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PREFACE

A FEw months ago the University of London
invited me to give a course of four lectures at
the London School of Economics. They were
so good as to acquiesce in my stipulation that
the lectures should not be of an abstruse char-
acter, but on matters of general interest and
more or less popular in tone. They. further ex-
pressed a desire, though they did not put it in
bond, that the lectures after delivery should be
published. About that I have felt considerable
hesitation. The spoken word, even the word
that is written to be read aloud, may well be too
frail to face the austerities of print. However,
rightly or wrongly, I have in the end decided
on publication; and I have included along with
the four London lectures—themselves given, for
a first time of asking, to a similar audience in
Cambridge—two others, numbered I1I and V,
which aécompanied them here but did not visit
London. The lectures are printed substantially
as they were delivered. I have even left intact,

not without qualms, a number of ribald remarks
v
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about politicians. I trust that these will be ac-
cepted in good part. Should any of the great
and wise, whose names are taken in vain,
feel themselves offended, I hereby crave their
pardon. The pen is dignified and discreet, but
the tongue is an unruly member.

A.C. P

KiING’s COLLEGE,
CAMBRIDGE

February 1935
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I
AN ECONOMIST’'S APOLOGIA

By the kind invitation of the University of
London I am to deliver here some lectures, not
of a specialist character, designed to have
interest for the general body of undergraduate
students of economics. This afternoon in the
first of them I shall attempt a broad general
account of what it is that an economist has
to do—something that one might call, if one
wished, an economist’s Apologia.

In some ways I am very ill-qualified for a
discourse on these lines. The best apologist for
anything is the man to whom there is nothing
like leather, to whom his own special line of
study presents itself as infinitely the most im-
portant thing in the world. I am not such an
one as that. I cannot pretend to regard the pur-
suit of economic knowledge as the most im-
portant activity in the world. I cannot even
pretend to regard the pursuit of any kind of
knowledge in that light.

Knowledge, we are not foes,
I seek thee diligently;
But the world with a great wind blows,

Shining and not from thee.
1
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The pursuit of knowledge is one worthy form
of activity. But it is not the only worthy form;
it is not, I think, the first.

Nor is this the worst of my confession. Within
the limited field of knowledge and of inquiry
the part assigned to the economist is not, as I
esteem it, a very high one. When I was a boy
it was still the fashion where I was brought up
to draw a sharp division between the profes-
sions and business: and to regard anyone who
was engaged in trade, or even whose father or
grandfather had been so engaged, as a type of
being essentially inferior to oneself. That curi-
ous attitude of mind has now for the most part
disappeared: though there still survives of it
certain priests, and, more numerously, certain
priestesses. That vanished or vanishing senti-
ment may serve to illustrate my present point.
Economics is a tradesman among the sciences.
It has little romantic appeal. It does not shatter
atoms or weigh stars: it does not beat despairing
wings in the tenuous air of high philosophy. It
is drab: it is plebeian. It has not freedom either
of the sky or of the seas. It is tied and chained
with sordid thongs to earth. What, then, is the
claim that it can make? What is the prize that
it offers to its followers?

In the introduction to his book on Muscular
Movement in Man Professor A. V. Hill relates
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that, after he had delivered in Philadelphia a
lecture entitled “The Mechanism of the Muscle”,
he was challenged by an elderly and indignant
auditor to explain of what use his difficult in-
vestigations in the science of physiology were
supposed to be. His reply was, “To tell you the
truth, we don’t do it because it is useful, but
because it is amusing”’. His audience applauded
loudly, and the newspapers next day came out
with approving headlines, “Scientist does it
because it is amusing”. Now for students of
some branches of science that is an admirable
and sufficient answer. These scientists desire to
know for the sake of knowing. They do not and
need not offer any extraneous justification for
their pursuit:

We are the pilgrims, master; we shall go

Always a little further; it may be

Beyond that last blue mountain, barred with snow,
Across that angry or that glimmering sea.

But can an economist properly take this line?
In some measure no doubt yes. To understand
the complex interworkings of the economic
world, in its endless pursuit of equilibria that
are never attained, is an intellectual challenge.
In those systems of equations, in which Walras
and Pareto endeavour to group the inter-
related parts into a unified whole, there is an
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aesthetic appeal. But we must not, I think, lean
more than lightly upon that. Our subject matter
does not lend itself to triumphs of pure reason-
ing. On that side our problems are fo0 easy. To
newspaper reviewers, indeed, the analyses, which
it is sometimes convenient to tackle by what
Marshall has called a little potted calculus,
seem of a terrifying difficulty. To their stunted
vision we inhabit a region unattainable to
common men: we ‘‘walk with death and morning
on the silent hills”. But to the student of theo-
retical physics or the pure mathematician,
watching from their Everest, the severest of so-
called mathematical economists are merely flies
crawling upwards to the towering summit of
Primrose hill! Looked at as knowledge for its
own sake, the showing that economics makes is
a poor one.

But it is not only as seeking knowledge for
its own sake that sciences justify themselves.
For many of them there is also, if they choose
to use it, a second line of apology. The know-
ledge that they achieve often, and sometimes
in very surprising and unexpected ways, leads
to what politicians and merchant princes call
“practically useful results”. The researches of
men such as Professor A. V. Hill, however little
direct utilitarian motive they may have, have
large utilitarian consequences. The relevance
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of physiology to the practice of medicine is too
obvious for more than mention. But in other
fields investigations at first sight almost blat-
antly useless have proved parents of future
practice. I say nothing of the fame that has
come to chemistry as a purveyor of poison gas
and high explosive shells. Many less dubious
benefits the world owes to pure science. The
primal source of wireless telegraphy was not
the experimental work of Marconi, but the
fundamental equations— prima facie wholly
without practical relevance —that were de-
veloped by Clerk Maxwell. It is on this aspect
of his work, on its promise of fruit rather than
on its promise of light, that the economist must,
in the main, build his 4pologia.

But here it is proper to pause for a word of
caution against possible false inferences. If it
be granted that the justification of economic
study is to be found chiefly in practical useful-
ness, this does not imply that economists should
confine themselves to immediate practical prob-
lems. There is indeed—particularly in such a
period as this, when the whole world iseconomic-
ally out of adjustment, when crops that in one
land might feed the starving in another are
burnt to reduce a glut, when in our own country
still over two million persons are seeking work
and unable to find it—there is indeed on all of us
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a strong inducement to concentrate our thoughts
on economic pathology. But pathology must be
built on physiology. It would in the long run
be an ill-service to medicine to neglect it. The
fruit grower does not merely tend the fruit
itself: he looks also to the roots of his trees.
The experience of the natural sciences affords
abundant proof that it is not always the study
of immediate practical problems that helps
practice most. Remoter, more fundamental, so
to speak more theoretical, investigations some-
times in the end yield the largest harvests. The
studies of Clerk Maxwell, that I have just
named, are an eminent example of that. An
economist whose work lies in a region appar-
ently remote, so long as it is real and serious,
and not a mere building of cheap toys, is no less
entitled than one who stands closer to the detail
of actual life, to regard himself as a potential
gardener of fruit.

Before we look more closely at what this fruit
is, there is one further preliminary remark to
make. Certain special characteristics of the
economist’s subject matter impose on him con-
siderable embarrassment. The first and most
important of these may be set out in this way.
It is possible to divide subjects of study into
two broad classes according as the apparatus of
thought employed in them consists mainly of
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private machinery or of public machinery. In
such a subject as literary criticism the machinery
is private—the trained taste and sensitive per-
ception of the individual critic. In theoretical
physics, on the other hand, there is an elaborate
public apparatus of mathematical technique.
In a subject of study where public machinery
of a complex character is employed serious
students are free to carry on their work without
instruction from well-meaning persons who have
had no training in it. For theoretical physics in
particular the horrific form of the calculus of
tensors stands guardian at the gate. Not the
most self-confident politician, not Mr. Winston
Churchill himself, ventures to push past that
dragon! Sciences in which the public ma-
chinery of thought plays a smaller part, or
in which its aspect is less formidable, are not
so fortunate. Biologists are still sometimes in-
formed by instructors in the Press that if a cow
about to calve is placed in red surroundings,
the calf"When it is born will be red. But the
public apparatus employed in economics makes
even less showing than that employed in biology.
Moreover—and this is a curious point—when
an economist does make use of a formal tech-
nique, even of something as innocent as ele-
mentary differential calculus, the man in the
street, instead of being moved to respect as he is
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when the physicist employs a formula he cannot
understand, forthwith asserts that the economist
is intentionally and viciously obscure. It is his
right, he apparently believes, that every book
written upon our subject shall be intelligible to
him without any need for effort, as he reclines
in his post-prandial arm-chair. As a consequence
of this state of things economists are confronted,
not merely with the task of seeking true solu-
tions of their problem, but also sometimes with
the further task of clearing out of the way large
masses of rubbish. They are like mountaineers
on a steep hillside, who have to face, besides
the natural difficulties of the ascent, showers
of stones discharged upon them at frequent
intervals by accompanying herds, may I say,
of goats!

A second special characteristic of the eco-
nomist’s subject—one indeed that is in large
part responsible for the situation I have been
describing—is that economic argument is com-
ing continually to play a larger and larger part
in partisan political debate. Political partisans
—1I use the term advisedly so that everyone can
easily withdraw his personal favourite from the
slanders I am about to utter—political parti-
sans, I say, are accustomed to decide what they
want to do first and to seek for arguments in
favour of it afterwards. Economic reasoning



1 AN ECONOMIST’S APOLOGIA 9

is for them, not a means of arriving at the truth,
but a kind of brickbat useful on occasions for
inflicting injury on their opponents. There is
a tale of a Chancellor of the Exchequer who
elected to impose a certain duty in one year and
in the year following elected to remove it. He
invited his officials to provide him with argu-
ments in favour of that second course of action.
They were obliged to inform him that in his
speeches of the year before, in favour of the
policy he was now reversing, they had already
embodied antidotes to all the arguments he now
required. This attitude of political partisans
towards economic reasoning puts economists
in continual danger—one to which theoretical
physicists are correspondingly exposed at the
hands of theological partisans—the danger of
attempts at exploitation. I myself on one occa-
sion had an amusing experience of this kind. On
a piece of proposed legislation that involved a
point of economic analysis I had rashly written
something in 7%e Zimes. The Prime Minister
of the day, having been informed, I have no
doubt by his secretary, that my argument was
favourable to his policy, delivered a public
speech, in which the pronouncement of ‘“‘the
great Cambridge economist’ was held up to all
men’s admiration. As it happened, the opinion of

the Prime Minister’s secretary that my argument
B
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supported his policy was incorrect, and it be-
came my painful duty to point this out. There-
upon in this eminent man’s next public utterance
“the great Cambridge economist” disappeared
and there emerged in his stead that “mere
academic theorist!” Of course to students of
detached mind this kind of thing is entertain-
ing and quite harmless. But to a young man
the ambition to play a part in great affairs is
natural: and the temptation to make slight ad-
justments in his economic view, so that it shall
conform to the policy of one political party or
another, may be severe. As a conservative eco-
nomist or a liberal economist or a labour eco-
nomist he has much more chance of standing
near the centre of action than he has as an
economist without adjectives. But for thestudent
to yield to that temptation is an intellectual
crime. Itis to sell his birthright in the household
of truth for a mess of political pottage. He should
rather write up for himself and bear always in
mind Marshall’s weighty words: “Students of
social science must fear popular approval; evil
is with them when all men speak well of them.
If there is any set of opinions by the advocacy
of which a newspaper can increase its sales, then
the student . . . is bound to dwell on the limita-
tions and defects and errors, if any, in that set
of opinions; and never to advocate them uncon-



1 AN ECONOMIST’S APOLOGIA 11

ditionally even in an ad 4oc discussion. It is
almost impossible for a student to be a true
patriot and to have the reputation of being one
at the same time.”

There is a third characteristic of the eco-
nomist’s work. His subject matter in the last
resort is economic life in its full concreteness,
a moving, breathing process among actual men
and women in their factories and their homes.
But the great majority of economists are, from
the very nature of their occupation, more or less
cloistered persons. Their contact with the thing
they study is, in the main, not direct, but through
the printed page. They therefore lack that in-
timacy of touch, that feel of reality, which is
vital to full understanding. There are elements
in front-line warfare that a staff officer working
in the rear can never completely grasp. In the
picture that he draws there will inevitably be
a certain hardness and woodenness of outline.
That this is a very important thing was brought
home to me, not in the course of economic work
at all, but through reading a book by an Ameri-
can writer about mountaineering. Anyone who
has had any personal experience of that craft
would see at once that the work is a compilation,
a manufactured product built up entirely out
of books. It was not merely that the writer made
mistakes of fact—asserted that the Matterhorn
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was 1000 feet higher than it actually is—and so
on. But the whole feel was wrong. Had every
statement in the book been absolutely correct,
it would still have been evident that the writer’s
personal experience of serious mountaineering
was nil. For the mountaineer, therefore, the
book had no appeal at all—except, perhaps, in
places, the appeal of unintended comedy. Now
the academic economist discussing economic life
often suffers from the same handicapasthe writer
of that book. He cannot write realistically be-
cause he lacks the necessary personal experience:
and, if he does not attempt to write realistically,
but confines himself to analyses of a general char-
acter, from which detail is excluded, his task is
only half accomplished. Therefore—I am giving
now advice that I myself have notoriously failed
to follow—it is up to the economist, when he is
young and his mind is plastic, to take whatever
opportunities he can find for direct acquaintance
with the life of men and women in factory and
field; to understand machinery; to see for him-
self at first hand how businesses are organised
and run. Marshall in his youth had what he
called his Wanderjahr. He told me once that,
had he been planted in a desert island, he thought
he could have re-designed the great majority
of important machines currently in use—other
than electrical machines. He used to go round
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factories and study the work that was being done
until he could guess within a few shillings the
rate of wages that the men he saw were earning.
That way,—and if you will reread, as I have
lately done, the earlier chapters of 7/4e Wealth
of Nations, you will see that it is pre-eminently
the way of Adam Smith—that way, and not by
sitting in our studies, as some of us have done, is
how the really great economist prepares himself
for his work.

I now turn to consider more directly the kind
of fruit that economists look to garner. In his
recent presidential address to The Royal Eco-
nomic Association Professor Edwin Cannan—
whose writing I learned first to admire as an
undergraduate and have admired ever since—
spoke of the need, as he conceived it, for a
simpler economics. In a world in chaos, where
blundering legislation strangles trade, where
governments, misconceiving what progress
means, cancel the benefit of technical advance
by subsidies and quotas, a leading task of the
economist is not so much to seek new knowledge
as to drive home everywhere and on all possible
occasions broad and elementary economic truths,
which, commonplaces as they are to students,
those set in authority over us perpetually disre-
gard. “I appeal especially”’, Professor Cannan
concludes, “to the younger teachers to consider
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what sort of future they can look forward to
if the popular English newspapers continue to
get their readers to believe that at one and the
same time the pound sterling may be worth
20 twentieths of itself in London and Lisbon,
31 twentieths in Madrid, and only 14 twentieths
in Paris. Do not let them simply hold their noses
and close their eyes from the disgusting mess,
and run back to find peace and contentment in
neat equations and elegant algebra.” It is easy
to reinforce this plea by making excerpts from
the speeches of public men. A short while ago,
for example, it was argued against the Minister
of Agriculture that to exclude imports of bacon
by quota affected the consumers in precisely the
same way as to exclude them by a tariff, but
that, whereas under a tariff the extra sums paid
by them go to the Treasury, under a quota they
go into the pocket of foreign producers or im-
porting houses. It would have been easy for the
Minister, in reply, to admit this obvious truth
and then to argue that, nevertheless, the quota
plan was on the whole more satisfactory, be-
cause a quota is a more flexible instrument than
a tariff, more readily adjustable to quickly
changing conditions. But he was not content
with this. He asserted that it was actually of
advantage to this country to pay high prices
for foreign bacon because in that case foreigners
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were enabled to buy British goods! Can you
imagine anything more fantastic? It is truly not
to my advantage to have my pocket picked, in
spite of the fact that the thief, thus enriched, is
able to buy more copies than he would other-
wise have done of 7%e Theory of Unemployment
and 74e Economics of Welfare! Here is another
excerpt, this time a more distinguished one,
because it derives from a Prime Minister. The
speaker was anxious to impose duties upon
imports. He discovered from his studies in
statistics that in times of prosperity prices are
generally high. Now duties on imports would
make prices high. Therefore duties on imports
would promote prosperity! At the time of this
utterance I was young and impatient, and it
gave me a pleasant feeling down the spine to
make eminent men look foolish. To that end
I constructed a logical parallel to this argument.
Statistical research reveals that in the great
majority of cases, when a salt-cellar is present
on a table, a pepper-pot is there also. It follows,
by a process of reasoning precistly analogous
to that of this Prime Minister, that, if | now
extract from my pocket a salt-cellar and place
it on the table, there will be heard a buzzing in
the air, and a pepper-pot will alight before me
faithful to its inseparable companion.

But it is not only fallacies gross and palpable
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as these whose existence shows the urgency
for spreading economic knowledge. If it were,
serious students might well reply that to lecture
on the alphabet is work for nursemaids, not for
them. Besides these absurdities there are also,
permeating popular thought and influencing
public action, innumerable fallacies of a more
subtle kind, half-baked thoughts, the more in-
sidious because they are partly true, muddles,
confusions, misunderstandings, into which even
highly intelligent persons, who have not been
trained in our special discipline, are liable to
fall. The traps that most often claim victims
are, I think, those baited with statistics. As
this is a place of education let us do honour
to the Minister of Education. On July 18 last
Lord Halifax, in the House of Lords, was re-
plying to the suggestion that, if house-building
were stimulated to great expansion, the manu-
facturers of building materials might put up
their prices unduly. According to the report
in 74e Times the Minister of Education said:
‘“Experience did not always show that a great
development of building had the effect of put-
ting up costs (c/keers). . . . In March 1924 the
total number of houses built was 86,000,
whereas in March 1934 the total number was
266,000, or more than three times the number.
Yet the prices of materials were generally con-
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siderably higher in 1924 than in 1934. Those
figures showed thatan increased volume of house-
building did not necessarily carry with it soar-
ing prices, as some people have feared.” Now
that, you will agree, is a very remarkable argu-
ment. Every statement in it is literally correct;
the Minister’s secretary did not let him down.
But that af#er something has happened a price
will not zecessarily be higher than it was before
is a proposition too obvious to state. What the
Minister intended to suggest—if he intended
anything—can only have been that the price
of materials would not necessarily be higher if
building was expanded than it would be if oz4er
things remained the same and building was not
expanded. To establish this he observes that
the price of materials in 1934 was not higher
than in 1924, without noticing that the general
level of wholesale prices, as calculated by the
Board of Trade, was less than two-thirds of
what it had been ten years earlier. I do not for
a moment suggest that the Minister, or even his
secretary, deliberately suppressed this fact. It
simply did not occur to them that the general
price situation was relevant to their argu-
ment. And yet elementary statistical method
is a branch—a humble one, no doubt, but
still a branch—of the great tree of Education,
on which the Minister sits! Here is a second
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illustration, the more pertinent to my argument
because the person unwittingly entrapped is a
man of great public spirit and high intelligence.
In his recent book on the Anti-slum Campaign
Sir Ernest Simon was concerned to show—
what is no doubt entirely true—that the de-
creasing size of the normal family makes it
imperative that the number of habitable houses
shall be increased more than in proportion to
the population. To prove this he prints tables
giving side by side for a series of cities, as
between the censuses of 1921 and 1931, the
number of separate houses and the number of
families as recorded in the census. The tables
profess to show that the new house-building
undertaken and carried out since 1921 has been
almost entirely offset by the growth in the
number of families, so that the housing short-
age, which existed at the end of the War,
has hardly been reduced at all. Now anybody
who looks at these tables with the eye of a
statistician cannot help seeing that there is
something fishy about this: the correspondence
between the number of new houses built and
the increase in the number of families is alto-
gether too close. He will automatically suspect
a trap. And there is a trap. A family for census
purposes—a census family—is not a family in
the ordinary sense: it is “‘a group of persons in
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separate occupation of any premises or part of
premises’. It follows from this definition that
the building of each one new house, provided
that it is occupied, implies 8y definition the
creation of one additional census family. No
wonder then that the number of houses built
and the increase of census families have every-
where corresponded closely to one another!
It is obviously impossible, from this corre-
spondence, to derive azy conclusion about the
relation between the amount of house-building
that has taken place and the addition that has
been made to the number of natural families—
families as we ordinarily understand the term.
Here is one more example—a fallacy manu-
factured in my own workshop for the occasion
—which, I regret to say, has not yet, so far as
I know, been perpetrated by any public man.
The census figures for England and Wales for
1921 record the existence of 7,450,000 husbands
not widowed or divorced, and 7,590,000 wives
not widowed or divorced; an excess, that is, of
140,000 in the number of wives over the number
of husbands. Only one conclusion is possible.
At that time there must have been in this
country no less than 140,000 husbands with
two wives each; or, incredible and revolting
monster, one husband with no less than 140,001
wives! By the census of 1931, owing, no doubt,
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to the brutal treatment they received, 26,000
of the monster’s wives had disappeared from
his harem! I leave it to you to resolve these
mysteries; or, in the alternative, to prepare
forthwith a forcible petition for presentation
to their twin Graces, the Archbishops of Canter-
bury and York. I could, of course, continue
with illustrations of this kind for an indefinite
period; but it is not necessary. Nobody will
deny that a wider spreading of such economic
knowledge as already exists and of trained
critical thinking on economic matters is an
urgent public need; and that, so far as eco-
nomists can promote this, they will be provid-
ing in their day and generation fruit of real
value.

But are we to confine ourselves to this?
Are we to be merely educators—propagators
of results and methods that are already well
known to ourselves? I confess that to my mind
that activity is a small and secondary part of
the task proper at all events to academic eco-
nomists. The statutes of my College include in
its purposes, along with education, research. It
is right and proper that the University should
train and send out into the world persons quali-
fied, so to speak, as economic practitioners; just
as our medical schools send out men qualified
as doctors. It is the business of these men to
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apply in the conduct of affairs the scientific
knowledge they have acquired here. But be-
hind the practitioners of things already known
there must stand research workers, whose task
it is, so far as they are able, to add to what is
known. The medical profession rests on the
support and the pioneering work of physio-
logists and biochemists, whose proper home is
the University. Even so, to my mind, there is
a place for economists of the chair, whose
primary task is the advancement, not the re-
tailing of knowledge.

Of this work anybody who compares the
state of economics as a science with the state,
say, of physics or of chemistry, will not doubt
the urgent need. Our science is still an infant
science. Despite the improvements that have
been made in statistical methods and the in-
crease in statistical data, its analyses are still,
in the main, as Marshall observed nearly fifty
years ago, qualitative, not quantitative, analyses.
Of the general character of long-run tendencies
we have perhaps, subject to this limitation, a fair
understanding. But of the processes of change,
the passage from one equilibrium situation to-
wards another, the order of events during such
passage, the conditions under which movement
is cumulative, and, so to speak, self-propagating,
we know extremely little. What is sometimes
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conveniently called short-period economics is
a field as yet so lightly tilled that the cultivation
of it may well be found to yield increasing re-
turns. There are broad issues of general analysis;
there is the task of clothing the dry bones of
theory with an appropriate covering of statisti-
cal fact; there are more detailed problems special
to particular industries or particular places.
There is, indeed, an enormous mass of work for
economists of the chair to do.

Those who are endeavouring to move for-
ward through this maze need no counsel from
me. Yet there is one plea I should like to make—
for catholicity and tolerance. Controversy up
to a point serves, no doubt, to stimulate and
clarify thought. But controversy for its own
sake is a prodigious waste of time. More par-
ticularly, controversy about lines of approach
—the historical approach wersus the mathe-
matical approach, and so on—should long ago
have been relegated to the scrap heap. Diver-
gent methods are partners not rivals:

There are nine-and-sixty ways of constructing tribal lays,
And every single one of them is right!

It is not politic for us to lay down even the
most general rules for one another: we may so
soon be constrained to break those rules our-
selves. Not so long ago one of my most distin-
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guished colleagues urged his fellow-economists
to “eschew the Treatise, pluck the day, fling
pamphlets into the wind”.. A few years later
he himself offered, and we gratefully received,
a work with the title of Treatise and compris-
ing two weighty tomes! Still less, I suggest, is
it politic to persuade ourselves of our own
intelligence by decrying the work of others.
Marshall has been criticised for his extreme
loyalty to the great classical writers; for inter-
preting their thought perhaps over-generously;
for looking always to the pgsitive contributions
that they made, and passing by their failures
or imperfections. If generosity of that kind be
a fault at all, it is a great man’s fault, not a little
man’s. Improve on what has been done by all
means; build on it; strengthen and test its
foundations. But do not cavil and depreciate.
I do not, of course, suggest that economists
should adopt that convention which, among
doctors, forbids any adverse criticism of a
brother practitioner. But such adverse criticism
might well occupy a much smaller place in our
discussions and in our interest than it in fact
does occupy.

And there is yet another thing. Are we, in
our secret hearts, wholly satisfied with the
manner, or manners, in which some of our con-
troversies are carried on? A year or two ago,
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after the publication of an important book,
there appeared an elaborate and careful critique
of a number of particular passages in it. The
author’s answer was, not to rebut the criticisms,
but to attack with violence another book, which
the critic had himself written several years
before! Body-line bowling! The method of the
duello! That kind of thing is surely a mistake. It
is a mistake, not merely in general and in the
abstract, but also for a solid reason of State.
Economists in this country lack the influence
which—in their own opinion—they ought to
have, largely because the public believe that on
all topics they are hopelessly divided. Contro-
versies conducted in the manner of Kilkenny
cats do not help to dissipate this opinion. And
yet in truth the opinion is largely mistaken.
Among serious students the area of common
agreement on fundamental mattersis enormously
wider than the area of dispute. Economists who
take different sideson a practical issueare usually
far closer to one another in the substance of their
thought than either of them is to uninstructed
partisans on his own side. It cannot be in the
public interest that bad controversial manners
should obscure this fact.

That cannot be in the public interest for this
reason. Let it be granted to the economist that,
in his science as in others, from a diligent pur-
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suit truth will not always fly. But, if the final
justification of his work is the fruit of practice,
benefit through knowledge to human welfare,
to find truth is not enough. Somehow the truth
must be carried from the study to the market-
place. Somehow it must be brought to the mind
and utilised in the work of those persons who
guide affairs. We cannot hope that this will
happen quickly. The practical man is not, in-
deed, as has been unkindly said, merely the man
who practises the errors of his ancestors. But
inevitably the main part of his mental stock-in-
trade consists of what he learned in youth before
practical activities absorbed him. In a com-
plex modern community the time-lag between
thought and action mus¢ be long. But the eco-
nomist, seeking, as best he can, through devious
ways, an uncertain goal, believes, or at least
hopes, that this time-lag will not be endless—
that at last, maybe a whole generation hence,
what he has won mankind will use. That is his
act of faith. The warrant for it will be the firmer
if the differences that necessarily exist among
students of an advancing science are not, by a

wrong emphasis, made to look larger than they
are.



II
ECONOMY AND WASTE

I smaLL discuss to-day a matter which is
in essence perfectly straightforward, but has
become overlaid with confusions and mis-
understandings. These misunderstandings have
affected State policy with disastrous conse-
quences. Here is an admirable example of the
need for popular expositions of very simple
truths, about which among serious students
there is little or no dispute. It would be easy to
make this lecture snappy by collecting and ex-
posing before you further examples of the eco-
nomic impotence of large sections of the Plat-
form and the Press. I refrain from this, partly,
I confess, because the process of gathering these
pearls would be wearisome, but partly also be-
cause a positive and direct discussion is likely to
be more effective in clearing up any latent con-
fusions there may be in your minds or my own.

Let us begin by focussing attention on the
concept a country’s productive resources. These
consist, in the old classical formula, of its land,
its capital and its labour. Of those three factors,

or, more properly groups of factors, it contains,
26
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or controls, at any time certain stocks. Such por-
tion of these stocks as is active or employed is
conceived, after appropriate allowance to make
good depreciation, as producing an annual flow
of so much r