WILIIAM F. CAMPBELL

Political Economy: New, Old and Ancient

1. Introduction

THE purpose of this essay is to charac-
terize broadly the most importamt
relavonships which exist between politics
and economics. In an age when political
economy is often invoked as an alternative
10 @ MOre NArrow economics, itis important
to know what this term might mean and the
essentially different conceptions which
have been held of the relationship of poli-
tics and economics.

I propose to distinguish three main con-
ceptions of the scope of political economy.
First of all is a conception based on the fact-
value distinction combined with an assump-
tion of methodological individualism which
1shall refer to as the new political economy.
The old political economy referred to in
the title of the essay will be roughly the
conception of the classical economists from
Adam Smith 10 John Stuart Mill. The
ancient conception will refer to the tradi-
tion of political philosophy started by Plato
and Aristotle; the term was chosen because
of its overtones of the strife between the
ancients and the moderns, a battle which
was foughtin the social sciences as well as in
literature and the arts.

The widespread acceptance of the fact-
value distinction has resulted in the almost
total incapacity of modern economic prac-
titioners, including here my category of
new political economists, to even conceive,
much less take seriously, the other two
alternative conceptions of political
economy which I wish to sketch. These con-
ceptions are frankly moratistic. They con-
ceive the good to be the proper formation
of character to which all social institutions
are ultimately subordinate. Classical liberal

economics and classical political philosophy
are hoth alike in disregarding the fact-value
distinction, and in establishing the criterion
of virtue or the proper development of
man’s character as the final end of the social
sciences. They differ in their specific
understandings of the good man,

Somewhat more tenuously I wish to de-
velop these three strands into a composite
and intelligible whole which can serve as the
basis for a Tory interpretation of history.
1 propose to do this by examining some
curious parallels between the changes in
the concept of the scope of political
economy, Plato's description of the various
stages of political degeneration, and the
decay of European civilization.

Before proceeding to a discussion of
these three types of political economy, it
will be helpful to characterize briefly the
more narrow concept of economics which
does not conceive of itself as being political.

II. Non-political Economics

THE acceptance of the fact-value distinc-
tion and the restriction of the social
scientist's activities qua social scientist to
questions of fact is certainly the majority
position in the social sciences today. It is so
predominant that itis the bread-and-butter
working assumption of almost all profes-
sors and textbooks in economics. The fact-
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value distinction is not merely & salutary
warning 1o keep your hopes and dreams
separate from your perception of the world
around you, an antidote to wild enthusiasts,
but at its core is a metaphysical doctrine
about the status of values. Values per se have
no ontological referent. They are arbitrary
and therefore non-discussable. For any-
one interested in economic policy, there-
fore, the ends must be posited.

To understand the new political
economy it is necessary to comprehend
both the wavs in which it agrees with the
fundamental trends of the social sciences in
our day and in those which it disagrees.
As hinted at in the introduction, the funda-
mental point of agreement is in the ac-
ceptance of the fact-value distinction and
the necessity therefore of posited ends, The
main disagreement arises on the question
of whose ends and by what method they
are to be handled.

The initial response of the neo-classical
cconomics was to declare the wants of the
consumers as the highest good. Whatever
Lola wants. Lola gets. It must be admitted,
however, that Lola was a fairly modest girl
with rather utilitarian and sensible appe-
tites. R. D, C, Black has accurately charac-
terized the basic approach of the neo-classi-
cal economists:

The basic question which the neo-classical
ceonomists asked was —"given an economy
with a certain population having given
tastes, and certain resowrces and tech niqum‘,
how can these resources be aflocated through
a murket SVStPm S0 as to maxonize the satis-
Jaction of consumers?”!

We will come back to the given tastes
later but now let us look more closely at the
maximum  satisfaction  component. It
would appear that both utility and the
techniques of marginalism are important.
The Hobbesian dream of a science ot man
was just about to be completed with utilicy

LoRD.CoBlack, “Inmmoduction” to W, Stanley
Jevons, The Theory of Politiwal Econamy. Pelican
classies (Harmonelsworth, 1970y, Py

as the ultimate unanalyzable source of
motion. The scientistic dream of a New-
tonian social science with self-interest as
gravity was now to be completed. Frank
Knight has described how important the
maximization fechniques were:

The utility theory should be seen as the
culmination, historically and logically, of
the rationalistic and individualistic in-
tellectual movement of which the competitive
economic system itself is one aspect and
modern science and technology are others.
To its admirers it comes near lo being the
Julfilment of the eighteenth-century cravi ng
Jor a prinesple whick would do for human
conduct and society what Newton's
mechanics had done for the solar system,
It introduces simplicity and order, even to
the extent of making it possible to state the
problems in the forms of mathematical
Sunctions dealt with by the methods of
infinitesimal caleulus. Moreover, in har-
meony  with eighteenth-contury  cravings,
u claims to furnish a guide for social
policy; it can be harnessed to the very
practical purposes of proving that if only the
state will limit itself to the negative fune-
tion of defense against violence and preda-
tion and leave men free to pursue their own
interests, individual self-secki ng directed by
market competition will bring about «
simutlaneous maximun of want-satisfac-
tion for all concerned, which in this
world view ts the desideratum back of all
thought and activity. The undity theorists
were contemporary with Herbert Spencer
and weve philosophically his comrades in
army.®

By a curious accident of history Herbert
Spencer and Karl Marx are buried across
from each other at the Highgate Cemetery
in London, The mainstrean of economics
has certainly left both behind even though

2. Frank H. Knight, “Marginal Udlice Eeonomies”,
reprinted (rom the Ewevelopedio of the Socad
Setences (1931 ine Eoayy e Feonomic Thoterht
vd. by Joseph J. Spengler and Williaim R. Allen
(Chicago: Rand MeNally & Company., 19600, .
604,
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both have their proponents within the
social sciences wodav. But even though the
attempt of the utility theorists to find a
firin bridge between utility and mathe-
matical computation has had some difficult
tmes on the utility side, the procedures of
maximization have become increasingly
inportant in the tratning and concern of
CCONOMISLS.

I11. The New Political Economy
AI\' eloquent protest against the tend-

eney to reduce cconomics 10 naxi-
mization techniques has been given by
Prolessor James Buchanan® Il 1 may be
allowed o extend dramatically an image
that Buchanan mentions, he conceives him-
self’ as Horatio at the bridge. Economics
as a social science is essentially a theory
of markets or exchange rather than a
theory of choice or resource allocation. He
does not deny that there is such a thing as a
theory of choice which may be quite useful.
Buchanan is certainly not a methodological
exclusivist who claims that his approach is
the only one or that it should replace all
things that have gone before. He would
simply assert that much of what economists
dois applied mathematics, applied maximi-
zation of a relatively simple computational
sort. At best, perhaps, it would be a contri-
bution to managerial science,

Horatio wishes to keep the barbarians
away and not permit their “dry rot of
postulated perfection of a general equi-
librium set of equations” from eating away
the bridge. The standard we are given to
repatr to is a Smithian classical approach
to markets and division of labor (but cer-
tainly not an objective theory of value) com-
bined with the Austrian subjectivist value
theory (but not some general mishmash of

3. James M. Buchanan, "What Sheuld Fconomisis
Do?” Southern Economic Journal Vol. XXX, No. 8,
January 1964; for further elaboration see his
essay “ls Economics the Science of Choice?”
in Roads to Freedom: Essays in>Honour of Friednch
A, von Hayek, ed. Erich Streissler (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969).

neo-classical marginalism). Back o Smith
and away from Pigou!

The essence ot Buchanan's approach
appears 1o be the concept of the market
as the embodiment of the voluntary ex-
change process. The economist must not
conceive of the market as a means toward
any preconcenved end but should be con-
tent to observe "men attempting to ac-
complish their own purposes, whatever
they mav be.™ Indeed much of his concern
scems 1o stem from the maximizers who
have paid attention to Lionel Robbins's
methodological warnings, As a result they
have consciously and unashamedly intro-
duced value judgments in the form of
“social welfare function.™

One cannot but be partially sympathetic
to Buchanan’s point when one sees the
hubris with which utdilitarians and the later
followers of utilitarians have approached
the problems of man and society. Recall the
passage {rom Frank Knight quoted earlier
where he describes the scientistic hopes
that society is a great machine which can
be manipulated by the social scientist ob-
server to guarantee whatever results are
desired. There have been those thinkers in
the history of social thought “from whom
no secrets are hid, and all desires known.”
The most important example is of course
Bentham himself with his apparatus of a
felicific calculus, Panopticons, dead hands
of India and auto-icons.®

The important part of Buchanan's posi-
tion here is not that in which he disagrees

4. Ihid., p. 219.

5. For a more careful presentation of this aspect ol
his thought see James M. Buchanan. “Positive
Economics, Welfare Economics, and  Polical
Economy,” feurnal of Law and Erenomes, Vol
11 (Ocrober, 1959).

6. According 10 Bentham: "Call them soldiers, call
them monks, call them machines, so they were
but happy ones, | should not care. Wars and
storms are best to read of, but peace and calms
are better 0 endure.” (f. Ehe Halevy, The
Growth of Philosophic Radicalism, (Boston: The
Beacon Press, 1960), p. 84. The most extensive
documentation on Bentham's hubris can be
found in Gertrude Himmelfarb's briliant essay,
“The Haunted House of Jeremy Bentham™ re-
printed in her Victorian Minds.
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James M. Buchanan

The essence of Buchanan's approach appears to be the
concept of the market as the embodiment of the volun-

tary exchange process. The economist must not
conceive of the market as a means toward any
preconceived end but should be content to observe
“men attempting to accomplish their own purposes,
whatever they may be.”

with the tendency of the profession but
that which is held in common. The core of
that agreement is that individual pref-
erences confer the Midas touch in eco-
nomics. Individual utility functions,
whether known or not known, demon-
strated or incheate, are the ultimate reality
of economics as well as the social sciences
in general. Professor Buchanan represents
one of the more clear and consistent at-
tempts to work out this scheme of the
social sciences and even o act as a mis-
sionary to the underdeveloped lands of
political science. In the new political
cconomy, economics is the master science.

Since the methodological assumptions of
economics partially mirrors the state of
contemporary culture, it provides a key to
understanding the decay of modern insti-
tutions and standards of conduct. In both
economics and modern culture we see the

counterparts of the stage of political de-
generation which Plato calls "democracy.”
Democracy is not the final state of de-
generation which is tyranny but we shall
save that for later.

H. L. Mencken once rather cynically de-
fined democracy as the theory that the
people know what they want and deserve to
getitgood and hard. Men are to accomplish
their own purposes “whatever they may
be.” The hedonization or, even more
fundamental, the economization of politics
is the premise that is occasionally articu-
lated but seldom argued because it is seen
to be self-evident, More important as a
traditional core in economics than the
utopians with a blue-print have been the
value-free institutionalists. These men
claim to be realists, i.e. accept human na-
ture as it is, and they also claim to be essen-
tially humble, i.e. tolerant.

Considered in contrast to the utopians
these claims are essentially correct and
even salutary. But the attempt to be value-
free or scientific is in the final analysis
unsustainable, The more clear-headed
circumvent the difficulty by constructing
social welfare functions on the basis of their
own expressed preferences or hidden
biases as Buchanan has very correctly
pointed out. The value of Buchanan’s work
is that he does not take this route, but in-
stead makes clear the fact that he is engag-
ing in an act of political philosophy. Since
all political philosophy has a concept of the
public good, this subtle form of the econo-
mization of politics declares that the good is
the satisfuction of desire or appetite even
though we do not know what men desire,
nor do we know what constitutes happiness,
The function of social science is to construct
institutions in which men can satisfy their
desires without harming others or, more
precisely, what harm they do to others is at
least internalized in their decision-making
process.

This approach to the social sciences
should by no means be equated with the
old canard against economics that it as-
sumed that all men are selfish or greedy.
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The modern attempts to resuscitate politi-
cal economy clearly permit equality and
benevolence, so long as we can con-
ceptualize them as arguments in someone’s
utlity function. They can be processed
either through the private sector (the
economics of the charity market) or
through the public sector (the economics
of public goods).

The clearest statement of the tradition of’

political philosophy from which all this
comes is made by Buchanan and Tullock in
their book The Calculus of Consent:

It is not surprising that our conception
of the “good” political society should re-
semble that held by the philosophers of the
Enlightenment. Our analysis marks a re-
turn Lo an integration of the political and
economic problems of soctal organization,
and constitutional democracy in its modern
sense was born as a twin of the markel
economy. With the philosophers of the
Enlightenment we share the faith that man
can rationally organize his oum society, that
existing organization can always be per-
Sected, and that nothing in the social order
should remain exempt from rational, critical,
and intelligent discussion. Man's reason is
the stave tu his passions, and recogmizing
this about himself, man can organize his
own association with his fellows in suck a
manner that the mutual benefits from social
interdependence can be effectively maxi-
mized.” '

Buchanan's recognition of the En-
lightenment roots of his thinking is made
explicitly time and time again. In one of the
articles mentioned earlier he states quite
clearly: “The contract theory of the state,
and most of the writing in that tradition,
represents the sort of approach to human
activity that I think modern economics
should be taking.”™ His acceptance of the

7. James M. Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, The
Calculus of Consent, (Ann Arbor: Univessity of
Michigan Press, 1962), p. 806. It is no accident
that the word “good™ is in quates.

8. James M. Buchanan, “What Should Economists

fact-value distinction can be seen in a little
aside in his discussion of Stigler's warning
that methodological discussion should not
take place before one is sixty. Buchanan
says, “As a value statement, Stigler's ad-
monition can hardly be discussed.”™ He
does not give any substantive reasons why it
should not be discussed so it can only be
surmised that it is qua value statement,

The close parallel between the methodo-
logical assumptions of the new political
economy and the conditions of con-
temporary society is suggested by a reading
of Plato’s Repubiic. After plutocracy, which
we will discuss in the next section of this
paper, comes democracy. In democracy
the miserly plutocrat’s son becomes the im-
pudent lotus-eater (remember that lotus-
eating is the ancient form of marijuana
and LSD). The thrift and capital accumula-
tion of the father provides the necessary
base for the luxury of the son. The slightly
stuffy conventional wisdom of the father
turns into the corrosive acids of the
affluent society:

Liberty and free speech ave rife every-
where;, anyone is allowed to do what he
likes . . . every man will arrange his own
manner of fife to suit his pleasure. The
resull will be a greater vartety of individuals
than under any other constitution. . . .
There is so much tolerance and superiorily
io petty considerations; such a contempt for
all these fine principles we laud down in
founding our commonwealth, as when we
said that only a very exceptional nature
could turn out a good man, if he had not
played as a child among things of beauly
and given himself only to creditable pur-
suits. A democracy tramples all such notions
under fool; with & magnificent indifference
to the sort of life a man has led before he
enters politics, it will promote to honour
anyone who merely calls himself the people’s
Jriend.

.« . he will set all his pleasures on a

Do?” Southern Economic Journal, Vol. XXX, No. 3,
January 1964, p. 220.
9. Ind., p. 213,
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Jooting of equality, demying to none its
equal rights and maintenance, and allow-
ing each in turn, as it presents itself, to
succeed, as if by the chance of the lot,
to the government of his soul until it is
satisfied. When he is told that some pleas-
ures should be sought and valued as arising
Sfrom desires of a higher order, others
chastised and enslaved because the desires
are base, he will shut the gate of the citudel
against the messengers of truth, shaking his
head and declaring that one appetite is as
good as another and all must have their
equal rights. So ke spends his days indulg-
tng the pleasure of the moment, now intoxi-
cated with wine and music, and then taking
to a spare diet and drinking nothing but
waler; one day in hard training, the next
duing nothing at all, the third apparently
immersed in study. Every now and then he
takes @ pari in politics, leaping to his feet
to say or do whatever comes into his head. Or
he will set out to rival someone he admires,
a soldier it may be, or, if the fancy takes
him, a man of business. His life is subject
to ro order or restraint, and he has no
wish to change an existence which he calls
pleasant, free and happy. '®

Up to this point we have been concerned
with stressing economics as narrowly con-
ceived and the reaction of the new political
cconomy against certain aspects of it: the
blueprint approach of those who know ex-
actly what results they want, and the
process approach of those who would com-
bine a fact-value distinetion with methodo-
logical individualism. Two questions arise
that need further discussion. First, is the
democratic understanding of the nature of
man and the social sciences either a
pernanent achievement, or a sustainable
condition of society, and second is
Buchanan's calling back to Adam Smith as
the prototype for the new political economy
historically accurate? The second question,
which will be answered in the negative. will

10. The Republic of Plato, translated by Francis Mac-
donald Cornford, {(New York: Oxtord University
Press, 1959), pp. 280-286.

form the basis for the next section on the
Old Political Economy.

The answer to the first question is of
course uncertain since men are always free
to change the trends that they observe
around them.-The trends and portents are
not, let us face it, encouraging. Professor
Hayek may have been premature in writing
the Road to Serfdom, but he is still able to
command an audience for a conference
entitled “Where Are We on the Road to
Serfdom?” held recently. Let me also quote
from the 1974 Annual Report of the Center
for Study of Public Choice, Virginia Poly-
technic Institute, the nucleus of the re-
search and publications of the new political
economy:

Continuing inflation, unemployment,
explosive government  spending,  deficit
financing, increasing dependence on
Soreign energy suppliers along with increas-
ing vulnerability to disruption —these are
the major economic problems of the middle
19705, Accompanying these is the wide-
spread eonviction that government—the
political process—is responsible for setting
things straight, that the national economy
can be reformed by political action. In o
literal sense, this is the age of “political
economy.”

[tis not perhaps too much to say that this
literal age of political economy is precisely
what the new political economy wishes to
avoid. Instead they would prefer an eco-
nomical politics.

Once again we can call Plato to our aid in
understanding the likely course of events.
It should be made clear that Plato is not
simply a negative critic of democracy. He
admits what he calls the “fine varietv of
pattern” which characterizes the demo-
cratic state. This of course allows the
philosopher at least to exist if no longer
to predominate. But, the democratic form
is not permanently stable. The seeds of
decay exist even here. Democracy de-
generates into tvranny;

Is democracy likewise ruined by greed for
what it conceives to be the supreme good?
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What good do you mean?

Liberty. In a democratic country you will
be told that iberty is its noblest possession,
which makes i the only fit place for u free

spirit to live m. . . . Perhaps the in-
satrable desire for this good to the neglect
of evervthing else way transform a
demacracy and lead to a demand for des-
potism. A democratic state may full wnder
the influence of wnprincipled leaders, veady
Lo minister 1o its thirst for liberty with tov
deep draughts of this heady wine; then, if its
ruders are not complaisant enough to give it
wnstinded freedom, they wall be arraigued
as aceursed oligarehs and pumshed. Lew-
atiding citizens will be insutted as non-
entities who hug thew chains; and all
praise and honour will be bestowed, both
publicly and in private, on rulers who be-
have like subjects and subjects who behave
ltke ruders. . . . Putting all these items to-
gether, you can see the result: the citizens
become so sensitive that they vesent the
slightest application of control as intolerable
tyranuy, and i their resolve to have no
master they end by disregarding even the
law, written or ununitten. V!

IV, Old Political Economy

IF we can roughly say that the purpose

of political economy today is the flower-
ing of the democratic man, then it is per-
missible to summarize the old political
economy of the classical school as wishing to
promote the republican man. No longer
are we in the framework of the fact-value
distinction. Essentially economic and social
institutions are to be judged in terms of the
development of a certain type of character.
Not all desires are equal.

The main moral characteristics of re-
publican man are independence and self-
reliance. The good society enshrines those
qualities which for better or worse we have
come (o call the Protestant Ethic, More
time-bound terms for the same cluster of
virtues are the Victorian spirit or the Puri-

11. Ihid., pp. 288-289.

tan ethic. The formation of character, in
which independence plaved an integral
part, was an important determinant of the
classical theory of economic policy. Not
onlv did it play a broad and general role
in their sometimes guarded approval of
modern commercial society, but it also
shaped their policy recommendations on
specific issues.

The classical economists’ discussion of
the problem was nejther romantic nor
utopian. Smith, Malthus. Ricardo, Mc-
Culloch, and the Mills would have agreed
with the observation of Alfred North
Whitehead:

The self-sufficing independent man, with
his peculiar property which concerns no one
else, 1s @ concept without any validity for
modern  civitization.  Unfortunately this
notion has  been embodied in  ancient
moral codes applicable to Syrian deserts,
and has reappeared tinging Western politi-
cal theory in the commercial epoch im-
mediately succeeding the decay of medievel
Sfeudalism. But it is not the practicable
alternative o a slave society. The problem
of soctal life is the problem of the coordina-
tion of activities, including the limits of such
covrdination. '

If we look at the above passage by White-
head, we see that he links self-sufficing
with independent. The classical economists
would have been very careful to make a
distinction between the two concepts.
Independence as either isolation or anar-
chy had no place in their conceptions. Inde-
pendence was always to be understood
within the context of social cooperation.
To eliminate social cooperation was to
eliminate the possibility of the division of

12. Altred North Whitchead, Adventures of ldeas,
(Mentor, New York, 1955), pp. 34 -35. A utopian
concept of independence seems 1o be linked with
certain anarchist thinkers. S8ee H. N. Brailsford,
Shelley, Gudwin and Ther Cirele (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1951), pp. 81, 145, on
Godwin and Mary Wollstonecraft. Also M. Beer,
A History of British Socralism (London: George
Allen & Unwin, Lid., 1953). Vol. 1, p. 118, on
Godwin,
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labor and its obvious benefits. Smith points
out that if his pinmakers had all “wrought
separately and independently, and without
any of them having been educated to this
peculiar business, they certainly could not
each of them have made twenty, perhaps
not one pin in a day!”*® Only animals are
autarchic: “In almost every other race of
animals each individual, when it is grown
up is entirely independent, and in its
natural state has occasion for the assist-
ance of no other living creature. But man
has almost constant occasion for the help of
his brethren. . . "4

One of the clearest distinctions between
what might be called a true and a false
concept of independence is given by John
R. McCulloch:

The individual who prefers swimming
across the viver is of course independent
of the bridges, in the same way that the
nation which should prefer poverty and
barbarism (o wealth and refinement, would
be independent of foreign commerce. But
this is the independence of the savage. To
be independent in the enlarged, and, if we
may so speak, civilized sense of the term,
that is, to have the greatest command of
necessaries and conveniences, a nation
must avail iself of the productive energies
of every other people, and deal with them
on fair and equitable principles.'s

Malthus even went so far as to include
independence among his two great desid-
erata. The first desiderata was a great actual
population and the second was a “state of
society in which abject poverty and de-
pendence are comparatively but litle

13. Adam Smitk, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes
of the Wealth of Nations, (New York: Modern
Library, 1937), p. 5.

14. Ibid., p. 14, Smith goes on to paint out that “Each
animal is still obliged w support and defend
usell separatelv and independently, and derives
no sort of advantage from that variety of talents
with which nature has distinguished its fellows.”
p. 16,

. John R, McCulloch, The Principles of Political
Econumy, Filth Edition, (New York: Augustus M.
Kelley, 1965), p. 106.

o

known. . . ."* It seems o be clear that
the classical economists did not equate
dependence with poverty and independ-
ence with wealth, although most of them
would have postulated a causal relation-
ship between the two conditions: an in-
crease of wealth or capital tends to cause
an increase of independence. Contrary
to many followers of the classical econo-
mists today wheo seem to be primarily
concerned with “external” freedom, ie.
absence of coercion, the classical econo-
mists in their concern for independence
were simultaneously concerned with
“inner” freedom, i¢. being one’s own
master, Malthus, for example, explicitly
links up his concept of dependence with the
debasing effects on the human mind of
power. Though he agrees with Godwin on
the evils of hard labor, he feels it is less
calculated to debase the human mind than
dependence. This debasement of the mind
occurs not only to the person subject to
power but also to the one who exercises
such power. According to Malthus, “every
history of man that we have ever read,
places in a strong point of view the danger
to which that mind is exposed, which is
intrusted with constant power.™’

John Stuart Mill was one of the clearest
in not equating independence with ma-
terial abundance. He claims that, “The per-
fection both of social arrangements and of
practical morality would be, to secure to
all persons complete independence and
freedom of action, subject to no restriction
but that of not doing injury to others.™"
Mill is even willing to put up with a crafty,
calculating, and over-thrifty peasantry
which though not in itself desirable is a
cheap price to pay for the “inestimable
worth of the virtue of self-dependence,
as the general characteristic of a people: a
virtue which is one of the first conditions

16, Thomas Robert Malthus, On Popufation, (New
York: The Modern Library, Random House,
1960), p. 500,

17. Ibid.. p. 105.

18. John Stuart Mill, Principles of Political Economy,
Universitv of Toronto Press, 1965, Vol. I, p. 208,
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of excellence in the human character—the
stock on which if the other virtues are not
grafted, they have seldom any firm root.™**

Mill's famous Chapter VII, Book 1V, “On
the Probable Futurity of the Labouring
Classes” is based upon the distinction be-
tween dependence and independence or
“self-dependence” in Mill's words. Here
Mill contrasts the “theory” of dependence
and protecton (paternalism) with that of
self-dependence. Mill's treatment is more
convincing than some of his predecessors
because he does not construct a straw man
of the theory of dependence. He paints a
“seductive” picture of the arguments for
paternalism. He does not deny that there is
something attractive in the form of a society
“abounding in strong personal attachments
and disinterested self-devotion.”* But,
these virtues and sentiments belong 1o a
rude and imperfect state of the social
union when people needed simple physi-
cal protection. In modern conditions when
this is no longer necessary the power which
the privileged classes possess has been
used purely for their own selfish purposes.

These contrasts which Mill draws help to
make explicit the context in which the clas-
sical economists discussed the problem of
dependence and independence. The roots
seem clearly to derive from their common
interpretation of historical development.
For Smith and Hume the movement is
from the rude and barbarous state to the
refined and polished condition of com-
mercial society. For Malthus the move-
ment is from the savage state and feudal
conditions to present conditions. For all of
them it seems to reflect in one way or an-
other Sir Henry Maine’s famous phrase
about the movement of civilization from
status to contract.

The contrast between the democratic
and republican man can also be effectively
seen here as we examine the relationship
of Keynes 10 the classics, not in the realm
of theory, but in terms of their general

19. Ibid., p. 282,
20. Ibid., Vol. 11, p. 760.

moral positions. Keynes was quite correct
in understanding that much of the resist-
ance to his ideas was based on moral con-
ceptions of the virtues of thrift, hard work,
distrust of luxury, consumption etc. Al-
though often quoted out of context Lord
Keynes' “In the long run we are all dead”
would have been contrary (o the vision of
the classical economists. Furthermore we
do not have to look much further than
Keynes' description of his early beliefs
to get a glhmpse of the advanced stages of
democratic man:

Nothing mattered except states of mind, oter
oum and other people’s of course, but
chiefly our oun. These states of mind were
not assoctated with action or achievement
or with consequence. They consisted in
tmeless, passionate stales of contemplation
and communion, largely unatlached to
“before” and “after”.?!

Lekachman has also outlined the ant-
Victorian crusade of Keynes:

The dragon Keynes rode out to slay was
the formidable Puritan ethic which has
always considered the accumulation of
riches as the occasion for stewardship, not
fuxurious expenditure. . Not the least
of Keynes's successes was the weahkening
of the identification between virtue and
thrift %

If the democratic man can be charac-
terized as a hedonist who puts all his de-
sires on a fundamental footing of equality,
then the republican man tends funda-
mentally to be ascetic. The virtues of thrift
and parsimony are lauded. The counter-
part in Plato would be the oligarchic
regime. The oligarchic regime and there-
fore the oligarchic man are essentially
plutocratic in that the highest place is given
to money. Plato’s characterization includes
the oligarchic man “being stingy and a

21, J. M. Keynes, “My Early Beliefs” Two Memaors,

{(New York: Augustus M. Kelly, 1949), 82,
22, Robert Lekachman, The Age of Keynes, (New York:
Random House, 1966). p. 111,
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toiler, satisfying only his necessary desires
and not providing {or other expenditures,
but enslaving the other desires as vani-
ties."® His virtues of justice in contractual
relationships does not seem (o stem from
any natural attribute but from fear: ",
when such a man has a good reputation in
other contractual relations—because he
seems to be just—he is forcibly holding
down bad desires, which are there, with
some decent part ot himself. He holds
them down not by persuading them that
they ‘had better not’ nor by taming them
with argument, but by necessity and fear,
doing so because he trembles tor his whole
substance. ™

My preference for the term republican
man rather than oligarchic is not without
justification in the light of modern history.
First of all the preference of America's
Founding Fathers for a Republic and their
fear of Democracy is certainty part of the
same cloth. Adams wrote to Jefferson on
December 18, 1819: “Will vou tell me how
to prevent riches from becoming the effects
of temperance and industry? Will you tell
me how to prevent riches from producing
luxury? Will you tell me how to prevent
luxury from producing effeminancy, in-
toxication, extravagance. vice and folly#™??

Second the characterization which Plato
gives of the regime is one "founded on a
property assessment . in which the
rich rule and the poor man has no part
in ruling office.” Whether completely
Justified by historv or not, here we have
the image of so much historical writing:
Florentine and Venetian Republics, the
Dutch merchant aristocracy of the United
Provinces, the political settlement of the
Glorious Revolution and the aristocratic
Whigs (in the modern sense of the word
aristocratic and not Plato’s) ot the eight-
eenth century.

23, The Republic of Plato, translated by Allan Bloom,
(New York: Rasic Books Ine.. F968). p. 232,
Fhid.

Currespondence of fohn Adams and Thomas Jotferson.
ed. Paul Wilstach {Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill
Co., 1925), p. 170,

Bloom. ap. rit.. p. 228,

2k

20,

26,

76

The Intercollegiate Review —Winter, 1976—

7

V. The Ancient Political Economy

UR final concept of political economy
will be the aristocratic understand-
ing of the andents. Plato, however, in his
study of palitical degeneration did not
move directly from aristocracy o oligarchy.
There is an imermediate stage called
timocracy which is dominated by the
ambitious man's love of honour and
courage, the spirited part ol the soul,
Before developing the pure type of
timocracy it will be worthwhile to examine
Plato’s description of the movement from
timarchy to oligarchy. The seeds of decay
are present in the growth of private wealth
and luxury:

First they seek out expenditures for them-
sefves and pervert the laws i that divection;
they themselves and their wives disobey
them. . . . Next, I suppose, one man sees
the other and enters into a rivalry with
him, and thus they made the multitude
lke themselves . . from  there they
progress in money-making, and the more
honorable they consider it, the less honorable
they consider virtue.*

Are we not reminded of Adam Smith's
description of how the great landed pro-
prietors did themselves in by their vanity:

Having sold their birth-right. not like
Esau for a mess of pottage in time of
hunger and necessity, but in the wantonness
of plenty, for trinkets and baubles, fitter
to be the play-things of childven than the
sertous purswits of men, they became as
insignifrcant as any substantial burgher
or fradesman i a city. A rvegular govern-
ment was establisbed in the country as seell
as in the city, nobody having sufficient
power to disturb its operations in the one,
any more than in the other *

Timocracy proper. rather than the later
stage of its decay which we have just
examined,
simpler men, men naturally more directed

leans  toward “spirited  and

27

b po 228,
D8, Swith, Wealth, pp. 380-391.
7




1o war than to peace, in holding the wiles
and strategems of war in honor; and in
spending all its time making war: B
For Plato, timocracy described the Spartan
and Cretan polities.

Although dmocracy does not mirror
closely anv positive conception of the scope
of political economy, it has strong simi-
laritics to the state of Europcan society
hefore the advent of liberal democracy,

The timocratic stage proper would corre-
spond most closely to the feudal period
with its cult of Chivaley and certam aspects
of the Renaissance which emphasize the
cult of honor and fame.

According to Plato, however, the timo-
cratic regime imitates the best regime, i.e.
the aristocratic, precisely to the extent that
it shares a common disdain or neglect of
strictly economic phenomena

Irchonoring the vulers, and in the abstention
of ity war-making part from farming and
the manual arts and the rest of money-mak-
thg, tn s providon for common meals
and caring for gymnastic and the exercise
of war. . . .*

Edmund Burke quite clearly expressed
the contrast in the Reflections on the Revolu-
tion in France:

But the age of chivalry is gone. That of
sophisters, economists, and calculators, has
succeeded, and the glory of Europe is ex-
tinguished for ever.

In many ways the age of economists and
calculators understood itself as precisely
in opposition to these values of both
timocracy and aristocracy. The old political
economy and the Enlightenment in general
put a high premium on the channeling of
pride and vanity into the production of
good wilitarian  consequences, This, of
course, was not to be done by preaching
or direct moral persuasion but by institu-

29. Bloom, oft. cit., p. 225,

300 .,

31. Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in
France, (Clucagn: Henry Regnery, 1955), p. 1L
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The ancients also wished to maintain a strictly prosaic
view of the role of economics but with the essential dif-
Jerence that economics was not concetved to be the
science of rational action. It was a servile art at best to
be used at the behest of a political order oriented
toward the rommon good. Private wants and desires
had, on occasion, to be restrained since they were not
by nature directed to the public good.

tional devices such as Leviathan, the
market, and the rule of law.

The ancients also wished to maintain a
strictly prosaic view of the role of economics
but with the essential difference that
economics was not conceived o be the
science of rational action. It was a servile
art at best to be used at the behest of a
political order oriented toward the com-
mon good. Private wants and desires had,
on occasion, to be restrained since they
were not by nature directed to the public
good.

To see the sharp difference between the
ancients and the moderns, we may look
at the discussion between Socrates and
Callicles in Plato’s dialogue, Gorgias.®

32. All quotations from the Gorgias are from the
Drerlogres of Plate, translated by B, Jowett (Oxford:
Clarendon Press. 1953), Vol. 11, pp. 609-616.
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If the fear of death and the consequent
desire for a prolongation of life are charac-
teristics of modern philosophy and science,
then Callicles, an important Athenian poli-
tician, fully qualifies as a modern when he
answers Socrates’ question:

. . . doyou think that all our cares should
be directed to prolonging life to the utter-
most, and to the study of these arts which
in need save us from danger; like that art
of rhetoric which saves men in courts of law,
and which you advise me to cultivate?

with the answer, "Yes, truly, and very good
advice 100.” Socrates clearly recognizes that
the love of popularity on the part of poli-
ticians and art of flattery which they must
use to stay in power are his true adversaries.
In discussing the art of training of the body
or soul, Socrates says that we may treat
them with a view to pleasure in which case
we indulge them, or we may treat them with
a view “to the highest good, and then we do
notindulge but resist them.” Essentially the
same choice confronts the politician in his
leadership of the polis.

Socrates then asks the embarrassing
question of Callicles: “has Callicles ever
made any of the citizens better? Was there
ever a man who was once vicious, or unjust,
or intemperate, or foolish, and became by
the help of Callicles good and noble?”
Callicles responded by saying that Socrates
is contentious to which Socrates responds:

o 4 really want to know in what way
you think that public affairs should be ad-
ministered among us —whether, when you
come to the administration of them, you
have any other aim bul the improvement of
the citizens?
From there the discussion goes to concrete
cases, particularly Pericles, who would
seem to be the epitome of the enlightened
liberal statesman. Socrates raises some
serious doubts which seem to be based on
Socrates’ suspicion that Pericles is re-
sponsible for thoroughly economizing the
political order:
I should like further to know whether the
Athenians are supposed to have been made

betier by Pericles, or, on the contrary, to
have been corrupted by him; for I hear that
he was the first who gave the people pay,
and made them idle and cowardly, and en-
couraged them in the love of talk and of
money, :

Gorgias comes back to the achievements of
these earlier statesmen as his defense
which forces Socrates to come out with his
view of statesmanship:

O, my dear friend, | say nothing against
them regarded as the serving-men of the
state; and I do think that they were certainly
maore serviceable than those who are living
now, and better able to gratify the wishes
of the state; but as to transforming those
desires and not allowing them to have their
way, and using the powers which they had,
whether of persuasion or of force, in the im-
provement of their fellow citizens, which
is the prime object of the truly good citizen,
I do not see that in these respects they
were a whil supertor to our present states-
men, alihough I do admt that they were
more clever at providing ships and walls
and docks, and all that.

The scope of economics for the ancients
would be essentially a return to the idea of
management, t.e the serving men of the
state. The difference is that modern eco-
nomics conceives its goal to be efficiency
within the constraint of satisfying the con-
sumers’ wants as the highest good. The an-
cients would say that orientation or recep-
tivity to the good, the ordering of the soul,
is the highest good and that economics
should be considered rather prosaically as
the proper ordering of the institutions of
evervday life ro facilitate this. Economics
would be a servile, managerial art justified
by its contribution to ultimately achieving
non-servile ends.

V1. Conclusion

THE purpose of this paper has been to

state as clearlv as I can what [ believe
to be the underlving assumptions of three
basic views as to the relationship between
politics and economics. What might be con-
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sidered to be merely abstract views of the
scope and methodology of political
economy also seems to mirror certain states
of society which follow each other in a se-
quence very similar to Plato’s description of
the stages of political degeneration.

I would not wish to be understood as
asserting that it is inevitable that we will
degenerate turther into tyranny. I am not
an historicist or a fatalist. But in this age of
the computer and totalitarian states it is not
hard to imagine the economics of des-
potism. Itis also true that, in comparison to
the drift of democracy, Plato's tyrant like
Milton's Satan has certain moral virtues of
determination, strong will, and sense of
direction that are sorely lacking in our own
society.

We may very well have to face up to the
strong likelihood that we cannot stop the
drift by appealing to a narrow economics
or a new political economy. Both of which,
because they are open-ended, refuse to ask
the essential questions of the nature of the
good and happiness. The old political

economy with its concern with inde-
pendence and self-reliance is also uncon-
vincing because it is primarily ordered to
avoiding evils and discomfort.

According to the ancients, the pro-
cedures of the moderns are ideological
constructs which systematize disordered
personalities. By refusing to be rational
about the questions of ends, we stand a
good chance of slipping into the tyranny
which follows democracy.

We look forward to hearing from vou.

LETTERS INVITED

Recognizing the controversial nature of many of these essays, the IR provides a
forum for readers who might wish to criticize, comment upon, or explore addi-
tional ramifications of the arguments presented in its pages. Consequently, we
will be willing to consider publishing letters dealing with any IR essay or review.
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