. Though Pigou,
in setting out his contention of economic welfare in relation
to the material dividend, expressly recognises that “The
quantity of economic welfare associated with any volume of
the dividend depends, not only on the satisfaction yielded by
consumption, but also on the dissatisfaction involved in pro-
duction”,? his treatment is virtually confined to the former
factor, with rare and casual reference to the latter.

1For some criticism of the limitations of his application of the
principles, see my Free Thought in the Soczal Sciences, Part IT, chap 2.
2 Economics of Welfare, p. 43.
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An even-handed caleulus of the subjective costs and utili-
ties, involved in the processes of production and consump-
tion of the dividend in relation to the concrete nature of that
dividend and its distribution, is a task to which modern econo-
mists might well have addressed themselves had they not
been led to envisage their problem too exclusively in terms
of the utilisation of the dividend by consumers.

§ 9. But even were this task fulfilled, of resolving the real
income, or dividend, into the human costs and satisfactions

attendant on the processes of producing and consuming it, we °

should still be confronted with grave difficulties in relating
the ‘economic welfare’ thus indicated with ‘human welfare’
in the meaning aseribed to it.

The difficulties are these. First, what may be termed the
‘ing and outs’ problem. Secondly, the question of the appli-
cation of a quantitative calculus to qualitative differences of
cost and satisfaction. Thirdly, the direct confrontation of
‘is’ and ‘ought’, the current valuation with the ethical, the
fitting of economic welfare into the organic scheme of human
welfare,

The first difficulty need not detain us long. It has been
generally recognised by economists that there is no fixed or
certain line of demarcation between economic and non-
economic activities and goods. A wife and a paid house-
keeper may perform identical services within the home, but
the former’s services do not rank as sconomic and earn no in-
come, while those of the housekeeper do. If a man marry
his housekeeper, he thereby diminishes the ‘general income
or economic product! As civilisation advances, many sorts
of ‘free’ goods become economic goods, acquiring value.
Free land may be enclosed and utilised: fishing rights emerge,
water becomes a salable commodity, air and sunshine add
to rental value. In the realms of art and handicraft much
of the same sort of work is done for love and for money, but
only the latter counts as ‘wealth’. When an amateur be-
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‘comes a professional in painting, dancing, carpentry, or base-

ball, he increases the output of economic wealth, though he
has not changed the quantity or quality of his activity.
Other difficulties of economic computation arise when private
properties or functions are taken over by the public and are
administered without charge. Economic wealth is dimin-
ished when a millionaire donates his private grounds for a
public park, or his pictures to a public gallery. But such
blurring of margins affects the demarcation of every science,

"and in particular of those directed to some function of organic

life.

The peculiar nature of organic relations, however, gives
rise to a graver problem. So long as Political Economy was
content to concern itself with quantity of vendible goods and

' with the activities of man in making and selling them, these

goods and activities being registered in value by their price,
the ‘measuring rod of money’ could disregard qualitative dif-
ferences, except so far as they were found to affect price.
This was the era of the ‘economic man’. Modern economists
sometimes deny that their predecessors ever taught ‘the doc-
trine’ of the economic man in the sense of depicting a state of
society in which greed was in perpetual conflict with sloth,
man being driven by pure self-interest to produce the mate-
rial means of satisfying his desires. Now it is doubtless true
that neither Ricardo, nor James Mill, nor any of their fol-
lowers were so foolish as 40 believe that actual men were so
simply motivated. But they did plan an economic science
on the hypothesis of this simplified motivation. They said
in effect, “Let us take the province of economic activities and
people it with intelligent, self-interested beings, each seeking
to get the most for himself by the least expenditure of effort,

~ putting himself and his economic resources to the most profit-

able employment. This course will lead to the maximum
production of wealth.” Occasional qualification of the self-
interested motive by reference to other motives and condi-
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tions does not seriously affect this presentation of the earlier
economic theory. So long, indeed, as economic wealth was
assessed solely by its monetary value, it was reasonable
enough that a segregation of economic motives should be
posited, abstraction being made of all other conflicting mo-
tives in human conduct. Within limits this use of ‘as if’ is
legitimate and even necessary. Conceive man as driven by
a single set of desires, aiming at a goal called ‘wealth’ con-
ceived in terms of mere quantity; you then have the essen-
tial character of the early hypothesis. ’
But when consideration of the pleasure and pain, satisfac-
tion and dissatisfaction underlying these objective quanti-
ties presses into the science, the early hypothesis is shattered.
! When we reach Pigou’s statement that economic “Welfare
| consists of states of consciousness only and not material
| things”, we cannot any longer treat wealth in terms of mere
quantity, or motives relating to it in separable measurable
units. The relation between a conglomerate mass of eco-
nomic goods, constituting a stock or flow of wealth, and sat-
isfactory ‘states of consciousness’ can no longer be expressed
in a simple calculus. For the quantity of satisfaction at-
tached to any piece of economic wealth has to be translated
into the separate satisfactions and pains of producing and
- consuming it, and those will vary with the persons who pro-
" duce and consume it and the conditions under which they do
so. ‘Even if we keep for the present within the test of cur-
rent desires and valuations, it becomes evident that the eco-
nomic welfare represented by each $100 worth of ‘the na-
tional dividend’ will vary indefinitely according to the qual-
ity or character of the goods it represents and the nature and
conditions of the persons who have produced or will con-
sume these goods.
1Mr. W. A. Robson in his valuable little book, The Relation of
Wealth to Welfare, cites a number of passages from Dr. Marshall’s

i Principles of Economics, indicating a belief that some measurable re-
* lations existed between income and happiness.
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“The product of a business will, it appears, vary in the
amount of economic welfare it contains, according as the
total cost or disutility of producing and the utility of consum-
ing it are high or low. The amounts on both sides of the
equation will evidently vary with the distribution of these
costs and utilities. The maximum of wealth, as welfare, at-
taching to a given stock of goods, will involve such a distribu-
tion of the productive energy among producers as will yield
a minimum amount of painful or injurious effort, and such a

"distribution of the consumptive utilities which the goods

contain as will yield a maximum of pleasurable or service-
able consumption. In this problem of envisaging a body of
objective wealth in terms of subjective wealth, or economic
welfare, it is impossible to maintain a separate treatment of

- the cost of production and the utility of consumption. For

the amount of satisfaction which such a body of wealth rep-
resents must take both simultaneously into consideration.
You cannot, even theoretically, consider the amount of dis-
utility, or painful cost, which goes into producing a body of
goods, separately from the consideration of the amount of
utility, or satisfaction, it yields in its consumption. For in
an individual, or a society, these two functions evidently in-
teract. Conditions of production, e.g., in respect of hours
of labour, nature of work, ete., must react upon conditions of
consumption, i.e., capacity for utilising these or any other
kinds of goods. Conversaly, conditions of consumption, e.g.,
amount of leisurg, skill, and experience in utilising different

“When we speak of the dependence of well-being on material wealth,
we refer to the flow or stream of well-being as measured by the flow or
stream of incoming wealth and the consequent power of using and

_consuming it” (Principles of Economics, Eighth Edition, p. 134).
_ Again, “It has been assumed that the happiness of life, in so far as it

depends on material conditions, may be said to begin when. the income
is sufficient to yield the barest necessaries of life: and after that has
been attained, an increase by a given percentage of the income will in-
crease that happmess by about the same amount, whatever the i income
may be” (p. 717). A strange ‘law of constant ret.ums’! : ;
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kinds of goods, will, by reaction upon personal efficiency,
make a working day easier or more difficult.”

In other words, the purely quantitative calculus of the
classical and neo-classical economists fails because it does
not take into account the organic unity of man. To break
him up into a producer and a consumer for separate treat-
ment, to give entirely separate attention to each unit of each
article of consumption in the total of utility got out of his
income, and each time unit in his working day, commits a

double offence against his organic unity. For, in the first -

place, it ignores the organic interactions between his eco-
nomic and non-economic life in respect of welfare, though
the interactions of these diverse activities must count heav-

- ily in any true estimate of the effect of economic life on hu-

man welfare as an organic whole. If a man’s work neces-
sarily affects his mentality, his social and intellectual inter-
ests, his home life, his politics, religion, and recreations, these
vitally important elements of welfare, thus affected, can-
not be ruled out of the purview of an economic science which
treats economic welfare in terms of states of consciousness.

. The penetration of economic into non-economic life, however

difficult to analyse and assess, cannot be ignored.

§ 10. This criticism does not imply that the quantitative
analyses and statistical studies based upon the isolation of
particular economic activities and motives are illicit or un-
fruitful. On the contrary, immense value attaches to the
objective studies of price and other financial movements
which have assumed an ever increasing proininence in mod-
ern economics. Our point is that no satisfactory valuation
of economic welfare as a whole, still less of the influence of

- economics upon human welfare in its wider significance, can

be got, even theoretically, out of the multiplication or per-
fection of such studies. The reason is that the organic char-
acter of man and society is such that no purely quantitative

1J. A. Hobson, Free Thought in the Social Sciences, p. 132,
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analysis can do all that is needed for understanding and di-
rection. The science of economics, like other sciences, posits

< for its goal a perfection of quantitative measurements. But
! the essential character of every organic subject-matter is that
; it presents qualitative differences which cannot ultimately be
{ reduced to terms of a common denominator. This refrac-

tory feature of organic studies has always troubled psy-
chology in its efforts towards scientific exactitude. The
formulas of early utilitarianists were wrecked on the hy-
pothesis of pleasure or happiness being of a single kind, so as
‘ to admit of “a greatest happiness” for a person or “a greatest
[ number”. J. 8. Mill’s recognition of the truth that pleasures
and utilities are of different kinds and of incommensurable
values destroyed the hedonist calculus that was the basis of
the Benthamite utilitarianism. But unfortunately it sur-
vived almost intact in the economic science where it was
sustained by an illusory interpretation of distinctively eco-
nomic conduct.

The measuring rod of money in a price system appears to
perform the task of enabling a buyer to compare the satis-
factions he may receive from the consumption of goods or
services of the most diverse kinds by reducing them to some
common character of ‘desiredness’. He will expend a fifty
: dollar bill partly on a dinner, partly on a concert ticket, partly
é“ on & subseription to a mission, in such proportions that the

!

R e

last ten cents expended on each object yields him exactly the
same amount. of satisfaction! His consciousness is an alem-

bic which can resolve the differences of an appeal to the
palate, musical taste, and ‘a regard for heathen souls to
some featureless fund of human satisfaction. The economist
with his naive psychology shows this process operating in the
mind of Mrs. Jones, as she lays out the limited family in-
come, or in the mind of Mr. Jones as he organises a new de-
partment in his works. In point of fact Mrs. Jones does not
make a conscious comparison of the quantity of satisfaction

«*
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she gets from a given expenditure on butter with that got
from a similar contribution to a mission. She contains as a
part of her psycho-physical make-up a fairly constant stand-
ard of expenditure, based upon her total personality and her
obligations to herself, her family, and society. This expen-
diture, though varying somewhat all the time, and involving
new adjustments, is sufficiently organic in its structure to
regulate the amounts expended on each object without im-

posing the impossible task of a separate comparison of di-

verse satisfactions. Even when some change in her pecuni-
ary resources, or the needs of her family, involves some re-
distribution of the funds between different items of expendi-
ture, that readjustment, though involving some increases or
cuts of exact dimensions, is not governed, as economists sug-
gest, by conscious calculations of marginal utility, but by
some central organic policy from which these quantitative
changes flow. And it is just the same when Mr, Jones plans
his new works. 'He may seem to make a number of separate
calculations in the outlay of his capital and the number of
“workers he takes on for each process, comparing with exacti-
tude utilities of production of many diverse kinds. But in
fact all these estimates are governed by the conception in his
mind of an up-to-date, efficient plant, the general organisa-
~ tion of which requires that just so much shall be laid out in
this way, just so much in that.

~ 811. But if the economic calculus cannot enable an in-
dividual producer or consumer to make a separate evalua-
tion of each item in his various costs and satisfactions by
referring them to a common standard of value, still less can
this measuring rod be applied to estimate the psychic wealth
of a community of producer-consumers. For the personality
‘of A., so far as it is stable, does enable him at least to envis-
age his satisfactions in some order of importance and prece-
dence, whereas there is no way in which the psychic income,
which A. may get out of a given money income, can be com-
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pared with that which B. may get. For even those to whom
society is a sort of super-personality would hardly maintain
that the organic unity was as close and real as that of the in-
dividual personality. As our earlier discussion of the mean-
ing of ‘social welfare’ has indicated, we cannot carry the as-
sumption of equality or similarity of nature, needs, and satis-
factions further than the similarity of psycho-physical
make-up in individuals living in what is called the same en-
vironment may seem to warrant. While this takes us a cer-
tain way towards estimating the volume of satisfaction which
a given distribution of money income will supply, especially
as applied to meet those primary physical requirements in
which different persons are most alike, it cannot lend itself to
any exactitude of estimate. Differences of inborn nature,
physical and spiritual environment, training and occupation,
will necessarily endow different persons with differences of
economic valuation that must defy any close computation of
the relations between a body of concrete wealth and the wel-
fare it may connote, according to the terms on which it is pro-
duced and consumed.

When we also bear in mind that the arts both of produc-
tion and consumption in a modern community are continu-
ally changing, and with them the human costs and utilities
attaching to the real income, we shall realise how illusory is

" the exactitude claimed or suggested by statistics of income as

indices of economic weltare.

Useful then,as are the statistical studies, which play 80
large a part in modern economies, for practitioners in the
various departments of economic activity, and for students
of general movements of money and of material goods, they |
cannot properly be treated as the material for an induective
science of economics which claims to go beyond the countxng
house, so as to translate its figures into terms of economic |
welfare.
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CHAPTER 1II
ECONOMIC AND ETHICAL VALUES

I

§ 1. By a somewhat circuitous route we are brought to °

the centre of our enquiry, the confrontation of economie
with ethical or human values. This is not the same prob-
lem as that which concerned us in the last chapter, viz., the
relations between objective wealth and wealth as expressed
in current desires and valuations. For though that consid-
eration, raising, as it did, the question of the organic unity
of personality, led us to recognise the many intricate inter-
actions between economic and non-economic activities and
satisfactions, it did not directly raise the root-issue between
industry and ethics, the consideration of economic processes
and ends in the light of ethical or human ideals.

As was indicated in our opening chapter, modern capital-
 ism from its rise was subjected to a current of ‘humanist’

~ eriticism, assailing its injustice, inhumanity, its materialism,
and its degrading reactions upon wsthetic tastes and values.
Tt is important to understand how it was that the early econo-
mists, mostly men of high and humane principles, were able
- to ignore this eriticism, and to devote their energies to the
construction of an economic science which remained impervi-
ous to these charges.

In part the explanation lay in the mentality of the large,
new, dominant type of business man, who imposed his stand-
ard of values upon the society in which he moved. The
rapid increase of productivity, due to machinery and power,
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was so much the most impressive feature of the age as to en-
list in its service alike the virtues and the defects of the
middle-class character and outlook. We have noted how
the puritan nonconformist stock and morals were adapted
to supply the hard energy, industry, and competitive enter-
prise, which the new industry required. The moral individ-
ualism which marked their theology, the personal obligation
on every man to save his own soul, gave a spiritual back-
ground to an economic outlook that threw upon every indi-
vidual a corresponding obligation to save himself in this life
by strenuous struggle with the powers of evil, in the shape of
sloth, intemperance, dishonesty, and other vices of character.
The acquisition of wealth was regarded as a legitimate, nay,
a praiseworthy test of personal merit. The temptations it
brought with it were to be overcome, not to be evaded.
Wealth was not to be employed in luxury or dissipation:
thrift, saving, and keen-eyed investment formed a real con-
tribution to the moral ideal of this society. These duties
were fulfilled, and they visibly matured in a rapid rise of an
increased wealth, easily envisaged as national prosperity.
Among the more thoughtful members of this class the com-
petitive struggle for gain thus became a branch of natural
piety. Decent, respectable, church or chapel-going men
rightly devoted themselves to these week-day duties, duties
no doubt primarily due to themselves and their families, but
likewise to society and to God. The callous indifference they
displayed to the poverty and misery of so many of their fel-
low creatures, which sometimes arouses suspicion and indig-
nation in the modern mind, was mainly attributable to a
general failure to recognise that ‘society’, as such, was in any
way causally responsible for this poverty and misery. A
low standard of living for the mass of the workers was ac-
cepted as a natural condition; and lapses into actual want
attributed either to the fault or the misfortune of the indi-
viduals concerned. For misfortune there was the bestowal
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of charity, itself part of the moral reward of successful in-
dustry: for the faults of the poor, condonation or help would
be an encouragement to weakness or vice. Such was the
typical attitude of the great striving middle-classes, based
upon a firm though unformulated conviction that everybody
was and ought to be responsible for his performance of his
duty as an efficient producer and a careful consumer.

So far as this could be regarded as a ‘philosophy of life’, in
which there was so little thinking, its central thesis was an
identification of mere activity with duty and happiness.
Matthew Arnold found in this genius for ‘doing’ the charae-
teristic of the British Philistine, whose portrait is that of the
successful nonconformist business man of the mid-century.
The worship of energy, of doing for doing’s sake, and irre-
spective of the quality of what is done, is distinctively an
Anglo-Saxon trait. Though its main source is instinctive, it
has always had an intellectual backing among thinkers in
revolt against the idleness of thought, the admiration of the
student for the ‘red blood’. Especially in America, the land
of boundless energy, this creed survives to-day. It finds its
latest and most unqualified expression in the work of an

~economist. “From our point of view,” writes Dr. Carver,?
“living well means living an energetic life, that is, a life in
. which the energy of the body is not only made kinetie, but

is 50 applied as to enlarge the possibilities of human life, or

. to enlarge the stream of human energy.” Energy not merely

measures happiness but is happiness. For. “More solar
energy would be transformed into human energy in one case

“than the other, or, as some would prefer to have it said, more

human happiness would exist in & Workhamite than m a
Resthamlte world.” 2

‘While this extrovert temper in the masters of modern capi-
tahsm and their theorists gave a justification to the business

1 The Economy of Human Energy, p. 14.
2 Idem, p. 17.

B i



g

ekt
N

ECONOMIC AND ETHICAL VALUES 115

life which hindered its confrontation with humanist or ethi-
cal standards, the rising science of Economics enjoyed the
moral support of the doctrine to which we have already made
allusion under the title of ‘the invisible hand’. The selfish-
ness and greed of the competitive struggle were morally re-
deemed and consecrated by the conception of a code of nature,
establishing a natural harmony. The theory was of ancient
origin and by no means especially designed for economic ap-
plication. The best succinet analysis is that given by Mr.
Cliffe Leslie.

“An examination of Adam Smith’s philosophy enables us
to trace to its foundation the theory upon which the school in
question has built its whole superstructure. The original
foundation is in fact no other than that theory of nature
which, descending through Roman juristic philosophy from
the speculations of Greece, taught that there is a simple code
of nature which human institutions have disturbed, though
its principles are distinctly visible through them, and a bene-
ficial and harmonious order of things which appears where-
ever nature is left to itself. The political philosophy flow-
ing from this ideal source presents to us sometimes an as-
sumed state of nature or of society in its natural simplicity;
sometimes an assumed natural tendency or order of events,
and sometimes a law or principle of human nature; and these
different aspects greatly thicken the confusion perpetually
arising between the regl and the ideal, between that which
by the assumption ought to be and that which actually is.
The philosophy of Adam Smith, though containing an induc-
tive investigation of the real order of things, is pervaded
throughout by this theory of nature, in a form given to it by
theology, by political history, and by the cast of his own
mind.” *

If the obstructions which human institutions had placed

upon the free operation of natural tendencies in the sphere

1 Essays tn Political Economy and Moral Philosophy.
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of industry and commerce were removed, a beneficial and
harmonious order would emerge. The liberative tasks, to
which our early economists devoted themselves, were un-
doubtedly inspired by this belief in letting nature take her
course. It was, however, with Smith and his followers no
merely negative gospel. Freed from her shackles, nature
would give positive guidance to individuals in the conduct of
affairs. Each man would be “led as by an invisible hand to
promote an end which was no part of his intention”. “By
pursuing his own interest he frequently promotes that of the
society more effectually than when he really intends to pro-
mote it.” 1
Nor is this natural harmony applicable only to the deal-
ings of individuals. Through individual conduct it har-
monises the apparent conflicts of competing businesses,
trades, and trading peoples, leading men through divided
labor so to coGperate as to bring to all their proper share in
these gainful operations.
“There are ‘a natural price’, ‘a natural wages’, a ‘natural

order’ which human nature will discover for itself, and men’s
“*“natural liberty’ will be simply the absence of any hindrance
to this spontaneous action of human nature.” 2
. It is a broad humanitarian creed embedded in the whole

system of moral philosophy, of which the Wealth of Nations
was g single section. Free Trade is but one implication of a
wider doctrine, in effect cosmopolitar. This code of nature,
pre-Christian and non-theological in origin, was easily in-
corporated as Providence or divine guidance by Christian
theologians and philosophers. For our purpose here, the
important point is that it furnished a sort of ethical and theo-
logical defence for the economic individualism of a freely
- competitive system. The ‘is” of this system was reconciled
with the ‘ought’, the actual with the ideal.

" 1Wealth of Nations, Book III, chap. IV.
2 Bonar, p. 177.
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When Political Economy had hardened into a specialised
study in the hands of Ricardo and his disciples, the natural
L harmony, shedding its semi-mystical or divine nature, was
@ incorporated in the rationalism of the utilitarian conception
t/ of society. Society was a mechanism of nice, accurate ad-
justments, in which each cog or screw, or other bit, had its
appointed, necessary, useful part to fill. Let each person in-
form his mind, behave reasonably, and look after his own in-

gg : terests: a society of such persons, each successfully minding

" his own business, will be a successful society.

Lo This is individualism, a complete moral, economie, politi- -

tf cal doctrine. It seemed especially applicable to industry.
The ‘invigible hand’ indeed was hardly needed, when all that

was required was that the ordinarily intelligent man should

put his labour, his hand, or his capital to its most gainful

use, giving as little and taking as much as possible. Hu-
~man nature would stand for this without any imposed guid-
‘ ance. In this way economic resources as an aggregate
il would be utilised as productively as possible, the improve-
" ment of all the arts of production would be stimulated to the
utmost, and the largest body of wealth would be distributed
in due proportions among all who had unintentionally co-
operated in its making.

From the earliest launching of this doctrine there were
qualms and questionings about the equity of distribution,

a2 but among utilitarian ecanomists they were quenched by the

PR reflection that distribution was regulated by natural laws.
Fair minded exponents of this natural harmony were ready
to admit that it did not work smoothly in economic society
as it actually existed. Are all individuals in a position to
know where their economic interests lie, and when they do

: know, are they always free to follow them? Does the free

% play of individual self-interest, as far as it is operative,

& necessarily make for the maximum wealth of the commu-

b R . .

'w nity? The early classical economists were so well aware that

T
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the society in which they lived did not conform closely to
the conditions of a natural harmony, that, as political and
social reformers, their main efforts were directed to the re-
moval of the artificial obstructions which impeded the sys-
tem of natural liberty. The needed reforms included a gen-
cral spread of education, which should include some under-
standing of economic opportunities and the discovery and
improvement of personal aptitudes: the removal of legal and
other barriers to the free mobility of labour: liberty to enter

any trade or profession: free access to and utilisation of land -

and other natural resources: provision for the stimulation,
security, and utilisation of savings by the development of
savings banks, joint-stoek companies, and other means of ob-
taining a free flow of capital and its intelligent direction.
The philosophers of laissez faire were convinced believers in
the equitable productivity of this enlightened selfishness.
It is, indeed, quite evident that, under certain conditions
and within certain limits, this economy will work. Put a
shipful of emigrants, with various skills and tools and ways
of work, on to a new land, they will tend to settle down in ac-
cordance with this theory, each finding that he can get most
for himself by doing the work that is most useful for the
community. Their children will find ‘openings’ along the
‘same fine of maximum utility, given equal intelligence and
opportunities. Certain inequalities and other defects will
doubtless disclose themselves. Some soils or situations will
- be better than others, and, if they are held as exclusive prop-
erty, rent may emerge and a non-working owning class come
“into existence, The idleness or misfortune of some, the in-
dustry or luek of others, may produce borrowers and lenders,
and the latter may become a creditor class, also living with-

out work. Excessive growth of numbers may stimulate a

wasteful competition in the easier or more accessible occupa-~
tions. Certain rare skills of mind or hand will enable their
owners to get high rewards for their services.

i
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When a primitive community develops into a more highly
organised community, with capital playing a large part, and
labour massed under skilled entrepreneurs, and land owned
by comparatively few, the defects of the system from the
standpoint of natural harmony loom larger. But for the
classical economist the presumption still held good that,
even with the limitations and drawbacks thus evolved, the

tendency was for every man to put his economic resources -
to the best social use. In more recent times the develop-

ment of a marginalist doctrine, representing the movements
of minutely divisible units of capital and labor into busi-
nesses and trades of maximum efficiency and productivity,
has given an exacter meaning to the laissez faire economy.
If this infinite divisibility and free mobility of all forms of

" capital and labour actually existed, they would guarantee a

natural harmony which would impel everyone to do his best
and get ‘what he was worth’. TUnfortunately for this theory,
concrete labour and capital are neither infinitely divisible nor
freely mobile, while the structure and operations of modern
industries are becoming less competitive. !

But it is not difficult to understand how the doctrine of a
natural harmony, inspiring a policy of complete laissez
faire, a free play of economic forces without political or other
let or hindrance, satisfied the rationalistic humanitarian of
the nineteenth century and stemmed the tide of ethical
criticism which revolutiofary socialists, or literary and ar-
tistic idealists, brought against the working of the economic
system. For the miraculous advances in manufacture and
transport, due to the free application of science to the arts
of industry, seemed to introduce an era of national prosper-
ity, so great and so continuous as to secure a life of reason-
able comfort for all the inhabitants of those countries able to
avail themselves of the new economies, and by ever expand-

1 For a fuller exposure of the defects of marginalism, see the author’s
Free Thought in the Social Sciences, Part IL.
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ing commerce to spread the blessings of the new era in in-
creasing measure throughout the habitable globe.? For
though certain large perquisites of progress might be seized
and held for a time by successful manufacturers and mer-
chants, competition must compel them fairly quickly to hand
down in lower prices to the general consuming public all but
a fraction of the inereased productivity of industry. Greedy
landowners might, indeed, hold up both industrialists and

the ordinary public by heightened rentals. This flaw in the,

natural harmony was recognised and reprobated by most of
the economists. But the costs of factory sites and the com-
pensation to landowners for sales to railroads and for min-
ing rights could easily be met out of the immense gains of

the new industrial order, while the injurious exactions from

the incomes of the poorer classes for housing accommodation
lay outside the purview of most economists, little concerned
with what became of income when it passed to the con-
sumer. The elaborate organisation of plant and labour in
the factory system, the evolution of the railway and steam-
ship systems, and of the mechanism of national and world
markets and finance, conveyed to the mind of the economist
so impressive an image of orderly exactitude as almost to
eliminate the irregularities and defects in the operation of
this vast economy. Reason and even justice seemed pre-
dominant, for were there not laws of distribution plainly
discernible, assigning to each the”income which measured
the worth of his individual contribution to.the vast aggre-
gate of wealth?

§2. Although the earlier confidence in the economic sys-
tem as & mechanical instrument for the production and dis-
tribution of wealth by laws as natural as those operative in
other spheres of nature was definitely shaken by the damag-
ing admissions of J. 8. Mill, who called into question, not
only the humanity and equity of the operation of this sys-

1See Tennyson’s Locksley Hall.
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tem, but the immutability of its laws, the mechanical con-
cept still remained as the basic principle in the presentation
of economic science. Business life still remained an elabo-
ration of fine and ever finer concrete adjustments, extending
from the individual factory or workshop to the economic
world conceived as a working whole. Even when a sub-
jective political economy, presenting economic activities in
terms of human efforts, desires, and wills, began to appear,
the calculus employed in its exposition was essentially the

‘same as that employed in purely physical processes of trans-

formation.  For (1), the unity of the human organism in its
individual and collective forms, involving organic interac-
tions between economic and other personal and social fune-
tions, was still ignored, or ruled out as an irrelevancy.

* (2) All desires, interests, and values were still treated as

modes of a single undifferentiated stuff, expressible in units
of that stuff, pleasure, pain, utility, satisfaction, happiness,
or whatever name was assigned to it, and amenable as such
to the measuring rod of money. That is to say, market
value, price, remained the final criterion, even for an eco-
nomics which professed to handle all the various efforts and
costs, satisfactions and utilities, of human beings. (3) No
serious recognition was accorded to the new teachings of the
conscious control of the rational will of man over human in-
stitutions and therefore over the ‘laws’ which regulate the
working of these institutions, the most iraportant outcome
of ordered psychology in'the field of the social sciences.
The net effect of this survival of the dominion of the me-
chanical concept was to cripple the progress of the new bio-
logical conceptions of evolution as the main source of inter-
pretation in economics. For though biological conceptions
of growth had made some way in presenting an evolution
of industry, and everybody was aware that transformations
of the arts of industry and business organisation were taking
place, the persistent tendency to regard these very processes
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of change in terms of economic laws inherent in the economie
subject-matter rather than as products of the purposes of
man, preserved essentially intact the old mechanical do-
minion.

II

§3. So long as wealth, alike in its concrete material
nature and in its utility, was held to be reducible to some
common denominator, and measurable in some single stand-
ard, while the processes of producing and distributing it, and-
the very alterations in these processes themselves, were
governed by laws derived from the immutable nature of
things and men, the problem which concerns us here could
not properly arise. I use the term ‘properly’, because it is

quite evident that the real failure of the earlier humanitarian -

or ethical criticism of the economic system by nineteenth
century thinkers was chiefly due to the conviction of busi-
ness men and their economists, that it was as irrelevant to
blame the economic system for its admitted barbarities and
wastes as it was to blame nature for its greater apparent
wastefulness in all her other inorganic and organic processes.
It was mere foolishness to suggest that any other economy
than that which operated ought to have operated.

Not even when the conception of ‘a psychic income’ has
been substituted for the material income of the early econo~
mists does this irrelevancy necessarily disappear. For we
might translate all economic income into terms of human
satisfaction, and yet cling to the belief that all enlarge-
ments or improvements in producing or distributing it were
~ governed by laws that were not mutable by man’s reason-

~able will. And such a belief is sustained by all the intel-
lectual influence attaching to the very concept ‘science’.
Originating in departments of knowledge, where all dis-

coverable laws are of an objective and immutable order, and

where nature’s ‘art’, if any, was only discoverable in objec-
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tive facts or behaviour, the term science, recently brought
into the world of human behaviour, carried with it, quite
naturally, those associations gathered in sub-human spheres.
Brought into a sphere where the alien conecept ‘ought’ not
only thrust its presence, but claimed jurisdiction, the ‘natu-
ral’ tendency of the science was to deny the existence of this
‘ought’. If it could not maintain the full rigour of this
denial, treating economic activities as mere ‘behaviour’, it

. could at least relegate the ethical demand, the ‘ought’, to a

safe exterior position in which it operated, not to interfere
with the scientific laws, but to apply emollients to their more
painful implications.

And this in effect has been the attitude taken by the main
body of authoritative economists up to the present day.
Some have, indeed, given a grudging admission to the power
of human will to effect changes in the economic structure
and activities, in the cause of human betterment, but they
have regarded these changes as lying within the province
of an economic art, dissociated from the rigours of a science
which is irrevocably bound up to actual facts.

§ 4. The distinctively moral doctrine of a natural har-
mony was thus gradually altered into a scientific conception

of the play of economic forces, in which spiritual direction

was displaced by laws almost as immutable and as disinter-
ested as those discoverable by physics, chemistry, or geology.
I say ‘almost’, because even among the most rigorous school
of determinism some play was given to the changing will of
man as a determinant. But the general trend of the seci-
entific economists was towards a science in which the mate-
rials and forces of physical nature on the one hand, and the
psychophysical human nature which handled these physical
resources on the other, were governed by unalterable laws.
This way of thinking belonged to the wider intellectual ambi-
tion of bringing man in all his output and activities into a

clearly ordered conception of the universe. In an age dis-
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tinguished by pace and variety of material progress it ex-
ercised a steadying influence upon the mind of man, checking
the restive movements of humanitarians who chafed at the )
inadequacy of the share that came to the workers from the
enlarging powers of production, and denouncing the futility
and waste of all attempts to interfere by legal or trade union
“action with the laws regulating the distribution of wealth.
Though the early rigour of this scientific attitude was miti-
gated later on, and the iron law of ‘wages’, the wage-fund
theory, and other bulwarks of hard-shell determinist doc-
trine disappeared, a sharp conflict continues to be waged ik
between the descendants of the classical school of economists ‘\\
and rational reformers as to the relative part of the immu-
table and the mutable in economic processes. The former
lay stress upon the fixed character of ‘natural resources’, the
fertility, position, climate, etc., of usable lands and waters,
on the one hand, the permanent character of the main hu-
man needs, capacities, and motives and social institutions
which enter into or influence economic processes, upon the
other.* The latter, relying upon the intellectual and moral
educability of ‘human nature’ in its bearing upon the arts
. of production and consumption and in the growth, selection,
~and distribution of population, question the fixity of eco-
nomic law in all its applications. The quantity of land for
any economic purpose is not fixed, nor is its fertility or its
relative position. Even climate s not unalterable. The
growing control over nature by the applicatipn of the physi-
cal sciences can be accompanied by a not less significant con-
- trol over human nature by psychology and hygiene. Po-
litical; legal, and other social institutions may become far
more rapidly modifiable: the deepest rooted motives may be
altered in the actual operation by education, selection, re-

23

1For an excellent summary of these factors under the heads, :
‘Natural’, ‘Social’, ‘Human’, see Sir J. Stamps The Christian Ethic as %
an Econmmc Factor, p.27. g
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pression, combination. While then we may still hold that
certain important factors in the operation of the economic
system, physical and human, are for any immediate pur-
poses to be regarded as ‘fixed’ and operable by relatively
fixed laws, an ever increasing part is played by the intel-
lectual and moral powers of man subject to his changeful
purposes, and acting upon ‘nature’ so as to alter the economic
significance of many of those characters that are most fixed.

Thus the barriers set against the social control of economic
processes by human intelligence and will are continually
being weakened. Economic laws do not disappear, but their
application to economic situations is continually changing,
as the physical factors that seemed to give them immutabil-
ity are found modifiable in their economic bearing by psychi-
cal factors which carry a creative spirit. This new attitude
towards the interpretation of the economic system has a
special bearing upon the problem of the claim of ethics to
exercise a suzerainty over economic processes. For if, as
we hold, the real problems of modern economies are mainly
the control of economic resources by the intelligent will of
man, economics, as art, becomes a branch of human eonduct.
This creed demands a change in the conception of an eco-
nomic science, not in the sense of a direct subordination to
ethics, but as involving a recognition that every operative
‘ought’ 1s an “is’, and must be taken account of in any analy-
sts of economic facts and forces.

In other words, human conduct differs from every other
known sort of organic conduct in that the operative units

entertain, and are immediately influenced in their activities |
by advance images of ‘the desirable’, termed ideals. The !

drive or urge towards these ideals is an ‘ought’. Seeing that
these ideals and this feeling of ‘ought’ (the moral or human
craving) are more and more potent factors in the economic
conduct of to-day, the disposition to deny the term ‘norma-
tive’ to economic science, or to draw tight limits to its ap-
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plication, is an obstructive procedure which hampers the
progress of a social science. It is quite unnecessary, in press-
ing for due recognition of this ‘ought’, to open up the meta-
physics of free will, or to consider what precise validity at-
taches to such a term as ‘self-determination’. For our pur-
pose this ‘ought’ figures in economic science as a factor of
growing importance in those operations of desire and will
that impel economic activities, and the exploration of the po-
tentialities of that ‘ought’, in guiding economic conduct and
moulding economic institutions, gives new significance to an
economic art, as to every other social art.

It will, doubtless, be contended in some quarters that
where a sense of moral obligation, an ought, or any other
recognition of the desirable, actually enters into the economic
sphere as a motive in determining economic action, the mod-
ern economist is prepared to give due recognition to it, and
actually does so, when its influence is made manifest and
measurable. In other words, when the objectively desirable
transforms itself into ‘the desired’, into terms of current con-
seious satisfaction, it is brought within the measuring rod of
money, along with the other satisfactions that enter into
price determination. In that sense, and to that extent, mod-
| ern economic science takes account of ethics. Economic wel-
. fare thus includes elements of ethical or human welfare.

This seems to bring us to the dividing line disclosed in an
interesting controversy between Professor Pigou and Mr.
‘R. C. Hawtrey.. The exact position of this line is best seen
by reverting to our earlier analysis, and marking the earliest
positions taken as to the relations of Political Economy to
- Ethics. In this distinctively materialistic science no attempt
. 'is made to go behind the concept of material measurable

wealth, as valued by money, the laws of the productive ex-
‘change and distribution of that wealth, consumption rank-
~ ing as a process subordinate to production. Here no formal
contact with ethics is established. This is, in effect, an ex-~
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tension of physics and biology to a special branch of human
behaviour. The next position (next in logic, though not al-
together in time) is that when the application of utilitarian
hedonism sought to resolve wealth into ‘utilities’, or conscious
satisfactions, bringing into play the reactions upon a given
body of wealth effected by the terms of its distribution and
consumption, and to some slight extent its production. Dr.
Pigou’s is a position somewhat in advance of this, in which
‘wealth’ is formally resolved into the welfare involved in its
utilisation or consumption, that welfare being measurable in
terms of some general desiredness and incorporating such
measure of the objectively desirable, the ethically ‘good’, as
is found in the actually desired. Then comes along Mr.
Hawtrey, pointing out what is incontestable, that what men
actually desire differs sometimes widely from what they
would desire if they knew and willed what was best for them,
the ideally desirable. Mr. Hawtrey expounds at length?! g
thesis more briefly indicated in a brochure by Mr. J. M.
Keynes, 2 and it is not without significance that the most ad-
vanced movement towards a recognition of the subordination
of economics to ethics should, in England, come from leading
experts in that branch of economic study where the subject
matter is most abstract, viz., finance. Taking Pigou’s defini-
tion of economic welfare as “that part of social welfare that
can be brought directly or indirectly into relation with the
measuring rod of money”, Mr. Hawtrey points out that, if
consumers’ actual preferences are, as is the assumption, taken
as determining the economic welfare attached to purchas-
able goods, and that welfare is a part of Dr. Pigou’s “social
welfare”, the Iatter term is also confined to the criterion of
the actually desired, as distinet from the desirable. Thus,
though Dr. Pigou avowedly envisages his welfare in terms of
‘satisfaction’ rather than of the vaguer ‘utility’, that satis-

1 The Economic Problem, chap. XVI.
2 “The End of Laissez Faire”. .
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faction “remains an abstraction from the consumer’s prefer-
ences”. In other words, the human welfare, of which it is a
part, either remains on the plane of human desiredness, or
else it agsumes in the individual “a disposition to prefer the
greater good” which virtually identifies ‘desired’ and ‘desir-
able’. Now welfare, as Mr. Hawtrey contends, should if
vossible be identified with real good, and the preferences
displayed in economic conduct are no sufficient indices of
this welfare. We would not go so far with him as to main-
tain that “the consumer’s preferences have a very slight re-
lation to the real good of the things he chooses”, but we may
accept his judgment, “We are compelled to give up what has
been from the very start the leading idea of economists, the
idea of a measurable aggregate of economic welfare which
- forms a constituent of welfare as a whole.”*  Current eco-
nomies, so far as it is psychological, deals with current satis-
factions. Now “The aggregate of satisfactions is not an ag-
gregate of welfare at all. It represents good satisfactions
which are welfare and bad satisfactions which are the re-
. verse.” Therefore, and this is his conclusion, “Economics
' cannot be dissociated from ethics.”

The controversy is thus locked. Supporters of Pigou con-
tend that, if we introduce distinctively ethical criteria, we
land ourselves in a region not merely outside measurable
facts, but outside agreed facts. This is clearly put by Mr.
Lionel Robbins.2 “It is not because we believe that our
seience is exact that we wish to exclude ethics from our
analysis, but because we wish to confine our investigations
to a subject about which positive statement of any kind is
conceivable.” “So long as we confine ourselves to the in-

- vestigation of what is, or what can be, the deficiencies of
econiomics are the result of the deficiencies of economists.
But as soon as we include investigations of what should be,

10p. cit., p. 184,
2 Economica, June, 1927.
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we are embarked on speculations whose very nature no phi-
losopher since the beginning of time has succeeded in making
clear.”

In a word, the measuring rod of money may sometimes be
badly or erroneously applied, but it does yield results which
a science of economics may recognise as facts, something that
is. We had, therefore, best confine ourselves to the sorts of
satisfactions that are measurable, and have no truck with
satisfactions that not merely are immeasurable but are of
varying appeal to different persons or to the same person at
different times. For Mr. Robbins apparently denies that
for ethics there are either facts or any substantial agree-
ments upon standards of values. Others may not go so far
as this. But economists will generally be in agreement with
him in preferring to keep their science within the sphere of
actual behaviour and measurable motives and satisfactions.
In effect this is a refusal to recognise any real modus vivend:
or contact between economic values and ethical values. If
it does not declare for the complete autonomy of economics,
the relations it permits between economics and ethics are
hardly more than those of a bowing acquaintance. There
may be some loose agsumption that economic prosperity is,
upon the whole, conducive to ‘a good life’, in the sense of
Aristotle’s admission that one must first have a livelihood,
then practise virtue, but no correlation of economic and hu-
man values can be admitted.

§ 5. This brief survey of a deep-rooted and entangled
controversy ought to make it evident that for our purpose of
relating economic to human values, the demand for complete
autonomy for economics cannot be entertained. We cannot
admit as the objective of economic activities either the yield
of material goods which these activities produce, or the ‘psy-
chic income’ which they yield as assessed in terms of cur-
rent deservedness or satisfaction, without reference to their
intrinsic desirability. Mere wealth in a community, as esti-

.
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mated by increased quantity of goods, might involve reduced
utility or satisfaction, reduced psychic income, by reason
either of its worse apportionment, or of the more arduous’
labor of producing it. A larger ‘psychic income’, expressed
in terms of current desires, is subject to the wastes and dam-
ages of currency debasement, that is to say the errors and
depravities of taste and appetite. A material or a psychic
income may contain ‘illth’ as an alloy to its ‘wealth’. More-
over, when you once throw over the material test for that
of conscious satisfactions you are confronted with two sets of
difficulties: first, that of applying some common standard
of valuation to the satisfactions of A. and B.; second, that of
keeping economic satisfactions separate from other satisfac-
tions, not distinctively of economic origin and nature, which
they affect or are affected by.

Two courses remain for our consideration. Shall we, pre-
serving our separation of economic from other human activi-
ties as the basis of a separate study, seek to humanise that
study by giving due place to ethical factors alike in the sci-
ence and the art of industry, and subjecting the distinctively
economic actions at every step to ethical criteria? Or shall
we frankly acknowledge that the separation of the economic
from other departments of personal and social activity, as
the subject matter of a science or an art, is a mistake which
can only be rectified by subsuming economics under ethics
or the general study of humanity, or svhat ever title be given
to the science and art of human conduct. ;

This issue, though nearly related to, is not identical with
that raised originally by Comte, and later by other sociolo-
gists, whether there can rightly be said to exist a science of
Political Economy within the all-embracing science of sociol-
ogy. For most of those who plead the omnicompetence of
sociology continue to regard this as a distinctively positive
science, in a sense which excludes the supremacy that in our
discussion is accorded to ethics as the science and art of hu-
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man welfare. A purely evolutionary view of social develop-
ment and institutions viewed as mere process, with purpose
either unrecognised or kept in the background, could not do
otherwise. For it is only when, as in Professor Hobhouse’s
great work, ! purpose with an increasingly moral significance
is recognised as the vis mofriz in social evolution, that we are
able properly to envisage a unified social science and art,
which can take for their subject matter the whole scope of
human conduct regarded from the standpoint of welfare or
value.

But some points of interest for us are discernible in the
long and sometimes acrimonious controversy over the legiti-
macy of a positive separate science of Political Economy.
Here, however, we must refuse to be drawn aside into
another controversy which, especially in Germany, got en-
tangled with the first, viz., the relative merits of the theoreti-
cal and the historical methods. For this latter controversy
has no special application to the question of the proper rela-
tions of Political Economy to Sociology, and although the
historical method doubtless stresses the interrelations be-
tween the various special studies (sciences or not) which
make up sociology, it cannot settle the issue of the utility,
and therefore the validity, of treating economies, or polities,
or law, or any other department of conduct, as if it were
separate from the whole. For the legitimacy of the abstrac-
tions needed to support a separate theory of Political Econ-
omy, the ‘as ifs’ of an ‘economic man’, a free competition, an
infinite divisibility of the factors of production, ete., ulti-
mately turns, not on the question how far these abstractions
correspond to concrete economic experience, but how service-
able they can make themselves in putting intelligible order
into this experience. It is just the question of serviceability
that has always divided the unified sociologist from the spe-
cialised sociologist, as economist, political scientist, or other.

1 Development and Purpose.
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The Comtist position was avowedly based upon the view
that the phenomena of society were so complicated in their
relations, and the various aspects and activities so inter-
twined, that any attempt to present a separate economic or
industrial analysis of soclety was foredoomed to failure. In
a later generation this view found expression in Dr. Ingram’s
article on Political Economy, contributed to the 9th edition
of the Encyclopedia Britannica, where, after an exposition
of the science as developed in England, he concludes that
“The one thing needful is not merely a reform of political
economy, but its fusion ina complete seience of society.”

This is a different position from that taken by the school
of Roscher and Knies which came to the fore in Germany in
the mid-nineteenth century,

“The school explicitly calls itself ethieal; it regards politi-
cal economy as having a high ethical task, and as concerned
with the most important problems of human life. The sci-
ence is not merely to classify the motives that prompt to eco-
nomic activity; it must also weigh and compare their moral
merit. It must determine a standard of the right production
and distribution of wealth, such that the demands of justice
and morality may be satisfied. It must set forth an ideal
of economic development, having in mind the intellectual
and moral, as well ag the merely material, life; and it must
discuss the ways and means — such as the strengthening of
right motives, and the spread of sound customs and habits in
industrial life, as well as the direct intervention of the State
~ by which that ideal is to be sought after.” 1

- This view conforms to the former of our two alternatives.
While aceepting ethical standards of reference for the evalu-
ation of economie activities and for the direction of economic
conduct, it does not contemplate the merging of economic
science in a general science of ethics or in a sociology, but re-
tains the specialist spirit and method in the study of the

1J. N. Keynes, Scope and Method of Political Economy, p, 20.
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phenomena of economic life. It may be difficult, perhaps im-~
possible, to maintain this attitude in face of the constant ob-
ligation to value economic motives and actions by a stand-
ard that is external and of superior validity. In other words,
it may be difficult to pump ethics into economie life, without
absorbing the latter into the former regarded as the arbiter
of human conduct and the assessor of human welfare. But
such was the attempt, and the degree of its utility or practi-
cability remains for our consideration when we have taken

" due account of the alternative.

The virtues rightly claimed for this school are a superior
realism, the beings whose activities it studies being far
richer in humanity than even the more liberal renderings of
‘the economic man’ by classical theorists, a closer associa-
tion of economics with the other social sciences and arts, and
a keener recognition of the mutability of economic doctrines
in accordance with varying conditions of social life.

This discussion of diverse and competing methods of treat-
ment is apt to overestimate the discordant elements, and to
present our problem as insoluble. Having dismissed the ma-
terialistic and the ‘psychic income’ conceptions of the eco-
nomic objective as fundamentally defective for the purpose
of any human evaluation, we seemed to be landed with the
alternatives of attempting to preserve a distinctively eco-
nomic field of study into which ethical concepts and valua-
tions continually trespase, or else of dissolving economies al-
together into ap all-embracing ethics or humanism. But
there are ways of avoiding these over-logical predicaments,
by taking what we would call a more practical and common-
sense view of the situation. The modern attitude of the
statesman, the philanthropist, the enlightened business man,
the social reformer, is everywhere moving away from ma-
terial monetary estimates in the handling of those social
problems which still primarily present themselves as ‘eco-
nomic’, All of them come half-consciously to disregard the
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narrow specialisms into which social scientists endeavoured
to carve up their science. Insensibly, the dominant concep-
tion of the conditions of organic unity is coming to prevail.
Every important social problem is coming to be recognised
as containing economie, political, moral, hygienie, and other
faetors related in the life of a human organism. This is not,
as might seem, merely the triumph of biology. For though
the terms ‘organism’ and ‘organic’ are commonly for con-
venience adopted for discussing the relation of the parts to

one another and to the whole, the issue far transcends biol- °

ogy, passing below into the new physical conceptions of the
structure and behaviour of the units of matter, upward into
the issues which in polities and ethics gather round personal-
ity, community, and federalism. For philosophers nothing
less than a new conception of the structure and operation of
the universe is involved, or perhaps the scrapping of the con-
cept structure in any static sense and the envisagement of
the whole ‘affair’ in terms of discontinuous activities.* Not
a few of them admit that this new view not only tends to
break down the divisions between the sciences, but to pre-
sent an attitude with which science as such is not qualified to
cope. For modern science has been disposed progressively
to eliminate ‘foree’, urge, activity, causal efficiency, and pur-
pose from its realm. It does not require these concepts and
cannot work